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3 November 2011 

 
Transcript of Item 3: Time for Action – Update 

 
 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Good afternoon and welcome to the Time for Action update.  

Could I ask our Panel of guests to introduce themselves. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  I am 

Christian Steenberg.  I am the Programme Manager for Time for Action.  I am here to answer 

any questions about the re-conviction figures from the Heron Unit following the Chair’s letter to 

Kit Malthouse [Deputy Mayor, Policing] who cannot be here today. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  My name is Jeff Jacobs.  I am 

the Head of Paid Service but, more particularly, I am the sponsoring executive director for the 

Time for Action programme. 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I am Councillor Steve Reed, Leader of Lambeth Council and I 

am here in my capacity as Executive Member for Children’s Services at London Councils. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):    Good afternoon.  I am 

Lizzie Noel.  I am an advisor to the Mayor of London and I am leading on Team London which is 

his volunteering programme, and I am here specifically to talk about the Mayor’s mentoring 

programme which is essentially a volunteering programme. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  I am 

Roger Hadwen, Senior Policy and Projects Officer.  I work in Christian’s team in the Community 

Safety Unit, and I work on the Mayor’s mentoring programme. 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I am Munira Mirza.  I am an advisor 

to the Mayor looking after youth and culture, and I took over this brief in July this year. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  I am Ron Belgrave.  I am the Head of 

Community Safety at the Greater London Authority [GLA] and I have been invited specifically 

around the mentoring issue. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  We had originally planned to have Ray Lewis 

[Mayor’s Ambassador for Mentoring] here today but unfortunately he states that he has now 

got another engagement.  Lizzie, you said that Ray is happy to come and meet us in future? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I am sure he would be 

delighted to. 



 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We are probably planning to invite him then and to have that 

future meeting, so thank you for that. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I am responsible for the 

delivery of the mentoring programme so this Committee is not in any way compromised by him 

not being here. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  Can I say, for the members of the audience, that this 

hearing is in three parts; one to look at the Project Daedalus figures because they have been the 

topic of press comment really, then to move to a London Councils perspective of youth 

provision in London, and then to move into the mentoring scheme. 

 

I will start with either Christian Steenberg [Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime] or 

Jeff Jacobs [Head of Paid Service and Executive Director], on the re-offending data.  You are 

obviously aware why we are here today.  We are trying to get clarification over the re-offending 

data regarding the Heron Unit based at Feltham Young Offenders’ Institution.  There has been 

press speculation which has also reached the House of Commons’ Home Affairs Select 

Committee.  The Chair of the UK Statistics Authority, Sir Michael Scholar, wrote to Sir Keith Vaz 

MP [Member of Parliament and Chair, Home Affairs Select Committee] stating that the Mayor’s 

evidence there in September 2011 is not supported by the Ministry of Justice’s published 

statistics, nor is it supported by any statistical analysis carried out by the Mayor’s office. 

 

The Mayor’s evidence to that Committee in September 2011 was that - and I am quoting the 

Mayor - “We have cut re-offending rates in that wing from about 80% to about 20%.  That is a 

model I think should be replicated around the country”.  Sir Michael Scholar [Chair of the UK 

Statistics Authority] states that these figures come from internal unpublished management 

information, and I presume that is the same information we were given earlier which contained 

the following caveat.  The caveat that Sir Michael Scholar states in those documents is this is 

based on anecdotal information and does not represent a re-conviction rate and should not be 

used publicly. 

 

Can I perhaps ask, firstly, whether that is the case, that that internal management data does 

contain that caveat that those figures should not be used publicly? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  The caveats were as you 

described them, Chair, that Kit Malthouse AM [Deputy Mayor for Policing] relayed when he 

appeared before the Panel in March 2011, and when you wrote back on 28 October 2011 you 

were, quite rightly, quoting back what he said then.  Has there been nervousness about these 

figures being used in public?  Yes, I do not think there is any reason to suggest otherwise but 

that is why Kit Malthouse AM was caveating them when he spoke here. 

 

One needs to put these figures which we will, no doubt, talk about a bit more in the public 

domain in the context that this Panel, but not just this Panel, is asking, inevitably, things are 

getting on since this unit has been set up.  It does not seem to me entirely surprising for this 



 

Mayor, for Kit Malthouse AM and for any person in that position to try to give some figures 

when asked about how things are getting on and to caveat them. 

 

The Mayor in writing to Keith Vaz MP clearly said that he was not entirely correctly stating the 

position in talking about the unit is original re-offending rate of 80%.  He said that.  It is on 

record.  He has been quite open about that. 

 

In terms of the comparison with the 78% figure - that is the figure that Michael Scholar has said 

- is not immediately recognised. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Are you saying the Ministry of Justice does not recognise it? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  The Ministry of Justice does 

not recognise.  We disagree with that. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  We do.  This is 

Ministry of Justice data and it is up until March this year.  The latest data was 77.6%.  That is 

young men being released from custody; re-offending after being released from custody.  The 

latest figure, which came out in March 2011, for young men is 73.1%.  The figure that 

Michael Scholar quotes is 71.9% and that is for young men and women together. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  The Heron Unit is for first time offenders.  I understand that the 

re-conviction rate for first time offenders is below 60%. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  It is not just first 

time offenders.  Originally when it was put together the idea was for people’s first time going 

into custody.  The majority of people who go into there, it is their first time in custody but it is 

not first time offenders.   

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  It is first time in custody.   

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  The focus is still 

on them but it has expanded because the idea was it needs to be made available to other 

people for whom it may be their second or third time in custody -- 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I am saying that the national offending rate for youths after their 

first time in custody is under 60% and that should be the comparable figure, not the 73%/78% 

that has been used. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  We are in 

discussions.  We were with the chief statistician from the Ministry of Justice (MOJ) yesterday: 

we do work together on this. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Good.  I fully accept that Kit and you did give those caveats 

when you came before this Panel, but this is now an issue because the Mayor, at a Select 

Committee, has used these figures. As I understand it, the figures that were originally given to 



 

us of 18.7% were anecdotal figures with all those caveats that you gave at the beginning of the 

year.  I understand that now the latest figures you have up until May 2011 have almost doubled 

to 39.7%. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  That is correct. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That was not given to the House of Commons’ Select Committee 

just a few weeks ago? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  No, but it has 

been quoted on other occasions in public by the Mayor, so roughly halved I think. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  The Mayor was still using the 20% figure at the House of 

Commons.  Was the Mayor made aware by any officer of those caveats, and that he should not 

still be using those figures publicly? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  I think they are 

aware of the nervousness of our partners in any of these figures coming out but, at the same 

time, there is pressure.  When the early results are promising the next question is, “Where’s the 

evidence?  What do you mean?”  That is why we used the management data; to keep a track 

internally. 

 

“Anecdotal” is slightly misleading; it has been checked against the police national computer.  

There is a cohort of young people who have been released from custody; we checked.  It is not 

the best word to use but, statistically, it is not comparable with the national average, yet.  That 

will be case at the beginning of next year. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That still does not answer my question of was the Mayor made 

aware of those caveats?  Did any officer inform the Mayor that there was a caveat, and the 

figure he was given was incorrect? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  This has been a 

concern throughout so, yes, they have been made aware. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  And the Mayor has been made aware? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  Clearly Kit has been made 

aware because he gave the caveat -- 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I am asking if the Mayor was made aware because the Mayor, 

even a few weeks ago, was still talking to the House of Commons about a 20% re-conviction 

rate. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  There have been 

occasions where he has used those caveats publicly as well I should say.  I should say that. 

 



 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Apart from politicians quoting those figures, has any GLA body quoted 

that 80%/20% differential that the Mayor had mistakenly said at the Select Committee? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  I think quoted 

not really.  We do not really get quoted.  That was the first year of the unit and we stand by 

those figures.  I would have to be sure.  I would have to check if that is OK and come back to 

you on that.  There was a Daedalus one year on update report.  I have to check what the quote 

on that is. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  You have just said to us - you did not put any caveats on it - that the re-

conviction rate has been halved to date.  How reliable is that figure? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  That is referring 

to the 39.7% and it was being compared with the 78%/77.6%.  Again, I should say, with all 

those caveats because -- 

 

-- the only time we will be absolutely robust - in the response to Keith Vaz MP, as we said, and 

to yourself as well.  We have commissioned Ipsos MORI [Research company] to do a two and a 

half year evaluation.  It is going well.  The MOJ [Ministry of Justice] is signed up to it.  It will be 

hopefully in February 2012 that we will have full re-conviction data, and we will obviously share 

with yourselves as soon as we have it.  The MOJ, as of yesterday, has also agreed to do a further 

analysis which will come out later in the year.  Those figures, hopefully in February, the 

beginning of next year, will be able to be used publicly.  We will not publish anything unless the 

MOJ and relevant authorities are happy with it as well, which they do seem to be. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  You seem to be inferring that the project itself is having a positive effect 

on re-conviction rates? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  An inference 

perhaps.  It seems to be.  It has been quoted in the MOJ’s sentencing Green Paper and the 

Youth Justice Board’s Secure Estate consultation review.  Two days ago the Ending Youth and 

Gang Violence review came out from the Home Office.  It is quoted in there.  It is encouraging 

but I cannot here categorically say, with my officer scientific clinical objective hat, it is an 

unabashed success because we will not know that until the evaluation is complete. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I understand from Kit Malthouse’s AM, Deputy Mayor for 

Policing, letter to us dated 2 November 2011 that he states that, as part of its management 

role, the London Criminal Justice Partnership provides monthly data which includes these 

anecdotal re-conviction rates.  It also states that from September 2009 to February this year the 

re-conviction rate now stands, at the end of May 2011, at 39.7%. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  That is right. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Again, I do not know what it was at earlier.  Of those that have 

re-offended up until the end of May 2011 it then says that, since May, you are not able to give 



 

us any further re-conviction rates because of a data sharing protocol issue between the two 

partners.  What is the data sharing protocol issue? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  There was a 

change of policy, from what I understand.  I would like to come back to you with the absolute 

full details of that.  We do not have all the details on it, but all we know is that - some of the 

questions that are being asked.  It is not entirely unhelpful I would say, from my position, not to 

have an uncaveated figure that is changing on a monthly basis, particularly now we are in 

November 2011.  We should hopefully know in roughly two months time a figure we can all 

stand by.  It is to do with the Police National Computer (PNC) and the sharing of names, and 

checking those names against the PNC. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  So it has not been due to the misuse of these figures in the past? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  No, certainly 

not. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Do you still get those monthly information -- 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  We do, but the 

re-conviction figure is not on there anymore because it is not changing so it is static. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  So you haven’t a clue whether the re-conviction data is going up 

monthly or down monthly? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  To say we 

haven’t a clue is probably not quite true because we are in touch with all our partners, but it is 

not helpful at this stage because they are unable to check against the PNC so they do not have 

that evidence for re-conviction - which, again, is slightly flawed, because the PNC takes a while 

to update. 

 

We would be happy to share that monthly management data with the Panel. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That would be useful.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I wanted to come in because I think we are all committed to this 

programme being a success.  The Chair and I went to visit, as part of the Panel, the Heron Unit.  

We talked to some of the offenders in the unit.  We talked to the staff.  We think this could be a 

really good model that we would like to see rolled out.  But isn’t it regrettable that misusing 

statistics in this way - however it has happened, and it not being corrected - not just on one 

occasion before the Home Affairs Select Committee, it has happened time and time again - will 

actually throw doubt over the credibility of this project?  Isn’t it actually damaging to this really 

good work that is going on? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  I think it is important that we 

all work on statistics that are reliable.  As I have already said, we have concerns about some of 



 

what Michael Scholar said in his response, we are not convinced and we have the MOJ details to 

show it, but being told that the 78% figure was the right figure and that the wrong figure was 

being used by the GLA is not a fully accurate, in our view, representation of the position.  As 

Christian has said, we were actually talking and were talking yesterday, to the MOJ and working 

perfectly happily with them to try to get a better agreement and handle on figures. 

 

We also have our reservations about one of the other figures that was used in the Scholar 

response. 

 

That having been said, there is no disagreement on our part that the right figures should be 

used, but I will return to what I said originally, that these figures have been moving around and, 

all other things being equal, it might have been better if no figures were used, but that is not a 

sustainable position when the Authority, the Mayor and officers are under pressure to produce 

figures. 

 

Your point about whether you are comparing apples and pears and what you compare at what 

time is well taken.  That is why Kit qualified it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  You are obviously, as an officer, not going to say that it is damaging 

to the work of this project, and probably all the staff who have been involved, but actually this 

starts to make people question the credibility of the work. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Are there any further questions on Project Daedalus and the 

Heron Unit at all? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Chair, this is not on the statistics but it really is to tidy up for your records 

when we come to write up the report.  We talked about the new offenders centre in 

Thamesmead.  We understand that we are going to be funding another Heron type unit -- 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  Not that I am 

aware of.  No. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  There is no prospect to do another Heron Unit in another offending centre? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  Not at the 

moment, no. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Not at the moment. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  Again, the 

funding for the actual Heron Unit is being provided by the Youth Justice Board.  We provide 

funding for the resettlement brokers -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The resettlement brokers. 

 



 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  The 

resettlement brokers, yes. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):   So we have had no requests to provide anything like that for the new 

offenders unit.  Can we then talk, as part of your discussions on the statistics and whether it 

works, what discussions have gone on in the Ministry of Justice about mainstreaming this 

programme and introducing it if it is successful at whatever the end date of the evaluation is, 

and whether we use the Mayor’s figures or the real figures, in the criteria that we are making a 

decision on?  What discussions are you having with the Ministry of Justice around that? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  I made 

reference to the Youth Justice Board’s Secure Estate consultation and it has just received all the 

responses to the consultation so it will be responding in due course about that.  The Heron Unit 

is one of two specialist units.  There is the Keppel Unit in Wetherby as well. 

 

There is broad commitment, I think, to having more specialist units.  In London there is a broad 

agreement to try to place young Londoners closer to home.  Feltham, where you visited, the 

Heron Unit wing is where young people are being sentenced, as in post-conviction, most of the 

young people on there are on remand, so post-sentence young people are going everywhere 

which obviously makes re-settlement a lot more difficult and makes re-offending more likely. 

 

Early stages.  Again, I keep saying it but until we have the full evaluation we are not in a 

position to - the MOJ is a close partner on this, as is the National Offender Management Service  

who commissioned the analysis, and as is the Youth Justice Board.  No official discussions at 

this stage but, taking a sounding, people are very interested in it.  There are lots of visits to the 

Heron Unit -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  We are in a bit of a crisis here in terms of re-offending issues.  You talked 

about an evaluation going on for two and a half years with Ipsos MORI.  Is that the end date of 

the evaluation where decisions will be taken then, which is out of our control - we are just going 

to be there presenting the facts, jointly with others? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  All of this goes 

up until May next year.  We have the firm date -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Sorry to interrupt you.  Chair, it would be useful to know who is going to 

take the final decisions so when we do our narrative and comment on these projects we make it 

quite clear what the GLA’s role is and what it isn’t.  We are quite clear, from the evidence that 

we have received and the people we have seen, more of the same traditional approach in youth 

offending is not going to work and this points to the future.  It does seem to me we are waiting 

a very long time and the Mayor should be putting in some effort to try to think what the 

accelerators are.  Can we really afford to wait two and a half years for people to re-offend when 

they do not get access to this provision, albeit we have to wait to see the final outcome? 

 

Can we also be told, just to avoid any confusion so we do not make up some success criteria 

here in this building and the Ministry of Justice makes up its own success criteria?  Is that 



 

forming part of your decisions as well?  We need to be quite clear that there is a joint issue of 

what success looks like and what would initiate a roll out call for a new way of dealing with 

youth offending? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  Anything has to 

be done in conjunction with the Ministry of Justice.  We are not going to come up with our own 

success criteria and say, “This has been a success, you should do more of it,” if the MOJ has a 

different success -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Forgive me for raising it but, in jest, I have to say this.  You say that but, at 

another Select Committee, we may have the Mayor devising his own criteria.  He uses his own 

statistics.  That has been already been proven.  The question is are you influencing that final 

criteria?  Are we at the table or it is just all the Ministry of Justice? 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  We are at the 

table, definitely. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So you can share that with us as we provide our report?  There is nothing 

there that says, “At the end of two and a half years, this will be the criteria that a decision looks 

like.  It will be made on the basis of X outcome.  If we achieve that that is when people push the 

button.” 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  We always have 

to prove it.  As a pilot we have to prove the case.  We are in a much stronger position already 

because it is developing and improving.  It is not just re-conviction criteria that are the success, 

as you say.  There are a lot more elements to it as well.   It is an interesting time as well, the 

Youth Justice Board is looking like it is going to be abolished and folded back into the MOJ.  

You have got the Secure Estate changing so -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I raise these issues not because I am trying to pin you down, but unless we 

have a clear direction of travel where we want to go and are clear in our own mind of what we 

are arguing - whatever the successful bodies are - that this work is not just make it up as we go 

along.  It seems to me we have invested a great deal of time and effort into this, and money!  

Equally they have done it; we want to see what the conclusions are.  The need, the urgency, is 

there.  Somehow I am not sure.  I want to be able, from this organisation, if that position is 

creditable, to lobby others who have to take the final decision. 

 

Christian Steenberg (Programme Manager - Violent and Youth Crime):  The final report 

from this Panel will be another part of the arsenal to do that lobbying. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Let’s see where you are going to on that final bit. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We are now moving to questions to Councillor Steve Reed. 

 

Steve, thank you for coming to today’s meeting.  You have outlined your role.  Perhaps I can 

ask you to briefly set the scene and let us know what kind of youth services, particularly those 



 

to tackle serious youth violence, that the London Councils provide and what the current playing 

field is out there? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I guess the first thing to say is that each council will do its own 

thing slightly differently from other councils.  It is not easy to compare service to service in 

every single case.  In the case of statutory services that is easier but where they are discretionary 

each borough will do things differently.  So I can only give you a broad overview generally. 

 

In terms of the services that boroughs provide, youth clubs would be one such service, which is 

providing a safe space for young people to meet and carry out activities including leisure and 

some skills development.  There will often be IT [Information technology] available there.  There 

will often be trained youth workers on site to supervise/oversee/help young people who they 

identify as having particular problems. 

 

There are detached youth workers who are youth workers not located in a particular facility but 

who will be out on the streets in the estates and in the neighbourhoods identifying young 

people getting into trouble and providing outreach and support directly to young people and 

their families in many cases. 

 

There are youth offending teams.  These are groups of professionals who carry out both 

statutory and non-statutory duties.  The non-statutory element will usually be aimed at 

preventing offending by young people who have been referred on to the scheme.  People 

referred on to youth offending services are either ex-offenders, current offenders or young 

people at serious risk of getting involved in offending. 

 

The statutory part of their work is mostly involved around really supporting the young person 

through the criminal justice system: conducting interviews with them; giving information to the 

court about previous behaviour to assist the court in sentencing; providing advice to a court 

about the young person’s background, likelihood of re-offending, circumstances and the like.  

When a young person comes out of custody they will look to be engaged with that young 

person - in fact they will be engaging with them while they are in custody as well but they will 

engage with them when they leave as well to try to ensure that appropriate support is around 

them to reduce the likelihood of re-offending. 

 

Then there are general youth activities which are non-statutory provided generally to give 

young people positive things to do either related to sport, leisure, skill development, education 

or IT.  The pattern for that differs very much from borough to borough I guess depending on 

the level of resources available and the needs in a particular locality. 

 

Then additional targeted intervention in boroughs that have gang problems those will be 

looking at gang members in particular or young people at risk of getting involved in gangs.  

Young people involved in violent crime, particularly if it involves knives or guns, and teenage 

pregnancy as well. 

 

It is a very broad range of services, Chair. 



 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  As you say, it is quite a broad spectrum of provision and borough 

needs vary considerably across the capital.  One of the things I wanted to do was just see how 

some of the London-wide agencies and partners plug into the work that is going on at borough 

level and particularly the London Serious Youth Violence Board.  How did that plug into the 

work that was done at borough level or sponsored by London Councils and what kind of 

additionality did that bring? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  The main benefit of the Board was really to share data, share 

trends and share best practice across boroughs.  It was set up, I believe, in 2008 and boroughs 

that already had experience of serious levels of youth violence and gang related violence that 

already had their own strategies in place I guess were less likely to be plugged into it than 

boroughs that were starting to see developments of those kinds.  In those cases, where the 

boroughs were trying to find out what was the best approach to take to try to curtail the 

development of that kind of offending, the Board was providing very useful work. 

 

It was evaluating in boroughs that were already carrying out activities what works and sharing 

that with other boroughs.  That kind of learning is very useful.  It was pushing intelligence and 

information sharing.  Gangs in particular, of course, do not respect borough boundaries and it is 

important that boroughs have access to data about what is happening elsewhere and how that 

is spreading and when they are likely to be impacted and what approaches and interventions are 

likely to have an impact. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Moving then into the City Hall involvement in this area, again a similar 

question to the Serious Youth Violence Board, in your view how did the Mayor’s programmes fit 

in with the work that has been going on at borough level?  Again, did it provide additionality?  

Did it plug in nicely? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I would say they do.  You will need to forgive me somewhat 

because I think I am the only person on the planet who is not from the GLA family so I am not 

as familiar as you all will be with the particular projects that you have got running here.  From 

the briefing I have had and from my own experience I would say it varies from programme to 

programme, as you would expect it to. 

 

The key learning points would be that it is important the GLA does not duplicate what is going 

on in the boroughs and it is important that the GLA does not start funding projects that cut 

across what the boroughs are trying to do.  You will get better value for resources that you put 

into these services if you work with the boroughs so that we have more resource tackling a 

particular type of problem than really sprinkling resources around in a way that does not make 

for a very coherent and cohesive approach to what the problems are.  It is very important we 

have strong partnership working is what underpins all of that. 

 

There are some projects, like Project Brodie, which were less successful.  That was the one 

aimed at tackling truancy.  The boroughs felt that tackling truancy was really a borough 



 

responsibility and not a GLA responsibility.  There was not very much clarity about what the 

GLA was adding in that case and the project more or less fizzled out. 

 

There would be other areas like the Mayor’s scholars programme which operated in a number of 

boroughs supporting young people in care to go on to higher education/university that has 

been very helpful and complementary to what the boroughs have done and has, indeed, 

supported many young people to go on and achieve that level of success, and that is to be 

welcomed. 

 

I would say it varies from project to project but the key to it is strong partnership working and 

not cutting across each other. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Those two examples that you just gave I would like to explore a little 

bit more.  With Brodie the feeling from boroughs - I know we are generalising which is always a 

bit difficult with London boroughs - is this is something that we should be doing; that we are 

doing.  Was there a feeling that the Mayor was not able to, or should not, be getting involved?  

Where do you think the attitude sat? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  It is in the nature of any body that it tries to accrete new 

powers and responsibilities to itself. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Surely not! 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  The GLA family and the Mayor will be seeing the kind of 

problems that London is facing and they will want to play a role in resolving those.  That is a 

perfectly natural reaction to seeing the problem but because of the tiers of Government that we 

have in London it is important that decisions are taken and activities are carried out at the most 

appropriate tier. 

 

When it comes to the management of truancy boroughs, with their closer relationships with the 

school, access to the school roll data and information from the youth offending services are 

much better pleased than the GLA would be to intervene at that level. 

 

Now no borough will be ungrateful if the GLA was to offer additional resource to achieve that 

but if the GLA attempts to try to take over some of the role the boroughs are carrying out then 

you will get an issue.  In that case it felt that there was not any real additional value that the 

GLA could add and so the project withered. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  With the scholars, the assistance for looked after children, one of the 

things identified was the gap of where the local authority’s statutory responsibility came to a 

halt and the point at which, in practical terms, those young people were independent enough 

not to need help.  There was that gap.  You are suggesting that somewhere like that is where 

the Mayoral team’s intervention is more useful? 

 



 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  Boroughs are looking to ensure that there is continuing 

support for care leavers once they leave care.  I would say the pattern of that differs from 

borough to borough but clearly the services at that level were not as consistent or 

comprehensive across London as they may have been below a team, so there was a clear 

opportunity for the Mayor and the GLA family to add value. 

 

It has done.  You can see young people who have been supported to go to university who we 

believe would not have been had it not been for that project so there is real value added there. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  In terms of moving forward and making sure that the relationship 

between the work that the Mayoral team, City Hall and its partner bodies are doing and the 

work that London Councils are doing, do you feel the inter-relationship?  You mentioned 

partnership.  Do you think the mechanisms for identifying - do not take this the wrong way.  

Where the gap analysis has been done identifying where London Councils feel that the 

assistance would be useful and would provide additionality, is there a mechanism in place to 

feed that into City Hall early enough so that it can steer the Mayoral efforts to make sure that 

we are not duplicating efforts in areas and missing opportunities in others? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I will speak from personal experience here.  It feels to me like it 

is in a reasonably good state.  I know that the officers at London Councils, speaking on behalf 

of London’s boroughs, speak regularly and closely with the Mayoral advisers in the relevant 

areas.  As the London Council’s Lead Member I have regular meetings with - it was 

Pam Chesters, I think it is now Munira working on these issues, and we have an agenda that 

looks at where we are adding value.  We are always very clear that there are areas where it is 

appropriate for the GLA to be involved and other areas where it would not be because the 

boroughs already have full responsibility for that.  That feels to me that it works reasonably well. 

 

We have, more publicly, the Congress of Leaders with the Mayor once every six months.  That is 

an occasion to raise some issues.  It is not very intimate, it is not very frequent and it is not very 

long but it is a forum at which we have been able to raise at a higher level concerns about areas 

of high public concern like violent youth gangs and gun and knife related homicide in particular. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Looking at how we move forward obviously local government is under 

a lot of pressure with regard to the significant budget reductions.  The Children and Young 

People.  Now magazine has indicated that the vast bulk - almost all –boroughs have indicated 

they are going to have to realise some of that spending reduction in their youth programmes of 

one thing or another and the implications of that are significant.  What can be done to ensure 

that the on the ground impact of those spending reductions is minimised and what can be done 

in terms of the partnership working between City Hall and London Councils to make sure that 

more money is available is absolutely focused?  I am particularly keen about the convergence of 

agendas here and how we make sure that there is agreement as to what things should be done, 

irrespective of who it might be that does them. 

 



 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  The points I made to your earlier question apply here as well.  

It is even more important we are not cutting across each other or sprinkling resources thinly 

when there are even fewer resources to spend so there is an area for all of us to be focusing on 

to make sure that does not happen. 

 

Best practice sharing is important.  We know from groupings we have had of Leaders, the 

Metropolitan Police Service and people from the GLA to discuss the disorder in the summer and 

violent youth offending that different boroughs have different approaches and those 

approaches, while attempting to be tailored to the local circumstance, have different levels of 

efficacy.  So we can learn from each other what is working and what is not working and perhaps 

there is a role for the GLA in doing some of that work. 

 

In terms of preventing the damaging impact of some of the cuts, that is quite difficult when you 

are looking at the kind of targeted work that supports young people who either are offending 

to get out of offending or who are at risk of offending from not going into offending.  This is 

because there is not a huge economy of scale to be delivered by sharing services like that across 

London.  It is very much down to individual intervention by trained professionals or mentors 

working with the individual young people at risk.  There is not a huge economy of scale by 

doing that London-wide I think. 

 

Maybe just to put some of these issues in the context of cuts that councils are facing, it is not 

just the councils who have to reduce spending in some of these areas.  The Government itself 

imposed a 23% cut at four week’s notice in April 2011 on youth offending services which was 

damaging because, as I said earlier, youth offending services cover two broad areas, one of 

which is statutory and relates to the criminal justice system, the other of which is discretionary 

and relates to preventative work.  Now when you have a 23% cut at four week’s notice the only 

thing you can do is cut the discretionary element so a lot of the preventative work went out of 

the window very, very quickly. 

 

Staffing numbers in youth offending services in some, but not all, boroughs were reduced as 

part of those cuts and, as a result of that, caseloads have gone up so we are carrying more risk.  

Over-burdened staff are less likely to do as efficient or a thorough a job with every client they 

have if they have a number of clients which is beyond what they can reasonably be expected to 

work with.  There were reductions in the early intervention grants as well which funded a lot of 

the preventative work that boroughs were doing with young people. 

 

There is a general move from universal services towards targeted services and this is affecting 

youth services as much as any other area in my experience.  The point here is, if you have got a 

reduction in the funding, which we have, you are going to try to target what resource you have 

available on the biggest or most likely problem area, and that means that the removal of some 

of the universal youth offer means young people that are not getting in trouble are seeing their 

services removed while we have to focus on young people who are getting into trouble.  That 

can look somewhat perverse to a young person that does not realise why their youth club has 

been closed but the kids that are offending appear to be being taken off and given support. 

 



 

The rationale for that is very clear of course; it is that if you can stop a young person offending 

then you prevent them from destroying their own lives and you prevent them from destroying 

the lives of their community and you prevent other people becoming their victims so it is money 

well spent in terms of all of that but we regret the reduction in the universal youth offer.  Does 

that help? 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Yes, thank you for that. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Councillor Reed, what does third sector youth provision bring to youth 

services? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  Good question.  In many cases, particularly when you are 

working with the most vulnerable young people who tend to be from more excluded 

backgrounds, the third sector has more reach and credibility.  Voluntary sector, community 

sector, faith groups and the like have much more reach and credibility to the young people who 

are getting into trouble than the statutory sector does because the third sector will often be 

employing or deploying people from the same communities as the young people who are 

starting to offend so they feel they know them, they know their circumstances, they know their 

backgrounds and they know their culture.  There is a big role for us to use the third sector in the 

forward offer that we are developing around targeted intervention services. 

 

My borough is not the only borough that is looking at models of community-led commissioning 

for youth services and the idea of that is, instead of identifying young people who are getting 

into trouble, assessing them and then allocating them on to programmes perhaps outside their 

community, you work with the community that is most affected by the problem to help them 

understand their own needs and then procure with them services, interventions and activities for 

young people that are more likely to get them out of offending because you are harnessing the 

insights and knowledge of the community and even the young people themselves in shaping 

those services.  Now there is a big role for the third sector in that so in that sense I think it is 

good. 

 

I do not want to make this sound like I think that the third sector is always going to be better 

than the statutory sector; that is not the case.  If we are using community-led commissioning 

models then that implies the community can de-commission services that are not functioning 

well and so if a community feels that a particular service is not helping their young people they 

can readily de-commission and commission a new one or keep going with it, so there is a 

challenge there to the third sector to keep this going as well. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Are the cuts to the third sector organisations that we have seen 

proportional to those of the statutory sector? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I would say that varies from borough to borough but you need 

to take into account my latter point there; there is no point just funding in perpetuity 

organisations because you have always funded them.  The key is to get services that respond 



 

better to need, and particularly around youth offending, that need is very dynamic.  It will differ 

from estate to estate, it will differ from one year to the next year because you have always got 

new generations of young people coming through and you have got other younger people who 

have been offenders moving out of offending so you have to keep adapting the service to suit 

the need. 

 

There is a bit of a tendency to just keep commissioning what you are familiar with, even if it is 

no longer working, and it is not always easy to measure the success of services because you do 

not know what the conduct would have been had you not used it.  If you get six youth 

homicides one year and you have been running a particular service, you do not know whether, 

without that service, you would have got more, the same or fewer. 

 

Sometimes it is difficult to analyse their success which is why there is a strong argument to look 

at community-led commissioning models because, generally, the people living in a community 

who are most affected by the problem will have a greater sense about whether interventions are 

working than people more remotely who try to understand it through performance indicators. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Do you think there is a danger that the ongoing professionalisation of 

youth services is muscling in on that voluntary sector and those community based - you 

emphasised the networks.  I am involved with one of those that is why - incidentally, you said 

earlier gangs do not respect borough boundaries but the ones where I am sure do respect 

postcode.  Do you think there is a danger that in that professionalisation of the youth service 

you are cutting off that link to the third sector who do know what is going on in an area 

through those informal channels that you have identified? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I think you need a balance of the two actually.  Where that 

balance lies will feel different from one borough to another.  I am sure some get it wrong and I 

am sure some get it right.   Even if you are using - as I believe we need to increasingly - 

communities’ own resources, people in those communities, parents, young people who were 

previously offenders, to help shape or even deliver some services, they will always need recourse 

to train professionals in certain circumstances because you cannot simply de-professionalise this 

whole sector. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I take your point but it is the idea that - not that model which is 

absolutely right.  By all means professionals to support the third sector.  It is whether the 

professionals push out the third sector and say, “We are so risk averse as a local authority that 

we are going to provide it because we can’t actually trust the practices of these informal 

networks”? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I think that is true.  As well, there are good reasons why local 

authorities are risk averse in these areas because get it wrong and you are all over the front of 

the national papers so they take a very risk averse approach for good reasons. 

 



 

When you cut all risk you close down the space for innovation and what we need is innovation - 

different models of engaging with young people.  We need to really harness the ideas and the 

insights and the energy and the vital interest that people in a community with high levels of 

youth violence will have in finding their own solutions and, very often, they will have different 

solutions to those that are being delivered by old style top down youth services. 

 

I would like to see the balance shift.  It is not just about the third sector; it is more about the 

community itself.  Community-led commissioning does not, necessarily, imply externalising a 

service to the third sector or anywhere else, although it may well do.  We need to look at the 

capacity that is in a particular community and then find a model that is most appropriate to 

getting close to their needs and allowing them to shape the service but also ensuring that the 

capacity is there to deliver it in a way that will best suit them. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thanks very much.  I am going to print off your transcript and mail it to a 

few borough Leaders! 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  That is always a wise thing to do! 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Before I bring Caroline in, at borough level there are often very 

strong crime and disorder partnerships and the pot of money that that partnership has often 

goes to pay for many local crime prevention schemes.  The 50% cut in the community safety 

funding that is planned for next year, will that have a great impact across London? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  It will, because that came through at very short notice didn’t it, 

earlier this year?  What that was funding was a lot of projects really - voluntary community 

safety teams, youth services, youth offending teams - and they simply had to be curtailed or 

de-commissioned without any warning and that is very difficult.  If you have had a young 

person at risk of offending on a programme and then you simply take it away, that is a very bad 

experience for that young person.  Boroughs have tried to work with the third sector, with 

volunteers and with their existing programmes to try to transition people on to alternative 

programmes but that is a very different pot to deal with. 

 

In part it is the speed with which these cuts are made.  I refer back to the youth offending cuts 

we had earlier this year.  Boroughs were working on the assumption that there was going to be 

a 12% cut in youth offending services for several months, and so we were planning a reduction 

of that order.  Four months before the new financial year we were informed it was 23%.  Now to 

suddenly have to take out that large additional element beyond which we had been planning for 

made it much harder to deliver cuts that were not going to damage the young people who were 

using those services - and the same would apply to the community safety fund. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think it was 20% last year but the next financial year it is 50%. 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  It goes to 50% next year.  That is right. 



 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I have been very interested in what you have to say, Steve, around 

youth services.  Obviously we are facing really tight financial times now but I think for decades 

youth services have been, effectively, the Cinderella service within children and young people’s 

services and very few boroughs actually spent the levels they should have been spending in 

terms of youth clubs and youth activities.  For me, actually, detach youth workers, value, money 

for your buck, as you were, getting them out there, talking to young people, working on 

particular issues, getting them engaged in activities, and I think that's sadly been for far too 

long under-resourced, and I realise it is under pressure even more now. 

 

Around the August disturbance - you touched on it, you talked about, I think, a meeting or 

something, I didn't quite catch all of it, following the August disturbance, if I am allowed to call 

it a riot, it technically has been a riot in some places - how have, across London, your 

intelligence in terms of young people's teams in councils, approached the activities over the 

summer?  How have they reacted in terms of youth provision?  Have there been any changes? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  First off, I think it is worth reiterating that London's councils 

did pretty well following the riots, disturbances, whatever you want to call them, in recovering, 

helping businesses, helping our town centres and helping communities to recover, and the 

communities will say that themselves, and so will the businesses, so that's very good.  But we've 

also had the longer-term consequences to deal with and I think that's been quite difficult for 

a lot of authorities, because a sudden increase in the number of offenders but no commensurate 

increase in the resource available to deal with them. 

 

So maybe if I just go through some of the things that occurred to me.  I thought you might ask 

about this one.  One is sentencing.  To suddenly have a big increase in the number of young 

people going through the courts puts additional pressure on the youth offending services who 

are there to support those young people through that process, prepare the reports, check into 

their backgrounds, investigate whether there are incidents of domestic violence or abuse that 

may have led to the offending.  A big increase in the caseload, while we have just suffered 

a reduction across London in the number of people carrying out that work, so that has been 

a problem. 

 

There may be a longer-term implication from locking up so many young people who ordinarily 

would have had a community sentence rather than a custodial sentence.  Many of those young 

people would be from vulnerable backgrounds, not all, but a proportion. Locking young people 

up who may have had no previous record of offending who committed a crime which, in 

isolation, that would have been considered minor, of course aggravated because it was part of 

the riots, but locking them up with much more hardened criminals is more likely to criminalise 

them in the future, which is damaging not just for them as individuals but for their families, for 

their communities and for those people who may in the future become their victims.  All of that 

is quite devastating in its social consequence, but also in terms of the finances, going back to 

our councils. We will be dealing with the consequences of future offending if that is what 

happens, and it remains of course to be seen. 

 



 

There are the custody costs, currently borne by the Government but going to be localised to the 

councils.  The cost of locking kids up is currently a national cost, but it is coming down to 

councils with a 10% reduction in the overall costs to incentivise councils to find innovative 

alternatives to locking kids up.  But when they're cutting it by 10% and you have got senior 

ministers wandering around the TV studios telling judges to bang them all up, then you have 

got a clear contradiction in what the Government is saying and what the Government is doing, 

and the problem will, of course, fall on councils once that cost is localised. 

 

I think there is the additional issue about welfare benefit and housing benefit reforms, which is 

going to see some poorer families move around across London, which could potentially disrupt 

people's access to employment, disrupt people's experience in school, potentially move some 

problem families from one area to another area, and when you have a problem family you have 

a high cost and resource implication for the host borough.  We still do not know what the 

implication of that will be.  And pressure generally on the youth services as well, I guess.  A lot 

more young people needing to be managed and supported as a result of the riots that went on 

the in summer. 

 

I think demands for family intervention services will have increased as well as a result of more 

young people entering the criminal justice system, and it is become apparent that schools across 

London do not engage with any consistency, I guess, with their boroughs.  In some boroughs, 

schools engage very closely and work with the youth services to identify young people at risk 

and support them.  In some cases, there are still schools which would wish to deny that that 

there was problem with gangs because they do not want to give their schools a bad reputation.  

But of course denying a problem when it actually exists does not help you solve it.  That is 

a minority of cases.  In most cases, schools do work very well with youth services.  So does that 

give you some sense of the issues? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Yes, it does give me some sense of the issues and I am very pleased 

to hear you talk about things like community sentences, because those of us who often for 

many years have called for that, we've been accused of what's been called "soft on crime", but 

actually we know too well that community sentences actually can be tougher sometimes to the 

individuals than actually going inside the custodial sentences, and as you say learning perhaps 

more of the skills in terms of criminal activities.  But are there any specific examples, good 

examples you have got, of what particular boroughs have done with young people since the 

disturbances to try to tackle some of the issues, and have you actually looked at, are there any 

good practice issues to learn perhaps from boroughs where there weren't any disturbances? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  In terms of boroughs where there weren't any disturbances, it 

is too early yet to really give you a very sensible and informed response to that.  We do not 

know whether it is because particular things happened in those boroughs, or whether perhaps if 

there were some young people offending they went somewhere else to do the offending.  That 

isn't clear to us yet, so we need to look at that. 

 

It is maybe worth pointing out as well that statistics so far indicate that only 24% of those 

participating in the disturbances or riots were aged under 18, and therefore subject to youth 



 

services.  The rest of them were older.  What was the rest of your question?  Things that are 

working. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Yes, any particular initiatives that have been brought in? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  Yes, there is a family intervention project in Westminster that 

gets praised for having a high level of success in intervening in dysfunctional or troubled 

families. Well, I'll talk about my own borough - why not - since I am here --  

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Absolutely. 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  We had a programme that we set up in 2008, called "Young 

And Safe", and we set that up after a series of high-profile homicides of young people by other 

young people occurred.  A key element of that has been allocating key workers to young people 

who were ex-offenders or getting involved in offending, and then supporting them through all 

elements of their life, even supporting them through the court system, supporting them back 

into education, getting involved in their families to try and help them repair broken family 

relationships. 

 

Another aspect of that programme was the development of mentors.  So generally kids from 

very similar backgrounds, slightly older, who may themselves have been offenders but who were 

trained up to steer younger people who were starting to offend away from the ruinous path that 

they were starting to follow.  And really, I think the key to that was opening the eyes of young 

people from very disadvantaged or excluded backgrounds to the kind of opportunities that 

a city like London has to offer, but which they feel, for whatever reason, are not open to them.  

An example of that kind of thing: if you are a young person living on an estate with 70% adult 

unemployment, which is not unusual in inner London, many if not the majority of young people 

in gangs of one kind or another, the rational choice for that young person is to join a gang for 

protection, not because they have any particular intention to do bad, but they want protection 

from being attacked by not being involved in a gang, so they join a gang.  They are then 

expected by that gang to prove their loyalty by getting involved in escalating levels of 

offending.  They do not really see that they have access to the world of work because they may 

not know any adults in full-time employment, and there may not have been any adults in full-

time work in their family for perhaps even two or three generations.  So they are socialised out 

of the idea of work.  They do not see that the opportunities in London are available to people 

like them.  Their world ends at the parameters of the neighbourhood or estate that they live in, 

and they are socialised out of the world of work, and the only people they see making money 

are the drug dealers.  So they end up being pushed into a path which is no good for them and 

no good for the rest of society.  So the interventions we are trying to bear down on these young 

people are really to get them out of those false choices and open up the opportunities that 

a dynamic city like London has.  And back to the point you were making speaking with Andrew, 

the community that those young people are part of are critical to making these work, because 

they need to feel supported by people from similar backgrounds to them.  It is why I think some 

of the mentoring activities are so important to this. 



 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  One final question.  I am going to get a bit more background to it 

just so that everyone knows about this as we've got so many people in the audience.  After the 

disturbances, the Mayor announced a new leadership academy.  It is going to be launched in 

around 25 secondary schools next summer, to be delivered in boroughs with high levels of 

youth crime and unemployment and those who experienced riot activity.  And the programme 

aims to teach young people at risk of disengagement about leadership, discipline and 

motivation, and I think it is supposed to be delivered in after school and weekend clubs.  What 

value do you see in this programme? 

 

Councillor Steve Reed (London Councils, Executive Member for Children’s Services 

and Skills and Employment):  I think for some young people that would be a very positive 

thing.  I visited some supplementary schools operating elsewhere at weekends, particularly 

targeting young people who otherwise wouldn't have access to an opportunity to get additional 

support with their formal studies, but also bring in mentors, motivators, speakers, who will 

encourage them to start thinking about the kind of things they could do with their lives bigger 

than the kind of things they may have been thinking because of the limited opportunities 

available in the particular community that they are in. 

 

I think the young people who have experienced chaotic families, some structure, some discipline 

around them is very helpful to helping them get back control over their lives.  I do not think it is 

right for every young person, but there is certainly enough that this programme is an interesting 

one to watch. 

 

I think the key to it is to remember that boroughs will be delivering programmes that may be 

similar to this already, and these two things should not be cutting across each other.  We do not 

want duplication if there were limited resources.  We need to make sure that these 

supplementary schools are put in places where they are going to have the biggest effect, that 

we work with the communities that are affected to deliver them so they have a strong sense of 

ownership over them.  And I think a key element of helping to get that right will be close 

engagement with the boroughs to use their more intimate knowledge of their own local 

communities than the GLA would otherwise have access to. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Thank you very much. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  We are going to move on to mentoring now.  So can 

I start with Lizzy.  Could you just tell us about what are the objectives of the mentoring 

programme. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Yes, I will do that. 

The Mayor's mentoring programme will provide appropriately trained adult volunteer mentors to 

a minimum of a thousand black boys aged between 10 and 16 years identified as at risk of 

exclusion, offending behaviour or becoming NEET (not in education, employment or training).  

It is based on the Time for Action original programme launched in 2008.  The Mayor's statutory 

responsibility, as you well know, is to set out practical strategies and action plan for harnessing 

and redirecting the energies that lead to youth violence.  And so this programme is focusing on 



 

the critical moments in a young person's life when things can go wrong.  It is a programme of 

prevention. 

 

The programme, the Mayor's mentoring programme, will be based in seven London boroughs: 

Brent, Croydon, Hackney, Haringey, Lambeth, Southwark and Waltham Forest.  The mentoring 

relationships and the matching is key to this; critical to this.  We can go into that in more detail 

in due course.  But the mentoring relationships will last at least a year and they'll involve regular 

and consistent contact.  And I think all the research suggests that those are the correct 

conditions for a successful set of outcomes, and likely to be most efficacious, if you like, to both 

the mentors and the mentees, and it is important that the mentors’ commitment is secured for 

at least that period of time. 

 

Always our intention was that the programme should build on the capacity of organisations 

working very effectively in this area within our target boroughs.  The purpose of the mentoring 

relationship, is, as I have touched on, to help the boys make positive decisions, particularly with 

regard to education, training and ultimately employment.  And the aim is for the boys to reach 

the end of that period of time - the end of the period of 12 months - without having offended, 

and to have remained in education and to be thinking with their mentor about positive next 

steps. 

 

The programme has been operational since this August.  It is a three-year programme and we 

are confident it will achieve its stated objectives, and we have built in an independent 

evaluation of the programme to be carried out in due course.  Our delivery partner is the 

University of East London, who has plenty of direct experience of mentoring.  They run the 

National Mentoring Consortium, which provides mentors to BAME students.  The programme is 

behind schedule, but not by very much, and both the University of East London and the Greater 

London Authority are confident that we will have caught up with quarterly targets by the end of 

the year, so a total of 180 mentoring relationships underway by the end of this calendar year.  

I think to date, and my colleague will correct me if I am wrong, 41 mentors have been assessed 

and qualified.  That was as of the end of September. 

 

I am not concerned about the small delay.  This is a three-year programme and, as I have said, 

I am confident that we will achieve our objectives over the reporting periods - the milestones - 

and over the whole period of three years.  I do not think we should overstate what this 

particular programme can deliver.  It is a small, but we believe beautifully formed and important 

part of supporting young people at risk.  Project Titan that my colleagues in the Community 

Safety Team have worked on for some time is about prevention, it is about building aspiration 

and responsibility among these young people.  It is a very practical programme.  It is about 

practical outcomes, it is about continuing in education, training and staying out of trouble and 

increasing the self confidence and sense of aspiration of those young people.  And I think it 

follows on very well from what Councillor Reed was saying in terms of both introducing some 

innovation in the field of youth services and also I am very confident it does not duplicate 

anything that is happening in London yet, at this scale, at this scale, in the seven boroughs.  It 

augments a very important area of work within the seven boroughs that we have targeted in the 

first place. 

 



 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We have a range of questions that we are actually going to go 

through, but can I just thank you because at the last meeting we raised some questions and you 

kindly wrote to us on 24 August setting out and giving us some documents about the criteria 

and processes you used in award of the contracts, and I think Len, you had some questions. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Just before we go onto that, I just want to go back in terms of your little 

précis of this, where does the 300 mentors - and I always regarded it as phase one which we've 

heard about - prior to this award where does that fit into the issues? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  A thousand mentors over 

three years which roughly equated to 300 a year. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Going back, there was work undertaken by this organisation.  It 

commissioned work from the community where 300 volunteers were there - that's the starting 

point, that's the gift to the consortium that won the contract.  Where does that fit into, and -- 

who commissioned that work, and would you take us through that?  It seems you give us the 

history, but I would like to know the other bit in the history that you have left out.  Because we 

have heard it before.  So where is it? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  You are referring to the 

interim training contract. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You tell me.  If that's what it is, then tell me about it and tell me how good 

the performance was of that interim training contract and what it achieved. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  When the call for action 

from the Mayor went out last year in June, we called for volunteers to sign up to be part of this 

important programme, and over a period of several months we were able to pull together a very 

considerable database of people who were willing to sign up for this important programme, and 

we are very grateful for their interest and good will.  In the meantime, we were working to 

secure funding to make the programme active.  In that time, I was concerned, as were others, 

that we keep in touch with the good will of these individuals who had signed up to be mentors, 

and so we took the view that a small amount of money should be put aside to provide - I think 

we described it as an "introduction to mentoring" - for some of these people to apply to do that 

training here and to understand a bit more about what the programme was likely to entail and 

what would our expectation of those individuals would be.  Roger was close to that process and 

sat in on most of those training sessions, which were very well received, were they not, Roger? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Yes, they 

were well received.  The 300 or so database of volunteers that were sent out to the contractor, 

I think they gave the interim coaching sessions to, if my memory serves me right, around half 

that number.  They didn't get through all of them and I believe they sort of over ran by about 

a month in completing that work.  The training that was done was well received; it was never 

part of that that these would be qualified mentors at the end of this. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But they would go into the pot, presumably. 



 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall (AM): I do not understand, then, why in the first précis, because I think we have to 

ask that question, why did you omit that?  Is it not something to be proud of.  I am not asking 

you because you should be defensive about; it is part of the history of this work, so why is that 

omitted?  Why did you not think of telling us that in your précis?  I did not hear it in your 

opening narrative about where, you know, the history of this project. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I do not think it is 

an important enough detail to have mentioned in this.  I do not think it pertains to the --  

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I think you have answered it.  Shall we move on, Chair, in terms of that? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  It was a very small part of 

the beginning of this process before the programme was active.  I do not feel defensive, 

because I honestly do not think there is anything that has been intentionally omitted. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  300 volunteers is not, I think, insignificant in terms of what the agenda that 

you set out that most of the people round this table support as a starting point that enabled 

you, you said it yourself, it was set up because the delays while you were sorting out the 

appropriate finance for this to go on.  There is a story there in itself in terms of some of those 

struggles that were going on.  But that was a good initiative.  I just want to know why you 

omitted it.  I think it is significant, but you do not.  I think we've got the answer. 

 

Chair, my question, and if the Panel will stay with me, arises out of some issues that came out 

on Sunday in the BBC politics programme.  Now, thank you for the documentation you 

provided.  We have a Mayoral Decision Form, we have got a financial evaluation form and then 

we've got the Mayor's Mentoring Programme request for applications for grant of funding, 

which sets out the criteria that you are going to be judging people on in awarding the contract.  

And there are various names on this, and I suppose if we can just clarify.  Mr Belgrave, you were 

chairing the Panel according to the Mayoral Decision Form.  Was that true, or is that another 

incorrect issue?  So you chaired the Panel. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  I chaired the first interview, and I was 

nominally the Chair of the Decision Panel. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So you were Chair of the Decision Panel.  The first interview, there was 

a second round of interviews.  Who chaired the second round? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  Officially there was a Decision Panel of three, 

of which I was the nominal Chair.  At the second interview, there were more senior persons 

present who --just in the practicalities in the interview itself.-- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But you were still chairing that meeting, or was it taken over by somebody 

else? 



 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  I was not chairing. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You were not chairing.  Who then was chairing the meeting?  It is quite 

important, because I am going to ask some questions relating to this later on.  If you feel you 

want to defer to someone who can give me an answer.  We know it was not chaired by itself.  

Someone must have been sitting there directing the discussions.  Who chaired the second 

meeting?  Miss Noels, were you at the meeting.  Did you chair it? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Well, no, I did not chair 

it, but just a point of clarification, did the Chief of Staff chair it, Eddie Lister, or did you chair it, 

Ron?  I mean, I absolutely cannot remember sitting there.  Ron was there. 

 

We can clarify that and send that information to you. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I do not understand why you cannot clarify it now.  I am working to the 

mayoral decision sheet that you have provided us.  It does not give me an indication.  It says 

there is a second stage and that it gives the impression that the three Panel members are taking 

this decision and that two other members of the Panel at the second stage were not taking the 

decision. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I think we not clear that 

Sir Eddie Lister chaired that second interview. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Can I just recap?  I thought Ron said that he was the nominal 

Chair, although you did not chair. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  On the Decision Panel there was obviously 

a broader number of people in the room for that second interview. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  And was that second interview the one that made the decision? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  No.  Shall I take you 

through -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Can I just clarify then. I am working from the mayoral decision sheet that 

you have given me, which is the narrative that you have provided. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  There were two interviews, no other meetings.  The Decision Panel was 

three members: yourself, Mr Belgrave who chaired it and Mr Lewis, and at the final meeting 

there was Sir Edward Lister and one GLA official that was present, but does not appear in the 

paperwork to have been part of that decision making.  You are telling me something slightly 

different there.  Was there other meetings, then, that are not recorded in the mayoral decision 

sheet that took the decision relating to this contract? 



 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Please can I refer you to 

the Mayoral direction, to 1.87 and then leading into 1.88, and those points that follow from 

there.   

 

"A second round of interviews was held at City hall on 15 June and were attended by 

the Decision Panel.  In addition, Edward Lister, Chief of Staff and Deputy Mayor, 

Helen Keenan, Assistant Senior Director here, attended to provide fresh insights in 

terms of the questions asked and answers received.  The three members of the 

Decision Panel  were then asked to revise their original scores for the four shortlisted 

bids based on the additional information gathered from the process described above.  

This process again did not prove conclusive as three of the bids scored highly and 

were considered by the majority of the Panel to be too closely matched to make 

a final decision." 

 

Do you want to go more into that final point there? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I have read this.  I am bored to death of reading this.  I just wanted to get 

clarity on the decision making process.  There was a first meeting, then there was a second 

meeting with two other people that were provided.  I think the paragraph you read out implies 

that the three members who took the decision were the three members, not the additional two.  

I ask, have there been additional meetings; who chaired the meeting; and were other people 

involved in the decision making?  It is a very simple question that you can answer now very 

quickly. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I will try and answer it as 

simply and transparently as possible.  Following that second interview, there was a discussion 

both with the original three members of the Decision Panel and also the additional attendees, 

Edward Lister and Helen Keenan [Assistant Director Health & Communities].  We did have 

a discussion and they did give us their views and insights, which was very helpful.  We were then 

following the advice we received from Jeff Jacobs, and Roger but ultimately Jeff Jacobs.  We 

were asked to re-score against the three criteria, against the criteria, we were asked to put our 

revised scores to Roger following that discussion, and that information was then processed and 

we then looked at the results of those results.  We also, in parallel, were given the financial 

information which was undertaken independently and that was given to us.  And that became 

very relevant indeed to our ultimate decision, particularly as there was no clear consensus 

among the Panel about the strongest applicant. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Who chaired the second Panel? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I think we established, 

unless we are suffering from collective amnesia, that it was Edward Lister. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you.  Were there any other further meetings that we need to be 

advised about the decision making process around there?  Are we clear in terms of the mayoral 



 

decision there was only two meetings involved in the decision making or were there other 

meetings? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  There were no other 

meetings. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Mr Hadwen, your name was on the call for bids to come forward.  I presume 

you are the guardian of the paperwork and the issues of the criteria.  Is that correct? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA): Yes 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So in setting out the contract process between 26 April 2011 and 

15 June 2011 - I suppose I could go on to five days after that.  In terms of telling who won this 

contract - we have already heard there has been a change to the process, because there has 

been an additional second meeting, was not it in your plan at the beginning, there is nothing 

wrong with that. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  There is nothing wrong 

with that, as it turns out, we have just followed --  

 

Len Duvall (AM):  It is nice to have a little echo - nice to have a little echo to confirm that.  

I know there is nothing wrong with it, I know there is nothing wrong with it, but it should be 

recorded! 

 

Were there any other changes made to this process in terms of you as guardian of the process 

and using the GLA tool kit about any changes to criteria, additional members of the Panel, if 

you can provide that list to this committee around any changes occurring in that time between 

you sending out this document that you sent out to people saying "that is what we are going to 

be judging here dates and we want your bids and this is what we want you to do".  Have you 

got a list of those, and can you just give us a gist of any other changes that were made? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  The only 

other thing that may be relevant here is when I emailed the four short-listed lead partners to 

come back in for that second interview. I let them know that the areas that the Panel wanted to 

cover. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Can you tell me what they were? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  They were 

issues around the make-up of the consortia involved and issues around evaluation. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  And you will have recorded that along with the issues you would be able to 

supply this, almost when you go back to your desk about the changes to the process and the 

second meeting? 

 



 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, with 

the second meeting, they were invited to attend it. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Look, it is odd, it would be great to see the three people that were 

interviewing first, I am talking about in a contract letting process, why did two other - I think we 

have heard from Miss Noel - why two other individuals joined the Panel but they never heard 

the first interview, they never heard the first interview, and then on the subsequent issues in 

terms of the discussion there was a revision of the scores on that one occasion, or was there two 

revisions?  Did the scoring that take place in the second interview -  presumably you were in 

attendance recording issues or was it left to the Panel to record? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well no, 

the scores were submitted to me afterwards. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The scores, you were holding those.  Right, OK.  I suppose this now goes 

back to Mr Belgrave and to Miss Noel. 

 

 You were asked to revise your score, was that just once after you had the interview or in light 

of the interview, or was it you who did the scores and then you were asked to revise the scores 

during the second meeting? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  There was a set of scores 

after the first interview and there was a set of scores after the second interview and they were 

collated to give us our total scores. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  When were you asked to revise those second scores? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  We were not asked to 

revise our original scores, we were asked to provide a second set of scores which were then 

added, collated, to the first set of scores to give us a total for each of the applicants. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  When were you asked to revise the scores? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  We were asked to 

provide the second set of the scores after the second interview. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So just to make it easy for you. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Obviously the two 

attendees who were not part of the first interview were obviously not invited to contribute to 

that scoring, quite rightly, because they hadn't been at the first interview. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I do not understand why there was earlier confusion, I think I was clearer on 

that, I think, than you.  Regarding the questions and the scorings then, can I just be clear: I am 

in the second stage of the interview, I hear all these people doing their little presentations, I get 

this new information, and then I do my scores.  Is it at that stage that you were asked to in light 



 

of that new information to revise your scores or was it after you had done the scoring process 

you were asked to revise the scores because you listened to the wisdom of the two other people 

in the room?  When did the revision of the scores, it is in your mayoral decisions sheet, it was 

obviously an important moment, when did that take place?  Mr Belgrave, maybe you can help 

us.  When did the revision of the scores take place?  When were you asked to revise your 

scores? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  By revision do you mean change? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I can only go by the Mayoral whatever it was, "change your word revision", 

hmm, I suppose they are changed.  When were you asked? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  Can I try to help the 

Committee? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Were you there? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  No, but the papers, the 

papers are in the public domain because we released them under a Freedom of Information  

request. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think the question is to Mr Belgrave. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  It does not tell me when the revision was asked for.  When were the figures 

revised? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  As Lizzie has said, we provided scores for the 

first interview, then we provided scores for the second interview, there was then, I think, some 

consideration about how to bring those two scores together and then how to incorporate the 

scores from the bid itself, the paper bids that the consortia had submitted.  A view was then 

taken about how to put all those scores together which then resulted in the final scores that 

Jeff just referred to being put into the public domain through FOI. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Just pause for breath here, I think that is the easier part and we can get 

through some further questions. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Can I just ask you, I am unclear.  When you talk about revisions and 

changes, we are talking about incremental scores, we are talking a second set of scores, is that 

correct?  

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  I was just want to clarify the use of the term 

earlier.  There was a set of scores for the first interview, then separately scoring just on the 

second interview, and then it was about how to bring those two scores together, and then how 

to bring that together with the scoring for the bids. 

 



 

Andrew Boff (AM):  But those scores were not themselves changed, they were just added to 

each other in some way? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  Well, certainly I did not change mine. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  None of those scores were changed at any stage, is that correct? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Yes, I think in the document it tells that there was a corporal revision and 

there may well have been some changes. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  There was a call for review in 

the light of the  of the second interview. The same Panel that scored the first interview were 

asked to review their scores in the light of having heard what they heard at the second 

interview. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Sorry, we just heard earlier on, let us just be clear that the Panel had 

already reached the conclusion based on the information that they had had before them, they 

had done their scores. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  First interview. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  No, on the second interview. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Perhaps if we can look at mayoral decision, paragraph 1.88, it 

states, “The second round of the interviews were held at City Hall”.  It then says at 1.89, “The 

three members of the decision Panel were then asked to revise their original scores for the four 

short-listed bids.” 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  That should have been 

reviewed.  If not because it is entirely consistent with the wording that has been released in 

an internal email.  I do not think anybody should make more of the word than exists.  People 

went to a second interview, they were asked to review their scores in the light of what they 

heard at those interviews and then score and provide the scores to Roger Hadwen. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  They weren't asked to give a different score? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director); No. In the light of the second 

interviews because the second interview was, as Roger has already said, intended to test certain 

things that the Panel left open and were not agreed about, had no consensus about at the first 

interview, that was the reason for having a second set of interviews and scores had to be 

reviewed in the light of that. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  We have not got the scores in front of us but it will be interesting to see the 

scores and see how close issues were. 

 



 

Consortiums, did any GLA officials advisers or any individual associated with this process, 

the group of experts, play a part in bringing together or suggesting consortiums prior to the 

bid? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  In terms of market and in 

terms of market warming or market testing? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Market testing, saying, “Well, why don’t you come and partner me or not 

bid or why don’t you two get together?”  Was there any GLA officials or officers involved in 

developing consortiums or groups in coming together? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Not to my knowledge 

and are we talking about a declaration of interest or -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  That is my next question so you are going in the right direction, but I am 

talking about the developing of consortiums and how they come together and how they were 

brought together. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  The answer to your 

question is not to my knowledge. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Do the officials have a view on that? Mr Belgrave, you are in charge of the 

unit overseeing this work, have you got a view? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  Again, not to my knowledge. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  What declarations were made at the beginning of the process by Panel 

members? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I understand that the 

due process was followed, Jeff would be able to corroborate exactly what would be expected in 

this situation to ensure an entirely proper process is carried out.  Jeff, would you comment on 

that? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  I am assuming that this is 

focused on the question of Ray Lewis and -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  It is for members of the Panel, I have said what declarations of interest but 

if you want to talk about what Ray Lewis would do, I did ask all members of the Panel what 

declarations of interest were made by those members of the Panel, either the universal one or 

anything that was said at the beginning of this process. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  Well, I wasn't at the Panel 

meeting so I do not know whether anybody said anything - Lizzie or Ron, at those meetings 

about their only declarations --.  There are standard ground rules for what officers of the 



 

authority are meant to declare. As you know, on a normal register, a third member I would 

comment on if you want me to do that. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Lizzie, you have got an universal declaration that is available for review.  Mr 

Belgrave did you make any declarations, did you need to make any declarations at all on this 

Panel? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):   I did not need to make any declarations, I 

think there was nothing to declare, but I did verbally at the shortlisting stage make it clear I had 

no links to any of the kind.  

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you.  So the shortlisting discussion where the Panel members was, 

you chaired that, Mr Jacobs, I think, you chaired -- according to the mayoral decision you sifted 

and did the shortlisting so declarations were made at that meeting.  What did Mr Lewis declare? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  I chaired - just making sure to 

use the same language - the original list when there were ten bids to secure a short list of four.  

No declarations, to my knowledge, were made at that point.  In terms of background, 

declarations by Mr Lewis, first of all when he was appointed by the Mayor in a voluntary 

capacity in a letter of 8 September, first of all the basis of that point was, of course, in common 

with other unpaid appointments.  He was specifically told that the role carried no decision 

making or budgetary responsibility.  Secondly, the letter informed him that he was expected 

obviously to adhere to Nolan Principles [The Seven Principles of Public Life defined by the 

Committee for Standards in Public Life], and on the back of that to notify the Mayor, who 

signed the letter.  If he, Mr Lewis, became aware of any conflicts of interest that might arise and 

by virtue of him taking the role.  He was also requested to complete a register of interest.   

 

The letter also went on to say that while he, Mr Lewis, had confirmed that he was neither 

a board member nor an employee of Capital Men, which was understood to be a specialist 

mentoring and mediation service that that was at risk, it was pointed out in the letter that he 

was known to have had some involvement with that organisation over the previous year and 

given that that service was a possible bidder for work arising from the mentoring programme, 

that it would be inappropriate for him to play any part in any bid from that organisation.  That is 

the first and second thing to say. 

 

Thirdly, in an exchange earlier on in the process, and I am going back to March now, Mr Lewis 

said that he wanted to be on the Decision Panel for this, and can I just put in parenthesis here; 

remember this Panel has been called a Decision Panel in the MD, but just to be clear, it is 

a Panel that is making a recommendation to the Mayor who is the decision-maker on this but he 

wanted to be on that Decision Panel in an advisory role - I am just making a formal point about 

who is ultimately responsible for any decision - that for the record that neither he, Mr Lewis, nor 

the organisation he led, Eastside, have any interest in the bidding process and that that includes 

any third party or vicarious relationships with others who might bid.  "You will appreciate, 

however", he said, "as a community leader I have a relationship with many of the potential in 

bidders and have encouraged a number of them to express an interest", that is the extent of 

knowledge I have about declarations in relation to Ray Lewis. 

http://www.public-standards.gov.uk/


 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Sorry, what date?  Is that an email?  

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  It is an internal email that I 

am referring to, since you are asking, from Ray Lewis on 23 March this year. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair): Can we have a copy of that internal email? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  I do not see why not. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Your interpretation of decision-making and recommendations, is not that 

arriving at a decision on a contract? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  This was an award of grant, it 

should not be any way confused with procurement.  Well, it is quite different in legal terms -- 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Probity is still important. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  Yes, absolutely. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Probity and the way this has been awarded is still important. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  I quite agree. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Whether it is a grant or a contract. 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  Absolutely.  That is agreed. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  We might come back to decision issues.  On the declaration of interest, 

I tried to look for Mr Lewis's declarations of interest, he was and I think this is part of the 

condition of the job offer, even though it is on paper, if we can call it a job, maybe a volunteer, 

do not want to be semantic about it, where he says we should complete a register of interest 

forms, he has not done this, and to notify you, you have quoted these issues, were you not 

concerned that he has not done that? 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  It would be advisable for 

Ray Lewis to have completed and to complete -and he has been asked to do - a register of 

interest. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  OK, we might come back, the Panel might want to come back around the 

decision making but I do think if that issue about the decision making does mean this Panel 

might be able to summons Mr Lewis in terms of his area of work, whether it is decisions or not, 

and there will be an interesting legal point on that and maybe we can get round the diary issues 

of whether he comes before a group of members who can question him. 



 

 

Is it correct then that there can still be question marks or a failure in the financial appraisal but 

the award of contract or the grants, the grant given to the organisation, can still go ahead.  Is 

that correct? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Are you 

asking me? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  If you are the guardian of the process. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  I am sorry, 

I was writing a note, I didn't hear the question. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I think that properly 

should be referred, if I may suggest, to Jeff, that point.  I am not sure Roger Hadwen should 

answer on that point. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Come and sit on the other side of the table as well! 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Well, I am just not sure 

Roger is necessarily the right person to answer that question. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Well, that is very nice for Roger if he is the right person.  Do you 

want to put the question again? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Big deep breath, do you know what I mean?  Is it correct that you can still 

have the bidders, maybe that is the wrong word, I will have to be careful the language I am 

using here, those who want to do work for the GLA can have question marks over their financial 

appraisal or file the financial appraisal and still be awarded the contract.  Is that correct? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  The grant 

funding, not the contract, I believe there are precedents where organisations that have failed 

the financial due diligence have been awarded grants, but not grants of this size. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Can I ask then why, in the financial appraisals that you have given us, there 

are two issues, there is interest about the financial appraisals, there seems to be two financial 

appraisals for one of the bidders, one of two people in the consortium.  The first one passes the 

financial appraisal and the second one does not.  And in there, there is advice from your 

financial appraisal people saying you should seek a performance bond or a guarantee from 

either the larger operation, I presume it refers to that in terms of these circumstances, so it is 

a question to the Panel, really, given that advice and given the issues in terms of what you had 

before you, strong bids on delivery and the question mark over the financial side which you 

have said earlier on was important in terms of deciding the factors, why did you not pursue the 

issue of a performance bond or a guarantee?  Maybe you did, it is just not in the paperwork.  

Maybe this is a very simple question for you.  Shall I go to the Chair of the Panel first?  Or the 

notional Chair of the Panel because we are not sure what the status was at the second stage.  



 

This was on the paperwork, in the financial appraisal you would have seen, did anyone indicate 

or take up the option of a performance guarantee or a bond issue in terms of in respect of one 

of the bidders, if I can call it that. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  This is the Freeman Oliver/ Bernardo's bid? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Yes. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  To my understanding it was not pursued. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Was it ever discussed, as an option?  It is in the paperwork.  Was it raised?  

It is a yes or no? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):: It may well have been raised at some point but 

I do not think it was pursued. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Not in the formal meetings it was it not raised? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety): You mean at the two interview panels? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Yes. 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  No, I do not think it came up at the two 

interview panels. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But it was discussed outside those meetings? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  I think it came up in passing. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Were you included in those discussions or were you party to those 

discussions of whether this was an option that should be pursued? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  Well, it may well have been me that raised the 

issue. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You raised it.  Right. OK.  Is that correct in terms of the Panel discussion 

that it was not raised? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  At the risk of sounding 

cheeky, and I do not wish to, that is a question that you can refer to Roger, because Roger was 

dealing with them direct. I did not deal direct, I did not deal direct with any of the potential 

delivery partners but Roger did deal with that and it is documented. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Let me ask Roger.  Roger, why did you not pursue a performance guarantee 

or a bond in respect of one of the bidders? Were you asked to? 

 



 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  No, 

I wasn't asked to. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Did you know that there was an option to do that. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  I did have 

a telephone discussion and a subsequent email with the boss of the lead partner of the 

consortium where I indicated that, because when they first submitted Bernardo's accounts, 

sorry, those accounts, I said, "You are the lead partner, you have to submit your own accounts", 

which they did and got the results that you see in front of you. 

 

Len Duvall (AM): Sorry, can you just clarify: why were there two appraisals then?  Why were 

Bernardo's appraised if they were not the right ones?  When were the appraisals done? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, the 

finance department got back to me, having appraised the one that passed. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The Bernardo's had passed. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Yes, and 

they said to me, actually if they are not the lead party - I didn't know  --‑‑ 
 

Len Duvall (AM):  The finance department said this? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Oh right, OK. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  I had to go 

back and say, "Actually you are the lead partner in your accounts", they submitted them, they 

failed, I went back to him and said, "You might want to rejig your consortium and have 

Bernardo's as lead partners".  They chose not to follow that advice. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Presumably there were follow‑up questions, you recorded that as keeper of 

the paperwork; and presumably the Panel would be aware of that in the second interview 

because that is why you brought these parties back? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  The parties were not at‑‑ 
the second interview, we did was not reconvene because of the financial due diligence; the 

second interview was convened because the outcome of the first interview was inconclusive in 

terms of assessing the relative strengths of the bids based on the quality of the proposal, value 

for money and the experience of the organisations.  That was the basis on which we brought 

back the parties, on which we reconvened the second interview, which you have agreed and I 

am glad, that there was nothing wrong in doing that. 

 



 

Len Duvall (AM):  So, they were all equal in the scoring in the first interview? All the bidders 

then that you add were all equal in the scoring at the first stages, is that what you are telling 

me? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  No, they were not equal. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  What was inconclusive, nature of the first stage. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  There was not agreed 

consensus about the strongest individual applicant. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But you took a decision; on the Mayoral Decision form, even at the second 

stage, on a majority review which is --‑‑do you mean that to be consensus? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  At every stage we sought 

consensus  I think at every stage we have sought consensus and we have sought to do our best 

to secure, with all of the things we have discussed in the last hour and in the paperwork be 

provided through the freedom of information requests which Roger and others have spent 

a time on in order to provide that information, which I think shows and demonstrates that we 

did our very best in the time we had, and we did want to move to a decision and start the 

programme as soon as possible. I think personally we did not certainly want to get waylaid with 

this very difficult issue of the financial failure of three out of four of the shortlisted 

organisations that all failed the financial due diligence which was something of a set‑back, it has 

to be said. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You were advised there were ways to still minimise any risks to the public. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  It would have been very 

unusual as a value grant of this value to have overridden the financial appraisal information we 

were given, very unusual, I understand. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Could you tell us though who came top on the first round of interviews, 

who had the high scores? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Do you have the scoring 

in front of you? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You have only supplied us with the financial read out, you have provided us 

with the mayoral decision sheet ‑‑ 
 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Has this not been made 

available to the London Assembly Members? 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  You have provided us with a criteria and you have provided us with financial 

evaluation.  Who came top in the first rounds? 

 



 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  The final scores were as 

follows, again this is in the we have the collated final scores, I only have the collated final scores 

of the first and second round of interviews. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So these are the amalgamation:‑these are reviewed figures, if that is the 

right word, you say reviewed, I say revised figures, the revised figures, the final round between 

the two interviews so can you just tell me what they are? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  These are the collated 

scores between the first and second interview which showed the totals of each of the four 

shortlisted bidders were as follows: in first place was Freeman Oliver with 76 %, in second tied 

place was BTEG and UEL on 71 % and in fourth place was ACN on 52 %. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Then we have got to a majority view, you couldn't get consensus, you went 

to a majority view and chose the UEL consortium. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Well, at that point, UEL 

was the only consortium that had not failed, had not failed the financial due diligence and at 

that point, considering that there hadn't been an overall very strongly emerging consensus and 

that UEL was, was that those top three consortia were all closely clustered and all performing 

over 70 %, that seemed to me to be a very intelligent, sensible outcome of that process.  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):    My last point then between the choices that you had to 

make: organisation 1, let me paraphrase it: a record of delivery providing 300 volunteers ranked 

high your criteria but question marks over finance but could have been solved with 

a performance bond or guarantee, right, organisation 1.  Organisation 2, less proven record on 

delivery, OK on finance, it is OK.  Actually, the consortium is falling apart at this moment in time 

but that is neither here nor there.  A third organisation was BTEG, they failed on finance but we 

are not sure about their delivery, in fact I am aware of their delivery, they have got quite 

a strong representation but they seem to have not been considered between these issues 

around that but failed because of  question marks over their finance, is that correct? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I would take issue with 

some of the assumptions you have made about other of the shortlisted applicants not having 

a strong track record here, I do not agree with that -- ‑‑ 
 

Len Duvall (AM):  There was strong track record discussed on mentoring. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  My personal view is 

I thought that a number of the other shortlisted applicants actually had a stronger proposal than 

Freeman Oliver but that was not a view that was shared by other people on my Panel. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Sorry, we talked about track record and you introduced it, I did not ask it, I 

was just about to end, we have talked about track record, tell me about UEL's, track record, 

working with guns, working with black youth and working - it is based in those boroughs, 

working with guns, black youth and mentoring, what is the strong track record?  The two other 



 

organisations supporting the consortium, one has gone out and disappeared and the other two 

is about to close down and reform itself.  It does not give me much confidence in terms of the 

delivery which hopefully we are going to go on to the next stage of the question, there are 

delivery issues here at this stage by your own measurements, not your measurements about 

volunteers, about your measurements about how many mentors we have got working with 

young black men.  There is a problem here, we are not meeting the deadlines.  You are telling 

me it is going to go all right and it does not give me much confidence that that is the case.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I would like to move on and try and understand some of the 

delivery, I think we have heard some of the huge concerns that Len has raised and his other 

colleagues, I want to come back to the decision‑making point actually at some point about 

Ray Lewis because actually somebody is sitting in an interview, not just observing but scoring 

and those scores end up resulting in someone being successful not in getting a grant and that is 

active decision‑making, absolutely active decision‑making, and I think that that needs to be fully 

investigated, but in terms of the questions I want to ask, perhaps we can pick up, I do not know 

who would like to speak -  maybe Munira, you have not said anything yet and I realise you have 

taken over what feels like a bit of a mess to be honest, you have taken over in the summer.  Can 

you clarify how many adult mentors have been matched with young black boys aged 10 to 16 

so far? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I believe it is 21 so far, the last 

figures that I have received. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  21, so that is the figure that was quoted on the politics show 

I watched on Sunday, is that correct, Lizzie, Roger, Ron? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Those are the figures 

that we have been given. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Just 21, I do not know whether Munira will be able to answer 

this: why did it take from November 2008 when the Mayor published a call for partners entitled 

"In Time for Action" to April 2011 before there is an invitation to submit a grant application for 

the mentoring scheme?  Why did it take two and a half years for this actually to get to the stage 

where people could bid for this role? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I can attempt to answer this 

question, obviously I was not there at the beginning of this process. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I am sure it is a question you probably asked as you have taken over 

this work. 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  The programme was announced, or 

the intention to run a programme on mentoring, was announced in June 2010. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  No, it was November 2008, call for partners is "In Time for Action" 

came out.  Time for Action came out, that is why this Panel was set up originally. 



 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I do not believe, you will have to 

forgive me, simply because I am picking up information and Roger might be the best person to 

correct me if I am wrong.  Time for Action; the original plan did not include specific details 

about the mentoring programme at that stage.  It talks in general terms about ways of working 

with young people, it talked about some of the programmes like the uniformed groups, Project 

Brodie et cetera, as far as I understand it, it didn't talk specifically about the mentoring 

programme.  The real development for the mentoring programme started later and the timeline 

that I have here that the officers prepared which we are happy to provide to you said that the 

announcement of the plans for mentoring was in June 2010, the Mayor called for volunteers. 

The programme had not officially been activated at that point because there is still a process of 

design of a programme in order to get it off the ground, in order to consult properly with the 

right kinds of experts and stake holders and how you design something, but the intention to do 

a programme and to ask people to register an interest in becoming a volunteer started around 

that period and that development involved working with the LDA; the LDA obviously at the 

time had very strong and robust procedures and processes by which to develop any programme 

so that took some time, then there was a period when the new government through the 

discussions about the funding set up with the LDA, unfortunately that did hold up the process 

because the funding that we were relying on was not guaranteed and that took another five 

months hence there was a delay which was quite significant, unfortunately out of our hands.  

Then the £1.3 million was finally secured in March 2011 and that allowed us to go out to tender 

with a grant for an organisation to deliver the programme, and then the training of the 

programme: the actual turning those registers of interest into volunteers who can then go on, 

be trained and be partnered with young people started in August. That is why we have only 21 

pairings so far because the actual bringing together of adult volunteers with young people has 

only started quite recently. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  But I still think when the Mayor and my recollection of Time for 

Action was it included talking about things like this and certainly our discussions with Kit and 

others, it clearly was committed to things like mentors, so that November 2008, even if it was 

then June 2010, which is a considerable time later, that the Mayor announces, "I want all these 

mentors", surely you should have had everything lined up then because when the Mayor makes 

an announcement, people out there, Londoners think something is going to happen.  People in 

the community are going to say, "I want to be part of this", this sounds exciting, this is 

something we can do.  To then take until April 2011 before you even go out to invite people to 

bid for this work, for this - putting in grant applications; I think it is extraordinary.  Wouldn't 

you agree it has taken far too long? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  Well, no because to explain the 

process, I mean, I understand the concern, I understand that it appears like a long time but the 

announcement of the intention to run a programme like this is a call to action, it is to notify 

people in the voluntary sector in the wider community that the Mayor wants to do this and 

takes it seriously.  We did ask from the very outset for people to register an interest because it 

does take time to recruit volunteers, we do have to get the word out there.  Around for over 

a year, the Mayor also ran these community conversation events in boroughs and used those as 

opportunities to bring volunteers in, to bring potential mentors in, so in that sense, I do not 



 

think the order of the programme has been a problem, it is perfectly reasonable for the Mayor 

to announce an intention to recruit volunteers and at the same time design a programme.  What 

you do not want is to design a programme, get everything in place, get your grant organisation 

in place and then have to start recruiting volunteers, you end up spending a huge amount of 

time waiting for the right number of volunteers to be in place in order to train them up so that 

is why it was done that way.   

 

In the period when these people were registering their interest, the 2000 people that we now 

have, Roger and his colleagues spent a considerable amount of time emailing them, remaining 

in contact, holding events to keep them aware about what was happening with the programme, 

and keeping them warm, if you like.  The issue about the LDA funding being under question 

meant that there was a desire, and Lizzie mentioned this earlier, to have some introduction to 

mentoring training and introduction to the programme for those 300 people just as a way of 

trying to keep them engaged and assure them that the programme was still very much 

a commitment.  Attempts were made throughout the process to make sure that people 

continued to be engaged and that we were not losing their enthusiasm. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  You have said over 2,000 prospective mentors have registered an 

interest, you have been trying to keep them warm, Roger. Apart from emails and the events that 

Len picked up on, I think 150 got some initial introductory training, we have got 21 paired so 

far so they have obviously successfully completed training, what about the rest?  Surely you are 

going to be finding people dropping off, having been so enthusiastic, that actually they just 

find nothing is happening. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  The rates 

of attrition have been surprisingly low but, you know, we are at the start of a process where 

attrition will increase because it is not just about the good will of volunteers, of course they 

have to be of sufficient quality, they can not just go through the training and a mentor, they 

have to go through the training and be of good quality and become a mentor so, you know, 

that is another reason for starting the recruitment well in advance of the training because by our 

estimates, to get a thousand trained mentors we will need somewhere in the region of 4- 5,000 

volunteers so we are less than halfway to the number of volunteers we need in total. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  What criteria are you using to ensure volunteers are up to the job?  

What sort of assessment do you use, do you have something that you are assessing them 

against? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, the 

UEL are assessing each and every volunteer before they start the training. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Is that available for us so we know?  Surely we must have some sort 

of criteria that we can see. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  I can 

provide that. 

 



 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  That can of course be 

provided and that is a very important part of obviously of the job they are doing is to make sure 

that those criteria are very robust. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  You said earlier it is very important that mentors understand that the 

commitment has to be over a year and the commitment of their time as well as the length of 

time that we would expect them to work on that; has that been a problem at all with any of the 

mentors? 

 

The time commitment issue that actually you are saying it is not just a couple of sessions, you 

are talking a commitment over a year is what, I think, Lizzie, I made a note that you said earlier. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  That would be made very 

clear, that was part of the introductory training but also now we are actually into the 

programme, the only thing I meant about the introductory training is not relevant to the active 

part of the programme now, it was very much a sort of warming, a key part of the interest there.  

Now, the programme is active, the UEL are responsible, whoever were taken on as delivery 

partner, were responsible for ensuring that the commitment is very clearly understood and that 

the matching process is extremely robust, it is absolutely at the heart of the success of this 

programme. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Has it been an issue at all with some of the potential mentors that 

actually when they realise it is such a lengthy time commitment that actually they are not able 

to carry on. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  As I say, 

rates of attrition have been incredibly low. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  It would be useful have those rates of attrition, I think, if it is 

possible. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, once 

they say they want out, I take them off the database, I do not know, I could give you an 

estimate but I can not give you an accurate figure. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I think an estimate might be useful. Can you tell us a bit more about 

the training that mentors receive? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, they 

receive two days of core training, after which they can be matched with a mentee but until CRB 

[Criminal Records Bureau] checks are complete and until the rest of the modules are complete, 

those initial mentoring sessions will be supervised. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  So what modules?  You said the two days, CRB checks and then 

some other modules? 

 



 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  The CRB 

checks, that gets sent off immediately. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Is that enhanced CRB checks? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Yes, 

absolutely. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Good. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  They do 

the two core days of training: there are two full Saturdays, then they can be matched but they 

will be supervised for the initial mentoring sessions until the CRB checks are back and until they 

have completed the other training modules which they can complete on the job if you like. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  It would be useful if we could see an outline of that I think and what 

contingency is built into the programme for mentors who are unable to actually carry through 

their commitment? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Well, our 

focus there is really on the mentees.  If the mentoring relationship breaks down for whatever 

reason, incompatibility in the matching or if the mentor has decided that he can not keep the 

commitment, then they will be rematched; our commitment is to the mentees, to the boys. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):    Thank you. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Is there a set curriculum for mentors to follow? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  There is 

the training which I can provide more details on the training modules and then there is a sheet 

they complete for every mentoring session where they talk about what issues came up and so 

forth which gets reported back to UEL. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I am particularly interested in whether or not the mentors will be 

instructed on how to advise mentees to deal with the rather extreme amount of stop and 

search, that takes place in this particular demographic group and which causes a lot of 

problems, and is a trigger to a lot of problems. 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  There is 

a whole section on training to train the mentors to then advise the boys on those kind of issues 

and also we can where possible link in with another strand of Project Titan which is the 

expansion of the MetBPA's VOYAGE programme [Voice of Youth and Genuine Engagement] 

which specifically has a seminar on young people's rights during stop and search. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I know this is sort of a big question really but how do we know mentoring 

works? 



 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Lots of mentoring does 

not work, or does not work in terms of the objectives we are attempting to achieve so one of 

the positives of the unfortunate time delay with the money not being available after the demise 

of the London Development Agency was we were able to spend an awful lot of time looking at 

what works and what does not work and I think that is reflected very much in the grant 

proposal, and indeed that was then echoed or reflected in the very excellent proposals we got 

from all of the four shortlisted candidates; but yes, I think we all share concerns about the sorts 

of mentoring that does not work and we are very clear that we did not want to fund mentoring 

where there was any issue around its potential efficacy. What is very important is the right type 

of mentoring with the right type of mentors, appropriately supported, and that those mentors 

have a close and consistent relationship with their mentees over a period of at least 12 months. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  That was a rather clumsily asked question and I apologise. What I really 

meant to say is: is there any body of academic work or precedent that shows that mentoring 

programmes work? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  There is an academic 

body of work to show that certain types of mentoring intervention are very effective, some 

more than others, and we have attempted to make sure that this mentoring programme 

conforms to the best features of the most effective type of intervention.  But of course part of 

the independent evaluation over time will be to ensure that this indeed delivers the successful 

outcomes, that we have high hopes, that it will deliver. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I hope so because actually there is an argument that a little bit of 

mentoring is worse than no mentoring at all in terms of raising young people's aspirations and 

young people have gone through a lot of programmes with people who come into their lives 

and then disappear a few months later and so this really is a very important scheme; and 

I hope, I would sincerely hope, I think we all hope, that it does work because for it not to work, 

it is would be as though it had never happened, it could actually make it worse. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I think we all share and 

emphasise with those views.  I do not know if you wanted to add anything else, Munira or 

Roger? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I know that a paper was written or 

some research was done on the academic evidence and the concept of mentoring which, I think, 

Roger you were involved in drafting some of that work or someone in your team, but if it helps 

we are very happy to provide the academic work that we did. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  You might have given us something already. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  We have. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Should I have seen it?  I apologise if I have already seen it.  It is more 

about mentoring programmes, whilst I absolutely accept that mentoring has been known to 



 

work, you know, it is the idea of a mentoring programme and an initiative like this and whether 

or not we have any precedence.  I mean, moving on to that because I think looking back at the 

scheme after it has been in for a while is going to be very important and I wondered how you 

were linking in with Project Oracle in order to test whether or not the scheme was working, how 

is that going to have you appointed an evaluator to ensure that we are getting good 

benchmarks for before and after? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  Lizzie, can perhaps talk about the 

specifics of the evaluation but you are right that the principle is very important and I think goes 

back to the point that Councillor Reed was making very early on about what is it that the GLA 

can do to add value that is different to the boroughs and I think that the scale of the 

programme and our ability to bring a range of different experts and stakeholders to it to look at 

evaluating it on a different scale to perhaps a much more localised small scale project is really 

interesting, and I think at the end of the three year programme we will have some really useful 

data to say what works and what did not. We are very conscious that this is an ambitious 

programme and we have to learn all the way through it as well but there is an independent 

evaluation built into the design of this programme and that is very much linked to Oracle, 

obviously it is the same team at City Hall that is working on Oracle that is also delivering this 

programme so they talk to each other frequently. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Just reflecting on the answers I had, there was something I wasn't 

clear that I got that I should have followed up asking, given, I think, Len mentioned we saw on 

the BBC that the consortiums, so there were three parties in it, two of them are now not part of 

it so you have only got the university left, are you worried about this breakdown in terms of this 

whole programme going forward, and given that the other organisations may have been ones 

that had experience of this sort of mentoring, and given that you have only got 21 matches 

already so far I think just looking through my paperwork I am sure it was something you were 

supposed to have at least 60 by now so you really are quite behind, are you worried about the 

breakdown of the consortium and the programme? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I think it is extremely 

unfortunate that LAT [London Action Trust], has gone into administration. I do not think that 

that was something we could reasonably have foreseen. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Are you worried about the consortium breaking down and the fact 

that the programme is so far behind? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I acknowledged also in 

my opening remarks that the programme has slipped a small amount, I was more concerned last 

week but following a meeting with UEL in terms of how we catch up to reach our targets by the 

end of the year I am now much more reassured that we will get to our agreed targets with them, 

and this is a payments by results model, that we will reach those targets by the end of the year.  

A point of clarification; the BBC report was incorrect in saying that the ethos consultancy was 

no longer part of this consortium; it is part of this consortium. 

 



 

Len Duvall (AM):  Is it true that they are going to reform because two of their directors have 

been struck off or something, is that true? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  I can not confirm that. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Should not you be asking those questions? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  Can I just clarify something 

else about that.‑My understanding having spoken to Roger earlier, is that UEL have a formalised 

relationship with the other people in the consortium, service level agreements, so in a way 

because working with the voluntary sector are always contains potential risks, we asked each of 

the bidders for the grant, the lead partner, how they would manage any potential problems with 

their partners and the consortium, and UEL said that they would have service level agreements 

and what UEL will do now is run a competitive process to bring in new partners into their 

consortium where needed so we are confident that they will bring in the partners that are 

needed in order --‑‑ 
 

Len Duvall (AM):  Was that implicit in the call for the grant, the bid for the grant, that people 

could do that, because I did not see that in the documents? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  My understanding is that we asked 

organisations to talk about how they would manage risks and this is how UEL talked about 

particular risks. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  There are several things here, one, Lizzie, you mentioned that you 

met with UEL and you have got targets and you are much happier now that they are going to 

meet those targets, perhaps you can know what their targets are month by month or whatever 

that you have agreed so that we are able to assess as well whether they are meeting them so 

that would be very useful information, but going back to the issue, saying that this is 

a grant: how can be it be a grant if UEL have got a service level agreement with other 

organisations?  It is a payment by results model that is absolutely a contract.  It really is not 

a grant, goodness me, decades in local government, that is not a grant! 

 

Jeff Jacobs (Head of Paid Service and Executive Director):  It is a grant and we will 

provide you with legal advice. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  Perhaps you can give us the advice, it does not sound like it at all to 

me in my decades of experience. ‑ 
 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We are being offered the legal advice that says that so I think we 

will accept that.  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (AM):   It would be very useful.  And then the final thing I just wanted to 

pick up on, I think Andrew touched on the evaluation which I think is really important, is what is 

happening with the independent evaluation?   Are there going to be sort of mid points where 



 

they are going to be evaluating it or is it all going to be at the end?  Who is doing that and 

when can we see that? 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  We will shortly 

commission the independent evaluation and I think it will be in operation for the New Year so 

we will be able to report back more on that after the New Year and that specification for that 

evaluation has been developed with Project Oracle but it will be independent.  

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  It has been 

signed to run concurrently with the mentoring programme so it is not just a report at the end; it 

is a report at any time that there are results really. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Actually Caroline has already half‑asked the question I was going to ask 

which is, with regard to the evaluation, can we ensure, and your answer means that hopefully 

we are early enough in the process to make sure this can be put in, can we ensure there is some 

mechanism for giving in life feedback so that the programme can be adapted because what we 

do not want to do is get at the end of the three year point, have a valuation said on Day 1 it 

would have been good if, dot dot dot, so let us make sure that the evaluation has that in life 

feedback mechanism so that we can, you know, tweak this process as we go through to make 

sure that, you know, we do not wait until the end of the three years before we take lessons 

learned. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Thank you for that.  A 

point taken on board. 

 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Chair can I just suggest there may well be some further questions arising 

outside this meeting that we may need answers to. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Any final points the Panel want to make? 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  If I can, obviously as I said, I came in 

slightly late into the process of the mentoring programme.  My assessment of it is that it did 

suffer some delays when it was first announced but that is because of certain circumstances 

beyond the control of the GLA and the five months that was lost because of the LDA, the 

wrangling of the government, is unfortunate but I think the programme has been managed very 

well and in a way I do not think it would be right to apologise for trying to get the programme 

right for all the reasons that various people on the Panel have already said, it is a very sensitive 

area and we want to ensure that we are training adults appropriately, we are giving them the 

right experience, and we are matching them up in the right way so I feel that that is, you know, 

a necessary thing that we have to take our time over this.   

 

On the question of the process of awarding the grants, and I understand the concerns of the 

Panel and the public that everything that the GLA does is appropriate and is done fairly and is 

transparent, and there have been some pretty wild conspiracy theories on the internet and from 

various groups out there saying that this process was not done fairly and somehow was biased 



 

or there were problems with it.  We are very happy to answer questions, whether it is in another 

Panel or whether it is in writing, but bear in mind that the officers have already spent a huge 

amount of time of putting that information out into the public domain and the time that they 

spend doing that, it is obviously a continued distraction from the programme so the information 

that we have produced we think gives a fairly clear explanation of what happened and there is 

a really simple explanation for why the organisation that received the grant did; there are 

organisations who did not receive the grant and who feel aggrieved about it and they are 

putting in particular their perspective out of the public domain, I would just ask the Panel to 

recognise that that is the context in which we are working here. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think some of the offers about information and the scoring that 

was used would be very useful. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Which I think may be in 

the public domain already but we can certainly check that. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That would be very useful. 

 

Munira Mirza (Mayoral Adviser, Culture and Youth):  I also think you know to thank the 

Panel for the interest and continued engagement in this programme which is so important to us. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Just one question I omitted to ask, what role did Gutto Harri play when he 

was Acting Chief of Staff, in this process?  Mr Belgrave, I see you want to answer my question.  

As Chair of the Panel what role did the Acting Chief of Staff play in this process; did he talk to 

you at any time outside the formal announcements? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  He did not speak to me no. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  But did he have a role? 

 

Ron Belgrave (Head of Community Safety):  Not as far as I know. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Mr Hadwen, in terms of this process, Mr Jacobs? 

 

Roger Hadwen (Senior Policy & Projects Officer - Community Safety, GLA):  Not as far 

as I know. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Miss Noel, did that apply to you?  That question?  No. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  It is not fair on Munira because I do not think she was around but I would 

need to know from officials really in terms of that. 

 

Lizzie Noel (Mayoral Adviser, Social Action and Volunteering):  Can I just make 

a concluding comment if I may that we are very grateful for the interest from all of those who 



 

applied for this money that there were very strong proposals of which we have gleaned a great 

deal of information and knowledge, and we are very grateful to all of the partners working in 

this area, in this important area, and that there is tremendous good will out there for this 

programme and that we have had incredibly positive response to the programme so far from 

mentors and mentees so that is a positive note I hope on which to end. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Can I thank our guests for coming, we, I think, will have I think 

some further questions and certainly I think all the Panel Members have said that we would like 

Ray Lewis to come before us.  I am very glad, Lizzie, that on his behalf you have said he is 

happy to come. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  One other matter is that we have some correspondence that we 

received, for example, we had the letter from Kit Malthouse AM to this Panel and that between 

the select committee and the Mayor and also the letter from the chair of the UK National 

Statistics, can we just attach those to our proceedings today.  Thank you, thank you members 

of the public for coming. 

 

 


