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Dear Shadow Secretaries of State for Home and Justice Affairs, 

We are writing to you as a coalition of organisations working on criminal justice, racial justice, 

women’s rights and human rights issues, with significant concerns about particular provisions in the 

Police, Crime, Sentencing and Courts Bill (the Bill) that would entrench racism in the criminal justice 

system; namely the introduction of a statutory duty to collaborate to reduce serious violence, in Part 

2 Chapter 1 and Serious Violence Reduction Orders (SVROs) in Part 10 Chapter 1. 

Many of us have other widespread concerns about the Bill and we very much welcome Labour’s 

vocal opposition to Parts 3 (protest) and 4 (trespass); and of course to the introduction of SVROs. We 

are writing today to ask that Labour continues to oppose the introduction of SVROs, as well as the 

serious violence duty, during the Bill’s Report Stage in the Lords and during ping pong if 

amendments are passed. 

We understand it will be difficult to prioritise which votes to whip in support of given the sheer 
breadth and scale of this Bill and the severe implications for rights and justice in this country of many 
of its provisions. However, we urge you to leverage your power as the official opposition in 
opposition to these provisions, which are very much linked, given the particularly disproportionate 
impact they will have for already marginalised groups.  
 
Many of the issues that are likely to increase racial discrimination in both Parts 2 and 10 of course 
have already been articulated in some detail in the Lammy Review into structural racism in the 
criminal justice system. Rather than implement the findings of that review, these sections of the Bill 
will undermine it. 
  
The serious violence duty has been misleadingly billed as a public health approach to reducing 
serious violence, but it is enforcement led at its core. The duty would introduce a culture of 
unprecedented data sharing between public bodies and the police and deliberate erosion of data 
protection safeguards, backed up by police and Secretary of State enforcement powers. Hundreds of 
public authority professionals have agreed that this duty is likely to push vulnerable people further 
away from the very public bodies and professionals best placed to support them.  
 
Our assessment is that such extensive data sharing along with the erosion of data protections and 

lack of other safeguards, will lead to the kind of harms identified by the Information Commissioner’s 

Office and MOPAC in their respective assessments of the Met Police’s Gangs Matrix. Labour’s Mayor 



of London was instrumental in overseeing substantial reform of the Matrix as a result. However, 

many of the exact failures of the Matrix as identified by those reports have been reproduced on a 

statutory footing under the serious violence duty, including lack of data protection safeguards, lack 

of equality impact assessments, conflation of victims and offenders and racially disproportionate 

over-policing and enforcement as a result. 

Organisations from the Violence Against Women and Girls (VAWG) sector have mobilised against the 

criminalising measures in this Bill stating it will only serve to harm those in most need of protection. 

At a time when the safety of women in this country is high on the political and social agenda for us 

all, women’s organisations have serious concerns about the serious violence duty being described as 

an appropriate response, embedding a police-led approach which compels support staff to share 

confidential data. This duty risks undermining trusted relationships between survivors and frontline 

services and further marginalising Black, migrant and marginalised survivors. Women’s organisations 

are already witness to the ways in which data-sharing between the police and Home Office has been 

incredibly harmful for migrant survivors who are made fearful of reporting, increasing the risk of 

harm. We fear that this duty will have a similar effect for survivors in fear that services will be 

compelled to hand over data to the police, widening existing inequalities.  

Organisations in the children’s sector have similarly raised concerns about the serious violence duty, 

including its failure to prioritise or facilitate a safeguarding response to children affected by and 

involved in serious violence. Many children involved in serious violence experience coercion and 

criminal exploitation. If children feel they have nobody to turn to and confide in, for risk that this 

information will be disclosed to police and used against them, this could leave children at increased 

risk of serious harm. The statutory involvement of schools is therefore particularly concerning. As is 

the duty’s impact on racial discrimination for the youth justice system, where racial disparity has 

been rising significantly, which the Lammy Review identified as its biggest concern. 

Data collected under the duty could well be used to inform the application of SVROs, which would 

introduce an unprecedented expansion of stop and search powers at a time when it is widely 

understood (and proven) that existing stop and search powers are already over-used and widely 

racially disproportionate. HMICFRS, the College of Policing and others have stated that even current 

stop and search powers are ineffective, counter-productive and lead to mistrust of the police. 

Taken together, the serious violence duty and SVROs are likely to entrench racial discrimination in 

the criminal justice system, right at a time when widespread understanding of institutionalised 

racism in the UK is growing and the public expects this reality to be addressed, not engrained 

further. As we know from the Gangs Matrix and the hugely disproportionate impact of stop and 

search on Black and other minoritized groups, racially driven stereotyped views of who is likely to be 

involved in serious violence will drive the application of both the serious violence duty and SVROs; 

and the two provisions will mutually reinforce each other. This will result in communities who are 

already over-policed and stigmatised by many public authorities, being pushed further away. The 

Government does not deny the disproportionate impact these provisions will have, but says that 

impact is justified because Black people are more likely to be victims of serious violence. Of course, 

we all agree strongly that serious violence should be addressed, but while there is no evidence that 

these provisions would actually work to reduce serious violence, there is ample evidence to show 

they could in fact be counterproductive. 

We strongly urge you to oppose these provisions, alongside Parts 3 and 4 of the Bill, as a means of 

taking a principled stand against racial discrimination in the criminal justice system and in support of 

the need for evidence based, effective measures to reduce serious violence. 

We look forward to receiving your response. 

Yours sincerely, 
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