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Notes from MOPAC Co-Commissioning Fund Workshop, Youth 
offending, 13.07.17 

 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential for pan-London or sub-regional delivery: 

 

 An overall comment was made in relation to the balance between building on 
existing preventative programmes at scale, and the need for locally tailored 
interventions – a useful caveat was made by one colleague in relation to importing at 
scale any pan-London initiatives as that may not take into account context. 
 

 Colleagues felt that the VCS should act as a focal point for any commissioning of 
services in the area of crime prevention, as they are sometimes more agile and can get 
services off the ground quicker than local authorities. Some members of the breakout 
group felt communication needed to be two-ways, and this was often better facilitated 
by the VCS. 
 

 A point was raised around the need to move services away from ‘offending’ as in 
‘YOS’, and move towards early triage, intervention and support for young 
people. This was linked to a wider point made around the term ‘gangs’ and moving 
more towards conversations around vulnerability.  
 

 It was also felt that short intensive programmes of work (say of 3-4 weeks) could 
derive benefits, given how quickly people’s lives can change. 
 

 A point was also made around the need to actually involve young people in the 
build of preventative programmes, which currently seem lacking. 

 
 
 

What does the current service look like in terms of gaps, but also good 
practice? 

 Colleagues raised a point around how to actually identify (would-be) offenders 
outside of  the CJS and typical re-offending routes – it was felt that at present it 
is only those known to the authorities that are targeted for interventions (as they have 
appeared in court, are on police bail, etc) but there is a much wider cohort that could be 
identified. Linked to this is a point around more effectively identifying those ‘at-risk’ – 
for example through safe-guarding activity. 

BREAKOUT GROUP ONE:  
 

What is the potential for London to explore cross borough / sub regional solutions in 
respect of preventing young people getting involved in crime? 
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 There was a discussion about information sharing, and how we build confidence 
in working with groups of younger people so they feel able to report intelligence to 
authorities (especially schools and YOTs), and not necessarily the police. There was 
a point made around police enforcement and the impact that has on reporting and 
confidence of younger people, colleagues in the VCS sometimes find this can undermine 
confidence in any crime prevention programme. 
 

 There was feeling among the group that schools can be a key partner in this area, 
but there needs to be more of an understanding around the challenges they face 
around funding and the need to manage reputational damage associate with  gang-
related issues. 
 

 LB GREENWICH described an analytical project they are working on, overlaying 
data on DV/ re-offending/ child protection referrals, including geographical 
analysis. 
 

 GROWING AGAINST VIOLENCE is a public safety programme which delivers 
preventative education sessions in schools and community groups, seeking to protect 
young people at risk of association with gangs, crime, violence and exploitation, or 
prevent their entry into gang lifestyles. 
 

 
 

What information and data is required to support the development of 
EOIs in this area? 

 

 There was discussion whether pan-London programmes were even viable. As 
issues of serious youth violence and knife crime generally show a geographic profile and 
localised characteristic, reoffending pilots should be geographically targeted, rather 
than pan-London.  
 

 There was discussion around what data sets might be useful in painting a picture – for 
example there is a need to go deeper than re-offending rates and look at other 
indicators of vulnerability, such as contact of a young person with social care. 
 

 It was generally felt that, given the funding timescales, there was no time for a rigorous 
‘mapping’ of services exercise to determine what programmes are out in boroughs and 
what might be scaled up – there was feeling among colleagues that a more informal 
approach based on existing networks in boroughs would be the only way to get 
potential programmes moving in the given timescales. 
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Potential for pan-London or sub-regional delivery: 

 

 Colleagues focused on overnight police custody and county lines during this discussion.   
 

 With regards to overnight police custody, it was felt that a Pan-London approach 
was necessary to avoid situations where they may be available secure beds that are 
unavailable to young people as they aren’t from the “right” boroughs. 
 

 Colleagues also felt this is not a new problem and therefore any proposed solution has 
to be different from previous approaches. 
 

 With regards to county lines and preventing exploitation, colleagues felt that a 
London-wide framework, which laid out minimum expectations, principles and 
service levels would be appropriate. 
 

 However, it was felt there is probably an optimum size on a more sub-regional 
level when it comes to operational delivery.  Discussions focused on a hub and 
spoke model, with a centralised intelligence, information and coordination function with 
a delivery approached on a cluster basis. 
 
 

What does the current service look like in terms of gaps, but also good 
practice? 

 For overnight police custody, colleagues felt there is a lack of join-up and 
understanding about the picture in London as a whole and opportunities may be 
being missed especially in relation to cross checking those arrested against vulnerability 
risks/indicators. 
 

 There was some discussion around what a good model could look like and included 
ideas around a dedicated custody suite, staffed by support services as well as police 
officers and the potential for it to be a “mixed use” facility that potentially 
doubled up as a foyer/hostel as well. This sort of approach had been previously 
explored by colleagues from LB ENFIELD but was unfortunately unable to progress. 
 

 Concern was raised about whether there are enough PACE (Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act 1984) beds within London and that some London young people may be 
being placed in PACE beds in surrounding counties. 

 

BREAKOUT GROUP TWO:  
 

What is the potential for London to explore cross borough/ sub regional solutions in respect 
of improving safeguarding? 
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 There was some good discussion though around potential changes to policing 
practice on when they are holding a young person overnight, that may help 
reduce this issue without the need for additional investment.   
 

 Issues around language were also raised.  For example a “secure” bed means something 
very different to police and social services, yet often neither are aware of this 
difference. 
 

 With regards to county lines and preventing exploitation, it was felt that although this is 
an issue all 32 boroughs are aware of and tackling to some degree, it is being done in 
32 differing ways.  This will mean there are already some existing pockets of good 
practice, but also as a result there will be areas for practice improvement. Colleagues 
felt that the multiagency structures that exist in boroughs could be evolved or adapted 
to better tackle this London-wide issue.  
 

 The previous SAVVY matrix, which looked at a whole range of vulnerability and 
criminality issues, was felt by colleagues to be a useful tool has fallen out of use and 
not yet been replaced 
 

 Discussions also felt that specific county lines workers were currently bound by borough 
boundaries whereas this issue and the exploited young people are not, as such any 
response should be flexible around traditional geographical boundaries.  However ST 
GILES TRUST are currently piloting an approach that sees dedicated staff covering 
SOUTH WALES and IPSWICH and linking back to London. 
 

 Colleagues also felt that the lack of a London framework/approach, on this issue 
creates significant issues around information sharing and confusion for areas that 
on the receiving end of County Lines when trying to contact the relevant people. 
 
 

 LB BRENT are currently working to develop an indicator that will help predict 
individuals at risk of criminal exploitation to enable earlier intervention 
 

 
 

What information and data is required to support the development of 
EOIs in this area? 

 

 For overnight police custody a number of data/information queries were raised that 
it was thought any potential proposals should consider: 
 

o What is the scale of the London issue – how many beds would be needed? 
o How many young people are being held overnight and then released with No 

Further Action the following morning? 
o How many young people are held for PACE reasons? 
o How many young people are being booked in the night before interviews? 
o Do neighbouring counties hold PACE beds? 
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 For county lines  discussions focused on the following information/data: 
 

o What is the scale of the issue and how to classify it? 
o Development of a comprehensive problem profile 
o What are the indicators that could be used to anticipate involvement and 

intervene earlier? 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Note not available for this session. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Potential for pan-London or sub-regional delivery: 

 

 Colleagues discussed the overall need for a sustainable hub model, utilising a 
‘whole person’ approach, where service provision should cater more than social and 
emotional needs – for example accommodation, support around education and 
employment, and access to welfare and healthcare. Ideally, this should not just be 
specific to offending. This should be in place in advance of release so that the bridge 
between the prison estate is a smoother transition. 
 

 The potential for pan London delivery was discussed more specifically in relation to the 
resettlement of young offenders from custody in relation to intensive supervision 
and surveillance. Potential for alternatives to custody were also debated in this 
context. 
 

 Colleagues suggested opportunities for a strong local authority/ VCS/ secure estate 
partnership, providing through-the-gate provision and a single, consistent and 
enhanced offer to the young person including out-of-hours of provision.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

BREAKOUT GROUP THREE:  
 

What is the potential for London to explore cross borough / sub regional solutions in 
respect of inequalities and disproportionality? 

 

BREAKOUT GROUP FOUR:  
 

What is the potential for London to explore cross borough / sub regional solutions in 
respect of rehabilitation of young offenders? 
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 In terms of how resettlement services are commissioned, one suggestion was to flip the 
traditional approach so that services are commissioned from the secure estate, and then 
to follow the young person upon release. 
 

 Overall, colleagues noted the challenge to be responsive to individual needs without 
rigidly conforming to a standardised operating model, or to service silos. A young 
person of 10 and one of 15 may have similar fundamental needs, however addressing 
their rehabilitation may be uniquely different. There was also discussion around 
cognitive development and whether people ‘grow out’ of offending, and how services 
could map into this.  

 

 

What does the current service look like in terms of gaps, but also good 
practice? 

 

 Colleagues felt that there is a clear need for housing provision, with a question on 
whether this fund can deliver within such a vast scope 

 

 Colleagues raised some very positive examples of smaller VCS providers undertaking 
successful programmes with young people on release from custody, but at the same 
time the need for them to be scaled up and aligned/ supported by statutory services. 
There seems to be a challenge in accessing education provision all year round, and value 
of peer advisors 
 

 There was a particular challenge noted in the need to address reporting and response 
for children who are in state-funded care. 
 

 It was felt that the work in this area needs to be underpinned by the understanding of 
loss and trauma. There has been much learning that can be transferred from the YOUTH 
JUSTICE BOARD’s resettlement board, who conducted a pilot in East London and found 
a better response and outcome once the language was switched from rehabilitation, to 
addressing trauma. There is a need to address the causes of the behaviour and not just 
the symptoms to avoid either continued manifestations of these root causes (which may 
be further offending behaviour or be expressed in another way e.g. mental health 
services or other presenting needs) 
 

 There was also some discussion around stimulating motivation in a person’s own 
rehabilitation process. A hybrid of an IDVA/FIP/Safer London gang exit model was 
discussed in depth and seemed quite apt in this context. 
 

 There is a real need to ensure that the response to this area of work includes physical 
health as well as sexual and mental health. 
 

 Service provision at post 18 drops significantly overall and this is a big shock for the 
young people. The focus on 18-24yrs is welcomed and there is a request to lobby other 
services to follow suit so that there isn’t a cliff edge for support – a tapered ending to 
support would be more beneficial overall. 
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 Opportunity to get business to support rehabilitation through social responsibility. 
 
 
 

What information and data is required to support the development of 
EOIs in this area? 

 In overall terms, there was agreement that data needs to be addressed according what 
specifically is regarded as ‘success’. This should be defined from the outset in 
collaboration with providers, and needs to be wider than a simple measure of 
reoffending. Challenges were raised about why previous resettlement services have 
failed to deliver, and how do we secure sustainability within this area. It deemed 
important to access information on young people from other agencies, before they were 
in the CJS, to understand vulnerability and need. Finally, a lack of data on those who 
are transitioning from youth to adult estate was noted. 
 

 There was discussion around the challenge of resettlement outside of London and 
potential for inconsistency of service levels. There is also a need for greater information 
to be provided in a timely fashion regarding the placement and subsequent 
moves/release of offenders to enable both through-the-gate work and to provide some 
continuity of rehabilitation. It was stated that this information is readily available 
however there was disagreement about how it is currently shared should this be the 
case. 
 

 There was a request to explore research around offending behaviour stopping with age 
as a theory – then further exploring if this was true, what were the factors that 
contributed to that change and how can we do this earlier. 
 

 The MoJ data lab has a tool to enable service evaluation if you are willing to share the 
information and have it published – this is a resource that people can use regardless of 
where they are funded from (I don’t know about this further than what was discussed at 
the table and will need fact checking before we send anything like this out). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Potential for pan-London or sub-regional delivery: 
  

 In addressing the cliff edge in support for young adult offenders, it was felt that local 
partnerships and knowledge were crucial (e.g. appreciation of gang lines).  

BREAKOUT GROUP FIVE:  
 

What is the potential for London to explore cross borough / sub regional solutions in 
respect of improving the transitions to the adult justice system? 
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 Equally, any service should be of a scale that ensures is continues to be cost effective. It 
was felt that existing consortia arrangements should be utilised to commission a service 
for the transitions cohort across a cluster or sub-regional basis. 

 

 

What does the current service look like in terms of gaps, but also good 

practice? 

 There limited examples of tailored provisions for this cohort. 
 

 An enhanced resettlement support for young adults including trauma counselling, 
mentoring, and advocacy for the young person, which facilitates a dialogue between 
agencies, was cited as an example of good practice.  
 

 A gap around housing for this cohort was also identified. Supportive 
accommodation, hostels, and safe houses that provide some key work/advocacy 
support were clearly needed.  
 
 
 

What information and data is required to support the development of 

EOIs in this area? 

 

 Information sharing between youth justice and adult criminal justice agencies was 
generally felt to be lacking.  
 

 Youth Offending Teams would benefit from understanding the longer-term outcomes 
of the young people they work with to support their understanding of what works and 
what challenges the transitions cohort faces. 

 


