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Youth re-offending and resettlement in London – Hillingdon response 

Please find comments below with respect to the stakeholder feedback on the above. 

Nature and extent of youth re-offending 

• Our local data shows us that we have seen a progressive reduction in the number of young 
people in the criminal justice system. A much smaller cohort remains with high levels of 
complex needs.  

• Our data shows that as the complexity/level of need increases the likelihood of re-offending 
also increases. 

• Hillingdon's re-offending is lower than the London and national averages 

• Young people receiving a community intervention or no intervention are most likely to re-
offend, those receiving pre-court or first tier interventions less likely. 

• Our peak re-offending age is 14, however the 17 year old group as a whole commit the most 
actual offences 

• re-offending rate by young women is lower than the national average rate and lower than 
for our young men. 

• the white ethnicity group commit the most offences but the mixed ethnicity group shoes the 
highest rate of re-offending 

• Children who are or have been LAC have a higher re-offending rate than those who have 
never been LAC 

• Most likely offence groups - theft and handling, robbery, violence against the person and 
drugs. 

Our approach to tackling offending has changed in that we are better at using data to identify what 
programmes we need to develop, we have a greater range of programmes and our programmes are 
now evaluated for their effectiveness.  However at the same time we have seen a reduction in 
services provided by all agencies making it harder to access provision to meet their individual needs 
in particular health  and education needs, which works against our own improving practice. 

 

Supporting young people 

• Feedback from young people after all group work programmes 

• at the end of interventions - using the HMIP questionnaire 

• verbal feedback 



We have a designated Integrated planning Co-coordinator who develops the group work 
programmes. Part of his role is to engage with local providers to deliver aspects of those 
programmes - preferably at no or minimal cost as funding is so limited 

 

Heron Unit 

• No significant impact on our work. Only one young person placed there. 

Resettlement Brokers 

• Don't feel they have met expectations - not as effective as we would have liked.  

• Some duplication in role with the case manager in the YOS. Using our own education officer 
and connexions PA to support young people has been more effective. 

Challenges and Opportunities 

• As noted above working with a smaller  cohort of young people with very complex needs, 
often children who have been damaged by their life experiences 

• Reduced resources available to all partners 

• Academy schools - minimal accountability to anyone it appears - makes it very difficult to 
maintain young people in mainstream placements 

• The smaller numbers mean greater quality time with the most needy young people, unless 
of course base line budgets are cut. 

Partnership Challenges 

• Changing priorities of partner agencies 

• financial constraints 

MOPAC 

• Contact mainly through gangs agenda 

• We have no real opinion about MOPACs effectiveness 

• Would recommend MOPAC and YJB have a closer association as there is some  overlap and 
some programmes are being replicated through the two organisations - eg gangs work.  

• The London YJB forum is quite strong and would suggest MOPAC send a rep to the Heads of 
Service meeting. 

• Would also recommend MOPAC idnetifies lead officers to work with specific YOTs as the YJB 
does. This significantly improves communication.  
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Written submission from St Giles Trust 
 
What is your data telling you about the changing nature of youth reoffending in London and 
more widely?  
There is a growing issue in outer London boroughs and in towns outside London- some 
probably caused by movement of populations due to overall housing cost issues, some by 
deliberate gang member relocations and some by the economic situation in these new areas 
becoming as dire as it is in the traditional gang areas. 
 
How has the approach to tackling youth reoffending in London changed over the past five 
years?  
We have seen the development of a more standardised approach as a result of EGYV. St 
Giles Trust’s SOS project works in over 14 boroughs and we see more consistency than we 
used to. It is our impression that the Police officers working in gangs units have generally 
chosen this area of work out of genuine interest, this makes the units more effective. 
 
Does London compare favourably with areas of good practice in its approach to youth 
reoffending and resettlement?  
St Giles Trust’s SOS project has provided training, support and advice in a number of areas 
outside London and we have found that London is substantially ahead. Of particular note is 
the quality of multi agency relationships in London that include the VCS. In many towns the 
VCS is represented by smaller organisations that lack the experience and infrastructure 
necessary to engage successfully with the statutory sector, and particularly with the Police. 
 
What are young people’s experiences of interventions aimed at reducing reoffending and 
enabling resettlement?  
Provision is still patchy, so I would think their experience is variable. There are also some 
occasions where partnerships break down and young people can be negatively affected by 
this- an example being when the Police decide to no longer ‘play the long game’ in terms of 
supporting gang exit but choose instead to go for ‘quick wins’, arresting gang members for 
possession of drugs- achieving a short term benefit for the community but causing distrust 
between gang members and VCS and leading in the end to poorer community safety 
outcomes. I am pleased to say that this does not happen often, but when it does there are a 
range of negative impacts on the overall gangs strategy. 
 
What challenges exist in further reducing youth reoffending?  
The lack of affordable and appropriate housing across London is a growing barrier to 
supporting young people to exit gangs.  
 
What opportunities exist to further reduce youth reoffending?  
Expand work with hospitals and health. Major Trauma Centres are getting attention but 
there are still a lot of potential clients who present at local hospitals with less serious 
injuries, and young women who are gang involved are unlikely to attend MTCs and are more 
likely to be found in STD clinics, Havens, birth control clinics and local hospitals. 
 
Embed specialist gangs/ youth offending workers in family support teams to better engage 
with young offenders in the family. Make family support available to families of gang 
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nominals, to indirectly support the individual gang member and to deliver early intervention 
to siblings and other contacts. 
 
Project Daedalus and the other LDA Youth Offending Projects 
The papers refer to the success of Daedalus and the Heron unit, our experience was that 
these projects were very unsuccessful, and we were involved in the delivery of three of 
them. The key flaw was a 100% payment by results model that paid out mainly on 
education, training and employment outcomes, which are very hard to get for this client 
group. This requirement was due to the ESF funding used and was unavoidable, but the 
learning was that when working with such a chaotic client group these are not the best 
outcomes to pursue. 
 
Other comments 
Over the last five years we have seen a greater acceptance of the use of ex-offender staff by 
statutory agencies. The Police have been particularly willing to recognise the benefits of 
employing ex-offenders as part of a multi agency gangs team; we put this increased 
acceptance down to more mature discussions of risk between partners, and a recognition by 
statutory agencies that risk assessment of ex-offender staff isn’t just about precons, it’s 
about the quality of training, management and support they get from their host 
organisation. 
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London Assembly investigation on youth re-offending and resettlement in London 

Beyond Youth Custody response, December 2014  

 

About Beyond Youth Custody  

 

Beyond Youth Custody (BYC) is a five year England-wide learning and awareness programme funded 

by the Big Lottery as part of the Youth in Focus programme which aims to support vulnerable young 

people through changes in their lives. The programme is a partnership led by Nacro along with three 

research and evaluation partners:  ARCS (UK), University of Salford and the University of Bedfordshire.  

 

BYC aims to enhance the understanding of best practice in the resettlement of young people (up to 

25) leaving custody, improve the effectiveness of services and reduce the reoffending of young 

people. BYC is represented on the Youth Justice Board’s Resettlement Expert Advisory Group by Pippa 

Goodfellow, BYC Programme Manager and Professor Neal Hazel, University of Salford. 

 

The starting point of the programme was to carry out a comprehensive review of research and 

practice evidence about effective resettlement for children and young people. The literature review 

identified emerging principles for effective resettlement practice and also highlighted gaps in the 

literature. In order to gain a greater understanding of the principles and to address the gaps, BYC 

produces regular updates of literature, policy and practice and also uses thematic work to build an 

evidence base in areas that have been identified for further exploration. 

 

This response offers a national perspective based on what we know about best practice in 

resettlement of young people from primary and secondary research. Key principles for effective 

resettlement practice and challenges identified through our review of the literature are presented. The 

response moves on to highlight recommendations from several of our thematic research studies 

which have been informed by the views of stakeholders, practitioners and young people. The Big 

Lottery’s Youth in Focus Programme funds 6 London based resettlement projects that have 

contributed to BYC research.  

 
More information about the Youth in Focus Projects can be found at: 

http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/projects/ 

 

 

Principles for effective resettlement practice 

 

Beyond Youth Custody has identified 5 key principles to inform effective resettlement practice (the 

below excerpt has been taken from Bateman et al 2013).  

 

1. Ensuring a continuous service. The multiple disadvantages that young people in custody face rarely 

commence either at the point of sentence or release into the community, but will be long-standing 

and deep-seated. This implies that effective resettlement should commence at the earliest 

opportunity. Planning within secure establishments should be focused from the outset on what needs 

to change to reduce the risk of reoffending when the young person is released and should ensure that 

the transition to the community is as seamless as possible (Altschuler and Armstrong, 1994; 

Altschuler et al, 1999). Training plans should accordingly take a long-term view rather than simply 

emphasising what programmes will be undertaken within the institution and how behaviour might 

best be managed. Conversely, services provided post-custody should be consistent with, and 

represent a development of, interventions within the secure estate (Hazel, 2004). By the same token, 

a young person may continue to experience difficulty beyond the end of the sentence. Resettlement 

provision should accordingly include making arrangements for continued support in required areas of 

the young person’s life once the statutory involvement of the youth justice system has come to an end 

(Hazel, 2004). Ensuring such coordinated provision is likely to require joint planning of the whole 

resettlement process between agencies with responsibility for service provision in custody and those 

delivering support in the community (Hazel and Liddle, 2012). 

http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/projects/
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2. Preparing for release. The process of preparing young people for release should commence at the 

point of entry to the secure estate. Education, training and vocational programmes should be 

available immediately and tailored to the individual’s previous experience and levels of attainment in 

order to improve the prospects of access to education, training and employment on release, and to 

equip the young person with the confidence they need to successfully engage with it.  

 

A more creative use of release on temporary licence can help to ensure that the requisite 

arrangements are in place for the young person’s return to the community while also allowing a 

graduated return to the family, and militating against the worst effects of disorientation and trauma 

(Hazel and Liddle, 2012). 

 

3. Supporting transition. While it is frequently recognised that the transition to custody is both 

traumatic and can result in disruption in the delivery of services and key relationships, it is less often 

acknowledged that the transition back into the community can also be a difficult, disorientating 

experience for young people as they have to adjust to a less regimented and more pressured 

environment, re-establish relationships and reconstruct their previous lives (Youth Justice Board, 

2006). Research has consistently found that reoffending, or breach, are both more likely in the critical 

period immediately after release (Hagell et al, 2000; Hazel et al, 2002; Hazel et al, 2010a). In this 

context, it is important that the young person is prepared for this difficult period while still in custody, 

with significant effort devoted to ensuring high levels of contact with families and other significant 

adults in the weeks leading up to release. Support for the young person should be in place and 

relationships with those responsible for resettlement services should be established prior to release, 

the young person should be given clear information about plans for their future, and arrangements for 

implementing those plans should come into force as soon as the young person returns to the 

community (Hazel, 2004). 

 

4. Ensuring engagement. Reference has already been made to the importance of engaging young 

people in the resettlement process; they should be motivated to comply because they recognise that 

the intervention has clear benefits for them and because they perceive that those delivering the 

service have a genuine commitment to their well-being (McNeill, 2009). Effective engagement 

requires the development of relationships that support change (McNeill et al, 2005). This in turn 

necessitates highly skilled practitioners able to: demonstrate empathy; show respect; exhibit a 

commitment to social justice that recognises the social and material hardship the young person may 

have endured; promote individual responsibility for actions and behaviour; and involve the young 

person in planning for their future (Mason and Prior, 2008). In particular, it is important that 

engagement is not seen as a passive process focused on the activities of staff, but as a collaborative 

endeavour whose aim is to promote opportunities for young people to exercise their autonomy in 

achieving agreed outcomes that they have had an active role in developing (Hart and Thompson, 

2009). In many instances, this may involve staff attempting to help young people to identify any 

discrepancy between their current behaviour and where they would like to be in the future, so that 

they articulate the need for change themselves (Batchelor and McNeill, 2005).  

 

Effective resettlement is, then, a child-centred practice that approaches young people as children (or 

young adults) first rather than young offenders, albeit children or young adults who may have more 

than their share of difficulties (Batchelor and McNeill, 2005). From this perspective, practice is also 

likely to benefit from a clear commitment to a children’s rights based approach (Gray, 2011). Indeed, 

it has been suggested that one possible key to successful work with young people in custody, and 

beyond, would entail according them similar rights to those enjoyed by care leavers (Hollingsworth, 

2012).  

  

5. Co-coordinating services and brokerage. Given the complex and multiple difficulties that 

resettlement has to address, partnership working is key to ensuring that young people have access to 

the services that they require while in detention and beyond it (Youth Justice Board, 2006; 2010a; 

Carney and Buttell, 2003; Hazel et al, 2010b). Resettlement providers will not, in isolation, be able to 

meet the range of needs exhibited by young people with whom they work, and will need to engage 

mainstream and specialist agencies able to facilitate access to accommodation, education, training 

and employment, mental health services and support with substance misuse problems (Local 

Government Association, 2011). The ability to co-ordinate a wrap-around package of support from 
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such providers also enhances the potential that young people will continue to receive the services 

they need when their statutory involvement with the youth justice system comes to an end. For this 

reason too, partnership arrangements should extend beyond service providers to include the 

engagement of the family, representatives of the community, and employers from the area in which 

the young person will reside. 

 

The input of a wide range of agencies, in itself, is not necessarily sufficient: provision from different 

partners must also be properly co-ordinated – inside custodial facilities and in the community – and 

necessary information must be shared appropriately between them (Hazel et al, 2010b). Such co-

ordination does not necessarily happen naturally and must be regarded as a priority by those 

responsible for resettlement; sustainable resources should be made available to ensure that 

engagement of key stakeholders is maintained over time (Hazel et al, 2010b). Joint planning of the 

whole resettlement process accordingly requires the involvement of senior managers, with agreed 

shared aims and the ability to commit resources, on both sides of the prison gate (Hazel and Liddle, 

2012). Such planning should also build in better access for families and providers of community 

services to young people while they are still in the secure estate.  

 

The literature suggests that a partnership co-ordination (or ‘brokerage’) model is effective. Each youth 

offending team (or local authority partnership in the case of the recent consortia initiatives) should 

allocate a manager whose role is to champion resettlement and act as the key contact for all partner 

agencies. Resettlement staff should focus on ensuring co-ordination of packages of care and 

maintaining relationships with the wide range of partners (Hazel et al, 2010b).  

 

Challenges and considerations for improving the approach to resettlement and youth reoffending 

 

BYC has identified several gaps in literature and practice which are listed below. Considering how 

these gaps might be addressed to further develop the evidence base for resettlement practice and 

policy is a key focus of the Beyond Youth Custody programme. 

 

• Considering aims of resettlement and measuring success. Little critical focus has been given 

to considering what the aims of resettlement are and how success is measured. The focus 

tends to be on the short-term prevention of reoffending, with less emphasis on measuring the 

longer-term factors relating to young people’s development and well-being. Considering 

alternative ways of measuring longer-term resettlement successes could prove beneficial. 

 

• Transition to adulthood: This is problematic for resettlement because it involves a change of 

legislative provision, responsible agencies and relevant stakeholders. The Transition to 

Adulthood Alliance http://www.t2a.org.uk/ carries out extensive research into this area and 

promotes distinct approaches for young adults throughout the criminal justice process based 

on maturity 

 

• Sudden termination of resettlement support: Ending resettlement support suddenly at the 

completion of the licence period may diminish its benefits. More work is needed to investigate 

how to manage an exit plan, or to resource and co-ordinate the opportunity for continued 

provision beyond statutory obligations. 

 

• Enhanced support without increased risk of breach: One of the challenges for resettlement 

practice is the prevalence of breach of licence conditions, leading to significant numbers of 

children being recalled to custody as a consequence of their non-engagement with provision 

designed to assist with their reintegration into the community. Given the extensive range of 

support needs, there is a tension between providing the enhanced range of services required 

and the implications of non-compliance leading to an increased risk of breach. 

 

• Diversity issues: Diversity issues and their relationship with needs have not been fully 

explored in relation to young people. Until recently, very little was known about the 

resettlement of girls and young women and how services might be best delivered to take 

gender into account. BYC recent research in this area is included below. Black and minority 

young people are over represented among the custodial population, and have higher rates of 

http://www.t2a.org.uk/
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recidivism. Beyond Youth Custody will be looking into the resettlement needs of black and 

minority young people in the New Year. 

• Inclusion of the remand population in resettlement provision: This population is neglected 

when it comes to resettlement provision, despite having apparently similar needs.  

 

Thematic approaches to resettlement 

 

In order to increase the evidence base and plug the gaps in what is known, BYC has carried out 

research into the following thematic areas: effectively engaging young people in resettlement, trauma 

informed resettlement practice, gender-sensitive approach for the resettlement of girls and young 

women and the way that young people experience the transition from custody back into the 

community. Considerations and principles for resettlement based on these themes of research can be 

applied to improve resettlement practice for young people.  

 

Engaging young people in resettlement (Bateman and Hazel 2013). The chaotic social circumstances 

and previous negative experiences of many young people leaving custody constitute barriers to 

engaging them in resettlement services. Principles of effective practice should therefore include: 

 

• Reaching out to young people in environments where they feel comfortable and providing 

activities, interventions and support that are flexible and are delivered in response to service 

users’ articulated interests and needs 

• Expectations must be realistic and progress, however small, acknowledged, reaffirmed and 

rewarded.  

• Encouraging user participation and involving young people as agents in their own 

resettlement are both of central importance.  

• Positive relationships between young people and staff, based on mutual respect are key to 

successful engagement. 

 

Trauma-informed resettlement (Wright and Liddle 2014). Young offenders have a disproportionate 

amount of trauma in their backgrounds and display problematic behaviour that is linked to their 

experiences of trauma.  Considerations for trauma-informed resettlement practice include: 

 

• Staff training and support: key staff should be equipped with knowledge about trauma and its 

effects and supported in their work with potentially traumatised young people 

• Client assessment and monitoring: young offenders’ mental health needs should be 

systematically screened for, and responded to, with timely provision of appropriate specialist 

support. 

• Programme content & delivery: Programme content should be informed by an understanding 

of an individual participant’s trauma issues to avoid inadvertently reinforcing problematic 

behaviour.  

• Coordinated partnership delivery: an integrated approach to providing services should be 

adopted by all the agencies involved, including the CJS, social services and mental health 

services. 

 

Resettlement of girls and young women (Wright and Factor 2014). A gender-sensitive approach to 

resettlement is needed because young women have different pathways into offending than young 

men, women’s ability to maintain positive relationships is damaged by custody, vulnerabilities and 

mental health issues make prison life particularly arduous and the barriers to desistance from 

offending are different for young women. Based on the specific needs and vulnerabilities of girls and 

young women, practice with this group needs to be shaped by three related gender-sensitive 

dimensions: 

• Vulnerabilities resulting from experiences of trauma and abuse should be addressed. 

• Relationships are a critical focus, including abuse in past relationships, developing trust with 

professionals now, and promoting positive future relationships. 

• Empowerment to make positive choices will counterbalance vulnerabilities and experiences 

of subordination.  
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Transition period: young people leaving custody and re-entering the community1. The period of 

transition from custody to the community provides a window of opportunity when young people are 

enthusiastic to change however this is impeded by a lack of sufficient, relevant and timely support, 

leading to disillusionment and a return to offending. In particular, plans for suitable accommodation 

and education, training or employment are often not established by the time of release. 

 

• The period in the early days to weeks following release can be an overwhelmingly stressful 

experience. Young people report a period of disorientation and reorientation immediately 

following release relating to adjusting to changes to life regime, getting used to new 

environments and renegotiating relationships.  

• This raises questions about the appropriateness of intensive early licence requirements, and 

of breach proceedings for failure to comply with such requirements.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Consideration could be given to how the principles for effective resettlement practice identified above 

could be tailored to a London specific context. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our 

research and contribute further to the Committee’s work in this area.   

 

For more information or detail on the information above please contact Pippa Goodfellow, Programme 

Manager: beyondyouthcustody@nacro.org.uk or visit our website: 

http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/.  

 

All reports can be found under ‘resources’ at the BYC website: 

http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/resources/publications/     

 

  

                                                             
1 BYC will be publishing this research in February 2015. 

mailto:beyondyouthcustody@nacro.org.uk
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/resources/publications/
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/resources/publications/
http://www.beyondyouthcustody.net/resources/publications/
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USER VOICE 

User Voice is unique because its work is led and delivered by ex-offenders. It 
exists to reduce offending by working with the most marginalised people in and 
around the criminal justice system to ensure that practitioners and policy-makers 
hear their voices. User Voice is well placed to gain the trust of and access to people 
involved in crime or who have direct experience of the criminal justice system as 
offenders and prisoners. The aim is to deliver a powerful rehabilitation experience 
for offenders, better criminal justice services and institutions, and more effective 
policy. 

 

SUMMARY 

This response documents the feedback gathered during a series of service user led 
focus groups undertaken by User Voice.  The aim of these was to engage young 
people with experience of youth crime and record their views on youth re-
offending and resettlement in London. 

User Voice believes that no one can provide better insight in to these issues than 
the young people themselves. 

Between the 1st and the 5th December 2014 User Voice held 3 semi-structured 
focus groups with young people elected by their peers as Youth Reps from 
Southwark and Tower Hamlets Youth Offending Services (YOS). These focus groups 
involved a total of 12 young people, 11 male and 1 female. 6 individuals currently 
attend Southwark YOS whilst 6 are from Tower Hamlets YOS. 

The following short report outlines the questions asked of participating young 
people, which were informed by the Police and Crime Committee’s Call for 
Evidence. Following the questions are representative views which has been 
transcribed verbatim and clustered around themes. 
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YOUNG PEOPLES’ VIEWS 

Do you know what help is out there to reduce reoffending? 

Examples of help to reduce reoffending: 

 “Nacro, they were in jail with me, they came to jail when you’re in jail. They 

do some group work with you…then they came to see me when I come out 

of jail to see how I was settling.” 

 “Youth clubs do [help reduce reoffending] because they have places to put 

kids and talk to them. [It’s] pretty much just youth clubs.” 

 “Ex-convicts [help] especially because they’re the ones who have been 

through it and have experienced the downside that people don’t generally 

see, that’s why a lot of people get involved in crime because they don’t see 

the risk. Someone that’s actually been through it can come out and tell you 

it’s not worth it, they know how you feel because they basically did you you 

did or what you’re going to do so they can guide you to make the right 

choice. So criminals themselves are a very good source.” 

 “[I spoke with] a victim support officer; she basically talked me through stuff 

like learning the effects of crime or robbery on a victim. It’s [about] 

awareness.” 

 “We were just watching videos [with the YOT]. We saw how small actions 

can affect other people. I do feel [that it was beneficial]. “ 

 “[The Metropolitan Police] organise a football league. They take reoffenders 

into their football league and make them play football instead of leaving 

them on the streets. I wasn’t confidence at first because obviously it’s the 

Metropolitan Police but as they were being supportive and giving away 

things and we gained confidentiality, it’s like you build yourself 

relationships.” 

There is no suitable help and nothing will help reduce reoffending: 

 “[Help is only accessible] by getting arrested.” 

 “Nothing, if you want to commit a crime you’ll commit a crime. If you make 

up your mind…what you think anybody can talk you out of it? No.” 

 “No one can stop you from doing what you do; you’re the only one that can 

stop you. So saying all of these people have helped to stop [it’s not like that] 

you’re just thinking in your head to stop now.” 
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 “Not really [anything available], the people that are on benefits they aren’t 

getting anywhere so they’re out there shotting or they’re shop lifting.” 

Whilst there is help out there, it can be hard to find: 

 “Obviously there are tonnes of programmes out there for [support], but I’ll 

be honest, I haven’t heard of half of them. It’s for people who go searching 

for it, if you look for it, you’ll find it. It’s about individuality, and who wants 

help and who doesn’t.” 

Have you taken part in any specific courses or work aimed at reducing 
reoffending or settling back into the community? 

Taken part in courses which helped to reduce reoffending: 

 “At the YOT I did reparation work and I did a painting as the reparation. 

There were two mentors…I learnt a lot from them. 

 “Tonnes of courses that I can’t remember the name of…Pathways Plus which 

is a course set by the YOT for reparation…, a theatre company that work 

alongside the YOT.” 

 “The ones about the victims show me that I’m not just affecting me by what I 

do, I’m affecting other people, if I do something really dumb or dangerous 

I’m not just ruining my life I’m ruining my family’s life, I’m affecting their life 

and the lives of the people who I’ve hurt.” 

 “Yeah. User Voice. Keeping me out of trouble. I attend every week. “ 

 “I had support from custody, actually. We was on several like, programmes 

where victim awareness was run, offending was run, weapons, gun crime. It 

was about realising and understanding the way life works.” 

Taken part in courses but these did not help to reduce reoffending: 

  “Knife crime programme by YOT…no [it didn’t help] it just entertained me.” 

 “Summer arts programme, it was a waste of my time.” 

 “Coming here [YOS] is a waste of my time.” 

Work to reduce reoffending has directly stopped reoffending: 

 “The biggest thing I’ve learn is thinking before I do things, which is what 

stops me from reoffending. But as much as I’ve learnt, like the other day 

when I was out I thought ‘oh, I want to do something again’. There wasn’t 

much in my way stopping me to do it; I haven’t learnt anything else, 
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nothing’s big enough to tell me not to [reoffend]. The only thing that 

stopped me was actually thinking before doing it, and actually thinking of 

doing it…So I thought about and I thought it’s not worth it because of all the 

things I’ve learnt. But if I didn’t have that teaching there’s so many things 

that I’d be doing now.” 

What support do you think would be useful to stop re-offending? 

Mentoring, role models, financial support and activities that keep young people 
engaged: 

 “Mentors, it’s the only way. So imagine if my little cousin says he wants to be 

a roadman, but he sees me going to jail, he looks up to me…he’s going to 

stop the road thing.” 

 “I don’t think a lot else can be done, because how the community is, there 

are a lot of things that need to be in it for like trust. I mean there’s a lot of 

stuff that is not in the community that is not there. Who a kid looks up to is a 

big part of it as well. If you look up to a gangster or someone whose looking 

to do wrong that’s what you’re going to look to do.” 

 “Most people who reoffend come from low income families. The main 

reason why people offend is to get money so [there should be] support, 

more financial support.” 

 “Youth centres. It keeps young people off the streets.” 

 “They should give us free events to do, to keep us busy.” 

There is no suitable help and nothing will help reduce reoffending: 

 “Things can be done for some people but other people nothing can be 

done. “ 

Do you think that there is a focus on reducing reoffending from services? 

There is a focus on reducing reoffending: 

 “You go to court, you did a crime, you’re expecting to go to YOT or do 

community service or probation etc. – instead of that, they wanna help you 

to get into education, unpaid work, work experience, like, preparing for 

work.” 

 “Yes, because they wouldn’t put up organisations for no reason would they.“ 
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There is not a focus on reducing reoffending: 

 “No, they want you to re-offend.” 

 “They want to send you down.” 

 Services are too quick to breach: “They’re always on phone, letter, court. 

You don’t get a ‘Hi [name] why weren’t you in?.’” 

 “They don’t want you to be in the community.” 

 “I think it’s more focused on stopping them like punishing them… I think 

they’re focusing more on punishment more than prevention.” 

There is a focus but this has not helped: 

 “Yeah they are [focused on reducing reoffending] but they’re doing it 

wrong.” 

Do you feel support is there to help you or is it forced upon you? 

Reducing reoffending work is forced upon service users: 

 “Forced upon you, especially when you’re on ISS. When you’re on ISS your 

life is the YOT.” 

 “[The fact it is forced on you] means you don’t want to come.” 

 “You don’t want to come here, it’s not motivation.” 

 “[The fact it is forced on you] made me wanna go less. No one wants to be 

told what to do.” 

 “They think they know what’s best for you.” 

 “You’re just more annoyed, because you ain’t got control.” 

 “You’re just doing it because you have to; at the end of the day you just get 

annoyed because you had to go.” 
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Working Links – London Assembly briefing  

• How has the approach to tackling youth reoffending, in London and more widely, changed over the 
past five years? 

 

 
• How does London approach to tackling youth reoffending compare with other projects Working Links is 

involved in elsewhere? 

This is our first programme delivering to this specialist cohort (14-17 young offenders), however, 
through other more mainstream programmes we have historical experience working with similar 
specialist groups within the programme deliverables:   

Moving on programme (Current) is a NOMS/ESF funded programme to reduce reoffending by 
improving the employment prospects of offenders by addressing needs across the 7 pathways. 
Qualifying age group 16+. We also deliver specialist Projects including people involved in serious 
group activity (Gangs) and Resettlement Mentor service. The programme uses a Case Management 
delivery model with Case Managers based in all 8 London Adult Establishments including two YOI’s, 
as well as a presence within London Probation service sites and some Youth Offending Services 
offices.  
Private Sector Led Hackney New Deal – This was a Mandatory programme for unemployed 18-24 
year olds living in Hackney. Group Inductions specific to client group held once a week and individual 
Action Plans completed to identify specific needs. As part of the induction all participants attend a 2 
weeks motivational and employability programme called Fit 4 Work an innovation created by 
Working Links and designed specifically to meet the needs of this client group. Over 60% of 
participants completing the programme entered into paid employment.   
East London Works – Target client group – Offenders, Lone Parents and Homeless.  Partnership with 
Employment First, to engage with local community and provide employment support and Damiloa 
Taylor Trust centre to provide mentoring.  Pooling of resources maintained strong community links 
needed to deliver contract successfully. 266 clients placed into work.  52% conversion rate 
Komo Shadin - provided an opportunity for integration and acceptance into British culture for those 
further isolated from their own communities and British society by their criminal conviction, thus 
given the chance to be accepted by both communities. 270 clients engaged with onto program.  
Brent Ex-offenders contract - Opportunity identified to work with ex-offenders previously accessing 
Action Team services.  Working Links provided expert advice on preparing disclosures and 
employment support.  Brent Council provided, funding via LDA, access to all borough council owned 
residents services to source referrals and access to other providers for free training.  617 starts on 
programme with 59% conversion rate into employment.  
 
Main similarities and difference  
 
Scale – volumes on some of the contracts above have been significantly larger in comparison 
allowing for additional resources and sub-contracting for provision and end to end delivery. The 
additional resource allows more freedom to be innovative, wider partnership bank of specialist 
provision and the ability to cater to the needs of the local caseload.  
 
Payment By Results – Working Links has a long and successful track record of delivering PBR 
contracts. The youth justice resettlement programme’s outputs are starts on programme, entry into 
ETE and 26/52 weeks sustained ETE. This structure drives us to focus our efforts into preparation and 
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continued support in order to achieve the main income driver – 26 weeks sustained ETE. However 
the payment structure does not recognise distance travelled in the form of ‘soft outcomes’ i.e. 
attitudinal and behavioural skills, motivation levels, and support with other socio-economic 
challenges of which the majority of our participants experience as a blocker to ETE requiring 
intensive support.  
 

• What challenges do resettlement brokers face in co-ordinating partners to provide support for 
young offenders?  
 
Overview of the project - SWITCH is a two-year voluntary contract. It is aimed at young people aged 
between 14-17 years old leaving custody with the main performance driver being sustained ETE (26 
weeks). Other outputs include Starts on programme, entry into ETE and 52 weeks sustained ETE.  
We deliver flexible, needs-led rehabilitation support that aims to stabilise the young person’s life 
whilst reducing the risk of re-offending.  We will identify and in conjunction with YOS address any 
barriers across the re-offending pathways to enable sustained education, training or employment 
outcomes.   
 
The engagement process – We have case managers based in four secure estates (Feltham, Cookham 
Wood, Oakhill and Medway). Our case managers have access to prison IT systems in the YOI’s and 
rely on generated referral lists from Secure Training Centres (STC’s). These referral sources are then 
used to conduct further eligibility checks. An extensive service promotion campaign has been 
delivered targeting key stakeholders using targeted marketing material as well as presentations to 
operational teams. Other referral sources include Secure Estate case worker, peer referral, 
community YOS case manager, St. Bernados, and Social Workers. 
 
Initial Assessment – this is a standardise questionnaire completed with the participant at the 
engagement stage and is focused on the reducing re-offending pathways the result of which is used 
to formulate a bespoke action plan.  
 
Intervention – this is one to one and is driven by the Bespoke Action Plan. Activities typically include 
career guidance, CV and disclosure work, preparation for ETE, offending behaviour sessions, 
application to ETE opportunities, as well as pastoral care i.e. attending family days, through the gate 
escort, motivation, and confidence building, advocacy. We use a reward system to encourage 
engagement and progression using a bronze, silver and gold platform with a choice awards at each 
stage. We also actively encourage our participants to make the best use of their time in secure 
estates by engaging with the secure estate behaviour reward system.  
 
Provision of ETE – we have sourced varied and flexible ETE opportunities across London moving 
away from traditional academic routes in response to the caseload needs and to ensure timely entry 
into ETE (most of our participants are released outside of the traditional college entry windows 
January and September). We have a Partnerships coordinator responsible for sourcing suitable 
provision, undertaking verification and external risk assessments, as well as having in place referral 
and feedback processes with providers.  
 
Customer feedback – We seek the views of our participants through a variety of ways including 
feedback questionnaires at key milestone stages, as part of the mentor observation process, 
informal feedback and listening groups sessions. The feedback has so far been positive and wherever 
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possible we use their feedback to develop the service i.e. our participants played an active part in 
creating the reward and recognition system we have in place.  
 
Work Programme and Troubled Families – due to the age group we have virtually no interaction 
with Work Programme as the majority of our participants are 16-17 year old age group. Our contact 
with ‘Troubled Families’ is minimal affecting a small number of the caseload of which we are made 
aware post release when invited to attend TAC meetings.  
 
Challenges  
 
Young People in custody with no fixed address – This is a statutory service provided by the Local 
Authority. In most cases, this is resolved at the eleventh hour before release. This then presents 
challenges with sourcing suitable ETE opportunities in the community – 35% of the caseload.  
 
Short licencing duration post release – a cohort of young people are released with very short 
licences to serve in the community some as short as 1 day. This can lead to issues with engagement 
with the community mentor as they often will disappear only to re-appear in the secure estates 
where we re-engage.  
 
14-15 year olds return to statutory education – statutory responsibility rests with the local authority 
and should be in place before the young person is released. Our experience is mixed – on occasions 
the placement is not secured before release particularly if a young person does not have an address 
(but this is not always the case) and in extreme cases has taken several weeks to secure.  
 
Limited participant choice – the standard destination for our young people is Pupil Referral Units 
(PRU’s) with few exceptions to the rule returning to mainstream secondary or alternative year 9/10 
education.  
 
YOS engagement diverse protocols - In terms of engaging the YOS, there are two main routes either 
engagement with YOS before we engage the young person to establish suitability for the 
programme, or after we have engaged with the participant. This is dependent on YOS preference 
(the majority prefer the post engagement option). Where we have a local arrangement with the YOS 
to authorise engagement before we approach a young person in general the response rate is quick 
with few rejections.  
 
The rationale for opting for this referral process is inconsistent across the patch – some, to manage 
the number of professionals, others to avoid duplication if there is in-house provision for 
ETE/mentoring, again the reasoning is inconsistent and as a result limits access to the provision 
based on postcode.   
 
Staffing issues across YOS – We have experienced pockets of high turnover in local YOS teams which 
presents a challenge to maintaining the good relationships with the operational YOS teams and 
keeping the communication timely with the YOS case managers.  
 
Intra-YOS transfers – we have a few case studies where a young person has been re-located and as a 
result transferred YOS. Our experience of the transfer process is mixed with some YOS case 
managers laying robust transition arrangements ensuring the young person’s engagement with all 
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support services including Switch is maintained. Generally we have found the transfer process to be 
laborious and as a result the young person is quite often left in limbo waiting for the receiving YOS to 
accept their case. Furthermore, in isolated cases we have young people making multiple moves 
between YOS areas which is unsettling to the participant and risks continuity of service and support 
into ETE.  
 
Group work in the secure estates – A large part of the work we do with young people is preparation 
for release and subsequent sustainment in ETE focusing on the pathways to reducing re-offending. 
The most effective way is small group delivery. Secure Estate resource, competing for time against 
mandatory education, and safe systems have presented obstacles to the point where we changed 
our delivery model very early on to one to one intervention.  
 
Post 18 transition – The programme offers continued support to participant’s post 18 (provided we 
have engaged before they reach their 18th birthday). Shortly before or after a young person is 18 
they are transferred to probation services the majority serving a custodial sentence will be 
transferred to adult establishments. We are more often unintentionally excluded from the transition 
process which in turn halts engagement because we cannot locate the participant. At best we get a 
probation area and the receiving prison.  
 
Supported Housing Accommodation – Some of our young people due to circumstances are housed 
in a supported accommodation placement or foster care; more often this is outside of London and 
the Home Counties. The quality of provision in London is very diverse and can be a post code lottery. 
We have experienced well established, quality providers with strong leadership and experienced 
support workers providing a structured and positive experience for our young people. However, this 
experience is not the norm, more often the residence are provided with little structured support, no 
enforcement of boundaries and low expectations.  
 

• What is your relationship with Youth Offending Teams across London? 

The community Resettlement Mentors have a designated cluster area of Youth Offending Services 
teams. The relationship is collaborative in nature and can be described as very good across London.  

 

Stakeholder membership – We are members of local YOS led resettlement groups at varying levels. 
Resettlement Mentors are members of resettlement and TAC forums where in existence and 
management grade members of the North London Consortia and more recently South London 
consortia.  

Communication – We start and continue the communication thread with both secure estate and 
community YOS team’s right from the start of engagement. Mentors will provide a brief summary of 
each intervention as well as attending review meetings both in secure estates and in the community. 
We are treated as part of the professional’s team around a young person and our input is valued 
amongst our YOS colleagues.   

Aside from the above, we send a bi-monthly caseload update to the secure estates and community 
YOS on participants progress on the project.  

Duplication – Due to the strong communication channels, in the majority of cases or intervention is 
included in sentence planning reports prepared pre-release. We work closely with all involved 
workers to ensure duplication is avoided adopting a collaborative approach. To give a few examples, 
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where a YOS do not have an in-house ETE service we will source the ETE opportunity. Where a YOS 
enjoys this service our focus is on preparation i.e. application and disclosure work, behavioural work, 
mentoring, assistance with travel, course material reward systems, sourcing a progression ETE 
opportunity etc. As a result of being involved in the planning process before and after release we are 
able to provide value added support where a gap is identified.  

  

Local Service Level Agreements – the project has SLA’s in place with most of the Youth Offending 
Services across London. Where we do not have a formal SLA there still remains an informal 
agreement between the project and the local YOS teams.  

Duplication -  

 

• What are the reoffending rates of the young people that you have worked with under the Re-
settlement of young offender’s project?  
 
To date 141 young people engaged on the programme released into the community of which 25 
have returned to custody 18%.  
 
 

 
 
 

Returned to Custody - 24 

Recalled

Re-offended

Prev. Charges
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 London Councils represents London’s 32 borough councils and the City of London. It is a 
cross-party organisation that works on behalf of all of its member authorities regardless of political 
persuasion. 

 

   

Summary 
London Councils welcomes the opportunity to respond to the London Assembly Policing and Crime 
Committee’s Call for Evidence on youth re-offending and resettlement in London.  

 
How is the nature of youth offending and reoffending changing in London?  
London’s Youth Offending Teams (YOTs) have been hugely successful in cutting the young people in 
custody.  There has been a 60% reduction in the number of youth First Time Entrants (FTE) to the 

criminal justice system in the last 5 years. Nationally, in the last year, the number of FTEs has fallen by 
25 per cent from 36,920 in 2011/12 to 27,854 in 2012/13. In November 2014 there were 293 young 
people from London in custody.   
The success of reducing FTE and the number of young people in the youth justice has meant that the 
nature of the cohort of young people now in the youth justice system has changed. As the cohort has 
become smaller, the needs and behaviour of those within it have become more challenging. In this 
context addressing the reoffending rates of this more complex cohort is a significant challenge.  
London’s YOTs are adapting to a new, more complex cohort by identifying and implementing new 
approaches to addressing offending, and to meet safeguarding needs.  
 

What, if anything, are the challenges for London boroughs in respect of 
tackling youth reoffending?  
 
Financial Climate  

Roughly one third of funding for YOTs comes from the Youth Justice Board and, broadly, the other two 
thirds comes from local authorities and other partners. In 2014/15 London local government spent 

Friday 20 February 2015 

 London Assembly Policing and Crime Committee Call for 
Evidence on Youth Reoffending and Resettlement  

 London Councils Response 



Friday 20 February 2015 

London Assembly Policing and Crime Committee Call for Evidence on 
Youth Reoffending and Resettlement London Councils

 
 

2 / 4 

 

£56.3million on Youth Justice1 of which £15.1million was the YJB Youth Justice Good Practice Grant2. 

The 2015/16 YJB Youth Justice Good Practice Grant has been subject to a 7.6% reduction.  
In terms of partnership funding local authority services contributed the most to YOT funding, providing 
more than three quarters (76%) of the total supplied by statutory agencies other than the YJB. The 
police, on average, provided ten per cent, probation seven per cent and health six per cent. 
However local government is operating in a very challenging financial climate – London Councils has 
modelled that there will be a total reduction in core funding for London local government between 
2010/11 and 2018/19 of £3.7 billion or 60 per cent in real terms. It is inevitable that, under the current 
local government funding model, there will be reduced local budgets for working with young offenders.  
 
Youth Justice Stocktake  
In November 2014 the Ministry of Justice announced a ‘stocktake’ of Youth Offending Services. The 
stated aim of the ‘stocktake’ is to improve government’s understanding of how YOTs are operating 
including looking to examine why some YOTs have been more successful than others. There is a 
concern, however, that the stocktake might be a precursor to ‘privatising’ the work of YOTs. Our 
understanding is that the ‘stocktake’ is still on-going with a report not due until after the May election.  
London is seeking to be on the front foot ahead of any proposals arising from the Ministry of Justice’s 
‘stocktake’ of youth offending services.  
 
New Offender Management Arrangements  
The Transforming Rehabilitation reforms and the new offender management arrangements have the 
potential to impact on London boroughs tackling youth reoffending. Local authorities remain concerned 

about whether these new nationally commissioned services will effectively deliver within existing and 
successful local partnerships.  Probation officers within YOTs have remained in the National Probation 
Service. However work with young offenders has not been immune to the impact of the reforms. The 
split of the service has meant that there has been considerable pressure on National Probation Service 
resources. Crucially the reforms have implications for how YOTs interact with the adult arrangements 
with regards to young people who are at the point of transition. London Councils is working with 
MOPAC to and MTCnovo deliver a structured engagement plan to support MTCnovo build up their 
understanding of the London commissioning and delivery landscape.  
 
Youth Custody  
There are understandably grave concerns about recent HMIP reports which have highlighted high 
levels of gang issues; violence, bullying and isolation young people can experience whist in custody. 
This can make resettlement more challenging once the young person is being managed in the 

                                                      
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/365591/RA_2014-15_data_by_LA_-

_Nat_Stats_Release_-_Revised_22-Oct-2014.xls  
2 The use of the YJB grant is currently restricted to “good practise and research” although recent YJB changes mean this 

might change 
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community.  The fact that 60% of London’s young offenders are placed outside of London does make 

resettlement planning more difficult for YOTs. In the past work in custody hasn’t started early enough 
and there is an acknowledged need to build more build positive working relationships between custodial 
and YOT staff. We are however optimistic about the London Resettlement Consortia3  being developed 
to improve resettlement options for young people leaving custody.  
 
Future of Youth Custody  
The Government is introducing a new model of youth custody, the Secure College, with the state aim of 
improving outcomes and reducing cost. By taking a wider cohort of young people aged 12-17, the 
government’s aim is to, in time, close Secure Training Collages and a number of places in Secure 
Children’s Homes, as well as Youth Offending Institutions. We are concerned about the 
appropriateness of placing these age groups together, and in such large institutions. We are also 
concerned that having large institutions, potentially miles away will make it more difficult for local 
authorities to effectively plan for resettlement before release and for families to provide vital emotional 
support through regular visits.  
 

How effective is MOPAC in working together with key agencies to tackle 
youth reoffending and what more do you think MOPAC and the Met could 
do to improve their approach to youth reoffending on a local and regional 
level in London?  
 
The historic success of the youth justice system presents an opportunity to give an even greater focus 
to preventing young people entering the youth justice system.  These efforts should be focused around 
aligning youth offending services with local Troubled Families programmes as well as strategic 
engagement with schools through pan-London schemes being developed by MOPAC in partnership 
with boroughs, for example the Crime Prevention Curriculum.  
 
Where MOPAC can and does add value to the work delivered at a local level is their ability to develop 
programmes, which due to scale or cost cannot effectively be commissioned at a local level. Current 

examples of this include youth workers in Major Trauma Centres and a Pan-London Gang Exit scheme.  
 
In the longer term, and given the fiscal challenges ahead, London Councils, with MOPAC, through the 
London Crime Reduction Board is beginning to explore potential devolution and reform options that 
might improve outcomes and deliver the required savings.  However, for London local authorities, any 
reform should be based on the following key principles:  

                                                      
3 North East London: Waltham Forest, Enfield, Newham, Hackney, Redbridge and Islington, South London: Lambeth, 

Southwark, Lewisham, Croydon, Greenwich and Wands worth 
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• While local authorities remain the organisations with the statuary responsibility for work with 
young offenders in the community they must retain local control over resources to work with 
young offenders.  

• Any reform or allocations based on demand should be on a reinvestment or earn back basis.   

• Any reform should not introduce any unnecessary bureaucracy which takes away resources 
from front-line delivery.  

• Any reform should not risk of disrupt crucial local partnerships as well as crucial work to bring 
together aligned responsibilities that exist and work best at a borough spatial level. This is an 
important principle as local areas look to lateral integration to drive improvements and 
efficiencies, organising disparate services around young people at risk (using a Troubled- 
Families type of approach).  

 

There is case, as cohorts get smaller, for certain responsibilities within YOTs to be delivered through 
greater sub-regional working, however these arrangements should evolve organically and be borough-
led. There is also an opportunity to explore how we use data about young people resulting from certain 
‘trigger’ events so that we can offer targeted early help. (For example arrests of young people that 
result in no further action, young people who receive an out of court disposal or young people who 
repeatedly go missing). MOPAC and the Met will be essential to accessing and using this data.  
 

What is the impact on local authorities of paying the costs of custody for 
young people?  
The responsibility for the cost of youth on remand transferred to local authorities in April 2013.  
At the time London boroughs welcomed the opportunity to focus on reducing custodial remands for 
children and young people on the basis that it would be an opportunity to drive down demand and then 
reinvest released resources in local services. 
Allocations to local government to meet the cost in that first year were 26% less than when the costs 
were met by government, as well as removing London’s £5.8 million subsidy for placing young people 
in secure children’s homes.  
Local authorities generally met this challenge in 2013-14. However this resulted in successful areas 
receiving less funding in 2014-15 as formula was then based on the new demand. This has meant that 
there has been no incentive created for local areas as no virtuous circle has been created. This has 
been a missed opportunity for up-stream investment. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Cllr Lib Peck  
Executive Member for Crime and Community Protection  
London Councils  
 



 
 
 
What is your data telling you about the changing nature of youth reoffending in London? 
We do not hold any specific data on this subject, but our perception is that the cohort in youth offending teams and 
custodial settings is much more entrenched in offending than in previous years. In custody, young people are serving 
more serious sentences for more serious crimes. Some of our work in the community, for example in Hammersmith 
and Fulham, has revealed that reoffending can be as high as 50% in spite of considerable investment in services. 
 
Another thing to consider is the context; a possible side effect of cuts to universal service provision (e.g. youth clubs) 
and ever-present youth disaffection may have implications on mid and longer-term youth outcomes (e.g. being out 
of education or employment). With these trends in mind, youth offending may rise in London a few years from now 
(we know that the scale of youth unemployment is currently underestimated in the official statistics1).  
 
How has the approach to tackling youth reoffending in London changed over the past five years?  
There has been an increased recognition of the specific needs of young people in the criminal justice system at all 
levels of government. Central government has sought to explore the role of education in reducing juvenile detention 
and has rightly sought to examine whether young adult offenders (18-21) can be detained in adult prisons.  
 
European Social Fund finance has been purposefully and successfully been applied to youth justice system in London 
over the past five years and has led to greater understanding of the possibilities for successful resettlement and 
rehabilitation. The evaluation of the Mayor’s Daedalus project, for example, has advanced our understanding and 
the literature of youth resettlement considerably. Arguably this has influenced the creation of the YJB resettlement 
consortia, which have been operational since November 2014. We can do more to use programmes and pilots such 
as this as the basis of how business as usual services can be run in the future. 
 
What are young people’s experiences of interventions aimed at reducing reoffending? 
On the whole, experiences are mixed largely due to the provision itself being patchy. There is a preponderance of 
projects funded by different organisations that are never uniformly presented to young offenders’ institutions or 
youth offending teams. Young people get ‘sold’ an idea of a project that then struggles to engage them in the long-
term (for reasons such as funding constraints). Resultantly, there is also a sense of initiative fatigue – with many 
things being tried over too short a time frame, and being unable to reach a tipping point to achieve the desired 
change. 
 
Young people talk positively about experiences in engaging on projects that involve sport or the arts. While we know 
these can be effective in recruitment, on their own they might not be enough to generate change. Among other 
things, they need to be aspirational and effective at developing cognitive abilities. Only Connect has successfully 
partnered with Unitas to deliver Summer Arts colleges to youth offending teams, with young people benefiting from 
skills acquisition and a likelihood of entering employment.  
 
What challenges exist in further reducing youth reoffending? 
While there has been a fall in young people detained in custodial institutions, there are many pressing challenges to 
resettlement services. There is still a recognition that not enough investment is going into the resettlement and 
rehabilitation of young people on a strategic level, with provision being varied in consistency and quality. Moreover, 
alternatives to custody need to be evolved further and trialled systematically in the same way that, for example, 
the Centre for Court Innovation experiments in New York City. A greater use of restorative approaches could be 
made. 
 
The residual youth justice population displays more entrenched offending patterns (repeat and/or violent behavior) 
– both in custody and in youth offending services. The HM Chief Inspector of Prisons Annual Report recently noted 
that as the number of children in custody has fallen the needs and requirements of this population have increased. 

1 See Impetus-PEF, Out of Sight, report available here 
                                                        

http://www.unitas.uk.net/
http://www.courtinnovation.org/
http://www.impetus-pef.org.uk/research/out-of-sight


 
Almost one in five of those in young offender institutions (YOIs) in 2013/14 considered themselves to have a 
disability and a third indicated that they had been in local authority care.  
 
This is compounded by a fall in prison officer capacity across the juvenile and adult estate since 2010. The reduction 
in staffing means that inmates are more often kept behind locked cell doors and as a result there tend to be more 
violent incidents, self-harm and suicide inside prisons. This has been evidenced in Feltham and Cookham Wood YOIs 
in recent months, with slight improvements arising from the introduction of primary and secondary mental health 
services. It is a sad state of affairs when we decide that young adults (18+) will be safer in an adult prison than in a 
YOI because the YOIs are in such a volatile state. 
 
More young people who are from London are being imprisoned in places outside of London. This presents 
considerable challenges for resettlement and rehabilitation, with young people not benefiting potential support 
from family members or rehabilitation organisations. 
 
What opportunities exist to further reduce youth reoffending? 
In the community: the review of Youth Offending Teams, announced by Andrew Selous in November is a 
considerable opportunity. Youth Offending Teams have been in operation for over a decade and now is a good time 
to be reviewing their performance and fitness for purpose in a changing socio economic context. Only Connect has 
put together a report on the future of Youth Offending Teams, arguing in favour of greater local integration, 
evaluation and impact monitoring, and public-private collaboration in the delivery of youth offending services.  
 
In custody: to combat the chaotic nature of provision in custody and the shortage of prison officer staff, volunteers 
from the community need to be mobilised and allowed into the custodial estate. The potential impact of volunteers, 
such as mentors, is not fully understood or utilised by secure establishments who (rightly or wrongly) focus their 
attention on the conditions inside. In 2015, Only Connect will be scaling up its Entourage programme that recruits 
community volunteers (mainly professionals) to support young people aged 16+ through professional ‘group’ 
mentoring. We feel that more can be done to reduce the barriers to volunteers engaging with serving prisoners. 
 
What more do you think the Met and MOPAC could do to improve their approach to youth reoffending on a local 
and regional level in London? 
The Mayor should be encouraged to preserve funding to GLA youth provision and look at ways of improving 
efficiency and effectiveness – as well as attracting finance from different sources (e.g. philanthropy). The Mayoralty 
has unique power for preserving a focus on young people in London as local authorities begin a second wave of 
budget reductions. 
 
There is a strong case for devolving greater control and coordination of justice budgets to the Mayor/MOPAC. 
Courts, YOIs and youth offending teams still operate outside of the Mayor’s sphere of influence. If the Mayor/DMPC 
is to be accountable for reductions in crime (including a 20% reduction in youth reoffending), they require greater 
control of the criminal justice system apparatus in London, not limited to the police force. We hope that a serious 
discussion can be held on this subject in 2015 involving London authorities, the Ministry of Justice and other 
stakeholders.  

http://www.onlyconnect.london/wlep/
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Author: Dr Alex Newbury, Senior Lecturer in Law and Criminology, University of Brighton 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute as a guest committee member to the MOPAC 
investigation on youth reoffending and resettlement last month. I wish to highlight a few key issues 
that may be of use in the continued investigation into addressing youth offending in London. This 
will be especially valuable if changes in the approach in the Capital can be utilised as benchmarks of 
success to improve youth justice provision and youth support nationwide. 

I have a particular interest in young people and youth justice, with an expertise in qualitative 
research. I hope this may be of particular value as a counterpoint to the emphasis on quantitative, 
statistical data that is prevalent. Although statistical data is clearly of significant importance in 
providing an overview of the general situation across an entire cohort, or to compare changes over 
time, as highlighted by a number of the guest speakers during the meeting on 8 January 2015 
statistics are not without significant flaws, both with regards to collection and interpretation. I will 
not repeat these points here as they are well covered already in the Transcript of the meeting.  
Instead, I am taking a more qualitative and reflective approach, which I hope will also be instructive 
to add to the discussions. The research findings that inform the following points include an in-depth 
empirical study undertaken by the author with young offenders who had received referral orders. 
This comprised observations of 41 youth offender panel meetings; 55 face-to-face, semi-structured 
interviews with young offenders; and a number of further interviews with YOT workers, victim 
liaison officers, and volunteer panel members. The interviews with young offenders covered a range 
of issues including their attitudes towards their victims, their offending behaviour, the referral order 
itself, the justice system as a whole, and their YOT worker’s involvement in particular, and their 
perceptions of the impact of alcohol on their offending behaviour. 

The following is a non-exhaustive list of some key issues, informed by some of the questions posed 
in the ‘Background Briefing’ document circulated prior to the committee meeting. 

Key Issues 

• Support 
YOT workers are frequently highly valued by young people as one of the first people who, 
they feel, have truly understood and supported them, do not judge them and help them to 
deal with problems they feel are most relevant to them. This is especially important for a 
cohort of young people who offend, as this frequently goes hand-in-hand with being labelled 
at school as ‘troublesome’, which results in a potential downward spiral of disengagement, 
truanting and spending time on the streets, resulting in crime or anti-social behaviour. One 
15-year-old female offender interviewed commented,  
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‘In some ways I am glad I did get caught for it because it has taken me seven months 
to get help like this and without the referral order I wouldn’t have that help.  No-one 
seemed to be interested in helping me before, it was like talking to a brick wall.’ 

 
On a related issue, although there has been progress in this area in the last decade, more 
needs to be done to address the lacuna of support for young people who are in the 15+ age 
group, especially if they are leaving care. Recognition is growing that 18 years is too young to 
be deemed ‘adult’, especially for care leavers who have a significant mix of social, emotional 
and financial needs. However, a much stronger and more cohesive approach is still needed 
to prevent this group of especially vulnerable young people from falling through the cracks 
in services. The criminal justice system is a blunt tool for trying to address these needs, and 
Social Services’ financial and personnel resources are frequently too overstretched by the 
needs of younger children, which means the 15+ age group can be left under-supported. 
 

• Alcohol 
The impact of alcohol may be a trigger for offending and risky behaviour. The perception of 
the importance of its impact was especially prevalent amongst many of the young female 
offenders interviewed – Appendix A, Table 1 sets out some instructive quotations about how 
far this cohort perceived that alcohol was a key factor in behaviour they classified as 
‘abnormal’ for them. Although detailed discussion of the impact of alcohol was beyond the 
scope of the meeting in January, it is another key area that the committee may wish to 
consider during the investigation. The author would be pleased to give further details of her 
research in this area if this would be of interest to the Committee. 
 

• What Works? 
This is clearly a vital question, and some concrete issues such as addressing literacy and 
numeracy, employment, education (in its widest sense, and including alcohol education, 
anger management, relationships, etc.) are key tangible factors. However, what works with 
regards to beneficial interactions between a YOT worker and young person is quite 
intangible and yet of fundamental importance to success. Young people interviewed 
reported on several factors that they felt had helped them, either in their own lives or to 
stop reoffending – and frequently these two outcomes will overlap. The key factors 
highlighted by the young people included: 
 

o A feeling of support 
o Being listened to and understood 
o Having a YOT worker that they felt was ‘on their side’ as many young people also 

often reported troubled relationships with school teachers and/or parents 
o The belief that someone is there for them and is positive about them is paramount 

 
The above may be of particular relevance in relation to the reported criticism of YOTs (set 
out on page 4 of the Background brief) made by the National Audit Office 2010 report ‘The 
Youth Justice System in England and Wales: Reducing offending by young people’ that 
“practitioners in the youth justice system do not know which interventions have the most 
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impact on reducing reoffending”, which put them in a “weak position” in not knowing what 
activities should be kept, and which should be stopped.  
 
The finding that what works is actually really quite intangible is important: that it is more 
about a young person’s perceptions of support, and the almost casual conversations 
between a YOT worker and young person, which are undertaken alongside the planned 
‘activity’, that have the greatest value. This is not to say that the choice of activity is not 
relevant and important: coaching younger children in football skills may bring self-esteem 
and fulfilment to one young person (which was the reparation element of his referral order); 
time and space to just talk through issues of concern may be most helpful for another; 
addressing housing issues; helping literacy skills (and in the meantime helping a care leaver 
to complete forms) may be the most beneficial for others. One size does not fit all, and thus 
it may not be possible for a YOT to state which particular activity is the most effective 
intervention, but the overarching theme of a feeling of support and care for that individual 
runs through all, and is what makes the intervention beneficial and the young person engage 
with it. This feeling of support is the least tangible, but most important element. 
 
On a related issue, perhaps one of the best measures of success is how far there is a 
continued engagement by the young person with the project and their YOT 
worker/resettlement broker. To some extent (and notwithstanding this may mean that they 
are in breach of a court order), young people will ‘vote with their feet’ and if they perceive 
that an activity or person is unhelpful or unsupportive they will disengage. 
 

• Using statistics and targets on recidivism to measure success 
Several of the issues and problems relating to youth offending statistics were discussed in 
detail during the committee meeting, so I do not propose to repeat these here, but a few 
further issues that seem relevant to the discussion are: 
 

o Some of the most significant issues that may impact upon youth reoffending are 
large intractable problems such as social inequality, social and economic 
disadvantage, family relationships, housing and young people who are not in 
education, employment or training. To a greater or lesser extent, they are beyond 
the scope of what can be addressed by YOTs: for example, high reoffending rates 
and geographical areas of socio-economic disadvantage frequently coincide. YOTs 
cannot affect this directly, but it will impact significantly on outcomes. It would seem 
unhelpful for them to be penalised for factors which are entirely outside their 
control and may end up being a ‘postcode lottery’ with one YOT appearing more 
successful due to such external factors. 
 

o Reoffending rates can be difficult to monitor. This is compounded in relation to 
young people not only by them moving areas geographically, but also ageing and so 
moving from youth offending to adult probation teams. 
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o Reoffending rates are a blunt measure, frequently failing to take into account 
nuances regarding reduced frequency or severity of offending; or other enhanced 
life chances such as improved literacy or gaining employment that the YOT may have 
been instrumental in achieving. 

Taking all the above points in to account, it would seem to be neither fair nor useful to use ‘Payment 
by Results’ for YOTs, when a significant number of these issues are beyond the scope of what can be 
changed by any individual YOT. In addition, and more fundamentally, the worst performing areas 
with greatest problems of recidivism, and therefore arguably the areas most in need of more not less 
resources, will potentially be the most likely to be perceived as ‘failing’ and thus face having their 
budgets cut. This is not seeking to say that if a particular service or intervention is demonstrably not 
working there is not a need for change, but that how success or failure is measured, and what 
change should be implemented, needs to be much more finely nuanced than purely by reoffending 
statistics and budgetary cuts. Finally, and somewhat tangentially, financial rewards or penalties also 
seem a strange approach for use with YOTs where the majority of workers are extremely vocational 
in their career, and not driven by money in this choice. This kind of incentivising seems to stem from 
a ‘bonus culture’ that is far removed from the realities of life as a youth worker. 

 

 

Date – 26/02/2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

The views and comments expressed in this report are the author’s own and do not necessarily 
reflect those of the University of Brighton. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table 1: Quotations from female young offenders reflecting on their offending and 

perceptions of their alcohol use – including reflections on interventions 

 
Female young offenders -  
Interviewee details 

 
Quotations 

Female, 16 years old: 
Resisting arrest, assault by beating, being 
drunk and disorderly. 

“I regret really badly what happened.” 

“[Alcohol] brings out all my demons and it is 

really scary.”  

“I used to walk around the streets drinking, 

and would drink a whole bottle of vodka.  That 

night we had had four bottles of Lambrini 

between 3 of us. A lot.”  

 

“It has helped me not to behave badly when I 

go out.  I mean, we are going to drink, but my 

YOT worker helped me about drinking and she 

said to make sure I go out when I am calm and 

happy.  So I am in a good mood when I go out 

and calm, not angry, so I don’t take that mood 

out with me.” 

 
Female, 15 years old: 
Resisting arrest, assaulting a police officer, 
being drunk and disorderly. 
 
She had previously been helped by the same 
police officer on an earlier occasion outside a 
nightclub when she was so drunk she did not 
know what she was doing and required 
hospital treatment for alcohol poisoning. 
 

“Oh God! It wasn’t him was it? That was the 

same policeman who helped me last time! 

That’s awful, I didn’t recognise him. … I was so 

drunk.”  

 

“In some ways I am glad I did get caught for it 

because it has taken me seven months to get 

help like this and without the referral order I 

wouldn’t have that help.  No-one seemed to be 

interested in helping me before, it was like 

talking to a brick wall.”  

Female, 15 years old:  

Racially aggravated assault. 

“I said I was sorry, and I said I was drunk, but 

that I knew that wasn’t an excuse.  And I said I 

had a lot of remorse for what I had done; and 
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just apologising and saying that I was 

genuinely sorry.” 

 

“My counsellor and the people at OASIS1 really 

helped me… The alcohol counselling has 

helped me most, definitely.” 

Female, 15 years old: 
Drunk and disorderly, assault by beating, 
resisting arrest, criminal damage. 

“Well, I had been drinking with my friends and 

I had drunk most of a 70cl bottle of vodka on 

my own, which is a lot for me.  I don’t drink a 

lot and I get drunk very easily, and that was so 

much for me.  And then we went into a pizza 

shop and asked to use the toilet but they didn’t 

let us use the toilet.  I can’t remember much of 

this; it is just what I have been told.  I can’t 

actually remember anything.” 

 
“I found out loads!  …. before I had thought I 

knew a lot about alcohol, but that after the 

quiz, I realised I didn’t know that much.” 

 
“They have helped me a lot. Since going there I 

have stopped drinking.  Well, I will drink if it is 

for a special occasion, someone’s Birthday or 

something, but not like I did before.  And the 

counsellor has helped me in choosing what 

drink to drink. I used to drink vodka, but that 

just made me angry and violent. … Wine seems 

to be the only thing I can drink without getting 

violent.  And she talked to me about units of 

alcohol and to see how much I drunk.  And 

quizzes to see how much I knew about alcohol.  

And I didn’t actually know very much, 

although I thought I did before.  I learnt a lot.” 

 
 

1 OASIS is an organisation that aims to improve the lives and maximise the potential of women, children and 
young people affected by substance misuse. 
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