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Note of meeting: REDUCING REOFFENDING BOARD  
 
13th January 2016, City Hall 11am-1pm 
 
Attendees 
 

 Graeme Gordon (Chair) 

 David Anderson (DWP) 

 Geeta Subramaniam (Lewisham) 

 Sara Robinson (NPS) 

 Leighe Rogers (Sutton) 

 Nicola Lang (Sutton) 

 James Smith (NOMS) 

 Steve Bradford (HMP Wormwood 
Scrubs) 

 Nick Mavron (MoJ) 

 Philip Clifford (London Councils) 

 Sara Hyde (LVSC) 

 Chris Bourlet (MPS) 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina (YJB) 

 Hong Tan (NHS England) 

 Jilly Vickers (Clinks) 

 Rebecca Grattan (MTCnovo) 

 Mat Ilic (Catch 22) 

 Jocelyn Hillman (Working Chance) 

 Anna Smith (Advance) 

 Adrienne Darragh (Hibiscus)  

 Sam Cunningham (MOPAC) 

 Sarah Richardson (MOPAC) 

 Tom Burnham (MOPAC) 

 Paul Dawson (MOPAC) 

 Ruth Bloomfield (MOPAC) 

 Sarah Denton (MOPAC) 

 Karan Garcha (MOPAC) 
 

 

 

 Apologies received from: Anthony Rogers (CPS), Alison Newcomb (MPS), Paul Martin 
(Wandsworth), Doug Flight (London Councils), Baljit Ubhey (CPS), Lucy Bogue 
(NOMS), Diane Newton (MOPAC), Paul Baker (NOMS) 
 

Agenda Item 1 – Welcome 
 
Graeme Gordon welcomed board members to the January Reducing Reoffending Board.  
 
Agenda Item 2 – Actions 
 
Tom Burnham ran through the actions of the previous Reducing Reoffending Board. All 
actions were complete, bar the following: 
 
Board members to feed in to MOPAC the work currently being run or commissioned 
by their agencies for women 
 
No responses had been received regarding female services and it was requested that board 
members feed into MOPAC on the above. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Pan London Female Offender Service 
 
Graeme Gordon introduced Sam Cunningham and Rebecca Grattan for a presentation on 
the Pan London Female Offender Service. The presentation is attached.  
 
Sam Cunningham highlighted that this was an opportunity for the board to feed into work on 
female offenders and that the focus was on phase 3. Sam informed the board that there was 
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more work to be done on flexing current service provision to meet the needs of female 
offenders and asked the board to inform MOPAC if they had contracts could be changed. The 
board was also updated on a female offender bid focused on innovation that had been 
submitted to the Ministry of Justice.  
 
A discussion followed the presentation and the key points below were made: 
 

 Sara Robinson asked what role the NPS played within the female offender service. 
Sam Cunningham responded that NPS offenders will be eligible for the MOPAC 
funded innovation services and once the specification has been agreed, a conversation 
should be had on how that will work.  

 

 Geeta Subramaniam questioned the use of the Beth Centre as a wider resource 
centre, based on the understanding that it is primarily a VAWG hub. Rebecca Grattan 
informed the board that alongside VAWG work, the Beth Centre also offers a Through 
the Gate service, which would be built upon as part of the female offender service.  
 

 Geeta Subramaniam asked how the female offender service would align with local 
authority commissioned services. Rebecca Grattan responded that a core service was 
being developed and any funding opportunities in local authorities would be sought, 
including opportunities for co-commissioning.  
 

 Geeta Subramaniam commented that funding for drug and alcohol services in 
Lewisham was being cut and rehabilitation support services needed to be mapped and 
impact understood in the context of the new service. Graeme Gordon noted the need 
for mapping work and the wider question around commissioning arrangements.  
 

 Sam Cunningham informed the board that the impact of commissioning decisions can 
be measured through the innovation element of the female offender service, and that 
MOPAC is aware of some changes to funding arrangements through the London Crime 
Prevention Fund (LCPF).  
 

 Nicola Lang highlighted the need for the new service to be accessible and not 
hindered by excessive travel times. Rebecca Grattan agreed and stated that location of 
services will be taken into consideration, with spokes being co-located with existing 
services being an option. However, it was important to note the need for female-only 
spaces. 
 

 Hong Tan commented that there has been a lot of progress since this time last year. 
However, phase 2 needs to be strengthened and made sustainable. Hong also informed 
the board that a female offender health strategy was being developed, in addition to 
more funding for CCGs being announced as part of the mental health strategy.  
 

 Hong Tan highlighted that NHS E is making the case for some of the funding for 
healthcare services in HMP Holloway to stay with them rather than moving across to 
Bronzefield and Downview when Holloway closes. 
 

 Sara Hyde suggested that the closure of HMP Holloway should be looked at as part of 
the hub and spoke model as a potential site for a women’s centre, as advocated by the 
Prison Reform Trust. Sara also requested more clarity on the hub and spoke model. 
Jocelyn Hillman informed the board that LWC would be looking at the centre location. 
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Anna Smith commented that co-located services exist and that a hub in East London 
may be required.  
 

 Sam Cunningham informed the board that there would be a difference in the offer for 
the 10 boroughs compared to the pan-London service and that the arrangements in 
East London had been discussed. Further discussions would be had with boroughs to 
agree a final model although the innovation funding will be to deliver services in South 
and West London due to expansion of existing services. 
 

 James Smith asked how the female offender service aligned with the Gripping the 
Offender pilot. Sam Cunningham explained that the services are separate (with some 
overlap e.g. personalised budgets for female offenders), but the evaluations would be 
aligned.  

 
ACTIONS: 

1. Board members to inform MOPAC of any current contracts that could be amended to be 
more accessible for female offenders 

2. MOPAC and NPS to meet to discuss the female offender service. 
3. MOPAC and CRC to work with LWC to understand impact of local authority funding 

cuts to services in the innovation pilot areas 
4. Summary document of female offender service and Gripping the Offender offer for 

female offenders to be circulated.  
 
Agenda item 4 – Young Adults 
 
Tom Burnham presented on young adults. The presentation is attached. 
 
The following comments were made:   
 

 Graeme Gordon informed the board that there was momentum behind the young 
adults cohort, through trialling of different approaches 

 

 Nicola Lang commented that young adult offenders are likely to be excluded from 
school and found in pupil referral units. She informed the board that work has taken 
place in Sutton to explore using funding from education to take a therapeutic approach, 
rather than looking at young adults from a CJS viewpoint. 
 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina highlighted that the HMIP thematic report stated that there 
were fundamental operational issues around recording data, which was being looked at 
by YJB, NOMS and MPS. There was also a risk of losing probation officers based in 
YOTs, due to a shift in funding towards caseload allocation. Lisa also commented that 
funding for co-location would be beneficial. Sara Robinson informed the board that 
some YOTs would gain probation officers and others would have fewer, as currently all 
YOTs have the same number of probation officers. 
 

 Rebecca Grattan informed the board that young adults were a top priority for the CRC 
and she acknowledged the spike from 17-year-olds coming on to the 18-25 cohort. She 
highlighted the changes in the resettlement model and the impact that the gangs and 
Gripping the Offender work would have on this cohort, and the need to look at their 
rehabilitation offer.  
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 Geeta Subramaniam commented that the young adults’ cohort should be split into 
custodial and community, as a number of young people would be released from custody 
as adults. She also highlighted that the Charlie Taylor review reports in February and the 
need to pause to take any recommendations into account. In addition, she questioned 
what out of court disposals mean for those already in the criminal justice system.   
 

 Sam Cunningham commented that a better understanding is needed of young people 
in the criminal justice system, such as the spike in first time entrants at 17-years-old. 
 

 Geeta Subramaniam commented that a cross-county layering of young offender data 
could build a better picture. 
 

 James Smith highlighted the uncertainty of the prison reform agenda and the need to 
be mindful of significant changes and its impact on all strands of the board’s work. 
 

 Jilly Vickers suggested that further information should be included about young 
adults, such as mental health needs and looked after children.  
 

 Mat Ilic challenged the board to implement changes affecting young adults sooner 
rather than later, given the increasing youth population. He suggested that the board 
look at quicks wins and employment opportunities for young people.  
 

 Sara Hyde highlighted the need for partnership working and stated that time was 
needed to bring partners together to look at young adults holistically. She suggested 
that housing and mental health needs could be looked at strategically from City Hall. 
Graeme Gordon agreed and suggested that MOPAC take the lead in bringing partners 
together to look at young adults in the whole. 
 

 Sam Cunningham suggested that the April Reducing Reoffending Board should 
overlap with the Youth Reducing Reoffending Board to ensure the conversation on 
young adults is consistent and that the right partners are present.  

 
ACTIONS: 

5. MOPAC to circulate the T2A Young Adults Court paper 
6. MOPAC to work with YJB on aligning April Reducing Reoffending Board with Youth 

Reducing Reoffending Board to enable joint agenda item on transitions. 
 

Agenda Item 5 – Governance  
 
Sam Cunningham presented on the partnership agreement for the board. The presentation is 
attached.  
 
The following points were covered in the discussion: 
 

 Rebecca Grattan highlighted the need to have an agreement for wider governance 
and the commissioning link is crucial for MTCnovo. 

 

 Hong Tan was very supportive of the approach and commented that NHS England 
have a partnership agreement with NOMS, signed by chief executives, which is a 
strategic living document covering future activity. 
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 Geeta Subramaniam suggested that terms of reference could achieve the same 
outcome as a partnership agreement, which she could agree to as a representative of 
London's local authorities. 
 

 Graeme Gordon suggested that the partnership agreement be amended with a 
footnote to clarify the position of membership organisations. He also stated that the 
agreement should be kept as high-level as possible to underpin co-commissioning 
decisions and maintain some form of accountability.  
 

 Mat Ilic commented that it would be difficult to have an all-encompassing agreement 
and instead suggested that practical commitments relating to individual organisations 
would be useful. 
 

 Hong Tan commented that something similar to the Crisis Care Concordat would be 
helpful, outlining core ambitions and how they would be developed. 
 

 Sam Cunningham highlighted that the board was a partnership board and a ‘call to 
action’ around ambitions would be useful. 
 

 Sam Cunningham asked all partners to respond to the redrafted version when it’s 
circulated to avoid using the next board meeting to go through details of the document. 
 
ACTIONS: 

7. Partnership agreement to be re-drafted and circulated to partners for response and 
update to be brought to next board meeting.  

 
Agenda Item 6 – RRB Priorities Update 
 
Sam Cunningham presented the update paper to the board, highlighting the following: 
 

 AAMR will be a substantive item on the next board agenda 

 A business representative from the Ex-offenders’ Employment Roundtable will be 
invited to the board and the note of the roundtable will be circulated to partners 

 

 Geeta Subramaniam asked what support services were provided as part of the AAMR 
pilot, what the compliance rate is based on and what type of offenders were being 
tagged. Sam Cunningham responded that the evaluation should be released in 
February and will be circulated, along with further details on compliance.  

 
Sam Cunningham updated the board on drug reoffending data, as outlined in the paper 
circulated to partners.  
 
The following comments were made: 
 

 Geeta Subramaniam suggested that a review of DIP is needed to see if it is working 
and what was being offered in police stations. In addition, the IOM work, drug service 
mapping and county lines mapping work would need to be looked at to understand the 
wider context. 
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 Nicola Lang commented that this would be an opportunity to look at a therapeutic 
approach to heroin and crack, by exploring a drug court and taking a holistic approach, 
which was supported by Hong Tan. 
 

 Sara Hyde highlighted the need to look at legal highs and the revolving door. 
 
ACTIONS: 

8. MOPAC to invite expressions of interest from roundtable business representatives for 
Reducing Reoffending Board membership  

9. MOPAC to publish AAMR evaluation in February & circulate to board, along with AAMR 
compliance information 

10.  MOPAC and Public Health to explore opportunity and feasibility to scope further work 
on mapping of substance misuse services and review of DIP effectiveness 

 
Agenda Item 7 – Forward Planner/Any other business 
 
Graeme Gordon thanked board members for attending. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Action Summary: 
 

1 Board members to inform MOPAC of any current contracts that could be amended to be 
more accessible for female offenders 

2 MOPAC and NPS to meet to discuss the female offender service. 

3 MOPAC and CRC to work with LWC to understand impact of local authority funding cuts 
to services in the innovation pilot areas 

4 Summary document of female offender service and Gripping the Offender offer for female 
offenders to be circulated.  

5 MOPAC to circulate T2A Young Adults Court paper. 

6 MOPAC to work with YJB on aligning April Reducing Reoffending Board with Youth 
Reducing Reoffending Board to enable joint agenda item on transitions. 

7 Partnership agreement to be re-drafted and circulated to partners for response and update 
to be brought to next board meeting 

8 MOPAC to invite expressions of interest from roundtable business representatives for 
Reducing Reoffending Board membership 

9 MOPAC to publish AAMR evaluation in February & circulate to board, along with AAMR 
compliance information 

10 MOPAC and Public Health to explore opportunity and feasibility to scope further work on 
mapping of substance misuse services and review of DIP effectiveness 

 
 

Next meeting date: 13th April 2016 – 15.00-17.00 City Hall, Committee Room 1 


