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This is a summary of the themes from discussions between attendees at a public event at City Hall on 14 
January. The purpose of the event was to discuss how the Community should be involved and what 
Community Involvement should be within the Mayor’s Violence Reduction Unit.  
 
This paper aims to draw together the key themes, questions and common areas of discussion that 
emerged across a series of discussions in the workshop; it is not an exhaustive record of every 
discussion.  
 
This document is a summary of discussions and does not reflect the views of the Mayor or the Greater 
London Authority.  
  
Trust in institutions 
  

• It was highlighted that there is a lack of trust between communities and some 
institutions/authorities including the Police, local authorities and City Hall.  The Police were 
mentioned on a number of occasions and stop and search in particular;  

• Trust was a key theme particularly in relation to those involved in running the VRU.  Questions 
included: Should the VRU act as the accountability mechanism?  Is there training needed to 
teach communities / families and young people their rights and how to challenge organisations 
working within this area?   

• Across the groups that were present there was a sense that there isn’t yet an honest 
conversation around how the VRU will address the lack of trust, and a concern that this will 
mean it fails.  

• Attendees discussed how the VRU could help to improve communication and build relationships 
between local authorities and communities. There was also a desire for the Police to be part of 
the conversation with communities; 

• Attendees also highlighted the need for ‘systems change’ across and within organisations 
including schools particularly in relation to both official and unreported exclusions, operation 
and performance of PRU’s and managed moves.  The impact of teachers, school and PRU was 
repeatedly highlighted as a contributor to behaviours within individuals and families in relations 
to Violence. 

 
‘What’s new?’ – addressing scepticism 
 

• A clear message from the engagement event is the need to demonstrate how community groups 
are being listened to and how their input will be acted on.  A number of attendees expressed 
reticence to really commit time and energy to the VRU until it becomes clearer that it will be 
worth their investment.  

• Several attendees explained this as based on them having shared views /expertise with 
authorities in the past and it not being heard (this also relates to trust in institutions).  

• Relatedly, some participants talked about the sense that initiatives like this had come and gone 
before – they wanted a clear sense of what will make this different and how it will affect 
systems change.  

 
Consistency / longevity  
 

• There was a strong message from participants about the consistency and longevity of whatever 
is established. Many felt that in the context of local government cuts, a guarantee of a long-
term strategic approach matched with a local presence should be a priority.  



• Some attendees expressed concern that energy and resources would shift with political priorities 
which could leave their communities in limbo. They wondered how to mitigate this and ‘future-
proof’ the Unit.   

 
Young People’s Voice  
  

• Throughout the discussion across groups there was strong expression that young people must 
play a key role in the VRU – not just participating but leading.  

• There was a range of suggestions for how young people could be involved both centrally and 
locally including: an advisory group of young people, outreach through schools, bursaries, 
training to be local advocates, peer support.   

• Attendees felt there wasn’t a visible enough presence of young people at the meeting and were 
disappointed by the lack of young people on the stage during the morning’s presentations by 
senior figures from within the VRU / GLA.  

• Factors highlighted as key to influence and gather youth voice included:  
o the impact of low aspirations for young people - particularly young black men – actual 

and perceived opportunities and outcomes, low expectations and negative stereotyping 
contributed to these men having low aspirations;  

o the role of teachers and exclusions. The pivotal role of good teachers who could ‘see 
past the stereotypes’ was a recurring theme and many queried what space there should 
be for e.g. teacher training as part of the VRU; 

o extreme concern about the current use of exclusions and their impact, the importance 
of youth voice in relation to the impact of exclusion, PRU’s.  

o support for a restorative approach which allows young people, families and wider 
community to repair. 

 
Involving parents, wider family networks and community 
 

• Participants agreed that the VRU should consider not just young people but their whole family 
structure and the role of the ‘family’ in reducing violence. This was discussed in terms of 
support to access services and training, as well as engaging and empowering parents, wider 
family and non-traditional family support i.e. wider community members, to deliver preventative 
activity.  

• Participants queried whether the VRU could be a ‘family hub’?...  

• …but also raised challenges around intergenerational conflict and misunderstanding, 
particularly among some migrant communities.  
 

Structure of the VRU; geographical, theme, borough, hyper local – Building on what is already 
there! 
 

• The ‘structure’ for operation and implementation discussed during the events had several core 
themes but differed across conversations these included: 

o Acknowledgement and questions around the level of resource available for the VRU; 
o Not one size fits all as issues, communities and existing services and structures differ 

significantly across London; 
o Need for mapping and knowledge of structures, issues and resources already in place 

before developing local structures; 
o Need to map current activity i.e. review of the matrix; safer neighbourhood boards etc. 

and how the findings from existing work feeds into and inform the form of the VRUs 
across the geography of London; 

o Need to work with local ‘experts’ to shape and resource local VRUs; 
o Need to involve and remunerate local ‘experts’ from community, VCS organisations, 

Volunteer led organisations and user groups, and young people; 
o The challenges around working cross-borough were raised repeatedly, both in terms of 

information sharing and accessibility for young people who in many cases will be unable 
or unwilling to travel across boroughs; 



o draw from local expertise – local hubs staffed/hosted with local organisations.  

• Participants were positive about; 
o the local approach that was presented.  
o stressed that it should be ‘hyper-local’, some calling for ward-level groups; 
o Secondments from the community to the central VRU was a really welcome idea.  

• There was also a lot of discussion around the need for physical local spaces that – especially 
young people - could attend, and how to take services to communities.  

• Several discussions called for the visual model of the central and local hubs that was presented 
(the egg timer model) to be inverted to put communities at the top and emphasise the 
centrality of community voice.  

 
Access and outreach – reach into the wider community; 
 

• Related to the need to map delivery, attendees raised the need to ensure that the VRU was 
accessible to wide range of community organisations, particularly smaller and grassroots. Need 
to be aware of needs of larger vs smaller organisations.  

• There was some concern, for example, that attendance at the meeting had to be capped and 
some organisations were therefore not present. People also stressed the need to go to 
communities as well as invite attendance at e.g. City Hall – both are needed.   

• Attendees were interested in a seeing an engagement / outreach plan from the VRU to reach 
these groups both in terms of planning and shaping the VRU, and later delivery.   

  
What’s the role of statutory services? Where are the connections? – Systems Change  
 

• Attendees wanted to understand what role statutory services would play and cautioned against 
expecting voluntary organisations to pick up delivery in place of statutory services.  

• There were also questions around how the VRU would enable better partnership working 
between these sectors.  

• There was frustration expressed across a number of groups about a perceived lack of 
coordination between bodies including funders, authorities, the Police and statutory services, 
and how these bodies engage with the grassroots.  

• There was interest expressed in the coordinating information and data sharing role that the VRU 
could play.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 


