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  AGENDA - PUBLIC   

 
1. Attendance by Substitute Members:    
 To note the attendance at this meeting of any Substitute Members, in 

accordance with paragraph 7.3 of the Harrow Partnership Governance 
Handbook. 
 

2. Declarations of Interest:    
 (if any). 

 
3. Minutes:    
 That the minutes of the Board Meeting held on 15 June 2010, be deferred 

until the next ordinary meeting of the Board. 
 

4. Local Area Agreement Reward Grant Allocation:  (Pages 1 - 8)  
 Report of the Assistant Chief Executive, Harrow Council. 

 
5. Financial Position and Turnaround Plan:  (Pages 9 - 28)  
 Presentation by the Chief Executive, NHS Harrow. 

 
6. Commissioning of Voluntary Sector Organisations 2010/11:  (Pages 29 - 

50) 
 

 Report of the Chief Executive, NHS Harrow. 
 

7. Draft Harrow Council Evidence Submission to Harrow Magistrates' 
Court - For Consultation on Courts Closures:  (Pages 51 - 60) 

 

 Report of the Corporate Director, Place Shaping, Harrow Council. 
 

8. Date of Next Meeting:    
 The next Board Meeting is scheduled for Tuesday 14 December 2010. 

 
  AGENDA - PRIVATE - NIL   

 
 

 
IT IS EXPECTED THAT ALL OF THE ABOVE LISTED ITEMS WILL BE  

CONSIDERED IN PUBLIC SESSION. 
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HARROW STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP BOARD 

Local Area Agreement Reward Grant Allocation 
22nd July 2010 

 
 
 
 

Introduction 
On the 10th June the Government announced some details of the £6.2bn reduction in 
public expenditure.  This included reducing the previously announced totals of LAA 
Reward Grant to Round 2 and Round 3 LAAs by 50%. 
 
This means that in the best case, a total of £2,340,506 is now available and, in the worst 
case, £1,705,109 LAA reward grant is available compared with the Partnership’s original 
expectation of receiving £4,681,012.   
 
We are still awaiting confirmation from Government on the success of our second claim 
where we hope to receive a further £600,000 giving us the best case total.  Until the final 
reward position has been confirmed, it has been agreed to work to the worst case figure 
but agree in principle the best case option. 
 
London Councils are currently negotiating with Treasury on the possibility of converting 
any outstanding reward grant, i.e. the £600,000 for Harrow, to 100% revenue.  Pending a 
decision it was recommended that allocations are based on the continuation of the 50:50 
split between revenue and capital. 
 
Following the LAA Reward Grant announcement, the Partnership Board at their June 
meeting recommended that the Harrow Chief Executive Group and the five Management 
Groups reconvene urgently to review their proposed allocations. 
 
The Board also agreed that where expenditure had already been incurred on projects, 
these costs are required to be met from within the relevant management group or HCE 
allocation.   
 
 
Proposed Action 
On agreement of the proposed business cases by the Partnership Board, funding will be 
allocated to the lead organisations to begin delivery of the projects. 
 
The deliverables identified in the business cases will be monitored quarterly by the 
respective management group and Harrow Chief Executives Group.  This will be on an 
exception basis at the quarterly performance mornings. 
 
What are you asking the Partnership Board to do 
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� Approve the management group business cases (Attached) 
 
� Note the agreed Harrow Chief Executive business cases (Attached) 
 

 
Summary of the Issue 
 
The Harrow Chief Executives convened an extraordinary meeting on the 1st July to agree 
the revised allocations of the LAA Partnership Fund, as outlined in the attached 
spreadsheet. 
 
The agreed proposals have taken into account commitments that have already been made 
through a contractual agreement and money that has been spent.  The recommended 
allocations also aim to achieve maximum return for the investment made by the 
Partnership. 
 
The five Management Groups have each resubmitted their proposals and are outlined in 
the attached spreadsheet.  The spreadsheet outlines both the best case and worst case 
scenario allocation.  The updated Business Cases will inform the monitoring of the 
promised deliverables. 
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Financial Position and Turnaround 
Plan

Briefing to Partnership Board
22 July 2010

Mark Easton, CEO A
genda Item

 5 
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Sections
• Looking backwards – How we got here

• Looking forwards – Turnaround Plan

• Summary and next steps
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Key Financial Facts
• NHS Harrow has achieved its statutory financial duties in each year from 2006/07 onwards however it only achieved this in 2009/10 with a £6.5m loan which has to be paid back
• There has been a significant swing in the PCT’s underlying position from £7m surplus in 07/08 to £9m 

deficit at end of 09/10
• The deficit has been driven principally by a large increase in acute spend: c£50m (45%) over the last 3 financial years-total funding for the PCT has increased by c20% in same period

• Similar levels of acute activity growth evident also in NWL but Harrow had less financial headroom than some other PCTs to manage the position
• Initial savings requirement in 10/11 was £31.5m however NWL sector support of £7.9m and rephasing of 

repayment of 09/10 sector support has reduced the in-year savings requirement for the PCT to £18.3m (6% of budget)
• Underlying Position at end of 10/11 is still a deficit of £1.8m
• Sector support in 10/11 is dependent on achieving savings plan

• The need for further savings will continue into 2011/12 and onwards because of likely reduction 
in the growth of allocations and debt repayment

11



4

Summary of Financial Performance

The Outturn position in 2010/11 is 
dependent upon achievement of 
savings of £18.3m and new NWL 
sector support of £7.9m

£1.8m deficitBreak-even10/11   
Plan

Savings of £25m to repay up to  
£13.2m of support from 09/10 and 
10/11 plus further 3% efficiency

£13.2m surplusBreak-even11/12
Indicative

Acute Spend c£13m over budget.
The PCT received NWL sector 
support of £6.5m during 2009/10

£9m deficit£126k surplus09/10

Acute Spend c£7m over budget£1.4m Surplus£1.4m Surplus08/09

Repayment of £8.5m legacy debt 
relating to 2005/06 deficit£7m Surplus£172k Surplus07/08

Notes
Normalised Position 
(i.e. taking out in-year 

adjustments)
Outturn 
PositionYear
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Annual Increases in Funding 
v Cost Increases in Acute

1.5%*5.0%

12%5.2%

15%5.5%

10%8%

£2.3m£16m2010/11 Plan

£17.6m£15.5m2009/10

£19m£15m2008/09

£11m£20.8m2007/08

Acute Spend 
Increase

Total Funding Increase for 
PCTYear
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Sections
• Looking backwards – How we got here

• Looking forwards – Turnaround Plan

• Summary and next steps
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Savings Plan – Key Principles
• Savings are overwhelmingly focussed on achieving greater 
efficiency, reducing unnecessary acute care, and ensuring 
the PCT pays what it is responsible for rather than reducing 
services.

• The savings plan still has significant risk of delivery:
– 38% of plan £7.8m red-rated
– 29% of plan £6m amber-rated
– 33% of plan £6.9m green-rated
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Savings Plan – Key Principles

• Tighter controls on hospital spending and higher cost services
• Tighter control of prescribing costs 
• Ensure the PCT pays what it is responsible forStop over-spending4

• Consistent approaches to referrals through the RMS, meaning fewer 
unnecessary outpatient appointments, less unnecessary elective 
surgery and fewer hospital follow-up appointments
• Reduce duplication in access points

Use NHS services 
appropriately3

• Cut waste and unnecessary cost in the PCT and providers
• Greater efficiency and productivity
• Reduce management costs by 15% in 2010/11

Reduce running and 
management costs5

• Develop / enhance primary and community care services e.g. UCC, 
CAU, rapid response and intermediate care
• Proactive management of people with long term conditions avoiding 
unnecessary hospital or residential care 
• Repatriate people receiving high cost care out of area

Shift from Acute to 
more appropriate 
care setting

2

• Ensure consistent standards of care by reducing variation in clinical 
practice and minimise waste in prescribing
• Redesign mental health services

Consistent, safe, 
good value care1

16



9

How we ensure the robustness of the plan
• Clear accountability and governance

– Savings Plans managed through 6 Programme Boards chaired by PCT Director
– Weekly Programme Board meetings to monitor progress
– Workshops / meetings with stakeholders for specific schemes
– Delivery Committee established as formal committee of the Board
– Monthly reporting to the Delivery Committee and Board 
– Fortnightly briefing to the Board
– Turnaround Support and Programme Management in place

• External review of NHS Harrow’s Financial Strategy undertaken

• External expertise deployed to establish the Turnaround Programme
• Opportunities for service redesign and efficiencies validated through benchmarking 

against best practice

• Partnership and engagement of stakeholders essential to delivery

• Impact Assessment carried out on each project to ensure no unintended consequences

17
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Breakdown of Savings Plan

38%

28%

9%

13%

7% 5% Acute Care at
Lower Cost
Acute Care Avoided

Lower Drug Costs

Mental Health

Continuing Care

Other
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Analysis of NHS Harrow Spend 2010 / 11
£340m 

• Acute                 53% 
(-1%)

• Primary              13%
(+1%)

• Drugs 9%
(-1%)

• Mental Health      6% 
(-1%)

• Continuing Care   7%
• Community           8%
(+1%)
• Admin                   3%

Acute

Primary

Drugs

MH

Commun
ity
Admin

C Care
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Sections
• Looking backwards – How we got here

• Looking forwards – Turnaround Plan

• Summary and next steps
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Summary and Next Steps
• Linked to unplanned cost increases in Acute spend over last 3 years NOT funding cuts

• 10/11 Plan for Acute spend is net of £9.4m of Demand Management Savings

• Increases in Acute spend evident across NWL sector and London

• However Cost reduction strategy is to move care from expensive acute settings to more 
appropriate and economic care settings

• Need to improve productivity and efficiency of non-acute services

• Need to reduce further PCT management costs and overheads 

• Engagement of stakeholders and GPs critical to success- GP commissioning will inherit 
these problems from the PCT.
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HARROW STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP BOARD 

22 July 2010 
 

Draft Harrow Council evidence submission to Harrow Magistrates’ Court – for 
consultation on courts closures 

 
 

                                                                                                                       
 
Introduction 
On 23 June 2010, ministers announced proposals to modernise and improve the use of 
courts in England and Wales.  Within the consultation were proposals to close 102 
magistrates’ and 54 county courts which are argued to be underused and/or inadequate.  
The consultation runs from 23 June to 15 September 2010. 
 
The consultation includes the proposal to close Harrow Magistrates’ Court. 
 
On 8 July Full Council agreed a motion regarding the courts consultation, including that 
HSP should consider a draft response to the consultation at its meeting on 22 July. 
 
Summary of the issue 
The courts consultation argues that Her Majesty’s Court Service (HMCS) currently 
operates out of 530 courts, some of which do not fit the needs of modern communities – 
their number and location do not reflect the changes in demographics, workload or 
transport and communication links since they were originally opened.  By using courts 
more efficiently, it is envisaged that public money will be saved alongside improvements 
to services for court users.   
 
By reforming the courts estate in line with the proposals, the following savings will be 
achieved: £15.3m per year in running costs and an one-off saving of £21.5m on 
maintenance costs. 
 
Evidence from a Harrow perspective to inform the response to consultation is framed to 
reflect the 8 key principles for the courts estates rationalisation in London: 
1. A magistrates’ court service that geographically accessible to court users within a 

reasonable time 
2. A structure that is sufficiently flexible to enable the work of the courts to be dealt 

with in a timely way 
3. Magistrates’ courts that provide an appropriate and safe environment 
4. The judiciary must be fully engaged in the development of any plans but their 

independent role also respected 
5. Staff should feel valued and receive appropriate training 
6. Any structure must be compatible with other agencies within the Criminal Justice 

System 
7. Any new structure must be cost effective and efficient 

Agenda Item 7 
Pages 51 to 60 

51



8. We should not feel inhibited by existing boundaries within London 
 
A draft evidence submission for Harrow is attached.  It should be noted that some 
sections are still awaiting more information/comments. 
 
Proposed actions and recommendations 
It is recommended that the Partnership Board:  
a) Agree that the closure of Harrow Magistrates’ Court is detrimental to serving justice 

locally in Harrow.  Board members are asked to agree that they will be united in 
raising objections to Government proposals and work together in lobbying for a 
decision to keep Harrow Magistrates’ Court open.  

b) Note that the Chief Executive will be writing on behalf of the Partnership to Harrow’s 
MPs for a high-level meeting and objecting to the proposals for closure, using the 
views set out in the attached document. 

c) Support that an interagency officer group be established and that all organisations are 
asked to support this group. 
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July 2010  
Harrow Council evidence submission to Harrow Magistrates’ Court – for 
consultation on courts closures 
 
 
Background 
On 13 October 2009, the then Justice Secretary Jack Straw announced consultation on 
the closure of 21 underused and inadequate courts in several regions of England.  The 
rationale for these changes was to: 
• Deliver a more modern justice service 
• Put the needs of victims and witnesses first 
• Provide best value for taxpayers 
 
As part of this, a discussion paper for London was launched – ‘Planning for the future of 
the magistrates’ courts service in London’1.  In this the Regional Director for the London 
Region states that while the discussion paper is not a formal consultation paper nor does it 
set out a strategy, it does describe the principles that must support the future development 
of a strategy – in order to create a clear and shared vision for the future. 
 
Following significant further work around the feasibility of some of the changes outlined in 
the discussion paper (including projecting costs and identifying how each courthouse will 
be affected), the London Region aimed to publish a strategy within six to twelve months, 
after which public consultation will follow on proposals. 
 
Following the establishment of a new government in May 2010, Kenneth Clarke became 
the new Justice Secretary, with Jonathan Djanogly as the Courts Minister.  On 23 June 
2010, ministers announced proposals to modernise and improve the use of courts in 
England and Wales.  Within the consultation were proposals to close 102 magistrates’ and 
54 county courts which are argued to be underused and/or inadequate.  The consultation 
runs from 23 June to 15 September 2010. 
 
The consultation argues that that Her Majesty’s Court Service (HMCS) currently operates 
out of 530 courts, some of which do not fit the needs of modern communities – their 
number and location do not reflect the changes in demographics, workload or transport 
and communication links since they were originally opened.  By using courts more 
efficiently, it is envisaged that public money will be saved alongside improvements to 
services for court users.  Key principles in achieving these greater efficiencies nationally 
include: improved utilisation of courts, greater flexibility through co-locations, planning on a 
long-term basis, ensuring access to courts, centralising back office functions, moving 
towards larger courts and maintaining properties at appropriate levels. 
 
By reforming the courts estate in line with the proposals, the following savings will be 
achieved: £15.3m per year in running costs and an one-off saving of £21.5m on 
maintenance costs. 
                                            
1 Document can be found at: http://www.justice.gov.uk/news/future-magistrates-courts-london.htm  
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HCMS currently operates magistrates’ courts in 34 locations across London – the quality, 
facilities and performance of which vary considerably.  The proposals for London2 see the 
closure of 11 magistrates’ courts, of which one is Harrow Magistrates’ Court.  
 
In developing the proposals for estates rationalisation, a number of key principles have 
been adopted.  These were set out in the discussion paper for London from October 2009.  
Harrow Council has considered these principles and provides the following 
evidence/arguments which could be used to inform any local response to the consultation: 
 
 
Principle 1 - “A magistrates’ court service that is geographically accessible to court 
users within reasonable travelling time” 
The London discussion paper and consultation document acknowledge the need for 
geographical proximity for all court users attending courthouses but recognise that this is 
not the sole concern.  Whilst we agree that the speed of case outcome, the quality and 
efficiency of the service provided and the environment is important, we assert that 
geographical accessibility of courthouses is a key consideration to delivering effective local 
justice.  It is worth noting that Harrow Magistrates Court (HMC) is, in any case, performing 
well according the indicators of timeliness, quality and efficiency, and has the best 
courtroom utilisation figures in the West London Clerkship. 
 
Location 
The consultation proposals look to reduce the number of magistrates’ courts in London by 
a third and therefore issues around transport, geography and transport infrastructure rise 
to the fore.  Harrow Magistrates’ Court (HMC) where caseloads deal with adult criminality, 
civil cases, criminal cases, family work and the youth court serves Harrow.  Located in 
Rosslyn Crescent, Wealdstone, the courthouse is situated across the road from Harrow 
Civic Centre and Harrow and Wealdstone Station.  Harrow is fortunate to have excellent 
transport links, being served by overground/main line/Bakerloo rail stations and nearby 
Metropolitan lines.  Several buses stop within 100m of the Court. 
 
The Council firmly believes in the concept of the local administration of justice – justice for 
local people is best served locally.  Alternative courthouses, such as Brent, are simply not 
local to Harrow residents.  Continuing to use Brent as an example, a previous study has 
shown that a significant proportion of Harrow residents cannot reach the Brent courthouse 
within 60 minutes. 
 
We assert that the travel times used in the consultation document (in the ‘location’ section 
of the Harrow Magistrates’ Court summary) are misleading.  They appear to confuse 
Harrow and Wealdstone Station which is near HMC with Harrow on the Hill Station which 
is a 10-minute bus ride away.  All times and costs given should be stated as from Harrow 
and Wealdstone Station as this is the nearest to current magistrates’ facilities. 
 
In terms of profiling the impact of additional travel times for journeys from Harrow to either 
Brent or Hendon, the following observations can be made: 
• Hendon Magistrates’ Court in Hendon:  Moving services to Hendon would 

involve Harrow residents travelling on underground by the Jubilee line and then using 
bus route 83 changing at Wembley Park to get to Hendon.  This journey time would be 

                                            
2 London consultation document available at: http://www.justice.gov.uk/consultations/consultation-cp12-
10.htm  
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in the region of 40 to 50 minutes.  There are no direct tube or rail lines to this area from 
anywhere within the borough unless connections via central London are used, however 
these would considerably increase journey times.  As Hendon Magistrates’ Court is not 
very close to Hendon Central tube station, being about 1.5 miles away, it is therefore 
necessary to use a bus service to find a closer stop.  The additional travel will be costly 
for many attendees and will often result in late attendance due to the greater risk of 
transport delays on this longer journey.  It should be noted that bus journeys are more 
vulnerable to delay due to the occurrence of congestion on the highway. 

• Brent Magistrates’ Court in Neasden:  Moving services to Brent would involve travel on 
underground by Metropolitan / Jubilee line, taking a region of 15-25 minutes.  This 
option is far more accessible than Hendon, however there are no direct bus routes.  
The Court is about half a mile from Neasden station which would add about an 
additional 10 minutes walking for an able bodied person but would be more 
inconvenient for elderly or disabled people. 

• General impact on travelling time: it should be noted that the population of Harrow is on 
average older than the rest of London and 23% of households according to the last 
census have no access to car or van.  In addition, requiring residents to make trips out 
of the borough that are currently done within the borough and are often walking trips 
will of course have a detrimental impact on air quality and traffic congestion. 

 
Moving Harrow residents’ ‘local’ magistrates’ court from Harrow to Brent or Hendon is 
simply not practical for Harrow residents – the journeys to both alternatives are longer, 
more difficult, heavily congested and subject to interruption, especially during peak 
periods. 
 
Furthermore, the ’60-minute test of accessibility’ simply does not stand up to scrutiny.  
From Harrow and Wealdstone, it is easy to reach inner London within half an hour using 
the fast train to Euston.  Following this logic, would we then expect Harrow residents to 
attend a court in inner London, Lewisham, Morden or Barking3 as they can still be defined 
as ‘local’ if employing the 60-minute test of accessibility.  We would suggest not. 
 
<To insert: information from Richard Segalov on a Youth Offending Team perspective> 
 
The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) strongly supports delivering local justice at Harrow 
Magistrates’ Court.  Using Brent Court facilities in the past has caused the MPS problems 
with witnesses and victims often losing interest in travelling the further distance to Brent 
Court.  The MPS can give examples of failing cases when witnesses and victims have 
been expected to travel longer distances.  The MPS also suffer significant impact when 
local Harrow police officers are asked to go away from the borough to give evidence when 
they are needed close by.  It is the view of the MPS that Harrow Magistrates’ Court is 
ideally located near Harrow Civic Centre. 
 
Multi-agency relationships 
By having a magistrates’ court based in the borough, a number of close working 
relationships have built up over the years between the HMC, Harrow Crown Court, the 
Crown Prosecution Service, Harrow Police, Harrow Council, the Harrow Youth Offending 
Team, Harrow Probation Service, Harrow Victim Support and other Harrow-based 
statutory and voluntary agencies in providing a local coordinated justice service.  Moving 

                                            
3 Figures based on a 12-minute rail (fast train) journey from Harrow and Wealdstone Station to Euston, and a 
tube journey from Euston Station thereafter. 
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the courthouse out of the borough could have a detrimental effect upon the working 
relationships of agencies, as well as the Harrow community at large. 
 
There are also major benefits available by co-locating the HMC with Harrow Crown Court 
in any future reconfiguration of court and justice services locally.  Harrow Crown Court 
provides modernised and secure facilities which would address some of the accessibility 
and security concerns raised in the consultation document about HMC and can offer free 
public parking which is not available at Brent Magistrates’ Court, and which would further 
impact on Harrow residents’ travel options should services move to Brent.  There is also 
possibly scope to expand Harrow Crown Court on to an industrial site behind it and we 
believe this option should be given consideration.   
 
Impact of geographical changes on the Council 
Contrary to the trend of decreasing activity elsewhere, Harrow Council has recently 
increased the number of cases brought to the Magistrates Court.  From 2008/9 to 2009/10, 
the number of cases at the Magistrates Court that the Harrow Council litigation team were 
involved in more than doubled.  With increasing activity, there is a huge cost impact of 
increasing Council officer journey times from 5 minutes to possibly over one hour.  There 
will be a similar effect on the time of police officers, victim support staff and the range of 
local agencies who attend court as part of their duties.  Whilst the accessibility of court 
facilities to the general public is of course of paramount consideration, accessibility for 
others attending court must also be considered.  Those professionals who have brought 
cases for prosecution or attend to give evidence must also find the local court easy to 
reach and without excessive time implications. 
 
If HMC services were to move outside of the borough, this would also have the following 
effects: 
• Enforcement officers would need to travel further to present their cases. 
• Appeals against licensing decisions are currently heard at the Magistrates’ Court and 

would therefore move. 
• The Drugs Intervention Project has workers based at the Magistrates’ Court offering 

initial drug assessments to persons making appearances – the DIP service is a key link 
in breaking the cycle of offending and drug use. 

• The specific Harrow focus would be lost if the court moved outside of the borough and 
could harm the link with the workers at the Police Station custody suite. 

 
Some preliminary analysis4 has been conducted of the impact on council officer time and 
associated costs of attending court at Brent Magistrates Court, rather than HMC as is 
currently the case.  Transport for London gives the time for alternative routes from Harrow 
Civic Centre to Brent Magistrates Court as averaging around 50 minutes.  This compares 
to a 5-minute walk to the Harrow Magistrates Court for most Council employees and 
therefore gives an additional travel time of at least 45 minutes for each trip to Brent 
Magistrates Court.  The cost of the fare to Willesden Junction or Neasden is £3.50 each 
way compared with negligible cost for the Harrow Court.  An estimate of the cost of 
additional time and fares for Harrow Council staff comes to a substantial amount per 
annum. 
 

                                            
4 Calculations are available upon request and are based on officer time costs at the average H10 salary 
grade.  Officers’ times considered are those of officers from legal services, youth services, community safety 
team, revenues and benefits team, and the anti-fraud team. 

56



Page 5 of 8 
- DRAFT - 

It should be further noted that this compares with travel from Harrow Police Station to 
Brent Court which comes out, at best, to just under an hour, comparing with a 10 minute 
journey to the Harrow Court.  Including the costs of police time and that of other agencies, 
for example voluntary organisations, would amount to an even more substantial figure. 
 
 
Principle 2 - “A structure that is sufficiently flexible to enable the work of the courts 
to be dealt with in a timely way” 
The London discussion paper refers (page 2) to court usage data which shows that 
London does not utilise 23% of its court room capacity and that if there were to be efficient 
use of the courthouses in London, this would most likely see the current 30 courthouses 
reduced by about nine – this rationalisation is reflected in the consultation proposals.  
However, Harrow has excellent courtroom utilisation, running at over 95% for 2009-10.  
This is the best result of any magistrates’ court in West London. 
 
London magistrates’ courts have seen their overall performance in improving timeliness, 
reducing ineffectiveness and dealing with priority cases improve.  Any changes to 
magistrates’ courts structures must see sustained improvements in performance.  We 
believe HMC to be a well-performing service and therefore see a very real risk in moving 
its services and the impact that this would have on sustaining improved performance of the 
service. 
 
HMC currently demonstrates the following performance (all figures as at Feb 2010): 

 99.4% of court registers produced and despatched within six working days (best in 
group) 

 8.6% of trials ineffective (best in group, significantly lower than average of over 
15%) 

 98.1% of vulnerable victims seen within 1 day (best in group, significantly above 
group average of 78%)  

 Performance on timeliness of trials is in line with the group 
 
 
Principle 3 - “Magistrates’ courts should provide an appropriate and safe 
environment for court users and those who work within the criminal and family 
justice systems” 
Meeting a diversity of needs 
Courts must deliver for the diverse needs of London’s population and ensure that the 
courthouses provide a safe and appropriate environment for all court users.  To this end 
we reiterate our point that distance and transport links to the courthouse are key 
considerations in assessing the accessibility of the courthouse.  For courthouse users in 
Harrow – whether they be users, staff, the Bench, or those providing evidence in cases for 
example local authority officers – local justice is served best in a local setting.  Harrow 
Magistrates’ Court is well situated in terms of transport links and is set in one of the most 
diverse boroughs in the country and therefore can cater well for a diversity of needs.  Its 
staff, and those from partner agencies who work within the courts system, are well aware 
of the local needs of the borough and how best to meet these in a fair manner.  The 
understanding of local cultures is nuanced and something that is acquired over time – a 
factor that should not be underestimated in any discussions about moving local services 
out of borough. 
 
We envisage that Harrow residents would be most comfortable to attend in local settings 
and we raise the question of whether reliability to attend court would diminish should it be 
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further out of the borough i.e. non-attendance?  It takes a motivated person to attend court 
and there may be some who would not get to court because they conceived the journey 
too difficult.  In turn this would be to the detriment of court business as well as have a 
consequent effect on the police in terms of arrests to bring defendants to court.  
 
<To insert: information from Steve Spurr about impact on local child protection issues> 
 
The proximity of the Civic Centre to Harrow Magistrates’ Court offers a continuity of case 
experience for the court users and Council officers.  We fully endorse the efforts to see 
more disputes resolved outside of court, if appropriate. The enhanced use of technology 
should facilitate this and help modernise the courts services. 
 
 
Principle 4 – “The judiciary must be fully engaged in the development of any plans 
but their independent role must also be respected” 
The Harrow Bench 
The Harrow Bench has put forward its views around the future planning of the courts 
services and we refer to this in the first instance.  In addition, should HMC services be 
moved out of the borough, there is the real concern that members of the Harrow bench will 
also be lost – if members of the bench cease to serve, their expertise and knowledge will 
be lost. 
 
Harrow Magistrates’ Court building 
HMC is a Grade II Listed building, constructed in 1932-35 and listed in October 2003.  This 
limits the potential future use of the building site and land should it cease to serve as a 
courthouse. 
 
Unitary Development Plan policy seeks to ensure the protection of the borough’s stock of 
listed buildings by: 
• Only permitting demolition in exceptional circumstances 
• Only permitting extensions that preserve the character and setting of the buildings and 

any internal/external features of architectural or historic interest 
• Only permitting development with the cartilage that does not affect the setting of the 

building 
 
Council policy reflects advice in PPG 155.  It includes specific guidance about use:  

“Generally the best way of securing the upkeep of historic buildings is to keep 
them in active use.  For the great majority this must mean economically viable 
uses if they are to survive, and new and even continuing uses will often 
necessitate some degree of adaptation… The best use will often be the use for 
which the building was originally designed, and the continuation or 
reinstatement of that use should be the first option when the future of the 
building is considered.” 

 
The interior of the building is largely unaltered and this clearly reduces the scope for 
significant internal change.  Retaining the current use of the building is both supported by 
national policy and would also reduce the risk of the building falling into disrepair.  The 
Council can identify serious security issues and associated costs as well as ongoing 
liability for NNDR if the property were left vacant, for example after closing the courthouses 

                                            
5 Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning and the Historic Environment (PPG15) 
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without finding suitable and feasible alternatives for the building.  With regard to running 
costs, the yearly forecast is about £130k.   
 
<To insert: information from Frank Stocks regarding listed building status implications> 
 
Should the existing building have to close, there would be significant advantages to 
considering an integrated court service, together with a police station adjacent to the 
existing Crown Court.  Closer integration of public sector partners helps progress the Total 
Place agenda which Harrow has made great strides in.  A review of partnership assets and 
property has formed part of the ambitious transformation programme for the next four 
years that the Council has embarked upon with partners, called ‘Better Deal for Residents’. 
 
 
Principle 5 – “Staff should feel valued and receive appropriate training to enable 
them to carry out their duties” 
We have no particular comments to make around this principle. 
 
 
Principle 6 – “Any structure must be compatible with other agencies within the 
Criminal Justice System” 
As the discussion paper states (page 5): “any changes brought about to the court structure 
are likely to impinge upon our key agency partners and may result in the need for changes 
to their structures”. 
 
Any plans to move HMC from Harrow would have a significant impact on the work of 
Harrow Council officers (and those of partner agencies) who currently attend court to 
provide evidence for cases.  Harrow Council’s work at HMC integrally relates to two of our 
corporate priorities: 
• Improve support for vulnerable people 
• Building stronger communities 
We stress that it is Harrow Council’s wish that the services currently operating out of HMC 
remain in Harrow. 
 
Harrow Council looks forward to being involved in consultation around proposals for 
reconfiguration of the courts estates and seeing successful strides being made in 
modernising services for local residents.  The involvement of the Harrow Strategic 
Partnership (which comprises of the main statutory, public, voluntary and community 
agencies in the borough) should be seen as key in developing the future shape of local 
justice in this borough in the future. 
 
 
Principle 7 – “Any new structure must be cost effective and efficient in comparison 
to the rest of the country” 
Other parts of the country have seen a decline in the workload of magistrates’ courts in 
recent years with a shift to Crown Courts.  In London magistrates’ courts have not seen 
the same decline in work but there has still nonetheless been an increase in the workload 
of London crown courts.  HMC has recorded an increased caseload in 2009-10 (26,826 
compared with 26,244 in 2008-9)   
 
All partners within the public sector are being asked to meet highly challenging efficiency 
targets and therefore we fundamentally agree that London’s 77% utilisation rate does not 
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represent efficient use of resources. Harrow Magistrates’ Court compares well against this 
London average as evidenced above. 
 
 
Principle 8 – “We should not feel inhibited by existing boundaries within London” 
We have no particular comments to make around this principle. 
 
 
Concluding comments 
Whilst we recognise the need for financial and efficiency savings, in line with other public 
sector agencies in times of financial challenges, the quality of service to court users should 
remain of paramount consideration.  To this end, we support Harrow Magistrates’ Court 
Bench’s view that local justice is best served locally.  HMC has demonstrated that it serves 
Harrow well and performs well in comparison to neighbouring courthouses. 
 
Harrow Council has an effective local partnership with Harrow Magistrates Court and is 
concerned about any changes to the Courts Service that will involve the closure of HMC.   
The court is currently accessible to local residents and organisations including the police 
and victim support. We believe strongly that local justice is best administered locally and 
would oppose any move of the court which made it inaccessible to local residents and 
officers.   
 
Harrow Magistrates’ Court is a high performing service with a highly skilled and dedicated 
Bench and staff.  The hidden cost of closing the Court should not be underestimated.  
There is a potential loss of magistrates and staff, plus the huge additional travel costs of 
those attending court.  There would also be a significant risk of individuals not attending 
court where the travel time is excessive.  As a listed building, alternative uses of the site 
are limited.  
 
We therefore believe that in any decision about the future of the courthouse and the 
Harrow Bench that the full set of options be considered.  These options include co-location 
with other services in Harrow such as the police or the Crown Court, which would preserve 
local justice and promote close working between agencies. 
 
The HMCS national estates strategy seeks to rationalise the number of courts in England 
and Wales – this includes fewer courthouses in London and a core estate that is smaller. 
For reasons of local justice, geographical accessibility, high performance, limited scope for 
alternative building development, strategic links with partner agencies and meeting the 
needs of the community, we firmly believe that Harrow Magistrates’ Court should be 
retained to serve Harrow people in its present location. 
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