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1

Executive summary

1.1

Introduction
The London Borough of Waltham Forest (LBWF) commissioned Cordis Bright to
conduct an independent and objective evaluation of its Gang Prevention
Programme (GPP) “Enough is Enough”. This summary presents the key findings
of the stage two evaluation report.
The research informing the report was conducted between August and November
2013. The evaluation is longitudinal in nature and aims to be supportive to the
future development of the GPP, by taking an action research approach, which will
provide formative recommendations which aim to assist the programme over the
period of the evaluation. This report and executive summary can be read in
conjunction with the stage one (baseline) evaluation report which was delivered
in July 2013. The stage 3 evaluation report will be delivered in November 2014.
The findings and associated recommendations presented in this summary are
based on extensive consultation with key GPP stakeholders including: key
decision makers from organisations across the programme, service providers,
community members, key workers, beneficiaries of the programme and their
families. The findings have also included a review of management
documentation, information and monitoring data which LBWF provided to Cordis
Bright. More about the evaluation methodology and more detailed findings and
analysis can be found in the full stage two evaluation report (this is summarised
in Section 2.3).
Context
The stage two evaluation report was delivered during a period of significant
uncertainty for the GPP concerning its future sustainability, particularly during
the period when interviews with stakeholders were taking place. This should
be considered when interpreting the following findings as this uncertainty may
have impacted upon and influenced key stakeholders’ views. Towards the
end of the evaluation period it was announced that funding had been secured
for a fourth year of the programme.

1.2

Overview
The findings of the stage two evaluation report confirmed the conclusions drawn
in the stage one evaluation report that the model, ambition and partnership
approach of the GPP is valued by stakeholders. Stakeholders recognised the
GPP as being ambitious, innovative and wide in its scope. Stakeholders also
valued the inclusion of community through the A Better Way Partnership (ABWP)
and young people through the Youth Independent Advisory Group (YIAG) in
terms of their contribution on GPP boards and steering groups and in shaping the
work of the GPP. Stakeholders felt that this level of involvement in the GPP from
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the community was innovative and positive and should continue to be developed
in the future.
The work of the GPP is valued by the majority of beneficiaries of projects
delivered by the GPP. Beneficiaries and family members interviewed compared
this support favourably with the support that they had received from other
agencies in the past (particularly other statutory agencies).
The GPP works with a very challenging group of beneficiaries and has ambitious
aims in terms of attitudinal and behavioural change. The evidence collected
through in-depth consultation with beneficiaries, family members and key
practitioners at stage 1 and stage 2 suggests that the GPP is making a positive
impact on outcomes for some beneficiaries. This is positive given the challenging
nature of the beneficiaries that the GPP is working with.
As stated in the stage one evaluation report, the challenge for the GPP in the
future is demonstrating this impact through the collection, collation and analysis
of quantitative monitoring data which will provide more evidence of the impact it is
making on beneficiaries’ outcomes. There is evidence, however, that the GPP is
aiming to address this through taking a more systematic approach to monitoring
systems across the GPP.
1.3

Summary of progress against the recommendations of the stage one report
The stage one evaluation report detailed 15 recommendations. Figure 1
summarises action that the GPP evaluation steering group has stated is taking
place against these recommendations. It should be noted that the actions and
activity highlighted below were reported by the evaluation steering group in midOctober 2013. It is likely that further actions have taken place since this date. The
responses suggest: (a) agreement and consensus around the recommendations
in the stage one evaluation report, and (b) momentum from the GPP in
addressing the recommendations.
Stakeholders emphasised a number of improvements and achievements since
the stage one evaluation report including: (a) a series of strategy development
meetings have taken place to develop a SMART1 strategy for the GPP in the
future, (b) networking events which were seen as valuable and encouraged
improved partnership working (the GPP was also visited by the Mayor of London,
the Home Secretary and the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions), (c)
services on the specialist framework and those being funded by the small grants
programme are now delivering, (d) the Bronze process has been reviewed, with a
review of the Silver board forthcoming, and (e) the continued and increasing
involvement of young people from the YIAG and community members
representation on key strategic boards (i.e. Silver) and the evaluation steering
group.

1
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The majority of stakeholders interviewed felt that the GPP was gaining
momentum as year 3 progressed.
1.4

Strategic planning and leadership
Stakeholders who responded to the survey felt that the leadership of the GPP
could be improved. In particular, they felt lines of accountability and responsibility
in the GPP could be improved. This finding is complemented by the in-depth
interviews with key decision makers, service providers and community
representatives who identified that the overall leadership of the GPP, decision
making, governance and oversight continued to be areas for improvement for the
GPP.
In relation to leadership and decision-making there was some confusion about
where strategic decision making sits within the GPP structure, i.e. whilst they
were aware of who was responsible for operational co-ordination of the GPP,
stakeholders would like more clarity about where responsibility is for the overall
strategic delivery of the GPP. This may be being addressed through the series of
strategic development meetings that are currently taking place. However, there
was optimism that the Bronze review and the forthcoming Silver review would
improve governance and oversight in the GPP.
Stakeholders who were interviewed and who responded to the stakeholder
survey recognised the need for a SMART strategic plan which outlined the
rationale for the GPP and its intended activity, outputs, impacts and outcomes.
Stakeholders, who were aware, were positive that this was being addressed
through a series of strategic planning meetings co-chaired by the local authority
and the A Better Way Partnership (ABWP) with a focus on year four of the
programme.
A new strategic plan was seen as being beneficial by stakeholders in order to
improve: (a) the understanding of the GPP and its aims and objectives across all
stakeholders, (b) the focus and direction for the programme in future years, (c)
mechanisms for measuring, demonstrating and reporting success, and (d)
helping to ensure an evidence-led approach to commissioning.
Recommendation 1
Once the new SMART strategic plan has been developed this should be agreed
and shared with all partners involved in delivering the GPP. This plan should
outline clear lines of responsibility and accountability for activity. The plan
should be monitored and reviewed at regular intervals to ensure the GPP is on
track to deliver against its agreed measures of success (outcomes).
Recommendation 2
The revised Bronze process should be reviewed and monitored at regular
intervals to ensure that it is meeting the needs of the GPP and its beneficiaries.
Similarly, once the Silver board review is completed and the process agreed this
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new process should be reviewed and monitored at regular intervals to ensure it
is achieving effective oversight, scrutiny and challenge of the GPP.
Recommendation 3
The GPP should seek to address confusion around lines of responsibility and
accountability at both strategic and operational levels. This will assist those
partners, in the statutory and voluntary and community sectors, delivering
services funded by the GPP understand where to receive support and guidance
to ensure effective delivery of their projects and to help improve the efficiency of
the GPP.

1.5

Reaching the right target audience
As part of the stage two evaluation report, we have conducted an analysis of
Bronze referral data provided by the GPP for the financial year 2012-2013. This
data provides some evidence as to the characteristics of the beneficiaries of the
GPP. For example:
• 274 people were referred to the Bronze group; 88% were male and 11% were
female.
• The youngest person referred to Bronze is 12 and the oldest 38. The average
age of people referred is 21.
• In over 50% of cases, the lead agency is located in the criminal justice sector.
For instance, Probation was the lead agency for 60 cases, the Family
Partnership Team for 57 cases and the Police for 34 cases. It is unclear
whether or not individuals are involved with or supported by other agencies
which are part of the GPP from the data that is recorded.
• 70% of referrals were identified as members of known gangs in Waltham
Forest, or as members of gangs in other London boroughs according to the
Bronze referral data that we received2.
• 188 cases remained active as at September 2013. The remaining 86 cases
had been closed.
The majority of stakeholders believe that the GPP is engaging the appropriate
target audience. For example, 70% of stakeholders who responded to the
stakeholder survey stated that the target audience the GPP seeks to engage with
is clear / very clear.

2

Please note that referrals identified as members of known gangs is based on multi-agency agreement by
partners attending the Bronze group, i.e. this is not based, for example, just on the Matrix.
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Although the majority of stakeholders interviewed felt that they understood the
target audience well, some felt that there was confusion across the GPP. For
example, stakeholders were clear that those close to the programme understood
the target audience well (such as those in the FPT and Bronze group) while
members of the ABWP felt that they had a reasonable understanding of the
target audience but that this could be clearer. For instance, is the main target
audience of the GPP young people at risk of involvement in gangs, those
involved in gangs, those exiting gangs, adults involved in gangs, former gang
members exiting the secure estate, siblings of gang members, or all these groups
and others? The current process of developing a clearer SMART strategic plan
should help clarify the target audience of the GPP.
Some stakeholders identified specific concerns with the make-up of gang
nominals on the Matrix. They felt that the Matrix was unrepresentative in terms of
identifying gang membership and was also self-perpetuating as it is based on
police intelligence which is prioritised on how recent the information is. There was
also a concern that once on the Matrix nominals can never leave it, i.e. the Matrix
does not recognise whether nominals are making progress through, for example,
working with the GPP. The GPP may wish to review how the Matrix is used
operationally and whether it can be improved to more effectively meet its needs.
Recommendation 4
The new strategic plan which is being developed should clearly outline the
target audience for the GPP and what difference in terms of outcomes
improvement the GPP hopes to achieve. Once there is clarity around the target
audience this information should be shared with all internal and external
partners of the GPP. Decisions regarding targeting should also inform the
requirements for monitoring data across all the agencies in the GPP.
Recommendation 5
The GPP should collect monitoring data that provides information on the
number of beneficiaries the GPP is working with and their background
characteristics (such as age, gender, ethnicity, reason for referral, nature of
intervention etc). The GPP should consider drawing on information already
collected by service providers and other agencies, but collecting this information
and collating and analysing it systematically and centrally.
Recommendation 6
The GPP should consider reviewing how it uses the Matrix and also whether it
can be improved to more effectively meet the programme’s needs.
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1.6

Impact on outcomes
Qualitative evidence
There is qualitative evidence collected as part of this evaluation which shows that
the work of the GPP is having a positive impact on beneficiaries’ outcomes. For
example, across both cohorts (the new cohort of beneficiaries and family
members interviewed as part of stage 2 and the original cohort interviewed as
part of stage 1 and 2) the majority of beneficiaries and family members discussed
the positive impact that the GPP had on them and their families, particularly in
terms of their attitudes.
This was further confirmed through consultation with key workers as well as
feedback from beneficiaries, family members and key workers. Beneficiaries from
the original cohort were able to describe the sustained impact of their work with
the GPP. However, all beneficiaries struggled to separate out the impact of
different agencies within the GPP on their outcomes. There was a recognition
that beneficiaries had to be motivated to make changes to their lives. Families
that had been working with the programme had been able to identify the impact
of the service in terms of:
• Improved sense of wellbeing
• Improved family relationships
• Re-housed in a safe location
• Continued in or found education, employment and training
• The positive impact of reassurance and emotional support
• Disassociated from negative peers
• More ambitious and motivated
• Less angry and confrontational
• Improved communication skills
In many instances key workers (for the new cohort) were clear that if their service
did not exist there would have been a significant gap in provision and outcomes
for that individual or family would have been worse as a result. Equally,
beneficiaries and family members valued the level of support provided,
particularly at times of crisis.
Key workers supporting the original cohort were able to identify some progress
that had been made against the identified impacts and outcomes at stage 1, in
particular, around a reduction in serious youth violence incidents and relocation
of families to a safe area. Identified outcomes for the original cohort tended to
relate to:
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• Reducing offending behaviour
• Emotional support and reassurance at a time of crisis
• Relocation of the family
• Reducing involvement with gang associates
• Improving education, employment or training status
Quantitative evidence
Officially recorded data shows that there has been a further reduction in serious
youth violence, gun crime and knife crime in the London Borough of Waltham
Forest in 2012/13 compared to 2011/12, following a substantial reduction in the
previous year3. It may be that the GPP has made some contribution to this
reduction in officially recorded crime data, however, caution should be applied in
suggesting that the GPP is solely responsible for declining crime rates, i.e. a
range of interventions and services may be contributing to these figures.
There was agreement among all key decision makers and community
representatives with the finding from the stage 1 evaluation report that across all
work streams the approach to collecting, collation, analysis and dissemination of
monitoring data that evidences impact of the service on beneficiary outcomes
could be improved. This approach was regarded as providing greater evidence of
need, work completed and quality, impact against outcomes and consistency of
data across GPP services. There was some concern that current monitoring is
not systematic and that requests for monitoring data is made on an ad-hoc basis
which can increase the work burden on practitioners. There was also recognition
that taking a systematic approach to collecting, collating, analysing and reporting
on monitoring data requires sufficient resourcing.
However, GPP stakeholders reported that some progress had been made in
improving the approach to monitoring and using data to evidence success. For
example: (a) templates for collecting consistent data from service providers are
being developed, (b) the GPP is using reporting mechanisms (such as work
stream performance forms to the Silver Board, and monitoring of commissioned
services (although there was a concern among some service providers that this
monitoring was outputs focussed rather than outcomes focussed)), and (c) data
sharing agreements have been developed with Health, Accident and Emergency,
and the British Transport Police to share data with the GPP.

3

Home Office colleagues have cautioned against making comparisons with other local authority areas using
EGYV data due to: (a) issues with reporting and recording data, and (b) the data has not been agreed with the
police. This means we are unable to benchmark against other EGYV areas.
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Recommendation 7
In response to findings and recommendations in the stage one and stage two
evaluation reports, the GPP should continue to develop a more systematic
approach to collecting, collating, analysing and reporting monitoring data which
captures information on activity, outputs, impacts and outcomes. This may build
on monitoring systems that providers and agencies funded by the GPP are
already using. However, a more systematic and centralised approach would
assist the GPP demonstrate the impact it is making. This will require adequate
resourcing.
Recommendation 8
We would recommend that the GPP encourages partners delivering as part of
the GPP to use a standardised outcomes focussed case study template to
provide qualitative case study evidence of the impacts their projects are making
on beneficiaries, family members and the community’s outcomes. The GPP
could use the outcomes focussed case study approach developed by Cordis
Bright, and being used with key workers as part of this evaluation, to collect this
information.
Recommendation 9
Linked to the above recommendation, the GPP should encourage partners to
provide case studies that include success stories and where things have not
gone so well. Capturing the learning from cases which have not worked as
hoped for will assist partners share learning and improve practice.
Recommendation 10
The GPP should ensure that its monitoring arrangements with both specialist
service providers and statutory sector providers are consistent and based on
capturing impacts and outcomes as well as activity and outputs. The GPP
should consider capitalising on the impacts and outcomes data that service
providers are already collecting about their work with beneficiaries. This may
help develop shared learning, ensure that efforts are not duplicated and also
help provide historical data.
1.7

Processes
Process issues concerning the implementation of the GPP included:
• Referral processes: The referral process (particularly through the Bronze
group) is relatively well understood by stakeholders, but there was less
awareness among stakeholders of the referral process to single agencies
within the GPP, i.e. what is the entrance and exit criteria for individual services
that are delivering as part of the GPP. This issue may be addressed by
continuing to develop and improve the GPP’s directory of services to include
information such as referral entrance criteria.
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The majority of specialist service providers discussed delays in referrals
coming through the GPP to their organisations (although many have now been
addressed), which had meant that there were delays in the delivery of their
services. A minority of stakeholders particularly explained that when families
had a number of identified needs and many potential agencies that they could
work with the idea of a lead professional who would facilitate the allocation
process had got lost. Furthermore, some organisations felt that they had
received referrals that were inappropriate for their service to be working with.
Some of these issues may be addressed by the Bronze review that has been
undertaken (see below).
• Review of the Bronze group: Stakeholders that were aware of the review of
the Bronze group process considered the review to be a positive response to
the recommendations of the stage 1 evaluation report and they were optimistic
about its potential impact on improved information collation, as well as
accountability and streamlining of the referral process.
• Identifying gang violence as a health issue and broader range of
referrals: Stakeholders were positive that violence was now on the agenda of
the local health and wellbeing board and gang and sexual exploitation issues
were also being picked up. There had also been increased referrals for
women and from schools (which had increased by 50%), following a change in
the referral criteria for school age young people. However, a minority raised a
concern that primary schools were not involved.
• Effective agenda setting and increased awareness of gang issues:
Stakeholders discussed the increased awareness of gang issues that the GPP
had promoted, which some felt had helped to reduce the level of gang
violence. They also pointed to the increasing prominence of the GPP as it had
received high profile attention from Cabinet Ministers, Theresa May and Iain
Duncan Smith, and the London Mayor, Boris Johnson.
• Approach to working with beneficiaries and families: Beneficiaries and
family members were very positive about the non-judgemental, friendly, and
approachable way that key workers engaged with them and their families.
They also particularly liked the reliability of their key workers (particularly in
contrast to other agencies). They were also particularly positive about the
extra lengths that key workers would go to for them and the advocacy role that
they took with other agencies at times of crisis.
• Communication and partnership working: Stakeholders were clear that
communication and partnership working had improved since the stage one
evaluation. Work that had helped to facilitate partnership working and which
had helped improve partners’ knowledge of the scope of the GPP included:
o
o
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o

o

members of the ABWP board were also identified as innovative
approaches to working with the community.
Stakeholders particularly referenced the impact of the networking events
with the specialist service framework providers and small grant
programmes at increasing the involvement with voluntary and community
groups. They also explained that these events helped to improve the
legacy of the GPP and increased the understanding of the scope of the
GPP.
Some stakeholders also explained that the degree of integration between
the ABWP, council and the police was improving.

• Information sharing: The majority of key decision makers were very positive
that information sharing was working well within the GPP, while community
representatives had more mixed views about how effectively information was
being shared. Key decision makers explained that because all partners in the
GPP were signed up to the Safety Net information sharing protocol,
information was shared effectively, normally through the forum of the Bronze
group.
Some stakeholders also explained that concerted efforts had been made to
improve information sharing, communication and responsiveness since the
stage 1 evaluation report. The majority of community representatives also
acknowledged that information sharing had improved in the last year.
However, there were still ongoing issues that were identified by some
stakeholders including:
o
o
o
o

Effective collation, distillation and presentation of data in a format that can
be shared with GPP stakeholders
Providing the community with the opportunity to feed into the GPP’s future
strategic direction
Potential need for training about data protection and handling sensitive
information for statutory and non-statutory organisations.
Enabling the Gangs Analyst to access Police data.

• Sustainability: Stakeholders explained that the uncertainty about the future of
the GPP had made staff worried about their jobs and there was a concern that
they would lose good staff as a result. Stakeholders were particularly
concerned as they felt they needed to be clear what was going to change and
to ensure that it was not too disruptive to ongoing work. Sustainability issues
for year four of the GPP have now been addressed with the announcement of
additional funding.
• Future challenges: Stakeholders also identified a range of specific issues
that could provide considerable challenges to the GPP in the future, such as:
o
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o

o

Gang members from other boroughs relocated into Waltham Forest:
Concerns were raised about gang members being ‘exchanged’ with other
London boroughs as many were running gang prevention programmes
and relocating nominals to other areas.
Targeting the right young people: Some stakeholders were concerned that
the targeting of GPP services was led by police intelligence about
individuals that were ‘gang associated’ which they considered to be
misrepresentative. This was because they felt that the only effective way of
clearly identifying gang-associated young people was through their ‘selfidentification’ as being in a gang. In light of this, a future challenge for the
GPP is agreeing an approach around corroboration of gang membership
claims.

Recommendation 11
The GPP’s directory of services should be built on to outline referral criteria for
each project operating as part of the GPP. This should help partners in making
onward referrals.
Recommendation 12
The GPP should continue to build links with health agencies, as well as public
health, in order to encourage information sharing, referrals, partnership working
and also exploring the potential for accessing funding to sustain the GPP in the
future.

1.8

Value for money
The majority of stakeholders were either unaware of how the GPP linked and
embedded measures of success to value for money, or identified it as an area for
improvement. The finances of the GPP were not regarded as transparent as they
could be by the majority of stakeholders. If the proposed improvements in the
approach to systematically collecting monitoring data in relation to capturing
impacts and outcomes is achieved the GPP, and the evaluators, should be able
to conduct more sophisticated value for money analysis in the future.
Recommendation 13
In line with the stage one evaluation report, the LBWF should take a more
sophisticated and systematic approach to demonstrating value for money. It has
used official data to suggest that it is likely to be making savings. However,
caution should be applied to attributing these cost savings solely to the work of
the GPP. In the future, LBWF needs to link and embed an approach to
evidencing value for money into its strategic planning. This approach should
focus on achieving robust monitoring data per beneficiary so that it can be used
to calculate value for money in terms of activity, outputs, impact and outcomes
against funding.
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Figure 1 Summary of progress against recommendations outlined in the stage one evaluation
report reported by the GPP evaluation steering group

Stage one evaluation report recommendations
Recommendation 1: LBWF should conduct a review of its
corporate service functions concerning the delivery of the GPP in
relation to commissioning and procurement of services. It is
essential that commissioning, contracting and payment of
providers is conducted in a timely and appropriate manner to
ensure that the aims and objectives of the GPP are not adversely
impacted. One potential option could be to introduce Key
Performance Indicators (KPIs) relating to the GPP to key staff
across the local authority to ensure that the project is fully
supported and to reduce the corporate risk to the programme

Actions / activity
The GPP now accesses
procurement/commissioning support via
the Families Directorate strategic
commissioning service.
The GPP is carrying out an assessment to
identify the costs of buying in legal
services.

Recommendation 2: The GPP should consider establishing and
designing a strategic plan (we would suggest utilising the principles
of logic models) which clearly states:
•
•

•

•

•

What the GPP aims to achieve and the rationale for those
aims.
A set of SMART impact and outcome measures which the
GPP aims to achieve which are clearly linked to its activity and
outputs.
A clear linkage of the GPP’s overarching strategy to the
impacts and outcomes, activity and outputs of its four work
streams and also the projects that make up the work streams.
The target audience of the GPP overall and for its work
streams and the rationale for this. This should include defining
each group that the GPP targets and why, which organisations
or activities associated with the GPP are most likely to support
them, what the GPP seeks to change for them and how
success will be measured for the target audience.
A more systematic approach to measuring the impacts and
outcomes of the GPP and how this will be collected, analysed
and distilled to assist management decision-making.

A series of strategy development meetings
are taking place for the GPP/SFSC
management team. These are co-chaired
by the local authority and the A Better Way
Partnership. It is envisaged that these
meetings will run to the end of November
initially and will address the way forward,
also implementing key recommendation
from the stage 1 evaluation report.

Recommendation 3: Key GPP partners including health should be
involved in developing and signing up to the strategic plan. It is
essential that the plan is shared with all partners and that LBWF
achieves “buy-in” to the plan. Ways of achieving “buy-in” include
continuing the networking events that LBWF has delivered, for
example, in June 2013. The LBWF should also ensure that the
plan clearly outlines the roles, expectations and lines of
responsibility and accountability for all GPP partners. This should
also include more clearly linking the GPP to the Troubled Families
agenda.
Recommendation 4: The GPP should consider producing a
document that identifies the learning achieved through setting up
the programme. This would be aimed at informing the development
of similar programmes through sharing the learning achieved
through creating the GPP.
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Stage one evaluation report recommendations
Recommendation 5: In line with the recommendations concerning
strategy, the GPP should consider more clearly defining the target
audience that it is aiming to improve outcomes for. Part of this
could be ensuring that clear entrance and exit criteria are
developed and shared with partners for all services that fall under
the umbrella of the GPP. Criteria should be well understood by all
referrers, beneficiaries and families and corporately across all
stakeholders involved with the GPP.

Recommendation 6: The GPP should ensure that all its
constituent services are collecting appropriate monitoring data and
feeding this back to a central point in the GPP in a systematic way.
This central point could be the newly appointed gangs’ analyst.
This monitoring data should collect information on those receiving
services as part of the GPP in terms of beneficiary profile,
intervention, impact and outcome data. A systematic approach to
collecting, collating, analysing and reporting should be developed
which ensures management is provided with appropriate evidence
on which to make decisions. If not already the case, provision of fitfor-purpose monitoring data to the GPP from services should be
made a condition of receiving funding from the GPP.

Actions / activity

See response to recommendation 2 and 3
above.

In coordinating a more systematic
approach to monitoring across the GPP, all
framework providers are required to submit
Monitoring Information Reports (MIRs).
Two other contracted service providers are
also required to submit reports. Monitoring
and evaluation is part of the requirement
for the Small Grants providers prior to final
instalment of grants being released.
The GPP will conduct monitoring during
the next three months and work on
designing a more systematic approach for
monitoring. This will be finalised in
partnership with our commissioning team
and our Education & Safeguarding
Adviser.
The Gangs Intelligence Analyst has
engaged Accident and Emergency, the
British Transport Police, and Public health
which will improve health representation at
Silver board and collation of relevant data
that was not previously captured.

Recommendation 7: LBWF should review how it communicates
with its internal partners to ensure that all partners receive clear
and consistent messages about the GPP. The GPP should
continue to hold learning and sharing events with its partners
similar to the networking event held in June 2013. We understand
that the GPP has been undertaking work in line with this
recommendation since the stage 1 report was written.

GPP have now held two networking events
in June and September 2013. Guests have
included all partners, providers, young
people and those with an interest in the
programme.
The GPP Directory is available and has
been circulated to all partners and
providers and is accessible via the
Waltham Forest Website.
On-going liaison with local and national
press is evidenced by recent articles and
the Leaders response.

Recommendation 8: We would recommend that the GPP
considers its current profile, and if it wishes to raise its profile
externally to consider developing a communication strategy and
plan to help raise its profile. The GPP may wish to consider
stakeholder suggestions including: (a) attending community ward
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Stage one evaluation report recommendations

Actions / activity

panels, (b) communication about the GPP to schools, and (c)
providing the public with information through leaflet and websites.
Although it is recognised that the limited number of dedicated GPP
staff could make this more challenging.

YIAG, YA and the VIP.

Recommendation 9: The GPP should consider how it can provide
more robust quality assurance, challenge and support to delivery
partners. In particular, some stakeholders suggested that the Silver
Group could usefully provide more challenge and hold services to
account when they are not meeting expectations. For this to be
achieved there needs to be greater transparency around
commissioning, funding and monitoring as identified earlier.

The Silver board review will begin in
November, reporting templates are
currently being redeveloped and the
process will be aligned with the developing
strategic plan.

Recommendation 10: The GPP should continue to progress the
work it has done to enhance partnership and information sharing.
In particular, it should continue its efforts to engage with health
partners.

Community surveying undertaken has led
to local people being trained and further
training has been undertaken as part of the
stage two evaluation. Successful
community surveying can also raise public
awareness of the GPP.

See response to recommendations 6, 7
and 8 above.

Recommendation 11: The GPP should consider developing and
sharing an organisational chart of the GPP with partners which
clearly shows:
•
•
•
•

Its governance and oversight structure.
The organisations involved in the GPP and whether they are
funded by the GPP.
What each of the organisations / services contribute to the
aims and objectives of the GPP.
Contact details of service leads.

A clearer structure has been included as
part of this report. This structure and
information should be shared with all those
involved with the GPP.

This structure could be incorporated in the strategic plan and
reviewed and updated regularly to reflect the evolving nature of the
GPP.

Recommendation 12: As part of its strategic planning and delivery
there should be a renewed focus on the youth advancement work
stream. This will help to ensure that the key objectives of the GPP
around prevention and working with at risk young people can be
fully realised.

Recommendation 13: The GPP should begin sustainability
planning as soon as possible. The end of the 3 year funding period
is in sight.
Recommendation 14: LBWF needs to take a more sophisticated
and systematic approach to demonstrating value for money. It has
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Fund (EEF) bid has been submitted and a
programme of training is underway.
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The Gangs Analyst is developing a formula
to assist demonstrate value for money.
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Stage one evaluation report recommendations

Actions / activity

used official data to suggest that it is likely to be making savings.
However, caution should be applied to attributing these cost
savings solely to the work of the GPP. In the future, LBWF needs
to link and embed an approach to evidencing value for money into
its strategic planning. This approach should focus on achieving
robust monitoring data per beneficiary so that it can be used to
calculate value for money in terms of activity, outputs, impact and
outcomes against funding.
Recommendation 15: LBWF and the GPP should consider
providing information about areas of underspend within the GPP
among partners so that the GPP and its partners can identify the
most appropriate places to spend this money on the basis of
identified need.
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2

Introduction

2.1

Overview
The London Borough of Waltham Forest (LBWF) commissioned Cordis Bright to
conduct an evaluation of its Gang Prevention Programme (GPP) “Enough is
Enough”. The evaluation is taking place in three stages and this report covers the
fieldwork and desk-based research that took place as part of stage 2 of the
evaluation. Fieldwork for stage 2 of the evaluation took place between
September and November 2013. This report can be read in conjunction with the
stage one evaluation report.
The evaluation has the following objectives:
• To capture at the outset, during the life of the project and at the end of the
project, the activity, outputs, impacts and outcomes of the GPP
• To evaluate the processes behind the programme and capture learning to help
inform the continued development of the programme
• To capture the full range of impacts, including economic, social and health
impacts on all stakeholders, beneficiaries and the wider community. The
evaluation should also capture the impacts on specific communities and
specific geographies.
• To assess whether the programme is targeting the right people in the right
way.
The evaluation is taking an action research approach, which means that there
can be flexibility in the approach to ensure that the evaluation is able to take into
account the practical realities of the environment in which the GPP is being
delivered.

2.2

About the Waltham Forest Gang Prevention Programme (GPP)
The Waltham Forest GPP “Enough is enough” is a three year innovative multiagency programme (running since 2011) to address and prevent gang-related
violence and other activity within the London Borough of Waltham Forest
(LBWF). It draws on the findings of the 2006 report Our Reluctant Gangsters by
Professor John Pitts (about the structure, activities and impact of gang activities
in Waltham Forest) as well as the recommended principles behind the 2009
Centre for Social Justice report Dying to Belong. It has used these findings and
recommendations to develop a holistic partnership approach that seeks
sustainable behaviour change by individuals through the active support of
families and communities. The main aims of the GPP are to:
• Reduce the number of murders, violent incidents and robberies
• Bring a greater proportion of those who carry out gang violence to justice
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• Improve the quality and timeliness of information about violent incidents in
those neighbourhoods
• Increase public confidence in the police, council and key partners to tackle
violence
• Increase community cohesion in those neighbourhoods
2.3

Methodology
The approach and methodology to evaluating the GPP was agreed through a
collaborative approach between Cordis Bright and the LBWF as well as the
evaluation steering group which is chaired by a representative from the A Better
Way Partnership and has representation from the Waltham Forest Youth
Independent Advisory Group (YIAG).
As part of the collaborative and action research approach taken, all methods and
fieldwork tools were agreed with the LBWF and members of the GPP evaluation
steering group. During stage two the following evaluation activity has been
completed:
• Review of documentation and monitoring data: We have conducted a
review of strategic and operational documentation and monitoring data
provided to us by the GPP to inform this second stage evaluation report.
• Interviews with key decision makers, service providers and community
representatives: In total, we conducted in-depth interviews with 34
stakeholders. Of these 15 can be categorised as key decision makers, 13
were service providers and 6 were community representatives.
• Survey of key stakeholders: An online survey was sent to a contact list of 70
GPP stakeholders provided to Cordis Bright by the evaluation steering group.
This survey received a response from 30 stakeholders including key decision
makers, service providers and community representatives. This represents a
response rate of 43% which is a good response rate for an online survey such
as this4 – especially given that survey respondents may also have been asked
to complete a telephone interview during the research period.
• Consultation with beneficiaries, family members and key workers: In
total, we conducted 32 in-depth interviews with beneficiaries and family
members. This included 24 interviews with beneficiaries and 8 interviews with
family members. We also received 22 completed outcomes focussed case
studies from key workers. As part of this consultation, we managed to conduct
interviews with beneficiaries and family members who participated in stage
one (i.e. 9 out of 10 of the original cohort were interviewed).

4
However, the email invitation to participate in the online survey also asked potential respondents to forward the
survey onto other stakeholders using a “snowball approach”. As such caution should be applied in terms of this
response rate calculation.
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• Community survey: A total of 14 community surveyors were trained by
Cordis Bright in October 2013 as part of the stage two evaluation. They
worked to conduct questionnaires in their local communities with people that
they know. In total 254 surveys were received by the deadline for the stage
two evaluation report. This is an increase in the number of surveys completed
from the stage one evaluation report,
2.4

Challenges of the evaluation
The context for evaluating the Waltham Forest GPP has proved challenging for a
number of reasons:
•

Delays in appointing an evaluation partner which meant that the stage 2
evaluation has taken place towards the end of year 3 rather than in year 2 of
the programme as was originally envisaged. This has also meant that the
stage 1 baseline evaluation report was produced in July 2013, leaving limited
time for the GPP to respond effectively to recommendations from the stage 1
evaluation before the stage 2 evaluation in November 2013.

•

Delays in commissioning some elements of the programme such as service
providers on the GPP specialist service framework and the small grants
programme.

•

Identification of a cohort of beneficiaries for face to face interviews took more
time than expected.

Flexibility has been required to take these issues into account. This has included
responding quickly to interviews that were often secured at short notice.
2.5

Evaluation report structure
The evaluation report is structured as follows:
•

Section 3: Review of documentation and monitoring data

•

Section 4: Interviews with key decision makers, service providers and
community representatives

•

Section 5: Survey of key stakeholders

•

Section 6: Consultation with beneficiaries, family members and key workers

•

Section 7: Community survey findings

Each section begins with a summary of key findings.
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3

Review of documentation and monitoring
data
Key messages

•

Based on the documentation and monitoring information supplied for the
stage 2 evaluation report, the scope of the GPP is now clearer. However,
there is still no consistent mechanism for measuring the outcomes of the
programme, and the projects within it, against its original objectives. The
GPP is aware of this and via the evaluation steering group has stated that
action is being undertaken to improve monitoring arrangements.

•

Monitoring data seen by Cordis Bright is of variable quality. However, data
collected about referrals to the Bronze operational group does now enable
an analysis of the characteristics of beneficiaries and of their route to
entering and exiting the programme. Although this data does not capture
detailed information about beneficiaries’ background characteristics, the
nature of intervention they receive and how much support they receive, and
the impact of the support received on outcomes.

•

Officially recorded data shows that there has been a further reduction in
serious youth violence, gun crime and knife crime in the London Borough of
Waltham Forest in 2012/13 compared to 2011/12, following a substantial
reduction in the previous year. On the basis of this official data, the LBWF is
performing well against other Ending Gang and Youth Violence London
Boroughs5. It may be probable that the GPP has made some contribution to
this reduction in officially recorded crime data, however, caution should be
applied in suggesting that the GPP is solely responsible for declining crime
rates.

•

Currently monitoring data in not collected systematically in a way that
measures the impacts and outcomes of the programme. This makes it
difficult to assess to what extent the GPP has directly affected or contributed
to the fall in violent crime figures. As the GPP develops GPP colleagues
have suggested that monitoring systems will improve to ensure that the
impacts of the GPP, and the projects within it, on outcomes can be
demonstrated more effectively.

•

Following a recommendation in the stage on evaluation report, the
organisational structure of the GPP is now much clearer.

•

Financial information is now available for year two of the programme. This

5
Although caution should be used in making this comparison. Home Office colleagues report that these figures
may not be comparable due to issues with recording and also they have not been agreed with the police.
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shows a further under-spend against budget, following a large under-spend
in year one. The under-spend appears to be due to delays in letting
contracts and in putting in place the agreed components of the GPP, i.e. the
specialist provider framework and the small grants programme experienced
significant delays. The expenditure budget for the three years of the
programme is £3.5 million. Expenditure is matched by income from a range
of sources, some of which are one-off receipts. The GPP is projected to
spend in line with budget in 2013/14 and to return an under-spend of some
£243k at the end of the three year life of the programme.

3.1

Introduction
This section provides an overview and analysis of information supplied to Cordis
Bright by Waltham Forest GPP for the second stage evaluation report.
Information has now been updated and includes data and documentation that
relates to years one, two and three of the programme.

3.2

Gangs Prevention Programme structure and roles
The operational structure of the programme and the roles of agencies within it are
now much clearer. Cordis Bright has been supplied with organisation charts,
which illustrate the governance and operational arrangements of the GPP. Figure
2 shows that the GPP is ultimately overseen by LBWF’s Crime and Disorder
Reduction Partnership, Safety Net. Safety Net operates through thematic subboards, and the GPP reports in to the Reducing Re-offending Board. Silver Board
is the Gang Prevention Programme board, whose membership is shown in Figure
3. Silver Board meets monthly to review progress and evaluate challenges for the
programme and is jointly chaired by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) Lead
for Gangs and LBWF’s Head of Community Safety.

©
Final report

| February 2014

22

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

Figure 2 Governance structure of the GPP

Figure 3 Membership of the Silver Board
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The operational management of the GPP is delivered by a specialist team, which
includes a Co-ordinator, a Programme Manager and thematic leads (see Figure 4
below).
Figure 4 Management structure of the GPP

Oversight of the GPP by Safety Net and Silver Board
Minutes of Safety Net and Silver Board meetings were supplied. Records of the
matters discussed indicate that both Safety Net and Silver Board appear to have
effective oversight of the operation of the GPP, and that key decisions about the
programme are taken at the appropriate level. Minutes of the Silver Board
indicate that the group is focused on the processes of the GPP and that there
has been very little discussion of outcomes. However, this may be a reflection of
the way decisions are recorded rather than of the discussions which actually took
place.
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3.3

Services and activities forming part of the GPP
The stage one evaluation report included a detailed description of the services
and activities forming part of the GPP. At the time of completing the stage one
evaluation report (July 2013), comprehensive information was not available
about:
•

Specialist services commissioned through a framework agreement

•

GPP Grant Pilot Scheme (also known as Small Grants Programme)

Cordis Bright has now received updated information about these initiatives, as
well as information about other activity funded by and contributing to the GPP.
This is summarised in Figure 5.
Figure 5 Diagram summarising GPP contracts and commissioning arrangements

Specialist commissioned services
In April 2012 the LBWF facilitated a tendering process for the delivery of GPP
Specialist Services, from which 17 providers were selected to enter a framework
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agreement for the delivery of particular lots. The following lots have now been
awarded. All contracts run to 31 March 2014.
Figure 6 Specialist Framework Agreement

Lot information

Status

Contract
value

Organisation

Lot 1A Specialist outreach for non-statutory Awarded
18+ and their families to include casework,
support, exits and referrals.

£96,858

St Giles Trust

Lot 1B Intervention programme for siblings
of gang members and primary school age
intervention project

Awarded

£67,525

Family Action

Lot 2 Specialist providers of interventions
for young women (and young men) in
gangs linked to sexual exploitation

Awarded

£57,600

Safer London
Foundation

Lot 3 Specialist providers in high level
conflict resolution and mediation

Selection
process
underway
£50,260

The Greenleaf
Trust

£24,000

Hackney and City
Mind

£45,000

The Small
Business
consultancy

Lot 4 Specialist provider of Prison In Reach Awarded
- support visits and a 10 week intervention
programme to young people in prison prior
to release
Lot 5 Community and voluntary sector
capacity building working with gangs

To be
advertised
Nov/Dec
2013

Lot 6 Community and voluntary sector
development of community resilience and
governance

To be
advertised
Nov/Dec
2013

Lot 7 Clinical supervision for staff

Awarded

Lot 8 Trauma support for young children

Withdrawn
from
framework

Lot 9 Business and Entrepreneurship for
young people

Awarded
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Additional funded activity
The following services have also been commissioned to support the GPP. Again,
all contracts are due to run to 31 March 2014.
Figure 7 Additional funded activity

Contracted organisation

Service provided

Contract value

Award date

The Brandon Centre

A flexible weekday
service providing
multi-systemic
therapy to seven
families per year.

£70, 000

1 October 2012

Victim Support

Victim support
services based
within community
safety and GPP to
support victims of
crime.

£66,953

1 April 2013

Berovus Ltd

Operational Lead
services for the
GPP 1,670 Hours

£60,000

1 April 2013

Kingsley Hamilton
Management

GTD (ETE)
Operational Lead
for the GPP 1,670
hours

£50,000

1 April 2013

Alternative Associates Ltd

Commissioning/Pro
gramme
Management for
£45,299
the GPP 1,670
hours

1 August 2013

Small Grants Programme
According to the document Appendix A GPP Grant pilot scheme the GPP
strategy aims to utilise a mix of organisations to tackle the gang problem in
priority neighbourhoods and identifies a role for grassroots and voluntary
organisations. The grant aid fund of £189,000 was put in place to secure local
partnerships, which are intended to develop the capacity and future sustainability
of the GPP. It aims to provide organisations with funding to assist in capacity
building, working with and referring potential service users to the GPP, and
improving sustainability. The grant is intended to deliver interventions for a wider
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cohort of young people as well as those affected by sexual exploitation,
particularly women and girls.
Figure 8 summarises the 12 projects funded under the Small Grants Programme
for which monitoring information was provided, including intended beneficiaries,
work to date, planned work and intended outcomes and contribution to the GPP
programme. In the majority of cases the amount of funding was not provided.
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Figure 8 Summary of projects funded under the Small Grants Programme

Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Box4Life/Free2B 35 young people
(aged 8 – 18) to
(Box4Life)
take part in boxing
activity.
10 – 30 young
people (aged 12 –
18) to take part in
drama sessions
BRIDGE
(Building
Respect in
Diverse Groups
Everywhere)

Information
unclear as to
whether target
number is 125 or
90 beneficiaries

(Salaam Peace)

Work to date

Planned work

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

Evening non-contact
boxing training scheduled
to have started in June
running weekly for 30
sessions.

Unclear how far projects
have progressed. The
boxing and drama
sessions should have
taken place from
monitoring information
provided.

Engagement with Not noted on
at risk young
monitoring
people to improve schedule
fitness and focus
(boxing) and selfexpression, skills,
awareness of
risky behaviour
(drama).

Unclear how progressed
the work is from the
information provided.

Supporting young Not noted on
people to gain
monitoring
education training schedule
and jobs through
individual support
and mentoring.

Free2B drama workshops
starting in June running
until September.
Provision of support
through homework clubs
and 1-2-1 support, multisports/outdoor pursuits
and workshops on e.g.
PREVENT, sexual health,
volunteering, street safety.

Seems to be a crossborough event and a
cross city event planned
for later in the project

Support to be provided at
range of venues, including
schools and leisure centre
E-Flow
©
Final report

| February 2014

40 young people

Work centres on using

Unclear what has

Not noted on
29

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

Project
(Organisation)

(KNI
Foundation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Work to date

aged between 13 - Parkour/Free Running to
19
inspire young people, get
them working together,
open horizons, engage in
community focussed
activities (such as
cleaning outdoor training
areas) and engaging key
members to lead on
aspects of the Parkour
project over time.

Planned work

happened to date, but
seems as if an ongoing
programme of sessions
run by two Parkour
coaches and trained
volunteers started in July
2013 and will run until Feb
2014

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme
monitoring
schedule

Implied but not confirmed
that work started in July.
Making of the
Brand
(A Better Way
Partnership CIC)
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10 – 15 young
people

Course planned of 12 twohour sessions on
entrepreneurship and
skills development around
this. Course will be
followed up by individual
follow up sessions and
‘mentoring’.

12-week course to be
finished and videoing of
key sessions as well as
assessment of progress
to be finished towards end
of 2013.
Follow up sessions to
happen with participants
in 2014.

Intervention to
Not noted on
help young
monitoring
people gain
schedule
basics of
entrepreneurship,
including practical
skills. Intention to
encourage
alternative route
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Work to date

Planned work

Course should have
started (in October 2013)

Final report

to gang violence

Mentoring
Project
(Leytonstone
Youth Café
Community
Initiative)

20 adult mentors
will be trained and
work with 40
young people ‘at
risk of violent
extremism’ in
school setting

10 adults were meant to
have been recruited in
Sept 2013, but it is
unclear from information
provided whether this has
happened.

Further recruitment of
adult mentors, specialist
training work with young
people at risk of violent
extremism in school
setting
Feedback from mentors to
young people and further
placements planned

Preventative
strategy aimed at
supporting young
people in school
setting to think
through
implications of
getting involved
in violent
extremism with
help of adult
mentors

Mirror Image

20 young girls at
risk of or affected
by gang
involvement

According to the
schedule, project by now
has recruited 20 young
girls and offered 20
sessions with a beautician
to build trust and
relationships. Following
this, participants are

Unclear from information
provided how far this has
progressed, but
programme of
interventions taking place
between July 2013 and
March 2014.
Beneficiaries will be

Young girls at risk £14,116.02
of gang
involvement
engaged in skills
development as
well as
encouraged to
reflect on gang-

(CBHA &
Headliners
Consortium)

©

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme
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Project
(Organisation)

Orient
Opportunities
(Leyton Orient
Community
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Intended
beneficiaries

45 young people

Work to date

Planned work

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

encouraged to move on to referred or signposted to
other interventions:
other services at end of
counselling; learning
project in March 2014.
through journalism
sessions and mentoring.

related issues
and develop skills
to address unsafe
and negative
behaviours. Aim
to reduce gang
involvement, to
register for
accredited
learning and to
develop personal
skills around
making healthy
choices and
developing and
maintaining
positive
relationships

Little information provided.
15 young people to be
recruited on three sixweek courses, the first of
which was meant to be

To engage and
support young
people into a
structured
employability

Further two 6-week
courses to be run in
November 2013 and
February 2014

Not noted on
monitoring
schedule
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Sports
Programme)

©
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Planned work

run in September. It is not
clear from information
provided that this has
happened.

Silence the
Violence and
Young Stars

45 young people
aged 14 – 19
directly

(Khulisa)

Beyond these
projects the
project notes a
range of potential
indirect
beneficiaries in
terms of family
members,
community
members, pupils
and teachers and
extended
networks.

| February 2014

Work to date

Three 3-day Silence the
Violence programmes for
10 – 15 YP a time are
planned with this work.
One has taken place (end
Sept) and the other is set
to run at the end of
November. The final is
planned for end of Jan
2014.
Half day workshops
delivered by young people
to schools, parents,
community groups
(planned Oct/Nov 2013).

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme
programme
(sports
engagement) and
signpost them to
future learning.

Training sessions by
young people for schools,
parents, community
groups.
Further 3-day programme
for final cohort to be run
Liaison and networking
with existing social
enterprise support i.e.
Newham Young Stars
(Jan 2014)

Raising
£16,961
awareness
amongst young
people of need
for non-violence
and supporting
innovation and
fresh thinking. It
is hoped that a
local, peer-led
Young Stars
group will take on
a life of its own in
LBWF as a social
enterprise.
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Work to date

Planned work

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

The Haven’s
Gang Victims’
Counselling and
Support
Programme

10 new victims
every 12 weeks
(30 in all)

Adverts for this victim
support service placed.
Freephone number set up
and publicity material
distributed.

Ongoing counselling and
fortnightly support groups
to be continued.

Not noted on
Supporting
victims post-gang monitoring
schedule
violence to deal
better with their
own situation
(possibly through
counselling),
reconnect to
families and gain
better life skills
and coping
strategies for the
future.

(The Haven –
the Survivors’
Network)

Two workshops have
been held in collaboration
with Safer London
foundation

Monitoring visit planned,
as are two monitoring
reports.

Ongoing support of
counselling services and
fortnightly support groups
started mid September.
The Wisdom
Well
(Studio 3 Arts)
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30 – 50
disengaged YP
30 – 50 adult
volunteers
250 local people
attending
Community
Conversations

Partnership development
Training materials
produced
Events and training
preparation e.g. venue
identification
Recruitment of 30 young
people started Oct 2013.

Facilitation training course
and applied arts volunteer
training (Nov/Dec 2013)
Applied arts volunteer
training (Nov/Dec 2013)
3 themed ‘community
consultation’ events
(Jan/Feb 2013)

Disengaged
young people
engaged and
supported to
undertake
meaningful
sessions with
adults looking at

Not noted on
monitoring
schedule
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Work to date

100 people
attending ‘final
sharing’

Together for
20 young
Peace
beneficiaries
(African Heritage intended
and Education
Centre)
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Part time Community
Gang Prevention worker
recruited and been
working since July 2013.
Range of workshop on:
Communication and
Conflict Resolution;
Personal Coaching;

Planned work

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

Write up of
recommendations and
event findings for Met
Police

social issues
Young people
gain useful
experience and
references to
support future
options
Adults and young
people have
dialogue about
future
Findings
disseminated to
Met Police

Further workshops to be
run to complete the
programme, as well as
ongoing networking
activities.

Raising
awareness and
prevention and
intervention
services to those
at risk of gang
involvement
Seeking to divert

£15,556
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Work to date

Planned work

Fights, Knives, Guns
Drugs; Teenage
Pregnancy started at
Forest Community Centre.

young people
from gang activity
both pre and
during
engagement
Embedding
approaches in
community
through
networking and
locating sessions
at Community
Centre, as well as
outreach.
Seeking to
change cultural
norms

At this stage appear to
have engaged with
between 60 – 70% of total
target beneficiaries

TSPYS MultiMedia
Programme
(TSP Youth
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40 young people
(20 of them on a
‘female only’
course) aged 12 –

Project will provide a
range of interventions
(course of sessions,
individual workshops and

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

Unclear from information
provided how work
progressing.

Engaging young
people in
activities which
can help them

£18,595.50
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Project
(Organisation)

Intended
beneficiaries

Space - The
Soul Project)

16 will benefit from work experience
an 8 session
programme) to help young
workshop
people engage with ideas
around gangs through
A further 60 young media and making films.
people aged 12 16 will benefit from According to schedule
an individual
courses should have
workshop
started in August with
individual workshops, and
10 young people
participants recruited onto
aged 16 – 18 will
work experience
benefit from an
programme. Sessions
audio visual work were to take place from
experience
Oct 2013 – Feb 2014.
programme over a
6 month period
Exhibition/showcase
event meant to happen in
Sept 2013, but unclear if
this has happened.

| February 2014

Work to date

Planned work

Overall desired
Amount
outcome and
awarded
contribution to
GPP programme

Exhibition and showcase
event planned for next
year (July 2014), as well
as an award ceremony in
December 2014 at the
end of the programme.

reflect on gang
issues as well as
developing multimedia skills. Aim
of diverting
people from gang
involvement and
providing
alternative to
gang-related
violence.
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3.4

Monitoring issues raised from Small Grants information
Monitoring information was provided for twelve projects funded under the small
grants programme. The information was available in the form of a project
schedule detailing targets and outcomes, measurable outcomes and target
completion dates.
The monitoring forms were varyingly helpful in giving an overview of the work
underway. There was a wide variety of understanding in what constitutes a
SMART objective and a measurable outcome, and it may be helpful to clarify this
for grant recipients in order to facilitate more standard reporting and
interpretation. Some forms were able to identify a range of monitoring and
evaluation measures which are integrated into the programme, whereas others
were difficult to read and it was not clear how progress would be measured other
than by counting outputs.
In nearly all cases, there would seem to be a value in looking at not only the
immediate feedback gained on the project’s activities, but also looking at a way of
tracking individuals in order to assess the value of the interventions over time.
There is currently a risk that interventions are assessed on the basis of
immediate feedback on events or sessions, which though part of the picture, will
not help to form a more complete view of how useful such interventions may be in
terms of longer term behaviour change. This is likely to be true of a number of
activities across the GPP, and it may be worthwhile giving further thought to how
to do this across the programme given the inherent difficulties and challenges of
so doing.

3.5

Operational plans and progress
GPP tracker
Three GPP tracker forms were available for review charting progress up to the
end of June, August and September 2013. There were no further forms to view
after this point, but this may be in part because the majority of actions are marked
as ‘Completed’ by the end of September 2013.
The actions outstanding relate to the planning of work based on an agreed exit
strategy for the four milestone/outcome areas which are:
• More gang members and their families receive intensive multi-agency help
• Communities in priority locations will have more confidence in the Council,
Police and other agencies to tackle gang violence
• We will improve the service to victims of gang violence
• We will keep partners and residents informed about what we are doing to
tackle gangs in the borough
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Work stream action plans
Work stream action plans were provided for the four work streams:
• Family partnership
• Enforcement
• Youth advancement
• A Better Way Partnership
All four plans list the activities that each work stream will undertake, but lack
detail about expected outcomes and measures of success. It is unclear as to
what progress there has been against the original plans, as there is no consistent
reporting mechanism across the programme. This observation was made in the
first evaluation report.
3.6

Who are the users of the programme?

3.6.1

The Matrix
The Police provided statistics about Gang nominals on the Matrix (this is a list of
individuals who are suspected of being at risk of involvement in gangs as either a
victim or a perpetrator or both in gangs). These statistics show that as of October
2013 there were:
• 174 live nominals
• No nominals with a red RAG rating, 52 has amber ratings and 122 had green
ratings.
• 58 nominals in custody, two of these had a red RAG rating, 32 an amber
rating and 34 had a green rating
It is currently not possible to assess whether individuals on the matrix have been
supported by GPP funded interventions.

3.6.2

Bronze data
Details about individuals referred to the GPP via the ‘Bronze’ operational group
are recorded on a spreadsheet. The following information is captured:
• Date of birth
• Address
• Gender
• Referral date
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• Review date
• Associated gang (where known)
• Lead agency
• Housing provider (where applicable)
• Date of and reason for closure of the case
Cordis Bright reviewed Bronze data which was available for the financial year
2012/13. Figure 9 to Figure 13 shows that:
• 274 people were referred to the Bronze group; 88% were male and 11% were
female.
• The youngest person referred to Bronze is 12 and the oldest 38. The average
age of people referred is 21.
• In over 50% of cases, the lead agency is located in the criminal justice sector.
It is unclear whether or not individuals are involved with or supported by other
agencies which are part of the GPP.
• 70% of referrals were identified as members of known gangs in Waltham
Forest, or as members of gangs in other London boroughs. They were
identified as gang members by multi-agency partners attending the Bronze
Group, i.e. this was not just based on, for example, intelligence from the
Matrix.
• 188 cases remained active as at September 2013. The remaining 86 cases
had been closed.
Figure 9 Numbers by gender who have been through the Bronze process

Gender

Number

Male

241 (88%)

Female

29 (11%)
6

Unknown (field blank)

6
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4 (1%)

This is based on information submitted by LBWF.
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Figure 10 Numbers by age who have been through the Bronze process

Age range

Number of referrals

Percentage

Age 12-16

23

8%

Age 17 - 20

118

43%

Age 21 - 25

96

35%

Age 26 - 30

22

8%

Age 31 - 35

6

2%

Age 35 - 38

4

1%

Not recorded

5

2%

274

100%

Total

Figure 11 Lead agency assigned during the Bronze process

Lead agency

Number

Probation

60

Family Partnership Team

57

Police

34

Youth Engagement Team

31

7

Unknown (blank)

28

Youth Offending Service

14

TYS

13

ASB

6

Victim Support

8

MST/FPT

5

Community Safety

4

7
This is based on information supplied by LBWF. It should be noted that all cases should have a lead
professional and this should be routinely and systematically recorded in the future.
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Lead agency

Number

Education

4

Social Care

4

Housing

3

Going The Distance

2

Ascham Homes

1

Total

274

Figure 12 Gang membership of those going through Bronze process

Gang membership

Number

Percentage

Gang affiliation unconfirmed

83

30%

Other gangs

55

20%

Beaumont Crew

34

12%

Loyal Soldiers

31

11%

Chingford Hall

27

10%

Priory Court

24

9%

Victim

13

5%

7

3%

274

100%

Thatched House
Total

Figure 13 Reasons for case closure

Reason for closure
Lack of intelligence re gang affiliation
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Number
14

Completed programme

8

Moved to category D

8

Threshold not met

8
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Reason for closure
No further incidents

8

Moved away

6

Charged with an offence

3

Dormant case

3

Client turned 18

2

In custody

3

Moved to category C

2

Referred to Victim Support

2

Deceased

1

Failure to engage

1

Passed to enforcement

1

Transferred to Probation

1

Unknown

8

Total cases closed

3.7
3.7.1

Number

15
86

Outputs and outcomes
Trends from EGYV data

As noted in the first stage evaluation report, there is a range of evidence
available about the impact and outcomes of enforcement activities in LBWF.
Cordis Bright has been supplied with additional data, which provides a more up to
date picture of performance against crime reduction targets.
Figures relating to Ending Gang and Youth Violence (EGYV) crimes are now
available for the year to 31 March 2013 (figures for the six months to 30
September 2012 were reported on in the stage one evaluation report).
Overall, there was a 4.2% reduction in EGYV crimes (homicide, attempted
murder, wounding with intent to do GBH, inflicting GBH without intent) in LBWF in
8
This is based on information supplied to us by LBWF. It should be noted that all cases should have reasons for
case closure recorded in the future.
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the year to 31 March 2013. There was a 12.1% reduction in those crimes
involving a knife and a 76.9% reduction in gun-enabled EGYV crimes.
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Figure 14 LB Waltham Forest EGYV data 2011/12 and 2012/13 all age groups
LB Waltham Forest EGYV Data Analysis FY 2012-3: All age groups
Waltham Forest
All age groups

Knife Involved Gun Enabled %
% Change
Change

Previous
Month

Knife
Involved

Gun
Enabled

Current
Month

Knife
Involved

Gun
Enabled

2011-12
YTD

Knife
Involved

Gun
Enabled

2012-13
YTD

Knife
Involved

Gun
Enabled

Overall %
Change

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

1
2

1
2

0
0

5
4

4
3

0
1

300.0%
50.0%

0.0%
0.0%

400.0%
100.0%

8

4

0

8

3

0

149

75

11

158

61

2

-18.7%

-81.8%

6.0%

11
19

2
6

0
0

30
38

4
7

0
0

161
313

29
107

2
13

133
300

26
94

0
3

-10.3%
-12.1%

-100.0%
-76.9%

-17.4%
-4.2%

FY2012/3
Homicide
Attempted Murder
Wounding with intent to do
GBH
Inflicting GBH without intent
(inc Rac Agg)
EGYV Total

Figure 15Number of LBWF knife and gun offences 2011/12 – 2012/13
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Figure x: Number of LBWF EGYV offences by type 2011/12 – 2012/13
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Figure 16 Change in EGYV crime numbers (all age groups) from 2011/12 to 2012/13: all London Boroughs
60.0%
51.7%

50.0%

43.9%

40.0%
30.0%

10.0%

22.8%

20.7%

20.0%

16.3%

15.2%
10.5%

11.2%

0.0%
-6.3%

-10.0%

-7.1%

2.1%
-4.4%

5.5%5.6%
-5.1%

3.1%
-1.4%
-6.4%

-2.2%
-3.4%

-22.8%
-24.8%
-25.7%

-30.0%

-4.2%

-16.3%

-17.0%

-20.0%

-3.7%
-4.3%

-23.8%

-32.6%
-33.3%
-39.0%

-40.0%
-50.0%

150.0%

100.0%

Increase / Decrease

Figure 17 Change in EGYV crime numbers by age group in Waltham Forest and neighbouring boroughs

EGYV Data: Neighbouring Boroughs
All ages
Aged 10 - 19 yrs
Aged 10 - 16 yrs

50.0%

0.0%
Enfield

Hackney

Haringey

Newham

Redbridge

Tower Hamlets

Waltham Forest

-50.0%

-100.0%
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3.7.2

VIPER data: baseline for 2011/12

Cordis Bright has been provided with a copy of the ‘Violence Indicator Profiles for
England Resource’ (VIPER) data collated by the North West Public Health
Observatory. This data is a new resource that the GPP has secured. The data
supplied includes the following indicators, with figures for the year ended 31
March 2012. These figures may be used as a baseline against which to measure
change in violence against the person hospital admissions in Waltham Forest. It
should be noted that mapping this data against EGYV data should be treated
with caution due to categorisation differences. Rather this data will be useful in
terms of trend analysis. However, caution should also be applied in asserting that
the GPP is solely responsible for any future drops in violence related hospital
admissions as there are likely to be a range of other interventions and reasons
which may also help explain a drop in rates.
Stakeholders suggested that in the future the Local Authority, Police and Health
services may consider working together to map the differences in gang related
crime reported to and officially recorded by the Police in comparison to the
numbers accessing Health services due to gang related issues. There is a
concern that the numbers seeking medical attention is greater than the number of
crimes reported to the Police as a result of gang violence.
Relevant indicators, with data for 2011/12, are shown in the table below:
Figure 18 VIPER baseline data 2011/12
Indicator description

Violence against the person offences, crude rate per 1,000
population, 2011/12 (Home Office recorded crime statistics and Office
for National Statistics 2010 mid-year population estimates rounded).

LBWF
number
2011/12

England
average per
local
authority
2011/12

4,926

2,179

900

312

861

580

Emergency hospital admission for violence (external
causes: ICD 10 codes X85-Y09), first finished consultant episodes
(FFCE). Directly age standardised rate per 100,000 population, 2009/10
to 2011/12 (pooled) (NWPHO using Hospital Episode Statistics and
Office for National Statistics 2009 and 2010 (x2) mid-year population
estimates pooled).

Accident and Emergency first attendances for
violence (patient code 20 (assault code)). Crude rate per 100,000
population 2010/11 (NWPHO using HES online extract – Accident and
Emergency First Attendances – Experimental Statistics and Office for
National Statistics 2010 mid-year population estimates). This is an
experimental national data set generated by the NWPHO using an
experimental statistical model.
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3.7.3

Qualitative case studies

Four case studies were provided for review:
• Going the Distance (GTD), providing education, employment and training
assistance to gang members, their associates and victims of gang violence.
• Safe and Secure, a cross-borough emergency relocation programme for gang
members
• Family Partnership Team (FPT), a multi-disciplinary team adopting a casework
approach to families caught up in gang violence
• Victim Support champion, an individual providing support to victims of gang
violence.
The case studies give useful if limited snapshots of work being undertaken under
the GPP. They are of course written about different types of activity in a complex
programme and it may be useful to make some changes to format to enable
these to be more immediately accessible as a GPP monitoring tool, i.e. using a
consistent outcomes focussed case study template across the GPP. The current
format is ‘Background; Interventions; Impact’ and we would suggest the following
enhancement:
• Person context: (a) Why has your service come into contact with the person?
(b) Person circumstances and risk factors that suggested that support was
required? (c) Other indicators that the person was in need of support?
• How was the person supported? (a) What other agencies are involved, what
levels and kinds of support are being provided? Have you made any referrals
on, if so where? (b) How has the project assisted the person? What would
have happened without the service? What agencies would have been involved
if this service did not exist? (c) Description of activities / interventions that
have been used and reason for use? How does this link to risk / protective
factors presented?
• Feedback from stakeholders on the impact of the service? (a) Feedback
from person? (b) Feedback from carers / relatives / friends of the person? (c)
Feedback from other stakeholders with contact with the person, e.g. original
referrer, social worker, CMHT worker etc.
• Impact and outcomes experienced? This can be captured using a matrix
detailed below:
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• Lessons learned: This would capture lessons learned in terms of both
reasons or barriers for success and what could be improved from a practise
perspective in the future.
Regarding outcomes, it is noticeable that three of the case studies result in
relocation outside the borough as being the final successful outcome for the work
undertaken (FPT, Safe and Secure and Victim Support champion). The fourth
case study by GTD demonstrates the complexity of achieving lasting outcomes,
and shows how incremental gains in employability and confidence were
achieved, though ultimate employment outcomes were thwarted as a result of
external circumstances (attitude and approach of employer).
For the future, we would observe that reflections on partial success, such as
those contained in the GTD case study, may be very useful. More generally we
would note that as a programme monitoring tool, case studies which demonstrate
how attempts at intervention do not succeed as well as do succeed may also be
useful to build a more complete picture of interventions across the programme
and the learning to be derived from these. For this to be enabled, the GPP needs
to give clear permission to all providers to learn from failure as well as success,
and for case studies showing this to be a welcome and valid learning outcome of
the GPP.
3.8

Programme budget and costs

The GPP has a three-year expenditure budget of £3.5 million. Income totalling
£3.45 million is committed for the period, with a small deficit of £54k original
projected. However, the programme has underspent in its first two years. The
stage one evaluation report included a summary of expenditure against budget;
figures have now been supplied for year two, in which there was an underspend
against budget of £494,645. Figure 19 below shows a breakdown of spend
against budget on the various components of the programme.
Figure 19 Breakdown of spend against budget 2012/13

Component

Targeting gang
members and
their families
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Breakdown

Revised
Budget
2012/13
£

Spend Variance
2012/13
£

£

Core team of 6 staff plus running
costs

210,000

225,731

-15,731

6 PCs at reduced MPA rate

240,000

243,630

-3,630

Bespoke casework through
Going the Distance

100,000

46,003

53,997

Tier 2 mediation amongst gang
members

50,000

46,464

3,536

Prison Inreach

40,000

30,000

10,000
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Component

Breakdown

£

£

30,000

0

30,000

Probation Officer staff time

80,000

80,040

-40

Victim support services

45,000

1,542

43,459

MST

70,000

70,000

0

Emergency Housing Provision

10,000

31,587

-21,587

80,000

81,210

-1,210

150,000

150,000

Estate-based parent support
networks

15,000

15,000

Mentoring & conflict resolution

60,000

60,000

CVS capacity building

15,000

Confidence building events

10,000

10,000

Estate-based prevention
campaigns

10,000

10,000

Support for young people to start
own businesses through charities
and small business mentors

40,000

40,000

Training to all partners on gang
issues

15,000

4,621

10,379

Communications budget

20,000

5,763

14,237

110,000

115,606

-5,606

Research Partner

75,000

580

74,420

Welfare (clinical supervision)

12,000

2 x FTE specialist adviser and
programme manager

TOTAL

Spend Variance
2012/13

1 FTE Specialist Research Police
Officer

Neighbourhood 2PCs at reduced MPA rate
working
Specialist outreach )

Infrastructure

Revised
Budget
2012/13
£

1,487,000

9,579

5,421

12,000
992,355

494,645

In year three (2013/14), the GPP will receive reduced income and is expected to
spend its budget, resulting in a deficit for the year of approximately £573k.
Overall, the programme is expected to underspend by £243k over three years.
Figure 20 below shows a summary of actual income and expenditure for 2012/13,
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projected figures for 2013/14 and a projected overall position for the GPP at the
end of three years.
Figure 20 Summary of actual income and expenditure for 2012/13, projected figures for 2013/14
and a projected overall position for the GPP at the end of the three year funding period

Actual
2012/13
£

Budget
2013/14
£

Total

Community Safety staffing and MPS Police
contract

366,000

366,000

732,000

One off payment

101,000

0

101,000

Priority Fund

300,000

300,000

600,000

30% of the cohort linked to Ascham Homes

267,605

267,605

535,210

HRA Underspend (2011/12)

246,318

0

246,318

52,500

0

52,500

226,945

0

226,945

1,560,368

933,605

2,493,973

774,997

895,000

1,669,997

95,410

395,000

490,410

Infrastructure

121,949

217,000

338,949

TOTAL EXPENDITURE

992,355 1,507,000

2,499,355

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)

568,013

£

INCOME

CAGGK
Home Office funding
TOTAL INCOME
Targeting gang members and their families
Neighbourhood working
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-573,395

-5,382

UNDERSPEND 2011/12

248,541

TOTAL PROJECTED UNDERSPEND

243,159
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4

Interviews with key decision makers, service
providers and community representatives
Summary of key findings

©
Final report

•

Stakeholders were clear that there has been positive progress in year 3 of
the GPP particularly in relation to a significant reduction in officially recorded
crime rates and gang activity in the LBWF.

•

Stakeholders also identified considerable progress on appointing service
providers to the small grants programme and the specialist service
framework. Gang violence being identified as a health issue and linked to
health agendas was also seen as positive by stakeholder. Although there
was a recognition that there was more work to be done, a minority of
stakeholders also identified that there had been progress on the GPP
strategy, and organisational and governance structures (i.e. Bronze and
Silver groups), some of which were under review during this stage of the
evaluation. Also a minority were aware that the GPP had secured funding for
year 4 of the programme.

•

Although there was a relatively clear understanding of the aims and
objectives and target audience of the GPP by key decision makers which
related to reducing gang violence, reducing crime, and making streets safer
in the LBWF, service providers and community representatives were more
uncertain that these were widely understood. They attributed this to the time
that new service providers were in post, a lack of a communication strategy
to a wider audience, and difficulties with clearly articulating aims and
objectives of preventative activities. Although there was agreement that the
intended impacts and outcomes of the GPP were a reduction in violent crime
and an improved sense of safety in the community, many identified a lack of
evidence and clear identified measures as a weakness.

•

There was agreement among stakeholders that the GPP would benefit from
a strategic plan as proposed in a recommendation in the stage one
evaluation report. Stakeholders had mixed views about the quality of
strategic plans currently in place. A new strategic plan was seen as helping
to improve: (a) the understanding of the GPP across all stakeholders, (b) the
focus and direction for the programme in future years, (c) mechanisms for
measuring, demonstrating and reporting success, and (d) helping to ensure
an evidence-led approach to commissioning. However, stakeholders
acknowledged that progress had been made in this area in year 3, such as:
a strategy for year four is being developed for year 4 through a newly a
series of strategy meetings (co-chaired by the local authority and the A
Better Way Partnership) and stakeholders suggested that action plans have
been tightened up for the four work streams that make up the GPP.

•

There was agreement among all key decision makers and community
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representatives with the finding from the stage 1 evaluation report that
across all work streams the approach to collecting, collation, analysis and
dissemination of monitoring data could be improved. This approach was
regarded as providing greater evidence of need, work completed and
quality, impact against outcomes and consistency of data across services.
However, some progress had been made in this area as templates for
collecting consistent data from service providers are being developed, the
GPP is using reporting mechanisms (such as work stream performance
forms to the Silver Board, and monitoring of commissioned services); and
agreements have been developed for health, Accident and Emergency, and
the British Transport Police to share data with the GPP.
•

Stakeholders were relatively confident that they were collecting data that
provided evidence of the sustained impact of the GPP. However, the
evidence for the impact on beneficiaries and family members was seen as
stronger than the evidence collected on the impact of the wider community.
It was also recognised that SMART impact and outcome measures had not
been developed for the expected impact and outcomes of the programme.
Equally, information that is currently collected (including evidence against
impacts and outcomes developed by service providers) is not systematically
collated or analysed.

•

The referral process (particularly through the Bronze group) is relatively well
understood by stakeholders, but there was less awareness among
stakeholders of the referral process to single agencies. Weaknesses in the
allocation process for cases and accountability processes for professionals
to deliver outcomes identified are being addressed as part of the Bronze
review. However, information sharing was generally regarded as effective
within the GPP, but particularly the bronze group.

•

Stakeholders identified challenges to delivery that included:
o
o
o
o

•
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Clear identification of the approach to sustainability and future of the
GPP
Legal, procurement and contract issues
Accountability, decision making and access issues
Delays in developing referrals to service providers

Although partnership working was regarded as a strength of the GPP,
Governance and oversight as well as decision making and leadership were
identified as areas of improvement within the GPP. However, there was
optimism that governance and oversight would be improved through the
Bronze review and forthcoming Silver review. Leadership and decision
making were highlighted by stakeholders as needing improvement. For
instance, there was concern about a lack of clarity about where
responsibilities lie for the overall strategic leadership of the GPP.
Stakeholders were clear about operational leadership and programme
coordination.
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4.1

•

The majority of stakeholders were either unaware of how the GPP linked
and embedded measures of success to value for money, or identified it as
an area for improvement. The finances of the GPP were not regarded as
transparent by the majority of stakeholders.

•

Stakeholders emphasised a number of improvements and achievements
since the stage one evaluation report including: (a) networking events which
were seen as valuable and encouraged improved partnership working, (b)
the commissioning of specialist services and the small grants programme,
and (c) the continued and increasing involvement of young people from the
YIAG and community members representation on key strategic boards (i.e.
Silver) and the evaluation steering group. The majority of stakeholders felt
that the GPP was gaining momentum as year 3 progressed.

Overview
Cordis Bright conducted in-depth interviews with 34 stakeholders during April and
May 2013. Interviews were conducted either face-to-face or by telephone to meet
the needs of the stakeholders. Three interviews were conducted in pairs. The
names and email contact details of stakeholders were provided to Cordis Bright
by the GPP evaluation steering group. All interviews were conducted by
experienced Cordis Bright researchers and the sample included the following
groups:
• 15 key decision makers
• 13 service providers9
• 6 community representatives
Figure 21 Sample of stakeholders who participated in in-depth interviews
Organisation

Job titles

Key decision makers
London Borough of Waltham Forest

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

9
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Leader of the Council
Chief Executive
Gangs Programme Intelligence Analyst
Group manager for interventions, Stronger families,
safer communities
Serious Youth Violence and Gangs Coordinator
Assistant Director, Stronger Families, Safer
Communities
Deputy Manager for Statutory interventions YOT

Please note that 10 interviews were completed but three were with more than one individual
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Organisation

Job titles
•
•
•
•

Enough is Enough Programme Manager
Youth Offending service Manager (lead on Family
Partnership Team)
Senior Public Health Strategist
Education and Safeguarding Advisor for Gang
Prevention Programme

Metropolitan Police

•

Detective Inspector Gangs Taskforce

Pupil Referral Unit
London Probation Trust
Home Office
Victim Support

•
•
•
•

Head Teacher
Assistant Chief Officer
Ending Gang and Youth Violence unit representative
Senior Service Delivery Manager

Khulisa UK
Family Action
London Borough of Waltham Forest
Going The Distance
Active Change Foundation
Spark2Life
The Haven: The survivors network
City and Hackney MIND

•
•
•

Lead facilitator and Programme Manager
Project Coordinator
Gang programmes worklessness operational lead

•
•
•
•

Strategic Director
Project Manager
Charity Director
Supervisor

Leytonstone Youth Matters

•

Chair of Trustees

•

Managing Director
Community Turf

Safer London Foundation

•

Empower project
manager

•

Young Woman’s Case worker

St Giles Trust

•

Team Leader of
SOS

•

Partnership Manager

A Better Way partnership

•
•

Chairman
Director

London Borough of Waltham Forest

•
•
•

Youth IAG member
Participation Lead
Waltham Forest resident

•

Chair

Service providers

Community representatives

Community Safety Board

Themes that emerged across all stakeholders are discussed in this section, but
where the views of service providers were unique these have been drawn out in
section 4.9.
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Note of caution
Please note that interviews were conducted during a period when decisions
were being made about the future funding of the GPP in Waltham Forest.
This means that most interviews were conducted at a time of uncertainty
about the future of the programme, but some later interviews were completed
after decisions about the fourth year of funding had been announced.
Therefore, the analysis of interviews in this section should be read with this in
mind, i.e. some views may have been influenced by the uncertainty about the
future of the GPP.
4.2

Identified areas of progress against findings from stage 1
Figure 22 shows the relevant findings from the stage 1 evaluation report
stakeholder interview analysis. It shows where there has been some progress in
the view of stakeholders consulted. For example, the commissioned services
being in place, and the Youth Advancement work stream has made considerable
progress since the last evaluation report.
Figure 22: Progress against relevant findings from the Stage 1 report

Stage 1 finding

Summary of progress

Stakeholders felt that there had been barriers to delivery
of the GPP including:

Small grants programme and specialist service
framework providers are now delivering

• Delays in commissioning services and an evaluation
partner

• Delays in recruitment of key staff

Stakeholders identified that key staff have been
recruited into GPP services, but some issues around
delays in recruitment and staff sickness persist and the
constant change in key staff in statutory organisations
due to financial cuts

• Limited activity of the Youth Advancement work

Stakeholders identified significant progress that had
been made in the Youth Advancement work stream,
such as: (a) appointment of a safeguarding lead; (b)
engagement of young people in the GPP; and (c)
improved engagement with schools.

Stakeholders identified outcomes that mirrored the aims
and objectives for the programme as a whole and
identified some consistent outcomes for different
beneficiaries of the programme, particularly gang
members and the wider community, but were less
consistent about the outcomes for the family of gang
members. However, stakeholders did not discuss clear
outcome targets and measurements for the GPP. This
was identified as a major area of concern. Monitoring
impact against identified outcomes and agreed targets
was seen as vital in order to evidence the success of the
programme.

Stakeholders were aware that some progress has been
made on establishing impact and outcomes for the GPP
and measuring against these. Such as:

stream
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•

•

The new strategy development meetings are
considering these issues
The GPP is developing consistent monitoring data
templates
GPP is using reporting mechanisms for monitoring
for specialist services and the small grants
programme
Other agencies such as health and the British
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Stage 1 finding

Summary of progress
Transport Police have agreed to provide data
However, stakeholders were still concerned by the lack
of evidence and clear identified measures (such as
SMART impact and outcome measures) against the
intended impacts and outcomes of the GPP. Key
decision makers have suggested that this is currently
being addressed.

There was considerable concern among stakeholders
(particularly amongst community representatives) about
the monitoring of outcomes and the transparency of
activities, outputs, impact and outcomes of the
programme.

Some progress is being made by the GPP as the activity
of providers commissioned through the small grants
programme and the specialist service framework are
monitored against output and delivery targets. However,
it is unclear how widely this is disseminated or
monitoring performed in statutory services that are part
of the GPP.

Stakeholders were clear that there are significant
challenges for the GPP in the future, particularly in
relation to the sustainability of the programme both in
terms of funding and continuing to capitalise on the
effective partnership working that has been achieved in
the last two years. It was also commented on that
planning for sustainability should begin as soon as
possible.

Progress has been made in this area as some
stakeholders were aware that funding has been secured
for a fourth year of the GPP and strategy meetings have
been arranged to decide on the direction of the GPP in
the coming years. However, this was not known by
many stakeholders at the time of interview (possibly due
to timing issues of when the interview took place) and
many stakeholders continued to express concerns about
the sustainability of the GPP.

4.3

Aims of the GPP in year 3
Aims and objectives of GPP in year 3
The aims and objectives of year 3 of the programme identified by stakeholders
tended to mirror the aims and objectives of the programme overall. The majority
of stakeholders were either unaware of any aims or objectives specifically for
year 3 (particularly service providers) or explained that the GPP aimed to build on
its work in the previous two years. Most explained this was to reduce gangrelated violence, reduce crime and to make Waltham Forest a safer place (i.e.
improve community confidence). As one stakeholder closely associated with the
running of the programme acknowledged this was because the aims and
objectives for year 3 of the programme were not ‘clearly articulated’ and while
there was a year 2 plan, this was also not widely known about. Stakeholders also
discussed that the GPP aimed to continue to engage beneficiaries and families
and to improve the outcomes of those that had been engaged by the programme.
Specific achievements hoped for by the GPP identified by a minority of
stakeholders for year 3 included:
• Ensuring the GPP is sustainable past year 3, leaving a legacy, and securing
funding (most commonly identified aim)
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• Demonstrating outcomes and cash benefits of the programme, i.e. improve
monitoring and recording practices to demonstrate benefits and track
individuals
• Improving the Youth Advancement work stream
• Building on partnerships, particularly through links with health and social care
• Catching up with expected levels of work with services that had not been
commissioned previously
Stakeholders had mixed views about the extent to which the GPP had achieved
these aims in year 3. While key decision makers were relatively positive about
the achievements in year 3, (particularly in relation to the reductions in gun and
knife crime in the borough, good engagement work supporting families, and
improvements in partnership working), there was greater uncertainty about these
achievements among service providers and community representatives.. Many of
these stakeholders explained that they had not seen information on these
achievements, and some specifically stated that communication could be
improved and processes streamlined.
Furthermore, a minority identified uncertainty about the evidence available
against the aims and objectives of the GPP, such as the number of beneficiaries
that have exited gangs, and clear attribution of the reduction in crime figures to
the work of the GPP given that crime figures have fallen across London.
Stakeholders did, however, identify that some progress had been made with: (a)
engaging health partners, (b) improving the work of the Youth Advancement work
stream and (c) discussions were taking place about the future of the GPP, which
had ultimately led to another year of funding (see below for a more in depth
discussion).
Community representatives explained that the aims and objectives of the GPP to
reduce serious youth violence and provide diversionary activities such as
providing employment opportunities were not questioned and fit well with the
community. However, some raised concerns about the labelling of the
programme as a ‘gangs’ programme and the issues of stigmatisation and young
people pulling away from it as a result. They also raised concerns about the
image of the police and the conflation of ‘gangs’ with serious violence in the
borough, as one stakeholder in particular questioned the evidence of ‘gangs’
within the borough. However, some stakeholders considered that the community
would know more about the GPP in the future because of the range of
organisations funded through the small grants programme and the specialist
service framework.
Main achievements of the GPP in year 3
The majority of stakeholders were able to cite a range of key achievements made
by the GPP in year 3 of the programme. However, there was much less
awareness among newly appointed service providers. The key achievements
most frequently identified included:
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Strategic
• Effective agenda setting and increased awareness of gangs issues:
Stakeholders discussed the increased awareness of gang issues that the GPP
had promoted, which some felt had helped to reduce the level of gang
violence. They also pointed to the increasing prominence of the GPP as it has
received high profile attention from Cabinet Ministers, Theresa May and Iain
Duncan Smith, and the London Mayor, Boris Johnson.
• Improving effectiveness and developing the strategy: A minority of
stakeholders also discussed the improvements that were being made to the
effectiveness of the GPP and particularly mentioned the development of an
action plan for the Youth Advancement work stream and the recently
established series of GPP strategy development meetings (co chaired by the
chairman of the ABWP). The strategy meeting is intended to develop the
ongoing strategic direction of the GPP in the coming years and was seen by
some stakeholders as part of an increased focus on the actual budget and
spend versus value. Others saw the development of this series of meetings as
a response to the stage one evaluation report finding which identified the need
for clearer strategic planning and direction. Despite this progress some
stakeholders are still concerned about the lack of attendance and scrutiny at
the Silver Group which should have a key function as part of this process.
• Securing additional funding: Stakeholders that were interviewed later in the
fieldwork period and were aware of additional funding that had been made
available were clear that this was a significant achievement for the GPP.
£970,000 had been secured for year 4 of the GPP. However, they
acknowledged that this was not necessarily widely known as yet.
• Review of the Bronze group: Stakeholders that were aware of the review of
the Bronze group process considered the review to be a positive response to
the recommendations of the stage 1 evaluation report and were optimistic
about its impact on improved information collation, as well as accountability
and streamlining of the referral process. They explained that previously the
GPP had not been collecting what they needed operationally, because of the
speed and necessity to get the programme up and running. They
acknowledged that ideally they would have known what to collect at the
beginning of the programme.
• Identifying gang violence as a health issue and broader range of
referrals: Stakeholders were positive that violence was now on the agenda of
the health and wellbeing board and gang and sexual exploitation issues were
also being picked up. There had also been increased referrals for women and
from schools (which had increased by 50%), following a change in the referral
criteria for school age young people. However, a minority raised a concern
that there primary schools were not involved.
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Operational
• Improved partnerships and collaborative working: Stakeholders were
clear that partnership working had improved and that partners had an
increased understanding of the scope of the GPP, such as:
o
o

o

o

The Youth Advancement work stream and relationships with schools have
improved since the appointment of a dedicated worker one day a week
The increased involvement and ‘voice’ of young people within the GPP as
Youth Ambassadors, as members of the evaluation steering group and as
members of the ABWP board were also identified as innovative
approaches to working with the community.
Stakeholders particularly referenced the impact of the networking events
with the specialist service framework providers and small grant
programmes at increasing the involvement with voluntary and community
groups. They also explained that these events helped to improve the
legacy of the GPP and increased the understanding of the scope of the
GPP
Some stakeholders also explained that the degree of integration between
the ABWP, council and the police was improving

• Commissioned services are in place and delivering: Stakeholders
frequently discussed the importance of having commissioned services from
the specialist service framework and the small grants programme in place.
This was particularly identified because of previous delays in getting these
services in place and also the wider range of providers available to deliver
interventions to beneficiaries. Stakeholders also explained that these service
providers would ensure more focused resources and specialist service to help
improve beneficiaries’ outcomes.
Tactical
• Reduction in crime rates and gang activity: The reduction in violent crime
rates (quoted by some stakeholders as a 48% reduction in gang related
violence among 10-19 year olds) and the absence of any ‘red’ rated gang
members on the Matrix were regularly referred to by stakeholders as a key
achievement for the GPP. As one stakeholder explained the top gang
member in Waltham Forest is now rated 53rd on London wide gang Matrix.
The combination of engagement and enforcement were credited with this
change. However, a minority were uncertain whether this reduction could be
accurately attributed to the work of the GPP.
• Changing the lives of beneficiaries: Some stakeholders described the
achievements of the GPP in year 3 in terms of the increased likelihood that
gang members would exit gangs. They explained that this was achieved by
supporting gang members and families with a variety of needs which they
credited to the work of the Family Partnership Team (FPT), YET Police Officer
and St Giles Trust. Some stakeholders also discussed how engagement work
had been effective as more young people that had come to the attention of the
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police were more willing to engage, because enforcement was more robust
and they were therefore less willing to run the risk of being caught.
Service Providers that had been appointed in 2013 were uncertain about the
main achievements of the GPP since April 2013, because they lacked awareness
about the progress of the programme. Some providers described considerable
uncertainty about the impact of the programme and the number of organisations
that sit under the umbrella of the GPP.
Specific achievements of service providers
Service providers were relatively positive about the achievements made by their
services since April 2013, but were realistic that there had been some challenges
and delays in referrals. In addition, one of the service providers had only recently
been made aware that they were funded as part of the GPP. The main
achievements identified by service providers included:
• Improved relationships with other service providers: Service providers
discussed how their level of awareness of other organisations working in
Waltham Forest on gangs issues had increased. As one service provider
explained this was valuable because funders wanted to see joint working. In
addition, service providers discussed how their working relationships had
ensured greater access to higher value employment opportunities than would
otherwise have been available.
• Increased visibility of the services: Service providers discussed the
progress that they had made about improving awareness of their services
among other service providers and potential beneficiaries. Some specifically
referred to the importance of the networking events and developing publicity
materials as well as the new GPP directory of services website.
• Improved targeting of the services: Service providers discussed how the
GPP was able to assist service providers in identifying areas of need, as this
had proved a challenge for some organisations.
• Delivery targets: Service providers were able to discuss the extent to which
they had achieved their delivery targets, which were mixed and appeared to
relate to the length of time they had been operating as part of the GPP and the
extent to which they had encountered barriers. Some service providers
showed good progress against targets, such as indicating that they had met all
output targets set by the GPP and progress against those targets such as
recruiting to a next round of mentoring services. Service providers also
identified progress that had been made with establishing relationships with
referring agencies and other partners, such as with WorkNet which should
provide higher earning potential through lawful means for gang-associated
individuals; as well as better communication and access procedures to ensure
better access for in-reach services to individuals in custody. Some service
providers were also able to discuss the impact of specialist training on
increasing the number of referrals to the service.
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Understanding of the GPP strategic approaches
Interviews with GPP stakeholders explored how far they agreed with some of the
findings from the stage 1 evaluation report. In particular, stakeholders were asked
how well they felt there was a clear understanding of different aspects of the
GPP. This included
• Aims and objectives: The majority of key decision makers were relatively
confident that the aims and objectives of the GPP were understood across all
stakeholders and explained that these were: Reducing gang violence,
reducing crime, and making safer streets in the borough. They felt that
attendees at the Bronze and Silver groups would have a good understanding
of the aims and objectives and that the GPP had made efforts to improve the
understanding of the programme through the networking events with
commissioned and statutory partners. However, service providers and
community representatives were less certain about both their own
understanding of the aims and objectives of the programme, but also across
other stakeholders engaged in the programme. They felt that the
understanding across stakeholders was mixed. These stakeholders explained
that this uncertainty related to:
o

o
o
o
o
o

The aims around prevention are less explicit, but stakeholders
acknowledged that this uncertainty is widespread across preventative
services in this field.
There are gaps in the knowledge of some stakeholders such as, for
example, schools (until recently), GPs and Policemen.
Publicity and communications are an area of weakness, for instance, there
is no communication strategy in place.
Recently commissioned providers have had relatively limited time to gain
an understanding of the GPP.
A high turnover of staff in some teams has meant that despite direct
involvement in the GPP understanding has been relatively limited.
There is considerable confusion among the community. Some
stakeholders were concerned that any stakeholder that spoke to the
community would provide different objectives for the GPP, as they were
not articulated clearly. They felt that this had a knock on effect because it
is hard to produce outcomes when you do not know what it is that you are
measuring.

• Target audience: Stakeholders had mixed views about how well understood
the target audience of the GPP was. Although the majority of stakeholders felt
that they understood the target audience well, some felt that there was
confusion across the GPP. For example, stakeholders were clear that those
close to the programme understood the target audience well (such as those in
the FPT and Bronze group) while the ABWP had a reasonable understanding
of the target audience.
• Intended impacts and outcomes: The majority of stakeholders agreed that
the intended impacts and outcomes of the programme related to a reduction in
violent crime and an improved sense of safety in the community. However,
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many also identified that the lack of evidence and clear identified measures
against these intended impacts and outcomes was a weakness of the
programme. As one service provider explained “What is actually happening.
What is the evidence, what practices that have worked and what should we
learn from this.” Stakeholders acknowledged that there were challenges with
measuring changes in the mindset or attitudes of beneficiaries, but felt that
there should be improvements in data sharing and information (especially
between the hospital, police and community safety) and evidence of exit, but
agreements were being developed to tackle these issues. However, some
stakeholders did feel that in the last year there was a greater focus on
channelling young people to the right agencies and that measurement and
monitoring of the impact of the GPP on outcomes was being taken more
seriously.
Although many stakeholders acknowledged that significant efforts had been
made to improve the understanding of the GPP, they provided suggestions for
improvements that could help to increase the understanding of the programme
across all stakeholders which related to improving publicity. Stakeholders
explained that ongoing publicity of the GPP would help to improve the
understanding of the programme (through networking events and the online
directory), what other services were doing to ensure there was no overlap and
specifically suggested that the GPP could develop:
• A leaflet containing information on aims, objectives, target audience and
intended impact and outcomes of the GPP and its different elements.
• A 30 minute video clip for partners explaining the GPP, its aims and objectives
to partners.
• More regular bi-monthly meetings where partners come round the table and
explain where they are in terms of intended objectives and to address issues if
they are falling behind.
• Increased promotion around gangs by the police in the community, particularly
in relation to positive engagements.
Strategic planning
There was a general agreement among the majority of stakeholders that the GPP
would benefit from having a strategic plan (that included: rationale for elements of
the programme, target audience, and SMART impact and outcome measures) in
place, which was identified as a recommendation from the stage 1 evaluation
report. This perspective was particularly emphasised by community
representatives, some of whom explained that they had been asking for a
strategic plan since the setup of the GPP.
However, there were more mixed views among service providers some of whom
felt that there was a strategic plan in place which was clear and informed by
research, while others were unaware of a plan but assumed that there must be
one for the programme. Stakeholders who were closely associated with the
running and governance of the programme explained that there had been a
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strategy in place, but recognised that there had been a focus on delivering the
programme, which had resulted in various shortcomings associated with strategic
planning of the programme (i.e. plans had not been written in a clear format
recognisable to outside organisations, the plans had not been particularly
SMART, and there was no plan in place for year 3 of the programme). They
explained that it was challenging to develop a very structured strategic plan,
when issues associated with gangs are constantly evolving. However, the
majority of stakeholders did articulate the benefits of developing a strategic plan,
these benefits included:
• Developing a greater understanding of the GPP for organisations and
individuals that are new to the GPP, such as newly appointed service
providers
• The importance of having a clear strategy, that is timely and can be measured
and reported against. Stakeholders linked this to developing an effective
commissioning strategy which some considered as output rather than
outcomes focused currently.
• It increases the focus and direction of the programme for forthcoming years as
some stakeholders identified a risk that the efforts of the programmes could be
diffused as the GPP neared the end of its funding and a clear plan for the
future direction of the programme was not in place.
• The ability to capture, track and analyse which services are being offered to
the cohort on an individual basis from a risk based approach. It was felt that
this would provide greater evidence of the impact of the programme and
effective targeting of interventions.
Although the majority of stakeholders acknowledged the current limitations of the
strategic plan, many identified progress that had been made in year 3 of the GPP
against the recommendation made in the stage one evaluation report.
Stakeholders explained that action plans were being tightened up and
strengthened for each of the work streams, but that a cross cutting action plan
across all work streams would be beneficial. In addition, a new strategy for year 4
of the programme is being developed through a series of strategy meetings.
Work across other programmes and the GPP
Stakeholders had mixed views about how the GPP was aligning itself with other
programmes in LBWF (such as Prevent, Troubled Families and Community
safety). Overall, most stakeholders explained that joint working across different
local authority programmes had improved since these were located within the
same directorate, but considered that there was considerable scope for improving
how well they worked together. Additional areas of close working included
domestic violence, sexual exploitation and youth services. There was
considerable disagreement among stakeholders about the how well the GPP
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worked with Prevent10, while some stakeholders considered the two programmes
to be wholly aligned, others recognised that although there had recently been
joint training for service providers on Prevent there was room for greater joint
working between the two programmes. Some stakeholders were on different
sides of the debate about whether there was overlap between young people at
risk of involvement in gangs and those vulnerable to radicalisation.
Stakeholders also recognised that the GPP and the ‘troubled families’ agenda
were working with a similar cohort, with some stakeholders identifying that the
Bronze process had brought together these two cohorts. However, there was
considerable concern, particularly among community representatives that the
GPP would be consumed by the ‘troubled families’ agenda (which was not well
understood among certain sections of the community) and they were clear that
these two agendas should be kept separate. Additional gaps were also identified
by a minority of stakeholders where beneficiaries were working with the GPP and
were also subject to an Integrated Offender Management (IOM) approach, as it
was unclear which agency would pick up the case, in contrast to cases that were
also subject to Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conference (MARAC) procedures
where the MARAC would take precedent and manage the case.
4.4

Evidence of impact against outcomes
Approach to collecting, collation, analysis and dissemination
There was agreement among all key decision makers and community
representatives with the finding from the stage 1 evaluation report that across all
work streams the approach to collecting, collation, analysis and dissemination of
monitoring data could be improved. As one stakeholder put it: “Monitoring is a
straightforward matter, it has to be written into the contract, milestones,
submission of evidence, blind visits, regular meetings with organisations to
determine whether they’re successful or not”. They explained that this was
particularly important because it would improve:
• Evidence of need: Stakeholders explained that additional evidence was
required to support the Bronze process in identifying need and interventions
required for an individual.
• Evidence of work completed and quality: Stakeholders explained that this
would start to build effective evidence of the work completed with individuals.
Although some stakeholders did consider that the reporting of the Family
Partnership Team had been effective.
• Evidence of impact against outcomes: Evidence against outcomes
achieved (although there was some uncertainty among some stakeholders
about how well these outcomes were identified). As one stakeholder explained
the process of the external evaluation led to the realisation by the GPP: “that
10

A Home Office funded programme which forms the prevention arm of CONTEST the government’s counter
terrorism strategy
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we needed to not just review our infrastructure [but] also our outcomes and
impacts on families needs to be included and needs to be a centre piece of
that infrastructure”. Some stakeholders felt that leadership in this area should
come from the Silver Board, which should provide greater scrutiny and
challenge to the outcomes delivered by the programme.
• Consistency of data collections across organisations and services: Data
across the different interventions within the local authority are not currently
collected in a consistent format and are not fed into a central site. They
explained that with hindsight it would have been better to have an established
data set to feed into at the beginning. As one stakeholder put it, there is:
“Some phenomenal stuff out there on case studies, but good hard data is one
of our weaknesses”. Some stakeholders particularly felt that there needed to
be leadership from the Silver board to ensure that. Data management needs
to be improved, in particular how data is stored, disseminated and maintained.
Stakeholders particularly emphasised that this information should be available
rather than needing to be accessed when required from a range of different
data sets, i.e. some stakeholders were concerned about ad-hoc requests for
data without any real plan or warning that the request was to be made.
Stakeholders were aware of a variety of challenges to collecting data, but as one
stakeholder explained effective data collection and analysis was not an issue
specific to the GPP but was an issue across the LBWF council. Although it was
felt that there was limited capacity to effectively pursue data collection within the
GPP as, “the programme is effectively being run by two individuals” which meant
that monitoring got missed as other issues took priority.
Some of the challenges included that:
• There is not central dataset used by the GPP and different organisations
use different databases: Different types of data is currently being collected
by different organisations, which was identified as the key barrier by the
majority of stakeholders and some felt that there had been an overreliance on
police data and were interested in developing shared data on gangs. There is
no single dataset in place that collects information across all of the work
streams or databases that are run for adults and children. Furthermore, the
quality of data is variable as some areas have better monitoring systems than
others. Outcomes will be easier to evidence in some areas than others, such
as enforcement where distance travelled is much clearer than within Youth
Advancement or the Community work streams.
• Barriers to collecting Home Office EGYV and Police Matrix data: There
have been difficulties with collecting Home Office data on Ending Gang and
Youth Violence. In particular, the EGYV data dashboard has not been cleared
by the Metropolitan police for wider dissemination, particularly as GBH without
intent has been dropped from the dashboard because it had not been
recorded effectively. Furthermore, the data was not sufficiently robust to
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complete comparison across the EGYV boroughs11.There are also some
limitations with data on the police Matrix as it shows escalation and deescalation, but is not necessarily live data, so that an individual’s journey can
be tracked. It also contains no information on interventions received.
• Challenges with collecting data for the cohort: The diverse range of
outcomes for an individual or a family are changing all of the time and vary
across individual cases. Some felt this would be very hard to put this into one
dataset unless it had 100 point checklist. However, it may be that the
interventions could focus on what outcomes they are seeking to impact on and
focus on those in particular.
However, key decision makers and community representatives identified some
progress that had been made against these objectives. This includes:
• Development of data templates: The review of the Bronze group and the
impending review of the Silver Board were regarded as ways in which the
GPP had made progress against these outcomes. This was because the
gangs analyst is now developing templates for each service provider to collect
monitoring and evaluation data. That would allow for analysis that was of
greater value to the GPP, as well as assessing risk. These templates are
designed to provide information not only about what families have been
offered but also evidence about the impact and benefit to the service, which
could be integrated with performance monitoring. The Police are also in the
process of developing an activity spreadsheet to understand the engagement,
intelligence and partnership activity related to each person.
• The GPP is using reporting mechanisms for monitoring: Stakeholders
gave examples of some of the reporting mechanisms used by the GPP which
has led to improved accountability across the board around the number of
individuals and families that are being worked with and success rates, these
mechanisms include:
o
o

o

A standard performance form for the delivery of the work streams which is
reported to the silver board and then to the reoffending board.
A robust ongoing monitoring approach against the work of services
commissioned or funded by the GPP, but some stakeholders identified a
concern that there was less monitoring against the outputs of statutory
services. For example, if people are off sick which leads to a reduction in
their capacity to deliver, money can be drawn back from funded services.
However, stakeholders explained that there have been extensive
absences within statutory services with no reduction in funding.
Although the small grants programme providers only started in July 2013
and only started delivering in September, there is ‘monitoring by
observation’ by the GPP Programme manager to ensure that the
programmes are working before returns are provided.

11
This was highlighted as a result of work completed within the Stage 1 evaluation report. We have reported
this data in this report but with a cautionary note.
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• Additional services have agreed to provide data: Although there are
barriers to gathering Home Office data, there have been agreements to
provide relevant data from health, accident and emergency and British
transport police, which should help to address some of the data gaps.
Evidence of sustained impact
Stakeholders had greater confidence that they were collecting data that provided
evidence of a sustained impact of the GPP on beneficiaries than family members
and the wider community. However, there were mixed views among key decision
makers about how robust this data was, as one stakeholder explained that the
data was not in a format that was ‘digestable or trackable …or collected in a
systematic way’. They explained that the limitations of the current data collection
approach meant that: “I can’t tell you how many individuals or families have been
worked with as a whole”.
However, stakeholders that were working in more than one borough explained
that the LBWF were much further ahead on evaluation than other areas. The
evidence that is currently being collected by the GPP includes:
• For beneficiaries: There were mixed views among key decision makers
about the information currently collected on beneficiaries and range of
different methods were described that would demonstrate the sustained
impact of the programme. Some considered that only the gang, date of birth
and the lead agency were currently collected about beneficiaries, while others
identified the number of people/families that they work with, ‘success’ rates,
the number in education, employment and training or accommodation. Some
organisations, such as the Family Partnership Team had provided data on
offending rates prior to engagement with GPP and following engagement (this
information was not made available to the evaluators for this report), while
Probation were also intending to track further convictions and further arrests
during engagement and after. Other methods of capturing sustained impact
included: case studies, police data and feedback from organisations to the
GPP. However, representatives of the police recognised that there was room
for improvement because despite the statistics about arrests and engagement,
it is not clear whether this is sufficiently linked to the programme. Some
stakeholders particularly emphasised the importance of demonstrating how
they had achieved their successes. In addition, providers have a contractual
obligation to complete feedback surveys or focus groups, but it was
acknowledged that this information is not currently collated or analysed
systematically.
• For family members: Stakeholders explained that in terms of the family
partnership team data was collected on whole families in the same way as
described above.
• For the wider community in Waltham Forest: There was an
acknowledgement by some stakeholders that information was not being
collected on the wider community as far as they knew.
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The majority of key decision makers agreed that SMART impact and outcome
measures had not been developed for the GPP, but acknowledged that a
programme the size of the GPP should have them. However, some stakeholders
were aware that the GPP was encouraging organisations to develop targets and
all commissioned services have output and/or referral targets.
Stakeholders were cautiously enthusiastic about the development of SMART
measures so long as they considered the individual needs of a family and did not
restrict the potential for the GPP to be innovative. It was also noted that the
strategy meetings currently taking place in the GPP are developing SMART
measures of success.
Collation and analysis of information currently collected
In terms of the monitoring and evaluation data that is currently being collected
from service providers and statutory agencies that form part of the GPP there
was a recognition among most stakeholders that this was not collated and
analysed systematically. Evidence of data that is currently collected included:
• Police data is collected but could be more integrated with other GPP
data sources: Stakeholders explained that although police data could provide
evidence of arrests and crime statistics, they currently did not have sufficient
data about ‘how they got there’ and the approach could be more coordinated.
• Data that is available has to be compared with data from other
organisations manually: Probation data is collected against the 30 or 40
cases that run off and cross reference with data from the police and provide to
Community safety. Data on arrests/non-arrests of beneficiaries has also been
reviewed as part of field reports, but is not conducted systematically. Equally,
Youth Advancement data is collected manually and a case study is developed
at the end of the case.
• Data reported to the Silver board is not reported in a consistent way:
Stakeholders explained that although data is provided to the Silver board it is
not reported in a consistent and coordinated way. A minority felt that there
should be more ‘weighty’ reporting at the Silver board.
Stakeholders also explained that analysis is dependent on the accuracy of the
data that is inputted to any system.
4.5

GPP referral routes
Target audience
GPP decision-makers and community representatives were all aware of the
target audience of the GPP, which tended to include gang-associated young
people, but differed on whether this was narrowly or broadly defined. Some
stakeholders (particularly statutory crime and justice services) narrowly described
the target audience by emphasising gang nominals identified through the Matrix,
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(based on Police intelligence and conforming to the Hallsworth and Young
definition of a street gang12).
In contrast, other stakeholders described the target audience of the GPP, as
people in gangs and at risk of involvement with gangs, as well as their family and
victims, with a minority of stakeholders identifying ‘Everyone’ as the target
audience of the GPP (i.e. incorporating the whole of the community in Waltham
Forest). Some stakeholders that had provided a narrow definition of the target
audience also recognised the limitations of that approach, as the GPP was
beginning to look at young people further ‘upstream’ who are at risk and would be
described as a ‘problematic peer group’. Furthermore, a minority of stakeholders
identified specific concerns with the make-up of gang nominals on the matrix
(which includes only one female and is predominantly made up of males from the
same Black/Afro-Caribbean ethnic group). They were concerned that the
unrepresentative nature of the Matrix is self-perpetuating as it is based on police
intelligence which is prioritised on the how recent the information is. There was
also a concern that nominals never leave the matrix.
Stakeholders were relatively confident that the GPP was managing to reach its
intended target audience. Stakeholders using the narrow definition of the target
audience were confident that they were reaching the right beneficiaries, because
information sharing between organisations was seen as effective and individuals
could be checked against available intelligence, including information held by
Trident, although a minority raised concerns that there was insufficient
collaboration with SOCA13.
However, there was a recognition that this information was only as good as the
intelligence received by the police. Stakeholders also referenced the reduction in
the number of red nominals (down to zero) on the Matrix and reduction in crime
statistics as evidence that they were reaching the right target audience.
Stakeholders using a broader definition of the target audience explained that the
client group they were working with was very challenging to engage and did not
feel certain that they were successfully working with the whole target audience,
and certainly not working with ‘everyone’ in Waltham Forest . Some also
acknowledged that information on victims may not be captured as effectively as
information on the gang nominal themselves. However, they were clear that they
had been able to support individuals to turn their lives around and positive
feedback from beneficiaries about the impact of their work would be provided via
a phone call and they felt that this should be captured more effectively by the
GPP.
Stakeholders highlighted that a more nuanced approach to ‘gang involvement’
would be beneficial to the GPP, which they saw as a binary position of ‘being
involved in negative behaviour or not’, whereas they proposed using a typology
12
A relatively durable, predominantly street-based group of children who see themselves (and are
seen by others) as a discernible group for whom crime and violence is integral to the group’s
identity. Three Point Typology of Urban Collectivities (Hallsworth and Young (2004)
13
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of “Early intervention, early adopters and deeply entrenched”. They also
highlighted improvements in referrals that had taken place in year 3 of the
programme, as a broader range of young people were being referred to the GPP,
including beneficiaries that had had no contact with the police and were being
referred from schools or safeguarding. Some stakeholders were also optimistic
that evidence for engaging with the right target audience would be strengthened
because of the appointment of a gangs analyst.
Referral processes
There was relatively good awareness among the majority of stakeholders about
referral routes into the GPP, particularly as part of the Bronze process. The
majority were aware that any provider could refer to the GPP but there was less
awareness of the option to self-refer. Some were also aware that a referral using
the referral form would lead to a screening meeting where they would request an
additional meeting or assess there and then, if it went to the Bronze group the
case would be eligible for greater support and intervention.
Many of the stakeholders explained that concerns identified by providers about
individuals would usually be identified through a police led intelligence process.
Although key decision makers were aware of the standard referral form many
service providers and community representatives identified a key individual as
the way that they would access the bronze group and the GPP. Some particularly
raised a concern that the referrals process was not very widely understood and
was only accessible to people that were aware of it, although key individuals such
as the GPP Coordinator would act as a conduit to the programme from a wider
range of sources. Insufficient capacity for the expected demand was seen as the
main reason that the GPP did not provide more information about referral routes
to the GPP by some. However, a minority of stakeholders did explain that there
had been efforts in year 3 to publicise the GPP to schools, social services and
the social sector. Equally, the process of referrals to individual providers was also
not clear.
Despite knowledge of referral routes service providers and community
representatives, in particular, were uncertain about the role of the Bronze
process, particularly as many did not attend the multi-agency Bronze group
meetings. In contrast, the majority of key decision makers were aware of the
Bronze process and explained that this was the process where the GPP
determined whether an individual received a service and what level of service
they would receive. However, many identified concerns about the current
process, which one stakeholder described as ‘quite dysfunctional’.
Stakeholders explained that there had been a high turnover of staff, which meant
that attendance was inconsistent and therefore difficult to chair, existing cases
tended to be reviewed but new cases were not sufficiently discussed, it lacked
accountability from professionals to complete actions identified at previous
meetings, record keeping and data protection were described as areas that
needed improving. However, some stakeholders were aware of the Bronze
review that was currently taking place and would mean that the screening
process would be completed at a more strategic level (called referrals and
allocation) to ensure greater quality assurance particularly on the quality of
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delivery and risk. Stakeholders that were aware of the bronze review were
generally optimistic about the impact of Bronze review on referrals and allocation.
However, additional improvement suggestions included: A description of the
referral process and threshold of each service on the service directory for direct
referrals.
Allocation of services was seen as taking place at the Bronze group, with some
compulsory activities such as engagement with substance misuse. Some of the
stakeholders were aware that an individual would be allocated a key worker who
was supposed to advocate for them to other services. However, some
stakeholders considered this process to be unfocussed, but was going to be
addressed through the Bronze review process. i.e. looking at why individuals
were referred to certain interventions and why others were not. It was assumed
by many of the stakeholders that this was based on a risk assessment but they
were uncertain about how this worked in practice. There was also considerable
frustration among service providers that they were unable to attend the bronze
meetings for discussions that involved clients they were working with.
Although stakeholders generally considered the GPP to have clear and effective
entrance criteria, which were based on the bronze screening process, i.e. they
would be accepted if they met the threshold for involvement or a rejection
because the individual was not coming to the notice of the police at that level and
they will go to work with one of the small grants providers. Stakeholders were
much less clear about the exit criteria, and some acknowledged that there was
room to challenge how long someone continued to work with the programme.
Some stakeholders clarified that there is a clear exit from the programme if
individuals stop engaging, go into custody or go off the radar. Some were also
aware that if an individual moves out of the borough then the GPP will provide a
three month wrap around service. They explained that there was less clarity in
relation to the entrance/exit criteria for an individual coming onto or coming off the
Matrix. They also discussed the issue of removing someone from Matrix if they
did engage although there was some acknowledgement that the police would
reduce their enforcement activities if they were aware that someone was
engaging with the service.
There were mixed views among stakeholders about the process of onward
referrals to other organisations, but the majority did not describe a clear,
consistent and systematic process for onward referral. As one stakeholder
explained the process of onward referrals depended on the service, as some
services had a contract delivery template that has the specification for each
provider, the referral process and who you refer onto contained within it.
However, some service providers explained that they would refer directly to
organisations that they were aware of, while others discussed using the multiagency referral forms but explained that these were cumbersome. Another area
of contention for some stakeholders was onward referrals to other organisations.
A minority of service providers were concerned that they were building a
relationship with an individual but were then expected to pass on their work to
another organisation because of the fragmented way that services had been
commissioned within the GPP.
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Information sharing
The majority of key decision makers were very positive that information sharing
was working well within the GPP, while community representatives had more
mixed views about how effectively information was being shared. Key decision
makers explained that because all partners in the GPP were signed up to the
SafetyNet information sharing protocol, information was shared effectively,
normally through the forum of the Bronze group. However, there were mixed
views about how effective the information sharing was with schools. While one
stakeholder explained that no progress had been made in this area because of
data sharing difficulties, another explained that Head-teachers were now happy
with the data sharing protocol developed by police. Some stakeholders also
explained that concerted efforts had been made to improve information sharing,
communication and responsiveness since the stage 1 evaluation report. The
majority of community representatives also acknowledged that information
sharing had improved in the last year. However, there were still ongoing issues
that were identified by some stakeholders including:
• Effective collation of data in a format that can be shared, for example,
providing the community with the opportunity to feed into the GPP options
paper.
• Potential need for training about the data protection and handling sensitive
information for statutory and non-statutory organisations.
• Access to police data by the gangs’ analyst.
4.6

Activities and outputs of the GPP
Understanding of full scope of the GPP
There were very mixed views among stakeholders about how well they
understood the full scope of the GPP. Stakeholders closely associated with the
running and oversight of the programme were very confident that they had a
comprehensive understanding of the full scope of the programme. However,
partner organisations, newly appointed service providers and some community
representatives were considerably less confident about their understanding of all
the other services and their roles. Some key decision makers explained that they
did not consider that it was their remit to understand all the details of the work of
all aspects of the GPP.
However, most service providers were less confident that they had a full
understanding of all the organisations, but recognised that the networking events
and GPP service directory had provided them with information about the
organisations that were working as part of the GPP. In addition, service providers
on part-time contracts explained that they were unable to dedicate sufficient time
to gaining a full understanding of the GPP. Understanding of the work and
contribution of different organisations within the GPP appeared to depend on the
level of contact that the particular stakeholder had with them and a minority of
stakeholders specifically explained that they had gone to considerable efforts to

©
Final report

| February 2014

73

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

improve their understanding of the GPP. Suggestions provided by stakeholders
to improve their level of awareness of the programme as a whole included:
greater involvement in the Bronze meetings for 3rd sector service providers; and
producing a single document including aims, objectives, referral criteria and
contact details of service providers (this could be linked to the GPP’s strategic
plan).
Targets for work streams and service providers
The majority of key decision makers were aware that targets had been set for
GPP work streams and service providers by the GPP, but most were uncertain
what they were. Key decision makers that were aware of targets explained that
service providers (including commissioned services) had been given output
targets such as the number of beneficiaries they worked with and the number
referred. Key decision makers explained that targets were set by Silver Board at
the beginning of the year and are monitored against. Equally, work streams had
action plans that they were monitored against, but there were some differences
between how SMART these targets were, with one stakeholder indicating that the
Youth Advancement work stream and the Community work stream had made
greater progress in this area. In addition, there was some concerns raised by
service providers about setting targets for services, because it would make the
GPP too ‘process driven’ rather than ensuring that the GPP grows. They also
explained that an innovative programme was constantly changing and setting
targets may be challenging. To set targets the GPP required clear aims and
objectives, as one stakeholder explained: “To have that golden thread you have
to have a clear understanding of what those aims and objectives are and at a
strategic level… it’s lost some of its way because of leadership if I’m honest”.
Stakeholders also explained that all commissioned services had been set agreed
delivery targets. They submit monthly data against delivery to the programme
manager.
Main barriers and challenges to delivery
Stakeholders identified the following issues as the main barriers to delivering the
GPP in year 3. A minority of stakeholders were felt that nothing had changed in
terms of the barriers to delivery in year 3 of the programme that were identified in
the stage one evaluation report. The main issues identified were:
• Clear identification of the approach to sustainability and future of the
GPP: Stakeholders explained that the uncertainty about the future of the GPP
had made staff worried about their jobs and there was a concern that they
would lose good staff as a result. The delay in making a decision on the future
of the GPP was seen as real irritant to practitioners, the community and
clients. Stakeholders were particularly concerned as they felt they needed to
be clear what was going to change and to ensure that it was not too disruptive
to ongoing work.
• Legal, procurement and contract issues: Some stakeholders explained that
there had been issues with the contracts for organisations funded through the
small grants programme or commissioned as part of the specialist service
framework and delays on the decisions around funding. However,
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stakeholders recognised that there had been a real push to ensure that these
organisations implemented their work, to make up for lost time. Furthermore,
some were concerned that delays in payments to partner organisations had
led to lost credibility for the GPP.
• Staffing issues within some organisations: Some stakeholders pointed to
staffing issues including long-term sickness (without providing adequate
cover) and high staff turnover as a barrier to delivery. They also discussed
sufficient staffing within the core GPP management team. Some stakeholders
felt that the GPP management team could benefit from greater resourcing and
that this may resolve some issues concerning strategic planning and
monitoring. A minority of service providers had also suffered delays in
recruiting to posts to deliver the work commissioned or funded by the GPP.
• Joined up approach between all organisations: Some stakeholders
explained that there had not been sufficient engagement by all partners in the
programme, particularly by the police. They also discussed the importance of
more effective joined up working on the ground including between Prevent,
Troubled Families and the Home Office EGYV agenda around organised
crime. This was reiterated by community representatives who considered
there to be insufficient communication between different partners.
• Accountability, decision making and access: Decision making from senior
management at the appropriate times about the GPP was identified as a
barrier to delivery. Service providers also expressed frustration with delays in
setting up meetings with key individuals in the GPP to progress their projects
as well as gaining access to other institutions such as schools.
• Delays in developing referrals streams to service providers: The majority
of service providers discussed delays in referrals coming through the GPP to
their organisations, which had meant that there were delays in the delivery of
their services. Some stakeholders particularly explained that when families
had a number of identified needs and many potential agencies that they could
work with the idea of a lead professional who would facilitate the allocation
process had got lost. Furthermore, some organisations felt that they had
received referrals that were inappropriate for their service to be working with.
• Developing robust monitoring data against shared outcomes:
Stakeholders discussed the importance of shared outcomes, targets and how
information was collated, as well as the development of shared understanding
on those issues. One stakeholder explained that although the Gangs Analyst
was now co-located with the police, they did not currently have the correct
security clearance to access the police databases and therefore were reliant
on police officers collecting data on their behalf, which was seen as a barrier
to delivering robust analysis. Furthermore, a minority expressed concerns that
over exaggerated claims were being made for political gain about the impact
of the project, for example, that the GPP prevented riots in the borough.
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• Specific issues identified by service providers relating to delivery:
Service providers had experienced challenges to delivery that were specific to
their services, which included:
o
o
o
o
o

4.7

Gaining access to schools
Insufficient time to deliver for some organisations on small grants
Compartmentalisation of work between service, so that services are
unable to provide a full wrap around service
Lack of functional support from the LBWF, in particular IT services where a
number of agencies were using the same IT provision
Health and safety issues where services had been moved into other
buildings in the Borough, this was particularly mentioned in relation to the
safety of beneficiaries attending appointments at the Good Shepherd
building (Community Safety Team) and Rowan House (Youth Offending
Service and others).

Processes and delivery of the GPP
Working well and not so well
Not all stakeholders were able to identify processes that were working well or not
very well. However, Figure 23 shows the key issues that were identified by
stakeholders in the GPP. It particularly shows that stakeholders had mixed views
about what was working well or not working well, such as the Bronze and Silver
groups, communication and partnership working. Although some stakeholders
describe improvements in these areas, others identify continuing concerns about
their operation.
Figure 23: Processes that are working well/working less well within the GPP

Working well

Working less well

Bronze Silver and Gold Groups:
Bronze, Silver and Gold groups are in
place.

Bronze Silver and Gold Groups:

Bronze process is working well in
terms of information sharing and
reporting back from services. New
bronze panel approach will begin at
the end of October 2013 As one
stakeholder explained: “I think Bronze
works very well but this will get concise
decision making and concise oversight
and actions. They make decisions
which are disseminated to key people
who action it and then bring back what
happened. It is really clear and
concise”.
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Working well

Working less well

Communication:

Communication, responsiveness
and timeliness

Key points of contacts within the police
and the council for the community to
Timescales of the process of
engage with if necessary.
sustaining the funding for the GPP for
the option paper in July were not met
or conducted in the way that had been
Good communication and
discussed with the community. This
dissemination of information,
was seen as creating potential issues
opportunities to network between
with future funding and risks to jobs.
providers
Slow responses from the GPP to
meeting requests etc to ensure that
commissioned providers are able to
start work.
Partnership working:

Partnership working

Education link since the secondment
from safeguarding. This has increased
the speed that issues are being
identified in schools and coming to the
attention of the GPP, especially
victims.
New staff in police and linking and
partnership society with enforcement
coming together a lot better. Have
more open door in terms of
discussions.

Not as tight cohesion between Health
organisations and the GPP as there
should be.
More housing options from big housing
organisations

Bronze, silver and Gold groups are in
place
Commitment of staff:

Leadership and Governance

Frontline workers are working very
hard

Stronger leadership and governance
needed

Passionate members of staff and joint
positive intent from organisations for
the GPP to succeed

Stakeholders considered that the GPP had developed a very effective business
case. However, they also identified that the following aspects of the GPP were
working less well:
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• Targeting of the GPP: Concerns about young people that are identified as
members of a gang but do not self-identify in the same way.
• Data collection: There is currently not consistent collection of monitoring data
such as on the family members (i.e. siblings) of beneficiaries for prevention
work.
Governance and Oversight
Governance and oversight of the GPP were identified as areas that required
continued improvement by stakeholders, but there were greater levels of
optimism among those that were closer to the running of the GPP and were
aware of the changes that were being put in place. Furthermore, many of the
stakeholders, particularly service providers and community members had minimal
understanding or were unaware of the governance and oversight structures
associated with the GPP.
There was considerable optimism about the Bronze review which stakeholders
felt would have a positive effect on the oversight and accountability of partners
working at an operational level within the GPP. Although some stakeholders
identified that there had been delays in completing the Bronze review as a result
of uncertainty about the role of the GPP in relation to troubled families. Also the
new bronze process (due to start in October 2013) had not been discussed with
heads of services and managers.
Although there were mixed views among stakeholders about the current
effectiveness of the governance and oversight provided by the Silver group,
Reoffending board and Safety Net, there was general agreement that
improvements could be made. A minority explained that there was greater
awareness of what the different work streams were doing in the Silver group
while others raised concerns in relation to:
• A lack of senior buy-in and regular attendance by the co-chairs of the silver
group in year 3
• Insufficient feedback and oversight on risks identified in terms of emerging
risks to the programme such as changes to housing benefits and the
extended school age rather than in relation to safeguarding
• Lack of clear format for reporting, particularly regarding spend versus value by
organisations and work streams
• Insufficient quality assurance of service providers and work streams
• Insufficient challenge to service providers and work streams
Suggestions for improvement made by stakeholders included the Silver group
taking a more stringent approach to accountability and quality assurance role
such as quality assuring a random sample of cases. . However, stakeholders
closely associated with the running of the GPP explained that a review of the
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Silver group was already under way. Some stakeholders also considered that
SafetyNet did not provide enough oversight to the Silver board.
Partnership working
Stakeholders were positive about the multi-agency and partnership working of the
GPP and were also clear that there had been improvements in this area since the
stage one evaluation report. Stakeholders explained that the commitment of
organisations to work in this area, high levels of goodwill (despite delays in
contracts and other issues), the commissioning of the specialist service
framework and small grants programme organisations, networking events which
had improved communication and cohesion, as well as the energy and ‘drive’ of
the GPP coordinator were key to good partnership working. The closer working
relationships with health, and new personnel within the Police and Probation
services were credited with helping to improve partnership working as Probation
and Police professionals were more open to different enforcement approaches to
young people that were actively engaging with the GPP, which they felt would
lead to a more sophisticated approach.
In contrast, some community representatives felt that multi-agency and
partnership working in the GPP had not changed, although Service Providers
identified some room for improvement. Improvements tended to relate to
improving communication between service providers (such as the Family
Partnership Team and Health partners), including a more ‘collegiate’ atmosphere
as organisations working within the LBWF could be co-located. In addition, the
GPP would benefit from greater clarity about how different service providers
should be working together, both in terms of who they should aim to collaborate
with, but also the rationale behind the commissioning of services. This is because
a minority of service providers explained that partnership working should be less
prescriptive and should consider what the GPP aims to achieve overall and who
is best placed to deliver it. They felt that organisations which would normally form
an ongoing relationship with ‘hard to reach’ beneficiaries and deliver an end to
end service are expected to ‘pass on’ beneficiaries to other organisations.
Decision making and leadership
The majority of stakeholders identified improvements that could be made to
decision-making and leadership of the GPP. Some stakeholders were clear that
there was considerable buy-in and input from the Chief Executive and support
from the leader of the Council, which had been recognised by prominent
politicians and by the Home Office peer review.
However, there was considerable confusion about how decisions were being
made at other levels of the GPP, which was described by one stakeholder as
‘dysfunctional’ as there was an overreliance on key individuals rather than
processes, which led to a lack of progress when those people were away.
Stakeholders voiced frustrations that there were mixed messages at different
committees and key decisions (particularly in relation to the future of the GPP)
were not being taken in a timely fashion. Much of the frustration with regards to
decision-making related to the future of the GPP and what stakeholders
considered to be a lack of consultation across stakeholders, as well as the impact
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that this had on employees and beneficiaries of the service, with the resulting
impact that beneficiaries could not be taken on following December in the
absence of a decision14.
Service Providers in particular, discussed frustrations about their ability to access
key individuals for decisions around the development of their own service.
Stakeholders identified that key staff within the GPP were under a great deal of
pressure and suggestions for improvement included:
• Greater support to the GPP Coordinator or the addition of an additional layer
of management within the GPP (although stakeholders had different views
about where this role would fit in the GPP structure)
• More explicit explanation of processes and regular updates regarding work
being completed. One suggestion was a quarterly meeting between service
providers
• Improved responsiveness to enquiries to the GPP and greater empowerment
of service providers to work with clients
Lessons learnt
Key decision makers and community representatives identified a range of issues
that they considered the main lessons from the set up and delivery of the GPP
that could be applied to other programmes of a similar size in the future. These
included:
• Clear shared objectives for the programme and communications
strategy in place: Stakeholders discussed the importance of developing a
clear simple strategic plan at the beginning of the process which included
expectations of all partners and measurements against that plan. Potentially,
this could include establishing KPIs related to that programme to ensure
effective delivery linked to performance management. They also discussed
the importance of a communications strategy and a partnership plan that
included the community, police and local authority.
• Clear measurements of success: Stakeholders discussed identifying what
they want to measure at the beginning of the programme and ensuring that
those data collection mechanisms are in place to avoid difficulties around data
collections systems. This particularly related to understanding the impact of
the programme and demonstrating good value for money.
• Clearer lines of responsibility: For example, management of the programme
could be accompanied by access to and influence over the use of the budget
to improve effective decision-making.

14

Given the extension of funding to the GPP for another year, it is assumed that this policy has been
overturned.
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• Oversight and governance structures should be strong: Bronze, Silver
and Gold structures set up prior to delivery of the programme and sufficient
governance should be in place.
• Programme is sufficiently resourced to the right level of expertise: Some
stakeholders emphasised the importance of having someone like the GPP
coordinator in place at the beginning of the programme who could drive the
process forward
• Ensure that a clear understanding of what services / interventions need
to be in place at the beginning: Some stakeholders identified the importance
of setting up services such as the small grants programme early to ensure that
these organisations were capacity building from the beginning and the main
thrust behind delivery was not left until the last year of the programme.
Other lessons that had been learnt from the GPP included: better understanding
of the skills that were available within organisations (such as language skills);
better understanding of risk tolerances of key individuals involved in delivery; and
establishing a single point of contact in other directorates to prioritise issues.
Sustainability and key challenges for the GPP
There was a consensus among stakeholders that there was an ongoing need for
the GPP as issues of serious violence and gang related issues were ongoing. In
this sense they considered the GPP to be sustainable, but recognised that the
majority of the work of the GPP was unsustainable without funding, which was
uncertain at the time of the interviews.
Some stakeholders were very clear that their services would not be able to
continue to do their current work without GPP support (for example, the Gangs
Unit, which would lose 7 match funded officers and revert to a reactive service),
but some smaller local organisations were clear that they would use their
networks to try to secure ongoing work. Stakeholders also explained that the
sustainability of the programme was subject to local political decisions. However,
the majority of stakeholders were relatively unaware of sustainability planning,
although some did discuss European Social Fund bids that were being
developed.
Stakeholders were relatively consistent that the key challenges for the GPP in the
forthcoming months and year was going to be funding the programme in the
future and ensuring sustainability. The specifically discussed:
• Funding: Given the uncertainty about future funding for the GPP during the
fieldwork period, the majority of stakeholders identified the key challenge for
the GPP was the extension funding. They explained that clarity regarding the
future was critical because of the fear that programme would lose momentum
or lose staff because of the associated uncertainty.
• Sustainability and legacy planning: Stakeholders discussed the
sustainability of the programme as a key challenge. They discussed concerns
that they GPP would be subsumed into another programme, such as troubled
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families as well as ensuring that the programme was able to continue when
grant funding ran out. There was a view among stakeholders that setting up a
programme then taking it away again would be very detrimental to the
community.
• Building an evidence base: Stakeholders discussed the importance of
measuring the programme to develop an evidence base of its impact against
identified outcomes. This included drawing together all of the data from
stakeholders to map successes/failures against intended targets. Developing
measurements that were meaningful and aligned with the objectives of the
GPP was seen as critical.
• Strategy: Stakeholders discussed developing a strategy for year 4 of the GPP
(now that funding has been secured for an additional year), as well as
demonstrating the ongoing need for a gang prevention programme over the
next 10 years. This was because some stakeholders were of the view that the
benefit of the GPP would not be seen within the next 3 years, but rather the
next 10. This is likely to mean planning for delivering with reducing resources
over time.
• Developing a coordinated approach to delivery and streamlining
services: Concerns were raised by stakeholders about the number of
organisations that were involved in the delivery of the GPP and potential
overlap between these services.
• Other challenges: Stakeholders also identified a range of specific issues that
could provide considerable challenges to the GPP in the future, such as:
o

o

o

4.8

Changes to the probation service: The transforming rehabilitation agenda
from the Ministry of Justice means that the London Probation Service will
no longer exist in March 2014. Partnership working is likely to be
challenging as the probation service moves to a national probation service
and private contractors will take over up to 70% of cases (as not all GPP
cases will be deemed high or very high risk).
Gang members from other boroughs relocated into Waltham Forest:
Concerns were raised about gang members being ‘exchanged’ with other
London boroughs as many were running gang prevention programmes
and relocating nominals to other areas.
Targeting the right young people: Some stakeholders were concerned that
the targeting of GPP services was led by police led intelligence about
individuals that were ‘gang associated’ which they considered to be
misrepresentative. This was because they felt that the only effective way of
clearly identifying gang-associated young people was through their ‘selfidentification’ as in a gang.

Value for money
The majority of stakeholders were either unaware of how the GPP linked and
embedded measures of success to value for money, or identified it as an area for
improvement. Although many key decision makers were certain that positive
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outcomes were being achieved with beneficiaries, they recognised that the
evidence base for the impact of the GPP was crime statistics, targets provided to
the board or anecdotal evidence. They also explained that where there was
evidence of success this had not been effectively communicated to other
partners.
Although stakeholders were clear that a reduction in violence as result of the
GPP would represent a significant saving, there were challenges to monetising
the evidence of these successes, such as comparing the current number of
serious youth violence incidents or deaths to previous years when there was a
significant police presence in the borough, for example, in 2012 because of the
Olympics. As well as concerns about the strength of the evidence base
(particularly in terms of police data) stakeholders, particularly service providers
explained that they were unclear about which organisations the GPP had spent
its money on. However, some stakeholders that worked across a number of
London boroughs explained that Waltham Forest compared favourably in terms
of the value delivered for the money invested.
The finances of the GPP were not regarded as transparent by the majority of
stakeholders. Although there was some awareness among key decision makers
and community members about the overall budget and spend of the GPP, they
explained that they were not provided with detailed information about spending
(including among the core team). Stakeholders identified that the main arena for
budgetary scrutiny of the GPP was at the Silver board, as well as information on
procurement and had also been shared with key members of the ABWP.
Stakeholders that were aware of some information on the GPP finances
expressed frustration that they were vague and unclear. Furthermore, a minority
of stakeholders expressed concerns that information presented to Silver board
was poorly presented and did not elicit sufficient discussion or challenge about
the finances. The majority of stakeholders that had not been interviewed at stage
1 were uncertain about whether the GPP represented value for money, in part
because they had not received any information about finances. They also
explained that it would take time for many of the services to embed and therefore
it was too early to tell whether the GPP represented value for money.
In terms of their own projects service providers were very positive that their own
services delivered good value for money. For some of the service providers this
was because they had received smaller funds than they had budgeted for from
their GPP against what they were expected to deliver. Others focussed on the
outcomes that they had achieved through the delivery of established programmes
in relation to evidence of impact on positive impact on vulnerable primary school
children, reduction in reoffending, positive impact on housing situation or
education, employment or training.
4.9

Specific views of service providers
Service providers were generally aware of the key aims of the GPP and the way
that their service contributed to these key aims. These included:
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• Violence reduction and violence prevention, through support to live positive
lives and ensuring that truanting young people remain in school.
• Prevention work with young women and sexual exploitation of those involved
in gangs
• Improved cohesion within the family, including intensive support to siblings of
gang-involved families
• Ensuring that young people fully understand the risk of involvement with older
gang associated peers
• Tackling worklessness and unemployment, which is a key trigger to
reoffending, through enhancing employability and support in the job market
• Providing an early intervention and identification service so that local adults
that mentor will have a greater understanding of the issues affecting young
people’s lives, particularly on safeguarding, issues on Islamic gangs and as a
positive role model.
• Providing support for gang exit to entrenched gang members, including
support within the prison and then support for accommodation and mentoring
on exit.
Success for their own service
Service providers defined success for their own service both in terms of the
outcomes that they hoped to achieve with beneficiaries of their services but also
against the delivery targets that they had been set by the GPP. Figure 24 shows
that outcome themes most frequently identified by service providers for their
service related to reductions in offending, exit from gangs and improvement in
education, employment and training outcomes. However, ensuring safe
accommodation was an outcome frequently discussed by service providers.
Figure 24: Outcomes identified by service providers

Theme

Outcomes

Improved offending and • Reduction in gang activities,
gangs outcomes
• Reduction in offending
• Gangs exit strategy
• Less re-victimisation
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• Improving the safety of young women

Familial outcomes

• Development of positive relationships with family
• Improved capacity of the family (using the Family
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Theme

Outcomes
Star)

Improved outcomes in
terms of education,
employment and
training

• Improved responses to education, employment and
training
• Better attendance and reduction in exclusion from
schools
• Employment
Entry to college
• Tangible change in relation to the primary problem
within the problem e.g. attendance or neglect (less
frequent discipline incidents, improved classroom
conduct)

Other holistic outcomes
including safe
accommodation

• Improved mental health and ensure life balance
• Building sufficient trust so that beneficiaries will
accept help
• Ensuring safe accommodation

Additional success measures identified by service providers that related to their
delivery targets included:
• Employment related outputs such as CVs drafted and disclosure letters
produced
• Identification of employment links for people with fractured careers
• Assessing risk for Child Sexual Exploitation
• Referrals to therapeutic support
• 20 signed up to the mentoring training programme, with a 75% completion rate
Service providers had mixed views about how well they were doing against their
own measures of success, which tended to be affected by how long the
programme had been running. For example, small grants providers that had only
recently started their work had made less progress and was particularly acute for
service providers working in schools because they could only work in term time.
About half of service providers explained that they had experienced delays in the
setup of their services (such as organising the courses, receiving referrals or staff
being recruited to posts) which meant that they had not made much progress
against these measures of success. Equally, other service providers, such as inreach prison services, where success was measured on exit from prison had only
had one person exit from custody at the time of interview. However, another
service provider explained that they were achieving some successes by
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delivering flexible and high value employment options for young people. Other
service providers also discussed the positive progress they had made against
deliverables, such as rolling out prevention programmes in schools; the early
identification of young women at risk of sexual exploitation; as well as delivery on
accommodation and continued engagement of the client.
Outcomes aimed to achieve and service contribution
Service providers were clear about the outcomes that they were aiming to
achieve with the beneficiaries of their projects. Many providers were also offering
a range of interventions, and felt that the outcomes that they were hoping to
achieve would differ depending on whether the particular project was a
prevention project aimed at a wider cohort of young people (i.e. aimed to build
resilience and educate) or intended to provide a targeted intervention for gangaffected individuals. The outcomes of their projects tended to focus on:
• Improved understanding of why young people are involved in gangs
• Improved behavioural and attitudinal change in relation to violence
• Improved resilience, education and self-esteem among young women
• Gang exit route and support for young women
• Challenge concerning attitudes and behaviours towards young women,
challenge preconceptions around gangs and conflict
• Tangible change in relation to the primary problem within the problem e.g.
attendance or neglect (less frequent discipline incidents, improved classroom
conduct)
• Improved capacity of the family (using the Family Star)
• Employment or training for beneficiaries
• Prevention to ensure that younger siblings do not follow in the gang footsteps.
The majority of service providers reported that they had also developed a range
of SMART impact and outcomes measures to assess the success of their service
against these outcomes. Two service providers were also working with Project
Oracle to develop robust measurements for the impact of their service including
some experimental designs where two schools were compared where one had
received the intervention and another had not (although in the end it was decided
that the schools were not sufficiently comparable). Other measures used by
service providers included: a pre and post aggression questionnaire for
participants to track behaviour that was analysed by a psychologist; the number
of incidents and types of offending; behaviour incidents and attendance at
school; evidence collected of employment support through job interviews, records
of disclosures or entry into college or university; case studies and feedback about
the impact of a mentor from the school; participation and learning of mentors and
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participation in the wider community; number of offences since participation in the
programme as well as the number of beneficiaries dropping out of the
programme and case recording.
However, much of the impact and outcomes evidence collected by the service
providers does not appear to be provided to the GPP and some larger service
providers explained that their deliverables were fairly limited compared to what
they would normally provide to commissioners. As one service provider
explained: “We will provide impact and outcome measures if it is required by
Waltham Forest”. However, monitoring information that was returned to the GPP
tended to focus on the number engaged, background characteristics, best
practice and reporting against delivery or referral targets set by the GPP. There
was agreement among service providers that the GPP had not set SMART
impact and outcome measures for them, but this data was being collected in any
case by some providers.
The majority of service providers explained that they were not where they would
like to be in terms of their progress against these impact and outcome measures.
This tended to relate to delays in setting up their programme and delays in
running courses that were a key part of their delivery. Some providers also
discussed delays in referrals at the beginning of the programme and
inappropriate referrals from some areas, as well as a lack of corporate functional
support (such as compatible IT systems, i.e. corporate back office functions). As
a result, they felt it was too early to assess their progress against these
outcomes, but were optimistic about the impact that they would make, as
engagement had been high for many of the service providers.
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5

Survey of key stakeholders
Summary of Findings
Aims and objectives of the GPP
•

•

•

Most stakeholders felt that the aims and desired outcomes of the GPP and
the target audience of the GPP is also clear. These results are similar to
those presented in the stage 1 evaluation report.
Stakeholders felt that the measures by which the success of the GPP can be
measured and the link between what the GPP delivers and the outcomes it
seeks to achieve are not clear to the majority.
Aims that were considered to be the main priorities for the GPP by the
majority of stakeholders were: (a) increasing public confidence in the police,
council and key partners to tackle violence, and (b) reducing the number of
murders, violent incidents and robberies. Reducing the numbers of murders,
violent incidents and robberies was also considered to be the main priority
by those who responded to the first key stakeholder survey.

Impact and systems for measuring success
•

•

The majority of stakeholders were confident that the GPP is improving
outcomes for beneficiaries. Although stakeholders had less confidence that
the GPP was improving outcomes for adults and females at risk of
involvement in gangs and serious violence.
Less than half of the stakeholders for both surveys thought there were clear
measures of success.

Communication, organisation, management practise and partnership working
•
•

•
•

A majority of stakeholders reported that understanding of the GPP structure,
organisation and leadership are good.
There are two areas where stakeholders feel their understanding is less
good, these are: lines of responsibility and accountability and how corporate
back office functions support effective delivery of the GPP.
The majority of stakeholders agreed that there have been obstacles to
getting the GPP up and running.
The majority of stakeholders reported that partner organisations involved in
delivering the GPP were committed to the programme, had good buy-in and
were willing to put in extra money/time to help it achieve its goals.

Clarity of GPP’s aims, impact, sustainability and community engagement
•
•
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The majority of stakeholders suggested that the GPP’s aims, purpose and
ability to measure impact was clear.
A minority of stakeholders felt sure of how the GPP could be sustained in
the future. The need to be clear about the sustainability of the programme
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into the future is further illustrated by individual stakeholders’ comments for
improvement.
Suggestions for improvement
Stakeholders commonly suggested the following improvement areas: (a)
better internal and external communication, (b) a clear strategic plan with
SMART outcomes, (c) a better understanding of how the programme is
funded and how sustainable it is, and (d) more effective and clear guidance
from management teams.
Comparing the improvement themes to the stage 1 survey shows that
stakeholders still see communication with partners and the community as
the overall main priority for improvement.

•

•

5.1

Introduction

This section presents the findings of the second online survey circulated to GPP
stakeholders. The list of stakeholders was provided to Cordis Bright by the
evaluation steering group and stakeholders were encouraged to forward the
online survey to colleagues. In total the questionnaire was sent to 70 GPP
stakeholders15. 30 stakeholders responded to the questionnaire. The number of
stakeholders who answered each question ranged from 9-28.16
The responses of this second survey will be reviewed below in six sections, for
each section a brief comparison, where noteworthy, will be made with the results
gathered from survey 117.
5.2

Profile of stakeholders

The survey was completed by a range of GPP stakeholders. 10 stakeholders
classified themselves as being involved with the GPP in more than one way, for
example, being a member of the A Better Way Partnership and being a recipient
of the Small Grants Fund. The remaining 18 stakeholders classified themselves
as being involved with the GPP in one way only.

15
70 is a minimum total, this is the exact number of stakeholders that Cordis Bright sent the survey to. However
since the stakeholders were encouraged to send the survey to other suitable stakeholders, it is likely that the
survey was dispersed more widely.
16

For the purposes of this research, percentages are always a percentage of the total number of stakeholders
who answered each question, rather than the percentage who began the survey, i.e. missing data is treated as
missing.

17

For survey 1, 37 stakeholders completed the survey and the number of stakeholders who answered each
question ranged from 34 to 36. The scales for similar questions are in some cases different therefore in those
cases exact comparisons will not be possible. Furthermore we do not know whether stakeholders who
completed survey 2 are not the same as those from survey 1. However it is likely that there is some overlap.
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Figure 25 shows that the most common ways in which stakeholders described
being involved with the GPP was through being a recipient of the Small Grants
Fund, a member of an organisation that is funded to deliver the GPP, a member
of an organisation that takes referrals from the GPP or a member of the Better
Way Partnership.18

18

Total adds to 49 because the 30 stakeholders altogether reported 49 ways in which they were involved with
the GPP.
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Figure 25: Stakeholders' involvements with the GPP (n=28)
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Figure 26: Organisation types represented in the survey (n=26)

Type of organisation stakeholders represented Number of
stakeholders
Service Provider/Voluntary Organisation
LBWF

4

ABWP/Community Representative

2

Police

1

Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)

1

Total

5.3

18

26

Aims and objectives of the GPP

Clarity of aims and objectives and outcomes of GPP (since April 2013)
Figure 27 shows that the majority of stakeholders believed that the target
audience that the GPP seeks to engage and the aims of the GPP are clear/very
clear to them:
•

70% of stakeholders rated the target audience that the GPP seeks to engage
with as either clear/very clear.

•

63% of stakeholders rated the aims of the GPP to be clear/very clear.

•

58% of stakeholders rated the outcomes the GPP is seeking to impact on to
be clear/very clear.

However, this means that around one in three feel that the clarity of the target
audience, aims and outcomes of the GPP could be clearer. Furthermore, Figure
27 also shows that a few of the aspects of GPP are less clear to stakeholders,
for instance:
•

Only 36% of stakeholders rated ‘the measures by which the success of the
GPP can be measured’ to be clear/very clear.

•

Similarly, only 37% rated ‘the link between what the GPP delivers and what
outcomes it is seeking to achieve’ to be clear/very clear.

Comparison with the stage 1 survey
In both this survey and the stage 1 evaluation survey, less than half of the
stakeholders thought there were clear measures by which the success of the
programme can be measured.

©
Final report

| February 2014

92

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

Percentage

Figure 27: Percentages of stakeholders that regard statements about aims and objectives of the
GPP as clear/very clear (n= 26 to 27)
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Priority aims of the GPP
The aims that the greatest proportion of stakeholders considered to be main
priorities were (see Figure 28):
•

Reducing the numbers of murders, violent incidents and robberies (82%, 22
stakeholders).

•

Increasing public confidence in the police, council and key partners to tackle
violence (70%, 19 stakeholders).

•

Increasing community cohesion (44%, 12 stakeholders).

The aims that were considered by the lowest proportions of stakeholders to be a
main priority were (see Figure 28):
•

A move away from out of work benefits (4%, 1 stakeholder).

•

Improving the quality and timeliness of information about violent incidents
(7%, 2 stakeholders).

•

Fewer violence-related hospital admissions (11%, 3).

When asked to give their own suggestions (outside of the list provided), all of the
qualitative comments shared a common theme, the stakeholders believed
providing more interventions for young people at risk of joining a gang and those
already a member of a gang is a key priority area for the GPP. For example:
‘[The GPP needs to be] creating stronger diversions for young people,
away from negative lifestyles’
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Respondent 4

‘[The GPP should aim to help] move young people away from gangs and
criminal involvement and tackle gang violence’
Respondent 18

‘[The GPP should work] with gang involved young people (and those on
the borders) to move into positive activities. Including employment,
training and youth activities.’
Respondent 30

Comparison with the stage 1 survey
Reducing the numbers of murders, violent incidents and robberies was also
considered to be the main priority by those who responded to the stage 1 survey.
On the other hand, ‘increasing community cohesion’ which was rated a main
priority by 72% of stakeholders in survey 1, was seen as less of a priority by the
stakeholders who responded in survey 2 (only 44% rated it so).
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Figure 28: Percentage of stakeholders who rate each aim/objective to be a GPP priority (n= 27)
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5.4

Impact and systems for measuring success

Assessment of the GPP on improving outcomes for different groups
Figure 29 and Figure 30 shows that between 52% and 59% of stakeholders were
confident/very confident that the GPP is improving outcomes for 5 of the groups
that it works with:
•

Young people involved in gangs and serious violence.

•

Young people at risk of involvement in gangs and serious violence.

•

Families of those involved in gangs and serious violence.

•

Families of those at risk of involvement in gangs and serious violence.

•

The wider community in Waltham Forest.

42% of stakeholders were confident/very confident that the GPP is improving
outcomes for females at risk of involvement in gangs and serious violence and
adults at risk of involvement in gangs and serious violence and only 33% of
stakeholders were confident/very confident that the GPP is improving outcomes
for adults involved in gangs and serious violence (Figure 30).
Comparison with stage 1
These results are similar to those found in the first survey which also found that
fewer stakeholders were confident that the GPP was improving outcomes for
adults (both those at risk of being and those already involved in serious violence
and gangs), whilst being confident that it is improving outcomes for the other
groups that it works with.
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Figure 29: Groups for whom the majority of stakeholders were confident/very confident that the
GPP was improving outcomes for (n=27)
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Figure 30: Groups for whom less stakeholders were confident/very confident the GPP was
improving outcomes (n=26 or 27)
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Sufficiency of monitoring systems and measurement of success
Figure 31 shows that:

•

60% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that there are ways in which the
GPP can be appraised in terms of its economic impact.

•

56% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP can measure
success against what it aims to do.

Comparison with stage 1
As shown earlier in Figure 27, only 36% of stakeholders rated ‘the measures by
which the success of the GPP can be measured’ to be clear/very clear, whilst
40% regard the statement to be unclear. In comparison with survey 1, where only
47% agreed/strongly agreed that there are measures by which the GPP can be
measured, this indicates that stakeholders are still unclear about the measures
by which success for the GPP can be measured.
The results are fairly similar to the stage 1 survey, with a small majority of
stakeholders in both cases believing there are ways in which the GPP can be
appraised in terms of economic impact. (53% and 60% respectively).
Additionally, when stakeholders were given the option to give further comment at
the end of survey 2, just under half of the responses commented on the need for
improvements in the monitoring and measurement of the programme:
‘From my perspective, we need better ways to capture [the work of the
GPP]’
‘[it would be useful] to have a better understanding of the structure of the
GPP and aims of each element/programme.’
Respondent 18

‘The real measure of the programme is' distance travelled' by
beneficiaries, this is a difficult thing to measure and represent in a report’
‘it would be relevant to invest in tracking…issues in the borough over a
long period so that we can be [confident about] what the programme has
achieved within the borough.’
Respondent 26

These individual qualitative comments in conjunction with the high proportion of
stakeholders who thought the measures by which the success of the GPP can be
measured was unclear, suggest that stakeholders want measures to be created
and used which can demonstrate the success of the GPP.
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Percentage

Figure 31: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed with statements about
monitoring and measurement of success (n=25)
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5.5

Communication, organisation, management and partnership working

Performance management, improvement and decision making
Figure 32 and Figure 33 show that:
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•

87% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that organisations and
stakeholders involved in delivering the GPP have regular opportunities to
share learning.

•

74% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP is flexible enough
to change what it is doing in light of good practise and emerging evidence.

•

65% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that there is an approach to
identifying and sharing good practise and information from external sources.

•

61% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP has appropriate
systems for managing the performance of services which it funds.

•

57% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that issues, conflicts and
frustrations are sorted out fairly.

•

43% agreed/strongly agreed that there is too much talking and not enough
action in the GPP. Nonetheless, the same proportion of stakeholders (43%)
also disagreed/strongly disagreed with this statement.

•

65% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that there have been obstacles
to getting the GPP up and running.
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•

48% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that issues, conflicts and
frustrations are sorted out promptly.

Comparison with stage 1
Stakeholders at stage 1 were less positive or sure about the performance
management, improvement and decision making than the stakeholders in this
survey. Whilst for this survey 87% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that
organisations and stakeholders involved in delivering the GPP have regular
opportunities to share learning, at stage 1, 56% agreed/strongly agreed with the
statement.
On the other hand, for both surveys, the majority of stakeholders agreed/strongly
agreed that there have been obstacles to getting the GPP up and running (58%
and 65% respectively).
Qualitative comments
Qualitative comments focussed on (a) there being a need to reduce dependency
on certain members of staff to reduce delays, and (b) a desire for management to
reconsider how the focus of the GPP is determined. These two themes are
picked up in the following quotes:
“the GPP was so slow to get up and running.”
Respondent 30

“…A 'hero' or manager dependency, with no fall back process tends to delay
if not stall the programme (as has happened often during the past three
years).”
Respondent 4

“The GPP would be more productive if it was not controlled by political
propaganda and agendas and focused on the real issues of gang prevention
and community cohesion.”
Respondent 21

Some of the more positive comments also reiterated the results shown above in
Figure 32, and included:
“react quickly to emerging situations.”
Respondent 26

“excellent partnership working in some places.”
Respondent 15
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Percentage

Figure 32: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed with statements about internal processes and performance management (n=23)
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Figure 33: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed with statements regarding
internal processes and performance management (n=23)
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Understanding of GPP structure, partnership organisations and leadership
Figure 34 shows that between 50% to 64% of stakeholders rated the following
aspects as good/very good:
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•

The structure of the GPP (64%).

•

The organisations which are involved in delivering the GPP (60%).

•

The way GPP partners work together (for example, there are ground rules,
protocols, policies etc. for reference) to improve outcomes, (60%).

•

The referral process for organisations referring TO the GPP (58%).

•

The roles and responsibilities of those who lead the GPP (56%).

•

The roles and responsibilities of other organisations in delivering the GPP
(56%).

•

GPP governance structures (54%).

•

How the GPP comes to make decisions (50%).

•

The onward referral process BETWEEN GPP organisations (50%).

•

The leaders of each of the GPP's four workstreams (50%).
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Figure 35 shows two aspects that did not fall between this range of percentages
were: ‘lines of responsibility and accountability’ and ‘how corporate back office
functions effectively support and facilitate the delivery of the GPP’ which received
lower proportions of stakeholders rating them good/very good (48% and 36%
respectively).
Figure 36 shows that there appeared to be a good general awareness of how
stakeholders’ organisations fitted into the four GPP workstreams:

•

4 stakeholders, 14% of those that responded to the question, felt they were
involved with all 4 of the GPP workstreams.

•

14 stakeholders, 50% of those that responded to the question, felt they were
involved with more than one of the workstreams.

Comparison with stage 1
For both surveys, a minority of stakeholders thought that ‘the lines of
responsibility and accountability’ were clear.
On the other hand, for both surveys, stakeholders appeared to have good
awareness of how their organisation fitted into the four key workstreams in the
GPP.
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Figure 34: Percentage of stakeholders who rated statements about performance management, leadership and decision making as good/very good (n= 24 or 25)
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Figure 35: Spread of responses to two statements about performance management, leadership and
decision making (n=25)
100
90
80

Percentage

70
60
50

48

40

36

32

30

32

32

20

20
10
0
Lines of responsibility and
accountability
Good/very good

How corporate back office functions
effectively support and facilitate the
delivery of the GPP

Satisfactory

Poor/very poor

Figure 36: Workstreams that 28 stakeholders said that they were involved with (n=28)

Theme involved with

Number Percentage

Family Partnership

11

39.3%

Youth Advancement Team

15

53.6%

Community Engagement

14

50%

Enforcement

3

10.7%

Other

6

21.4%

Partner organisation commitment
Figure 37 shows that the majority of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that
partner organisations involved in delivering the GPP were committed to the
programme, had good by-in and were willing to put in extra money/time to help it
achieve its goals. For example:
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•

83% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that all organisations involved in
delivering the GPP were committed to its aims and objectives. Just 8%
disagreed/strongly disagreed with this.

•

75% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that partner organisations
provide additional time/money to help the programme achieve its aims.
Similar to the above, just 8% disagreed/strongly disagreed that this was the
case.
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•

67% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP has achieved good
buy-in from all stakeholders.

Comparison with survey 1
The results above, are consistent with the results from survey 1, suggesting that
the commitment of organisations to the programme remains strong, both in terms
of time and money.

Percentage

Figure 37: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed to statements around partner
organisation commitment (n=24)
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Partner integration, communication and information sharing
Figure 38 shows that:

©
Final report

•

61% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP communicates
effectively with partners who may want to refer to its services and 63%
agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP communicates effectively with partners
who do refer to its services.

•

58% agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP communicates its aims and
objectives clearly to the outside world.

•

54% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that there is effective
communication within the programme and that information for internal
purposes (i.e. within the programme) is relevant and timely.

•

54% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that entrance criteria for
accessing GPP services are clear.

•

38% of stakeholders think that exit criteria for service users leaving GPP
services are clear.
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Stakeholders’ suggestions for improvements for the GPP show that better
communication and information sharing are considered to be key priorities in
terms of improvement (see Figure 44).
•

Better communication with partners and the community (e.g. of aims and
successes of the GPP) was the most popular first priority area and the first
most common issue.

•

Widening of networks and better partnership working was the fourth most
common issue area (along with clarity around funding and sustainability of the
project going forward).

Comparison with stage 1
Comparing the results from the two surveys shows that only 26% and 38% of
stakeholders who responded to the two surveys respectively thought that ‘Exit
criteria for service users leaving GPP services’ were clear.
Qualitative comments
The below illustrates specific comments in relation to partner integration,
communication and information sharing, reflecting both strengths and
improvement suggestions:
‘We tend to get requests for data/information about our programme but
not a lot of information shared otherwise about the larger GPP
programme/aims/outcomes etc.’
Respondent 18

‘[The] strength within the partnership allows us to react quickly to
emerging situations.’
Respondent 26
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Figure 38: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed with statements about effective
communication (n= 23 or 24)
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Clarity of GPP’s aims, impact, sustainability and community
engagement

Clarity of GPP’s aims, impact and sustainability
When asked about the way that GPP is currently working, the majority of
stakeholders answered that they agreed/strongly agreed to the following
statements (see Figure 39):
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•

That the GPP knows what it wants to achieve (92%).

•

That organisations delivering the GPP know what outcomes they are working
to (72%).

•

The GPP represents good value for money for the public (68%).

•

The GPP's purpose is clear to all (64%).

•

There are ways in which the GPP can be appraised in terms of its economic
impact (60%).

•

The GPP can measure success against what it aims to do (56%).

•

The GPP systematically collects robust evidence of the impact it is having on
beneficiaries (52%).

•

However when rating the statement ‘It is clear how the GPP can be sustained
in the future’, only 24% of stakeholders agreed or strongly agreed and 48% of
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stakeholders disagreed/strongly disagreed with the statement (see Figure
40).
Additionally, when stakeholders were asked to suggest three priority areas for
improvement in relation to the GPP, ‘Clear strategic planning of the GPP for the
future with SMART targets’ was the most frequently suggested first priority and
‘Clarity around funding and sustainability of the project going forward’ was the
third most popular idea for a first priority (see Figure 42 and Figure 43).
Qualitative comments
Furthermore, this concern with sustainability was picked up amongst 2 out of the
8 comments that stakeholders made:
‘High level support is needed to sustain the GPP after April 2013.’
Respondent 30

‘…regarding sustainability, it would be relevant to invest in [using a] tracking
[system]…over a long period so that we can confidently say in the future what
the programme has achieved within the borough.’
Respondent 26

Comparison with stage 1
Concern around sustainability have increased over the time between the stage 1
and stage 2 survey.
Figure 39: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed with statements around the
clarity of the GPP’s aims, impact and sustainability (n=25)
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Figure 40: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed compared to those who
disagreed/strongly disagreed with a statement about sustainability of the GPP (n= 25)
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Community involvement
Figure 41 shows that:
•

58% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP communicates its
aims and objectives clearly to the outside.

•

A greater majority at 83% of stakeholders agreed/strongly agreed that the
community is key in driving the agenda for the GPP.

Comparison with stage 1
A comparison between the results of the two surveys suggests that improving the
engagement of the community in the GPP remains important, but that the
proportion of stakeholders who believed this to be the case may have reduced
over time.
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Figure 41: Percentage of stakeholders who agreed/strongly agreed to statements around effective
communication within the community (n= 24)
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5.7

Suggestions for improvement

Figure 42 shows that whilst stakeholders generally agreed that all the
improvements listed in the question were major or top priorities, two suggestions
stood out in terms of popularity.
•

95% thought ‘a clear way forward for the GPP, i.e. a clear SMART strategy
for 2013/2014/2015’ was a top priority.

•

Additionally, 91% of stakeholders considered ‘ensuring that a sustainability
plan is in place’ to be a top priority.

•

Only 9% and 5% respectively regarded the above statements as a minor
priority or not a priority.

Stakeholders were asked to list three key areas in priority order that could quickly
improve the way that the GPP is working. Figure 43 shows the priorities for
stakeholders were:
1. Better communication with partners and the community (e.g. about the
aims and successes of the GPP) and clear strategic planning of the GPP
for the future with SMART targets. Both of these improvements had a
count of 4 stakeholders.
2. Clarity around funding and sustainability of the GPP and More effective
and clear involvement of management in the GPP. Both of these
improvements had a count of 3 stakeholders.
The second most important priorities were:
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1. Better communication with partners and the community (e.g. about the
aims and successes of the GPP).
2. Improved methods of monitoring and measuring outcomes against aims.
3. Clear strategic planning of the GPP for the future with SMART
targets/clearer referral processes into the GPP.
The third most important priorities were:
1. Better communication with partners and the community (e.g. about the
aims and successes of the GPP).
2. Widening of networks and better partnership working/ clear strategic
planning of the GPP for the future with SMART targets.
3. More effective and clear involvement of management in the GPP.
Comparison with stage 1
Comparison of the results from the two surveys shows that the need for
improvement in communication remains an issue. Sustainability issues are a
growing concern for stakeholders between stage 1 and this survey.
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Figure 42: Percentage of stakeholders rating the priority level of suggestions as a major/top priority (n=21 to 23)
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Figure 43: First, second and third priority improvement suggestions, ranked by most common improvement area (top ranked for each highlighted in bold (n=54)
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Figure 44 takes the information about priorities collected in the three tables in
Figure 43 and shows the most common areas for improvement regardless of
whether they were listed as the first, second or third priority.
It shows that:
1. The most common area put forward in the three tables was for better
communication with partners and the community (e.g. about the aims and
successes of the programme).
2. The second most common area put forward for improvement was the
need for clear strategic planning of the GPP with SMART targets.
3. The third most common area put forward for improvement was for more
effective and clear involvement of management in the GPP.
Figure 44: All priority improvements (where suggested by 2 or more stakeholders) ranked by most
commonly chosen (n=54)
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Improvement theme

Rank

Count

Better communication with partners and the community (e.g. of aims and
successes of the GPP)

1

14

Clear strategic planning of the GPP for the future with SMART targets

2

9

More effective and clear involvement of management in the GPP

3

7

Clarity around funding and sustainability of the project going forward

4

5

Widening of networks and better partnership working

4

5

Improved methods of monitoring and measuring outcomes against aims

5

4

Clearer referral processes into the GPP

6

3

Improved interventions for young people

7

2

Greater community involvement/accountability

7

2
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6

Consultation with beneficiaries, family
members and key workers
Summary of main findings
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•

The work of the GPP is valued by the majority of beneficiaries and their
families who compared this support favourably with the support that they
had received from other agencies (particularly other statutory agencies).

•

Beneficiaries and family members re-interviewed at stage 2 continued to be
positive about the approach and attitude of their key workers who were seen
as engaging, supportive, persistent, and understanding.

•

Beneficiaries and family members were generally very positive about the
non-judgemental, friendly, and approachable way that key workers engaged
with them and their families. They also particularly liked the reliability of their
key workers (particularly in contrast to other agencies). They were also
particularly positive about the extra lengths that key worker would go to for
them and the advocacy role that they took with other agencies at times of
crisis.

•

In contrast to the original cohort, beneficiaries and family members new for
stage two (new cohort) of the evaluation had a clear understanding of why
they had been referred to the GPP and the agency that had made the
referral. Key workers across both cohorts identified that the majority of
referrals had been made through the Bronze group or by the police or
probation. This was because beneficiaries had been identified as being
involved in gang activities or the victims of gang activities. Other indicators
that the family was in need of support included:
o The beneficiary had restricted movement within the borough (i.e.
safety issues)
o The family were at significant risk of attack or reprisals
o Alcohol and drug use
o Issues with education, employment or training
o In temporary, unsafe or unstable accommodation
o Mental health concerns such as: Anxiety, panic attacks, depression,
night terrors and Post traumatic Stress disorder
In many instances key workers (for the new cohort) were very clear that if
their service did not exist there would have been a significant gap in
provision and outcomes for that individual or family would have been worse
as a result.

•

Beneficiaries and family members from the original and new cohorts were
very positive about the support provided by the GPP, which tended to
consist of one to one support from their key worker, advocacy and onward
referrals to other agencies. However, beneficiaries working with the Family
Partnership Team (FPT) from the original cohort were not always aware of
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the ‘work’ that they were doing, i.e. what the beneficiary was doing as part of
the intervention to improve their outcomes.

©
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•

Improvement suggestions made across both cohorts included:
o More regular contact with the FPT (original cohort only)
o Greater consultation with young people about the service they
wanted, i.e. a more participative approach
o More effective management of expectations, i.e. ensuring that
opportunities are fully in place before they are offered to
beneficiaries. If promised opportunities are not available this can be
very counterproductive
o Providing a wider range of accommodation options, particularly in
relation to safe and secure
o Providing additional job opportunities

•

Across both cohorts (new and original) the majority of beneficiaries and
family members discussed the positive impact that the GPP had on them
and their families, particularly in terms of their attitudes. This was further
confirmed through consultation with key workers. Beneficiaries from the
original cohort were able to describe the sustained impact of their work with
the GPP. However, all beneficiaries struggled to separate out the impact of
different agencies of the GPP on their outcomes. However, there was a
recognition that beneficiaries had to be motivated to make changes to their
lives. Families that had been working with the programme had been able to
identify the impact of the service in terms of:
o Improved sense of wellbeing
o Improved family relationships
o Re-housed in a safe location
o Continued in education, employment and training
o Gained employment
o Positive impact of reassurance and emotional support
o Disassociated from negative peers
o More ambitious and motivated
o Less angry and confrontational
o Improved communication

•

Key workers supporting the original cohort were able to identify some
progress that had been made against the identified impacts and outcomes at
stage 1, particularly around a reduction in serious youth violence incidents
and relocation of families to a safe area. Action plans for members of the
new cohort were more focused by the agency that they were working with,
which in some cases had a very tight remit. Identified outcomes for the
original cohort tended to relate to:
o Reducing offending behaviour
o Emotional support and reassurance at a time of crisis
o Relocation of the family
o Reducing involvement with gang associates
o Improving education, employment or training status
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•

6.1

The majority of the beneficiaries and family members had limited awareness
of the GPP. There were also mixed views among family members and
beneficiaries about whether there had been a positive impact of the GPP on
gang activity in the LBWF.

Introduction
Between September and November 2013 Cordis Bright conducted qualitative
consultation through in-depth interviews and outcomes focussed case studies
with beneficiaries of the GPP, their family members and their key workers.
The research tools and approaches were developed by Cordis Bright and agreed
with the GPP evaluation steering group before use in the field.
An outcomes-focussed case study tool was used with key workers from the
different organisations to collect information on families that had benefitted from
work with the GPP. The tool itself collected data on the following issues:
•

Beneficiary’s details (age, name, date of referral, length of intervention,
frequency of intervention, referral agency)

•

Person context (reasons for referral to the FPT, circumstances and risk
factors, other indicators for requiring support)

•

Support provided (support from other agencies involved, support from the
FPT and any impact if this service was not available, activities and
interventions accessed by the beneficiary and their family)

•

Feedback from stakeholders on the impact of the GPP

•

Impact and outcomes expected, including targets and measures, based on
the action plans identified by key workers for each beneficiary or family

•

Lessons learned

This was supplemented with in-depth interviews with beneficiaries and family
members.
This consultation was achieved with the support of the Waltham Forest Family
Partnership Team, Victim Support, St Giles Trust and Going the Distance who
helped to identify a cohort, secure initial consent from beneficiaries and helped to
arrange either face-to-face or telephone interviews.
However, it should also be noted for future practice that there have been
challenges involved with the completion of this consultation. The approach taken
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by Cordis Bright has had to be flexible to accommodate the needs of the
research participants. This is because:
•

There were delays in identifying the cohort of new beneficiaries who Cordis
Bright could conduct consultation with.

•

There were challenges to securing consent to re-interview the original cohort
of beneficiaries because key staff had experienced extended periods of
absence, or were very busy. It was, therefore, not possible to complete
consultations with all key workers from the original cohort.

•

There were challenges to securing initial consent from (and arranging
interviews with) research participants in the new cohort because key staff
members were very busy or away for extended periods. The complex
circumstances for beneficiaries meant that it was not always appropriate to
approach them to participate.

•

Cordis Bright made multiple attempts to secure either face-to-face or
telephone interviews, many of which were conducted in the evenings and
interviews were regularly re-arranged because of availability issues for
research participants.

Written or verbal informed consent was secured from all interviewees prior to
conducting the interview.
Things to note
This report is based on 24 case studies. They represent:
•
•

Nine case studies from the original cohort (from the Family Partnership
Team) that were consulted with at stage 1 of the evaluation.
15 new case studies organised as part of the stage 2 evaluation (new
cohort).

There is a recognition that the beneficiary analysis is subject to some selection
bias because of beneficiaries/families identified by service providers for
interviews, and because beneficiaries are to some extent self-selecting. This is
because those that are more engaged with the service may be more likely to
agree to attend an interview.
As a result of the ‘whole family approach’ employed by the GPP, the majority of
family members interviewed for the GPP (particularly in the stage 2 cohort) have
also received a service from the GPP. There is only one case study where this
is not the case. Therefore the findings from the in-depth interviews with family
members and beneficiaries in stage 2 has been presented together with any key
differences between family members / beneficiaries highlighted within the report.

©
Final report

| February 2014

120

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

6.2

Profile of beneficiaries
Consultation has been completed with 24 families that have engaged with the
Gang Prevention Programme through a variety of different agencies (Family
Partnership Team (FPT), Victim Support, Going the Distance (GTD) and the St
Giles Trust). Figure 45 shows that of the 24 families nine are being interviewed
again at stage 2 following their engagement at stage 1.
However, the configuration of interviews and consultation within each of these
families is different; in part this reflects the nature of the GPP work, which may
engage with a whole family, the beneficiary on their own (particularly if they are
an adult) or just a family member. Figure 46 shows that 32 interviews and 16
interviews with key workers were completed in total at stage 2 of the research.
Figure 45: Distribution of case studies between organisations

Figure 46 shows that 24 cases studies were completed with beneficiaries of the
GPP in Waltham Forest. Across those 24 cases, 32 interviews were completed
with beneficiaries and family members. Of these:
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• Nine case studies were completed for the original cohort of beneficiaries19
• 15 additional case studies were completed with beneficiaries (which equated
to 17 interviews with beneficiaries as two cases had more than one
beneficiary) who were interviewed for the first time at stage two.
Figure 46: Make up of case studies in the Stage 2 report
Original
Cohort?
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Beneficiary

Beneficiary 2

Family
member

Case study 1









Case study 2









Case study 3









Case study 4







Case study 5







Case study 6



Case study 7



Case study 8



Case study 9



Case study 10

















Not available for interview at stage 2



Case study 11

19

Key worker

Case study 12





Case study 13





Case study 14





Case study 15





Case study 16











It was not possible to complete interviews at stage 2 with the family from case study number 10.

20

A beneficiary in this context is any individual that has received a service and is not necessarily a young
person
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Original
Cohort?
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Beneficiary 2
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Case study 17





Case study 18





Case study 19



Case study 20





Case study 21
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Case study 23





Case study 24





Case study 25





Total: 24 cases

9 cases



22

2



22

8

Consultation activity was completed with beneficiaries that had been working
across the GPP. Some beneficiaries had been referred to the GPP because they
had been the victims of gang activity, while others were referred because they
were perpetrators of gang activities (although this distinction is not particularly
clear as many beneficiaries had experiences of both), or at risk of involvement
with gang activity. Figure 47 provides a profile of beneficiaries that have engaged
with the programme. It shows that:
• The majority of cases involve male beneficiaries
• 33% of referrals came via the Bronze group21
• 42% of cases were referred as a victim
• 25% of cases showed evidence that they were on statutory orders
Figure 47: Profile of beneficiaries interviewed

Number of case studies Key percentage
Total number of Case
studies

24

Cohort

Original cohort: 9

100%
63% new cohort

21

This may be because many of the beneficiaries were onward referrals from agencies such as probation or
targeted youth support, for example, that had received a referral from the Bronze group
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Number of case studies Key percentage
New cohort: 15

Agency of Key worker

FPT: 9
GTD: 7
Victim Support: 6
St Giles Trust 2

38% FPT cases

Open or closed case

Open cases : 19
Closed cases: 5

79% open cases

Referral agency

Bronze Group: 8
Police: 4
Probation: 2
FPT: 2
Targeted youth service:2
YIAG/ABWP:2
Homeless unit: 1
JCP: 1
GTD: 1
Unclear: 1

Type of referral

Referred as a victim: 12
Referred because at risk
or involved in gangs: 10
Other e.g. family member
of gang member: 2

42% referred because
at risk or involved with
gangs/victim

Length of intervention (at
stage 1)

6 months or less: 8
7 to 12 months: 9
Over 12 months: 823

38% working with the
GPP for 7 to 12 months

Gender

Female: 8
Male:16

Age

15 to 16: 3
17 to 18: 7
19 to 21: 10
Over 21: 4

On statutory criminal
justice order

On statutory order: 624
25% on statutory order
Not on statutory order: 18

22

33% direct referrals
from Bronze

67% male

42% aged 19 to 21

22

Please note one FPT case study from the original cohort has been counted as victim support as the
frequency of contact is currently higher.
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The longest open case is 34 months

24

Although please note that one case is now closed
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6.3

Analytical strategy
The analytical approach adopted here presents the consultations with key
workers, beneficiaries and family members under the following headings:
• Referral and context
• Views on support provided
• Impact of support provided
• Outcomes
• Future aspirations
• Views on the GPP
As information has been collected on different cohorts at different points in time
the findings are presented as follows:
• Original cohort: Consultations with the ‘Original cohort’ i.e. the nine case
studies that were consulted and presented in the stage 1 report. This draws
comparisons with consultations collected at stage 1 to identify areas of change
and progress over time. It presents an analysis of all consultation at stage 2
compared to the findings outlined in the stage 1 report.
• New cohort: Consultations with the ‘new cohort’ (i.e. the 15 cases that were
first consulted at stage 1 of the research) are presented by analysis of
beneficiaries and family members, and then the analysis of consultations with
key workers.
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6.4

Referral and Context

6.4.1

Original cohort
Reasons for referral and engagement
At stage 1 key workers had identified a range of reasons why beneficiaries of the
GPP were referred to the Family Partnership Team. They explained that
beneficiaries were referred both as victims and as perpetrators of gang activities.
Families were predominantly referred to the FPT because of issues relating to
gangs which included:
•

Clear gang affiliation (based on police intelligence, or criminal activity).

•

Association with other young people known to be in gangs (i.e. who they were
hanging around with, threats made to other gang members, information from
police intelligence, older sibling known to be involved in gangs).

•

Association with young people who are involved in criminal behaviour (i.e.
involved with a delinquent peer group, criminal activity).

•

Victim of gang activity (such as stabbing, reprisals, smashed windows,
threats made to the family or at risk of retaliation).

•

Exploited by other gang members (sexually or by coercing support).

However, beneficiaries identified as perpetrators of gang activity were often also
identified as at risk from other groups because of their associations or their
families were identified at risk of reprisals.
Additional evidence from the outcomes-focussed case studies completed with
key workers showed that families within the original cohort had complex needs
and they tended to involve difficulties within the family as well as external
pressures because of gang-related risk factors. These included issues relating to
health, unsafe accommodation or risk of homelessness, welfare and safety but
most commonly related to circumstances that put the family under stress, as well
as disengagement by the young person in education, employment and training.
Motivation for continued engagement
At stage 1 beneficiaries from the original cohort explained that they had been
referred to the FPT because it acted like a key worker service that could support
beneficiaries and steer them on the right path, a minority of beneficiaries were
clear that this was to steer beneficiaries away from gangs. The majority of
beneficiaries associated their contact with the FPT with prior contact with an
enforcement agency, either through the police, the YOT or following arrest. In
terms of their motivation to engage, beneficiaries consistently explained that they
were motivated to work with the FPT because of the attitude and approach of
their key workers because they were nice, friendly, easy to talk to, understanding
and were seen not to lie, as one young person explained: “He tells it straight, to
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do this or that… he keeps it real” and compared them favourably to other workers
they had engaged with in the past. Beneficiaries also attributed their motivation to
change to circumstances in their own lives that had changed.
At stage 2 beneficiaries from the original cohort discussed progress since their
last interview as part of stage 1 and their continued engagement with the FPT.
Generally, beneficiaries were non- committal about how things had been
progressing (although two of the cases had been closed at stage 1), but were
able to reflect on their engagement with FPT and the ongoing impact of that work.
For beneficiaries that were continuing to work with the FPT there was some
confusion about whether the beneficiary was still working with the FPT as they
had had limited contact with the key worker since their previous interview
(although some recognised that this was the result of illness). These beneficiaries
explained that the level of engagement with the FPT related to ‘checking in’ and
‘making sure that things were going ok’, with one beneficiary particularly clear
that their key worker was “half going out of her way to help”. Beneficiaries that
had clear ongoing relationships were generally positive about the support that
they received from the FPT, particularly in relation to education, employment and
training.
Beneficiaries with cases that were not already closed at stage 1 provided a mixed
picture about any progress that had been made since their last interview. Two of
the beneficiaries had been re-housed outside of the borough and were generally
positive about this move as they felt them safer and that their situation was
calmer. However, one beneficiary had been to prison since their last interview
and another had been threatened with a weapon.
Beneficiary and family members who had closed cases were more positive about
their situation than when they were previously interviewed. They described their
situations as more settled, calmer and parents/carers explained that their child
was making positive progress in terms of education, employment and training.
Family members with open cases tended to mirror the description described by
the beneficiary. One family member explained that the situation in their family had
gone downhill because their child was associating with drug dealers and was
being encouraged to deal as well but the FPT worker was able to support the
family in addressing these issues.
6.4.2

New cohort key worker
Context for referral
Key workers for the new cohort of beneficiaries provided a broad range of
reasons for beneficiaries being referred to the GPP and their service. Reasons
included:
• Clear gang affiliation (based on police intelligence, or criminal activity).
• Association with other young people known to be in gangs (i.e. who they were
hanging around with, threats made to other gang members, information from
police intelligence, older sibling known to be involved in gangs).
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• Witness to a gang-related incident where someone known to the beneficiary
was threatened with weapons
• Victim of gang activity which included:
o
o
o
o
o

Near fatal stabbing /stabbing
Threats with weapons made to the beneficiary or to the family, including
children
Breaking down into the home and breaking contents
At risk because of drug dealing in the area
At risk of retaliation, reprisals or further attacks

• Victim of domestic abuse (verbal and threats to harm the family) or childhood
sexual abuse.
Furthermore, the cohort included two cases where families had been relocated to
the borough from other areas because of gang related issues in the previous
borough that they had lived in.
Referral agency
In contrast to the original cohort, referrals for beneficiaries and family members to
Victim Support, Going the Distance and the St Giles Trust were from a broad
range of sources. However, the largest number of referrals were made direct
from the Bronze group, Police or Probation. Other referrals were received from
the following organisations:
• Family Partnership Team (as an onward referral)
• ABWP/YIAG
• Targeted youth support
• Job Centre Plus (specialist worker)
• Going the Distance
The evidence from outcomes focused case studies showed that key workers did
not identify any issues with referrals in the majority of cases. However, there
were some concerns expressed about the appropriateness of referrals for the
following reasons:
• Referrals for gang-associated individuals that were involved in gangs that
were operating outside of the LBWF, but a resident of the borough.
• Questions regarding the ‘readiness’ of the beneficiary on referral for work,
given other underlying issues, such as serious mental health concerns and
indebtedness.
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Other indicators of support
Evidence from the outcomes-focussed case studies completed with key workers
showed that families accessing the GPP presented with a range of issues, which
were often highly complex and long standing. They also showed that within
families the distinction between victim and perpetrator was often not particularly
clear, which was further compounded by the concern for the welfare and safety of
younger siblings and other family members in the household. Other indicators of
support included difficulties within the family as well as external pressures: such
as the health of family members, or offending. The full range of indicators
suggesting that the family were in need of support included:
•

Beneficiary had restricted movements in the borough (for example, they were
unable to access the family home or unable to visit other areas)

•

Alcohol and drugs use

•

Mental health concerns such as: anxiety, panic attacks, depression, night
terrors and post traumatic stress disorder

•

Isolation as a result of relocation and targeting

•

Vulnerable family member is being targeted by gang

•

Issues with debts and money management

•

Significant physical health concerns for family members

•

Not engaged in education, employment or training

•

In temporary, unsafe or unstable accommodation or at risk of eviction

In many instances key workers were very clear that if their service did not exist
there would have been a significant gap in the provision of the service and the
outcomes for that individual or family would have been poor. Key workers
emphasised the specialist nature of their service and the extra lengths that they
would go to accommodate the needs of a very specific cohort of beneficiaries.
However, this is not to suggest that there were no other agencies that would have
been available, for example Targeted Youth Support would have provided
assistance in some cases but would not have had the same specialist
knowledge. For example, one key worker explained that a family would have
been in danger and the mental and physical health of some family members
would have deteriorated. They also felt that the beneficiary was likely to have
been involved with the police or the prison service as they were likely to have
reoffended or retaliated.
Furthermore, a minority of key workers explained that families had lost trust with
some of the referring services (such as the police and probation) as there had
been minimal engagement, which led to a loss of trust. For this reason, without
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the support of these services provided by the GPP, key workers felt that
beneficiaries would have been extremely vulnerable.
6.4.3

New cohort Beneficiaries and family members
Initial contact and referral to the service
Beneficiaries from the new cohort were generally clear about why they had been
referred to the different organisations within the GPP and they were also clear
about why the GPP was working with them (and in some cases their families). All
of the beneficiaries and family members were aware of who had made the
referral to their key worker, which was most commonly from the police, but also
the FPT, a youth worker, or they had heard about the programme from a friend
and self referred. Some beneficiaries that were working with a range of services
following an incident were less clear about the specific referral route they had
taken. The majority of beneficiaries and family members stated that this had been
explained to them at the beginning of their engagement with the GPP.
For beneficiaries accessing the Victim Support service and St Giles Trust this
tended to be because they needed support as they had been the victim of an
incident, such as serious threats, a stabbing, assault or sexual abuse, or their
child had been a victim of similar incidents and felt vulnerable. In some cases
these issues were linked to the activities of the individual or the family member, in
other cases there was no connection.
Beneficiaries and family members accessing the FPT and GTD described a wider
range of reasons for engagement such as seeking support around employment,
housing support and emotional support. One family member explained that she
had engaged with the service to ensure that her son would engage properly with
the service, but also welcomed the employability support that she was receiving.
Beneficiaries had been referred to the GPP through a variety of referrals routes,
although not all of them were clear about how they had been referred between
agencies. The majority had been referred to the different projects as a result of
their engagement with , for example, the police, YOT (including the FPT) or the
probation service) who identified a need and referred them onto another service.
However, some beneficiaries had initial contact with the police because they or a
member of their family was a victim of a gang-related incident. Other referrals
routes came as a result of self-referrals to the police or probation workers or
through a Gangs specific Jobcentre Plus (JCP) advisor.
Motivation to work with the organisation or to continue work
Beneficiaries and family members from the new cohort predominantly described
situations where they were trying to gain support so that they could change their
current circumstances. For some beneficiaries and family members their
motivation to engage with GTD, Victim Support or the St Giles Trust was because
they or their families were at significant risk from attacks or reprisals in their
current area and were grateful for any support that they could get to change that.
Beneficiaries and family members discussed their own motivation to change their
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lives, as one beneficiary explained: “Because I just wanted to change my life.
Just wanted to make my mum happy and not sit around doing nothing”.
However, interviews with a minority of beneficiaries indicated that they were more
motivated by the prospect of receiving the same support as their friend and
explained: “They helped my friend, got him a flat and college, so it got me
thinking I might as well”.
The majority of beneficiaries were also very positive about the approach and
support that they received from key workers particularly because of the range of
different services that they were being offered, the friendly and non-judgemental
approach of key workers and their commitment to keep the family informed about
developments and follow through on their promises. As one beneficiary explained
they engaged with the service: “Because she kept in contact, does what she said
she was going to do, never let me down, met my son when said she was going to
meet him. Not once she has let us down, ever”.
Beneficiaries also discussed building a trusting relationship with their key worker,
particularly as many of them felt that key workers were going ‘above and beyond’
the normal remits of their job. They explained that key workers would often play
an advocacy role with other agencies that they were working with, particularly at
times when they were under a great deal of stress (especially with housing and
the police). In addition, beneficiaries and family members were particularly
grateful for the practical support provided by agencies in terms of providing
housing essentials for relocation and resolving barriers to relocation such as
delays in payment for private rented deposits.
6.5

Views on support provided

6.5.1

Original cohort
The outcomes-focussed case studies completed with key workers identified
different interventions and support that were put in place to assist families
referred to the FPT. Some key workers also explained that their approach was
needs led, which meant that support needs would often emerge over the course
of the intervention. They also explained that support was put in place through
joint agreement with the family. Key workers described the efforts that they had
gone to in order to engage families in extra support (such as referrals to MultiSystemic Therapy (MST)) but not all families were interested in engaging. The
evidence from outcomes-focussed case studies with key workers suggests that
support from the FPT particularly focussed on building protective factors for the
family and also relocation. Particular support put in place included:
• Referrals to Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST) (an intensive family- and
community-based treatment program). It focuses on addressing all
environmental systems that impact on chronic and violent juvenile offenders
• Attend joint visits with families to support housing and re-housing claims
• Advocating on behalf of the family
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• One to one support from the FPT to:
o
o
o
o

Reducing the risk of offending
Re-engaging beneficiary with family members (often fathers)
reengage and commit to education
Support parents to develop positive parenting strategies and resolve
internal family conflict

• Provide onward referrals to health organisations and counselling services to
provide support with anxiety and disclosed issue by beneficiaries.
Beneficiaries from the original cohort met their key worker between once a week
and once every couple of months, but had contact on the phone. Some of the
beneficiaries explained that the support that they had been provided with had
become less frequent. For some this was a result of their case moving towards a
planned closure, while others were uncertain why they were no longer seeing
their key worker as frequently. For some beneficiaries, this meant that they were
uncertain about what ‘work’ they were completing with the FPT worker. A large
minority explained that their FPT worker took a ‘big brother’ role in their lives and
would check in with them to see how things were going.
Similar to the stage 1 evaluation, beneficiaries and family members were not
aware of a plan that they were working towards, but some explained that they
had had discussions with their key worker about what they were interested in
working on. Other beneficiaries felt that their worker was responsive to issues
that they identified, and discussed how the worker would support them to work
through issues one by one. All beneficiaries described this process as
collaborative, but some explained that the worker had proposed things to work
on, while others described this identification process as instigated by them.
However, a large minority explained that they no longer had regular contact with
their key worker.
Not all beneficiaries or family members could identify improvements for the work
of the FPT, but those that were able to identify improvements suggested that:
• They would like to see their key worker on a more regular basis, as they were
unable to address any issues in a timely manner. Additionally beneficiaries
that finished their engagement with the FPT would have like key workers to
check in on them occasionally as they valued the contact.
• Family members would like to be more involved in the intervention or receive
more information about what work was being completed with their children and
the progress made.
6.5.2

New cohort key worker
The outcomes-focussed case studies completed with key workers identified
different interventions and support that was put in place to assist families referred
to the GPP. Some key workers also explained that their approach was needs led,
which meant that support needs would often emerge over the course of the
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intervention. In contrast to the original cohort, beneficiaries had received onward
referrals (particularly in relation to victims) to many organisations for support for a
range of complex needs. However, key workers cite occasions where these
offers of support (such as counselling) are not accepted.
The evidence from outcomes-focussed case studies with key workers, suggests
that the objective of support was different across all agencies (such as a
predominant focus on employment, education and training in the GTD) but a very
common theme across many of the case studies was to support the relocation of
the beneficiary/family out of the area. The predominant methods of support
provided to families included:
•

Support from the key worker, i.e. beneficiaries had a dedicated worker that
they would see consistently. The key worker would adopt a variety of different
roles depending on the needs of the family but included:
o
o
o
o
o
o

Advocating for the family in meetings or with other professionals
Providing support to parents/carers, such as, advice around boundary
setting, parenting, a listening ear,
Providing emotional support
Identifying needs and providing CV writing support, job application support,
disclosure support and job/training opportunities
Practical support with re-housing including buying housing essentials and
accessing crisis funds
Support with form filling

• Providing onward referrals and signposting to other agencies (this included
referrals for family members or friends who were not directly affected by the
intervention)
6.5.3

New cohort beneficiaries and family members
The majority of beneficiaries met their key worker once a week, while others met
every fortnight, with some reporting more frequent contact at the beginning of a
beneficiary’s engagement (sometimes daily) which then tended to reduce over
time. Beneficiaries and family members were generally positive that organisations
associated with the GPP were clear about the kind of support they could provide
to them. They discussed that this was explained clearly by the key worker at the
beginning of their engagement sometimes along with information about
disclosure and confidentiality when it came to safeguarding.
The majority of beneficiaries and family members were very clear that they had
developed a plan in conjunction with their key worker. One beneficiary explained
that she would have a discussion with the key worker about all of the issues that
were of concern to them and then would develop a list of priorities from all of
those issues. Although some explained that they did not have a ‘timetable’ they
had worked out an approach and what they were going to do together. However,
a minority beneficiaries and family members expressed frustration with ‘just being
told what to do’ and a lack of clarity about when things would happen. For
example, in the case of a relocation (particularly with Safe and Secure), a family
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discovered that they were ineligible for support after they had completed much of
the process, which was made worse as they revealed some information to the
police that made the beneficiary more vulnerable. Equally, beneficiaries had been
told about a training programme but did not know if and when it would start
because of delays by other partners.
The majority of beneficiaries and family members were very positive about the
way that their key worker and other members of the GPP worked with them. They
particularly mentioned how they were nice and friendly, but particularly valued the
additional efforts that their key workers would go to support them or make them
feel comfortable.
Beneficiaries cited examples such as being relocated on the same day as their
first meeting, buying stationary to help them at college, and buying items for an
unfurnished temporary accommodation flat. One beneficiary explained: “I can’t
believe there are people in the world like that nowadays”. Beneficiaries and family
members also appreciated the regular contact and one to one working that they
received from the programme, and identified that it provided them with some very
valuable opportunities. One beneficiary said “to do something useful for
humanity”
However, a minority of beneficiaries and family members expressed some
dissatisfaction with their engagement with the GPP, which predominantly related
to their view that what they were promised was not necessarily what was being
delivered, both in terms of job opportunities, but also in relation to issues with
previous landlords that was not taken care of by the key worker (despite
promising to do so) and led to rent arrears for the beneficiary.
Improvements identified by beneficiaries included:
• Provide more attentive and persistent support to ensure they made changes
• Services should consult more thoroughly with young people, particularly
before they make a decision about the type of intervention or service they are
going to provide
• Effectively manage expectations, i.e. ensure that opportunities are fully in
place before they are offered to beneficiaries
• Provide a wider range of accommodation options. A minority beneficiaries
particularly identified improvements for Safe and Secure which they felt should
not discriminate against people that were living in private rented
accommodation and should ensure that the safety of beneficiaries in
temporary accommodation is prioritised.
• Provide additional opportunities, for example, one beneficiary explained: ‘put
things there for young adults to do, there’s nothing to do. Make links with
companies/ apprenticeships, only way [people will disengage from gangs] is
for that to happen, things they’d like to do’
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The majority of beneficiaries were working with more than one agency and some
particularly spoke positively about the way that organisations were working
together.
6.6

Impact of the support provided

6.6.1

Original cohort
The majority of beneficiaries from the original cohort continued to feel that their
engagement with the FPT and the GPP had had an impact on their lives, but
were more ambivalent than the last time they were interviewed. The two cases
that were already closed at the stage 1 evaluation were able to reflect on their
current situation and described consistent and improved impact from their
engagement with the FPT (both cases involved relocation for the beneficiary or
the family). They explained that their families were making progress since the last
interview, in particular, that their children were calmer, more grounded and the
family had more stability. One beneficiary explained that they had continued to
pursue an apprenticeship and was much less depressed and withdrawn than
they had been previously. However, this was also attributed to a change in the
attitude of the young person themselves since the intervention.
Beneficiaries that were still working with the GPP had more mixed views about
the impact of the GPP, while some reiterated the impact of the service that they
had identified since their last engagement, some were unclear or initially unable
to identify whether their engagement had had an impact on their lives. Impacts
identified by beneficiaries and family members included:
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•

Improved sense of wellbeing: Some beneficiaries explained that they were
happier and less stressed out because of the support that the FPT had put in
place. As one family member explained “I have some peace of mind”.

•

Improved support system: Beneficiaries and family members were positive
about their ability to contact the FPT worker when they were experiencing
conflict and difficulties at home or in other parts of their lives. They were clear
that the FPT worker would help to calm them down.

•

Improved family relationships: Some beneficiaries and family members
explained that the relationships within their families had improved, such as
getting closer to members of their family that they had not been in touch with
previously. Some family members who had a lot of home issues said that it
was important that they had helped them to set more boundaries and ‘be
stronger’ with their children.

•

Improved living conditions: Some beneficiaries explained that they had
been supported into alternative accommodation at least in part through the
support of the FPT since the stage 1 evaluation which meant that they were
in a safer area and the type of accommodation they were in was more stable.
However, others had been offered accommodation in other areas and found it
unsuitable, while one beneficiary that had been referred to another service by
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the FPT explained that they had received additional support with housing and
more options had become available than when working with the FPT.
•

Continued in education, employment or training: Some beneficiaries
discussed that they attributed the fact that they remained in their education,
employment or training programmes to the FPT. They attributed this to the
commitment and encouragement of their workers. One explained when they
wanted to quit the FPT, the FPT worker would encourage them to carry on.
Others explained that it had helped them to improve their literacy skills.

•

Improved outlook on life: Some beneficiaries described a significant
change in the way that they looked at life. For example, they explained that
they were calmer, more motivated and positive about the future. Others
explained that they had been pushed in the right direction and were not ‘on
the street’ any more.

The majority of beneficiaries and family members felt that their attitude had
changed which reiterated the findings from stage 1, but some beneficiaries were
clearer about these achievements. They described a range of ways in which their
attitude had changed which included:
•

Less angry and confrontational: Beneficiaries most often described how
they were less angry or indignant than they used to be and were calmer now.
They also explained that they had more respect for others, for example, that
they would not be rude anymore. However, many acknowledged that the
issues that they were confronted with persisted and for some this meant that
they were still internally very angry about the impact that gangs had had on
their lives, but they were better able to contain it.

•

Improved communication: Beneficiaries and family members particularly
discussed how their communication skills had improved and that they were
more likely to talk to people (particularly their parents/carers) and less likely to
be rude. A minority family members explained that they were more likely to be
sympathetic to their child.

•

More ambitious and motivated: Some beneficiaries explained that they
were more driven and motivated to reach their goals They explained that
they were more concerned about where they wanted to get in life, and as one
beneficiary explained they were learning that “the best kind of revenge is
success”. One beneficiary attributed this change in attitude to their maturation
and explained that since they were no longer getting into trouble ‘now and
again’ because they realised that you can not do that when you get to a
certain age.

•

Behavioural changes: A smaller number of beneficiaries and family
members were also able to discuss behavioural changes that had occurred
for them. These included:
o
o
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More likely to stay at home and not go out ‘on road’
Better behaviour within the home
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However, a minority of family members felt that there had been no change in their
families, while others recognised that the circumstances that they had been
through had had a profound effect on their families which would not change for
quite some time.
Beneficiaries and family members were not always certain about why these
changes had occurred. However, some beneficiaries were conscious of
disappointing their key worker if they started behaving badly or not attending
college, for example, and discussed the personal bond that they had developed
with them. For some beneficiaries this was an important motivating factor. Others
discussed the importance of the advice they were provided and the persistence
of their key worker in making sure that they were making progress. One
beneficiary, in particular explained that ‘will power’ was the key to their change
which had come from them.
Beneficiaries again had more mixed views about the impact that their work with
the FPT had had on their family. A minority were clear that the FPT had a positive
impact on their family, because they spoke a lot more to each other and were
more open with each other than they had previously; because their parents were
less stressed; or because their bond with other members of their families had
improved.
6.6.2

New cohort key worker
Evidence from the consultations with key workers contained feedback from other
stakeholders (although not in all cases). Feedback from partner agencies,
referrals agencies and service users were generally positive. Feedback included:
• Referrers and other stakeholders expressed gratitude and a sense of
reassurance that the beneficiary was being supported by the key worker. They
also appreciated the good partnership working with other agencies. . Other
statutory agencies (such as the police) also provided evidence that they did
not have to intervene in cases being supported by key workers. However,
stakeholders from some agencies provided no feedback and others indicated
that there had been some difficulties with engagement with some of the
beneficiaries, such as the use of inappropriate language.
• Feedback provided by beneficiaries as part of the consultations with key
workers through an outcomes focused case study was very positive and they
expressed gratitude for the support provided, particularly as some had been
previously unaware that this type of service existed. In a minority of cases
beneficiaries and family members particularly emphasised the efficiency and
responsiveness, level of knowledge and effort, as well as way of building
rapport of some key workers. This was particularly true for beneficiaries that
were ‘in crisis’ at the time of the intervention and for those where they felt
other (particularly statutory agencies) had let them down. A minority of
beneficiaries had also referred family members and friends to the service,
which was seen as a positive testimonial by some key workers. A minority also
provided feedback about the positive impact on their confidence, attitude and
motivation.
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Further consultations regarding impact with key workers are dealt with in the
outcomes section
6.6.3

New cohort beneficiaries and family members
The majority of beneficiaries and family members were clear that working with
their key worker had had a positive impact on their lives, although they were not
always able to clearly separate the impact from a range of services that they
were engaging with. There were also mixed views about whether their
engagement with the GPP had had an impact on their family (particularly as this
cohort contained more adults). The majority were very appreciative of the support
that they had been provided from a range of services associated with the GPP
and the impact on them and their family. The impact on their lives included:
• Improved family relationships: Some beneficiaries and family members
explained that parents/carers had improved communication with their children
since engaging with the GPP. As one parent explained “we are the best of
friends now” and attributed this to and the discussions that the FPT had had
with their child about respecting his mother25. Some beneficiaries also
discussed how they were more independent since their engagement with the
GPP. Other beneficiaries discussed techniques that they had been given to
approach their family differently and ensure a conducive environment for
studying.
• Successfully gained employment: Beneficiaries discussed that they had
successfully gained employment.
• Successfully entered or returned to training or education: Some
beneficiaries spoke enthusiastically about their ability to access volunteering
opportunities, training course and qualifications as a result of their
engagement with the GPP and accessing university.
• Improved skills: Beneficiaries and family members discussed the impact that
their engagement had had on their skills levels, such as interview skills and
money management skills.
• Improved safety: Some beneficiaries and family members credited the work
of the GPP with supporting them to move out of the area and discussed how
this meant that they were able to regain some normality as a result. They
explained that they felt more settled in their new area and were not having to
‘dodge’ people all the time and as one beneficiary explained “put their lives
back together”
• Reduced levels of anxiety, depression or other mental health issue:
Some beneficiaries were very positive that their levels of anxiety or depression
had reduced as a result of working with the GPP. They explained that they

25
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were now able to sleep at night and were less anxious about walking around
the area and getting on public transport. Other beneficiaries explained that
their work with the counsellor had enabled them to prioritise their own
wellbeing and education ahead of the needs of others.
• Positive impact of reassurance and emotional support: Beneficiaries and
family members also expressed their gratitude at the support that they had
received from their key worker, particularly when it contrasted with their
frustrations with other agencies (most notably the police). As one beneficiary
explained: “without them I don’t know what we could have done”.
• Disassociated themselves from negative peers: Some beneficiaries that
had gang associations explained that they had stopped spending time with
individuals that were associated with a gang. For beneficiaries this was
because of the way that they were perceived by those in positions of authority,
or as one beneficiary explained: “The people that I used to gang bang with, I’m
not chilling with, I don’t associate with them as much anymore”.
However, a minority of beneficiaries did not identify any particular impact from
their engagement from the GPP and explained that they were able to organise
job searches themselves.
Family members and older beneficiaries tended not to identify any changes in
their attitudes and behaviours, while younger beneficiaries were more likely to
identify an impact although for some this was minimal. In fact a minority of
beneficiaries felt very let down by some organisations and explained that it had
increased their mistrust of the police. One beneficiary explained: “To be honest I
feel I’m at the same place as when I started”. The minority of beneficiaries and
family members that did identify changes in their attitudes and behaviours
identified changes that included:
• Reduction in negative behaviours: Beneficiaries discussed how they were
no longer involved in negative behaviours that they had previously been
involved, which had led them into trouble or to prison. As one beneficiary
explained “I’m not a street rat anymore. I’m not hang around looking for
trouble, gang banging, doing reckless and stupid things and affecting other
people in society”. They explained that this was because they being offered
support and it made them question whether they wanted to return to their
previous lifestyle as well as being embarrassed to return to it. Some also
attributed this to a reduction in reoffending.
• Reduction in substance abuse: Beneficiaries discussed that support from
the substance misuse service had supported them to use less Cannabis.
• Increased motivation: Beneficiaries discussed how they were more
motivated to change their lives for the better.
• Maturation: Beneficiaries explained that they felt they had ‘grown up’ and as
a result their familial relationship had improved as had their attitudes.
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• Increased patience: Beneficiaries explained that the support they had
received from the GPP meant they were more patient with people and
services. This meant that they were less likely to respond to incidents or
frustrations with ‘all guns blazing’.
• More open to new ideas: Beneficiaries also explained that they were more
willing to try new ideas, rather than automatically rejecting them.
6.7

Outcomes
Original cohort
Consultations with key workers included the completion of an action plan on
expected impact and outcomes. For the original cohort action plans were
updated. The action plans showed that:
•

The focus of some of the interventions has changed since the last action plan
was developed, such as a greater focus on serious youth violence, than on a
general reduction in crime. This has led to more favourable outcomes for the
beneficiary.

•

There is some evidence of outcomes that have improved for some families,
such as those being re-housed in a different area of the borough or no
evidence of incidents of serious youth violence. However, case studies do not
always reflect information gained from beneficiaries and family members (e.g.
no evidence that a beneficiary had recently spent time in custody).

•

The majority of outcomes related to:
o
o
o

•

Outcomes and impacts identified for families could assist FPT workers in
evidencing the impact that they hope to achieve and measuring success
against these initial objectives. The current outcomes-focussed action plans
could be improved by:
o
o
o
o
o
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Reduction in re-offending
Relocation of the family
Developing resilience and diversionary activities for the family

Clarifying the main outcomes that they are hoping to achieve with the
family as sometimes activity is identified as an outcome
Outcome measures and timescales could be clearer
Justification and links between the support put in place and the outcomes
that key workers are hoping to achieve could be clearer
Clarity about what ongoing work they are intended to achieve with the
family
Clarity regarding the rationale behind/or impacts expected for closure of
the case.
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New cohort
Consultations with key workers for the new cohort included the completion of an
action plan on expected impact and outcomes. The analysis of plans shows that:
•

Outcomes were tailored to the needs of the family, but focused on the specific
provision that the service could provide (such as employability support or a
wrap-around service).

•

Expected impacts and outcomes were tailored to the specific needs of the
families and young people

•

Many beneficiaries had achieved the outcomes identified, some to the extent
that it was unclear what ongoing work was being completed.

•

The majority of outcomes related to:
o
o
o

•

Improvements of CVs, effective interview techniques, accessing training
opportunities and gaining employment
Re-housing the family in a safe area and establishing safeguards for
families and beneficiaries at risk
Supporting a family to move to a safe location

Impacts and outcomes identified for families could assist FPT workers in
evidencing the impact that they hope to achieve and measuring success
against these initial objectives. However, the current outcomes-focussed
action plans could be improved by:
o
o
o
o

Providing action plans for all beneficiary members
Clarifying the main outcomes that they are hoping to achieve with the
family as sometimes activity is identified as an outcome
Outcome measures and timescales could be clearer
Clear indication of what impact or outcomes are to be expected prior to
closure.

6.8

Future aspirations

6.8.1

Original cohort
At stage 1 all of the beneficiaries and family members had identified aspirations
for where they would like to be in a year. The majority had identified goals
relating to their education or their careers but others discussed their ambitions to
live in a different area. A large minority attributed their ability to reach these goals
to the support that they had received from the FPT. The main aspirations
identified included:
•
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Developing an interesting career: Working in a career that they were
interested in including construction, to be a chef, media, youth work etc.
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•

Continuing with education: Some beneficiaries identified that they would
like to attend university or attend a college course.

•

Moving to another area: Some beneficiaries hoped to move to another area
as they did not like the area that they lived in and felt restricted in what they
could do there.

•

Returning to a “normal” life: The majority of family members hope to return
to a “normal” life, which meant moving out of the borough or settling into a
new environment on their own terms for some, while others emphasised the
importance of stability in their family’s life (i.e. their children returning to
school, or living with a parent or not having to look over their shoulder when
they visited certain areas).

At stage 2, although family members were generally positive that they had made
good progress against the aspirations that they had identified in stage 1,
beneficiaries had more mixed views about their own progress. Family members
explained that there had been some progress because their children were less
likely to be out and causing problems, their child’s behaviour had improved, they
had been re-housed or their child was engaging education, employment and
training which they had not been previously.
The majority of family members attributed this change to the support that they
had received from the FPT (and other GPP agencies), and as one family member
particularly explained, they felt it was the positive role model, or pro-social
modelling that the key worker had provided that had made a real difference to
their son. They also felt that the encouragement and ability of the key worker to
keep them calm had also made a difference. However, some family members
acknowledged that they had received support from a number of agencies that
may have had an impact on their child’s behaviour.
Family members and beneficiaries were also able to identify new aspirations that
they had for themselves and their families for the forthcoming year. These
included:
• Regaining stability and normality in their lives and steering other siblings away
from gangs
• Being reunited with all members of their family
• Gaining greater aspirations that extend beyond the boundaries of Waltham
Forest
• Family members avoiding arrest from the police and being removed from the
‘gangs list’ (Matrix)
• Returning to education, employment or training and becoming financially
stable (or rich). Beneficiaries were particularly keen to gain a job.
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Both family members and beneficiaries often described their FPT key worker as a
father figure’, ‘big brother’ or that they had made a ‘friend’. However, a few
beneficiaries felt that they would have been able to make changes in their lives
and reach their goals, but for some of them the support of the FPT had made this
easier. The majority had not had discussed finishing their engagement with the
FPT and often struggled to identify specific indicators that they would have hoped
to have achieved for their engagement to finish. However, one family member
explained that: “I imagine that [my daughter] will turn a corner one day and I won't
need the help any more”. Family members that were aware of their service
coming to an end were quite concerned about the end of their engagement.
6.8.2

Beneficiaries and family members new cohort
At stage 2 the majority of the beneficiaries and family members from the new
cohort had identified aspirations for where they would like to be in a year.
Although a minority found it particularly difficult to identify anything that they
would like to achieve.
Beneficiaries’ aspirations tended to focus on their employment goals as well as
regaining stability in their lives, some particularly contrasted their current
aspirations with their previous lifestyle by saying: “Being a fireman and saving
people’s lives rather than ending people’s lives or hurting people…earning some
money and gaining respect for what I’m doing”. Beneficiaries also suggested that
gaining employment would also help them to address other issues such as
cannabis use and negative peer association in their lives. The majority indicated
that their engagement and the support that they received from the GPP would
help them to reach their goals and particularly cited the encouragement, access
to opportunities and support that they had not previously had access to. Others
explained that they had already managed to meet their goals in terms of
employment.
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6.9

Views on the GPP

6.9.1

Original cohort
Almost all of the beneficiaries and family members were not aware of the GPP,
and had not heard anything more about the programme since they were
interviewed at stage 1. Family members and beneficiaries that had heard of the
GPP were often very positive about the fact that there were programmes in place
to support young people to exit from gangs. However, a minority of them tended
to disassociate or deny the involvement of their own children or relatives in
gangs. A minority of beneficiaries were aware of the GPP because of their own
involvement in the Youth Independent Advisory Group (YIAG). They explained
that it was a unique programme that aimed to keep beneficiaries out of trouble
and identify families where younger siblings were at risk of becoming involved in
gangs.
Although the majority of beneficiaries were not aware of the GPP, some were
able to discuss whether issues relating to gangs had changed over the last few
years. At stage 1 there had been very mixed views among beneficiaries about
gangs in Waltham Forest, as a minority felt that the situation had got better while
others felt that nothing had changed. At stage 2 although family members had
not necessarily noticed many changes, except fewer gangs hanging around
schools, about half of the beneficiaries felt that Waltham Forest was ‘a lot calmer’
compared to 2010, in particular. However, others who had friends in gangs
explained that they would talk about stabbings and other incidents that were
happening in their area, while one beneficiary felt that it didn’t really matter what
the GPP told individuals, they would change when they were ready to listen.

6.9.2

New Cohort
The majority of beneficiaries and family members from the new cohort were
unaware of the GPP and those that had heard of the GPP were only aware of it
following their engagement with the programme. One beneficiary explained
particular frustration as they felt that their son had only been supported by the
GPP following their exit from gangs and felt that it predominantly focused on
prevention and early intervention. However, a minority of beneficiaries had direct
experience of the GPP through their engagement with the YIAG or other GPP
related activities and were very positive about the existence of the programme
Beneficiaries and family members had mixed views about whether the GPP had
had a positive impact on the LBWF in terms of gang activity. Some felt that there
Waltham forest was a very safe and calm borough or that the GPP had started to
change perspectives about gangs from the top down, i.e. organisational and
structural changes had appeared. However, there were some serious concerns
from a minority beneficiaries and family members that the situation in Waltham
Forest had got worse in the previous years in terms of stabbings, selling drugs or
making threats. They were also very negative about the potential impact that the
government or other agencies could have on the gangs within the borough. A
minority felt that these groups would operate irrespective of any interventions that
were put in place, as one person explained: ‘why are they involved? Gang
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members don’t care about jobs’. They also explained that not talking to the police
was part of the ‘code’ in gangs and doing this led to extreme animosity among
previous gang members.
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7

Community survey findings
Summary of key findings
Demographics
•
•

Just under two thirds (65%) of residents surveyed have lived in the borough
for more than five years.
The demographics including: age, gender and ethnicity were largely similar
for residents who responded at stage 1 and stage 2. However, it is not
possible to tell whether respondents who completed the stage 2 survey also
completed the stage 1 survey.

The GPP and other local service provision
•
•

•

•

30% of residents surveyed have heard of the GPP.
A greater percentage of residents at stage 2 compared with stage 1 agreed
that they are aware and feel informed of the activities of the GPP in
addressing gang related crime. Similarly, higher percentages of residents
agreed that they understand/agree with the aims of the GPP at stage 2.
The local fire brigade was the highest rated service in the LBWF, rated
good/excellent by 56% of the residents surveyed. On the other hand,
Waltham Forest Council was rated good/excellent by only 29% of residents.
These results are consistent with the findings of the survey at stage 1.
The majority of residents have never heard of/used the list of services that
work within the GPP. This may not be surprising given that this was a
community survey rather than a survey aimed at residents who have come
into contact with GPP services.

Quality of life
•
•
•
•

51% of residents felt that their quality of life is good or excellent, whilst 12%
rated their quality of life as poor/very poor.
77% of residents agreed/strongly agreed that they liked living on their street.
However, only 43% of residents agreed/strongly agreed that there is a sense
of community in their local area, this is ten percent lower than at stage 1.
Whilst 70% percent of residents surveyed at stage 1 agreed/strongly agreed
with the statement: ‘In the local area people from different backgrounds get
on well together irrespective of their backgrounds’, at stage 2 only 56% did.

Safety
•

•
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On the whole, for the residents that were surveyed, whether or not they
knew about the GPP made little difference to how they rated their safety in
different scenarios.
Residents felt most unsafe when walking alone, in the dark in their local area
(39%) and were least likely to feel unsafe at home (5%).
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•

•

•

•

7.1

Leyton (38%), Leytonstone (35%), and Cathall (31%) were the top three
areas residents reported feeling unsafe in at both stages 1 and 2. At stage
2, 40% of all residents gave ‘Gangs’ as the reason for them choosing the
ward area as unsafe.
Gangs (30%) and Knife crime (29%) were the major problems most often
reported in residents’ local areas. Abandoned and burnt out cars (3%) was
the issue least frequently reported as a major problem.
‘Reducing gang-related crime’ remains the most commonly rated priority
area for improvement by residents at stage 1 and stage 2, ten percent more
residents rated it to be a priority at stage 2 (65%) than at stage 1 (55%).
Conversely, only 19% of residents believe that reducing levels of non-violent
crime was a safety priority for the local area.

Introduction
Residents living in the London Borough of Waltham Forest (LBWF) were
surveyed about their borough, their feelings of safety in it, their knowledge of the
Gang Prevention Programme (GPP) and the services offered by it (See Figure 48
for a map of the borough).
A total of 254 surveys were received by the deadline. These were collected by a
group of volunteer community surveyors trained by Cordis Bright in October
2013.
The survey analysis that follows presents four overall headlines which summarise
the key findings. These are:
• Demographics
• The GPP and Local Service Provision
• Quality of life
• Safety within the borough
Within each of these four sections, comparisons are made between the results of
stage 1 and stage 2 surveys26. However, caution should be made in interpreting
these comparisons as the samples at time 1 and time 2 are not the same, i.e.
different residents may have completed the survey at time 1 to time 2.

26
All questions from the survey at stage 1 were asked again at stage 2. A few extra questions regarding the
GPP were asked in addition, for these sections, no comparison between stages can be made.
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Figure 48: Map of the London Borough of Waltham Forest

7.2

Demographics
The following sections detail the cohort of LBWF residents surveyed.

7.2.1

Area of residence
40% of residents who responded to the survey live in the most southern part27 of
LBWF (see Figure 48 for a map of the borough), namely Cann Hall (13%), Leyton
(11%), Cathall (9%), Leytonstone (7%). The overall breakdown of which wards
residents live in can be seen in Figure 49.

27
Southern corner refers to wards in the most southern part of the borough: Cathall, Cann Hall, Leyton, Grove
green, Leytonstone.
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Figure 49: Breakdown of the percentages of residents who live in each ward (n=246)
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7.2.2

How long residents have lived in the area
Figure 50 shows that over 65% of community members who answered the survey
have lived in the LBWF for more than 5 years. Responses ranged from less than
a year to 72 years.
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Figure 50: How long residents have lived in their ward area (n=238)
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Personal characteristics
Age
Over half of the residents surveyed were under the age of 35 (59%), as shown in
Figure 51. 15% of residents were aged 55 and over.
Figure 51: Age breakdown of residents surveyed (n=243)
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Gender
Just over half of the residents surveyed were female, as shown in Figure 52.
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Figure 52: Gender breakdown of residents surveyed (n=195)

45%
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Ethnicity
Almost a third of the community members surveyed were White British, followed
by 14% Caribbean and 9% White and Black Caribbean, the full breakdown of
ethnicity is shown in Figure 53.
Figure 53: Ethnicity breakdown of residents surveyed (n=245)
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Comparison with the stage 1 survey
The demographics for both the survey at stage 1 and the survey at stage 2 were
largely similar:
• At stage 1 and stage 2, the areas that most residents lived in were the same:
Cann Hall, Leyton, Leytonstone and Cathall, with 43% and 40% of residents
from each stage respectively living in these four areas.
• At both stages, the majority of residents had lived in their local area for over 5
years.
• For both stages of the survey, over half of the residents that were surveyed
were under the age of 35 (55% and 59% respectively).
• The proportion of females to males was exactly the same for both stages, 45%
of residents who responded to the survey were male and 55% were female.
• Across both stages, the breakdown of ethnicities was mostly similar; the
largest percentage of residents surveyed were British (31% and 29%, stage 1
and 2 respectively). Minor differences between the breakdown of ethnicity
included that whilst 14% of residents surveyed at stage 1 were African (the
second largest ethnic group to respond to the survey) only 5% of residents
from survey 2 were.
7.3

The GPP and Local service provision

7.3.1

Knowledge of the GPP
Figure 54 shows that less than a third of residents knew about the GPP.
Comparing these results to those from stage 1, indicates that knowledge of the
GPP amongst residents has stayed the same: 31% of residents at stage 1 knew
about the GPP and 30% of residents at stage 2 knew about the GPP.
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Figure 54: Percentage of residents who responded “yes” they have heard of, and “no” they have not
heard of the GPP (n=239)
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Opinions about the GPP
Residents who were aware of the GPP were asked to rate four statements about
the programme’s aims and communication. Residents’ responses can be seen in
Figure 55.
• Almost three quarters (73%) of residents agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP
is keeping people informed about what is being done to tackle gang related
crime in the local area.
• 72% of residents agreed/strongly agreed that they are aware of the activities
that the programme is using to address any gang related issues in Waltham
Forest.
• 49% of residents agreed/strongly agreed that they agree with the main aims of
the GPP.
• However, less than half, 41% of residents agreed/strongly agreed that they
understand the main aims of the GPP.
Comparison with the stage 1 survey
Figure 55 compares the results between stage 1 and 2 and shows that residents’
opinions of the GPP may have changed over time.
More specifically, it appears that both the communication of the GPP and
agreement with the aims may have improved. A greater percentage of residents
at stage 2 agreed/strongly agreed that the GPP is keeping people informed about
what is being done to tackle gang related crime and agreed/strongly agreed that

©
Final report

| February 2014

153

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

they are aware of the activities that the GPP is using to address gang related
issues in the borough. Comparing the percentages at each stage:
• At stage 2, 47% of residents agreed/strongly agreed with the statement that
the GPP is keeping people informed about what is being done to tackle gang
related crime in the local area. On the other hand, only 30% of residents
agreed/strongly agreed with the same statement at stage 1.
• 57% of residents at stage 2 agreed/strongly agreed that they are ‘aware of the
activities that the programme is using to address any gang related issues in
Waltham Forest.’ This differs from stage 1, where 41% of residents
agreed/strongly agreed with the same statement.
It appears that residents’ understanding/agreement with the main aims of the
programme has also increased from stage 1 to 2 of the programme. These
observations can be summarised in the following way:
• At stage 1, 65% of residents felt that they agree with the main aims of the
GPP, whilst at stage 2, a higher percentage of 72% agreed/strongly agreed
with the main aims of the GPP.
• At stage 2, almost three quarters of residents (73%) and at stage 1, just over
half (61%) agreed/strongly agreed that they understand the main aims of the
GPP.
Figure 55: Percentage of residents who strongly agreed/agreed with the following statements about
the GPP at Stage 1 and Stage 2 (Stage 1: n= 63 to 64, Stage 2: n=77 to 90)
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keeping people informed about what is
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the local area

47
30

I am aware of the activities that the
Programme is using to address any gang
related issues in Waltham Forest

57
41

I agree with the aims of the Gang
Prevention Programme

72
65

I understand the main aims of the Gang
Prevention Programme

73
61
0

Stage 2

©
Final report

| February 2014

20

40
60
Percentage

80

100

Stage 1

154

London Borough of Waltham Forest
Evaluation of the Gangs Prevention Programme: Stage 2 report

7.3.3

Rating of local service provision
Figure 56 shows that at both stages the opinions about local services remained
largely consistent:
• Once again, the local service which received the highest percentage of
residents rating it as excellent/good was the local Fire Brigade, with over half
of the residents again rating it so (56%).
• The local service that received the lowest percentage of residents rating it as
excellent/good was Waltham Forest Council, with less than a third of residents
rating it as excellent/good at both stages (29% for both).
Figure 56: Percentage of residents who rate local services as excellent/good (Stage 1: n= 208 to
214, Stage 2: n=245 to 248)
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7.3.4

Stage 1

Knowledge of different GPP service providers
Figure 57 shows that the majority of residents who responded to the survey have
never heard of/used services commissioned as part of the small grants
programme. The percentage of residents that have never heard of/used each
service ranges from 74% to 94%. In light of the fact that only 70% of the residents
had heard about the GPP before the survey (see Figure 54), this may not be a
surprising finding.
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Figure 57: Percentage of residents surveyed who have never heard of or used GPP service
providers (n=239 to 242)
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Of those who said that they had heard about project commissioned under the
small grants programme of the GPP (see Figure 58), there were a few projects
which were better known by residents:
• 20% of residents reported having heard of both Box4Life/Free2B and of the
Soul Project Multi-Media Programme.
• Mirror image was the least known project, with only 5% of residents stating
that they had heard of it.
One to 6% of residents surveyed said they had used the projects listed (see
Figure 58). The highest percentage of residents having used: Box4Life/Free2B,
the Soul Project Multi-Media Programme, Mobile Youth unit at Beaumont Estate
and A Better Way Partnership Making of the brand (6%, 5%, 5% and 5% of
residents respectively).
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Figure 58: Percentage of residents who have heard of/used GPP service providers (n= 239 to 242)
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Opinion of different GPP service providers
The residents who had heard of/used any of the fourteen services in Figure 58,
were asked to rate them. The percentage of residents who rated each of the
programmes as good/very good varied (see Figure 59). For instance:
• 96% of residents who had heard of/used A Better Way Partnership Making of
the Brand, rated the project as good/very good.
• On the other hand, only a quarter of people rated Wisdom Well (studio 3 arts)
as good/very good. And around a third of residents thought that Khulisa and
Silence the Violence were good/very good.
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Figure 59: Percentage of residents who rate individual services as good/very good (n=6 to 41)
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Qualitative comments around improving services in Waltham Forest
Figure 3 records residents’ suggestions for the one improvement that they would
like to see made to local services in Waltham Forest. Examples of quotes for
each area are given in the second column of the table.
Most responses were divided into ten main suggestion areas28, although a
number of responses were unique and are recorded under the category titled
miscellaneous.
The most popular suggestion areas for improvement were:

28

Some qualitative comments fell under two of the Improvement areas and as such were counted twice. For
instance: ‘more police patrols when dark, to prevent gangs and teenagers lingering’ falls under improvement
areas: gangs and police activity.
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• More/better youth services, an improvement area that featured in just under a
quarter of the responses by residents (22%).
• Improved police activity was suggested by 22% of residents as an area for
improvement.
Other improvement areas that received smaller percentages of responses were:
• Cleaner streets (6%), improvements in healthcare services (5%), gang
prevention (5%), services for older people (5%), council (5%), employment
support (5%), leisure activities for all ages (4%) and housing (3%).
Many of the qualitative comments around better youth services and improved
police activity (the two main areas) related specifically to young people and
mentioned both as a means to reduce gang related behaviours.
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Figure 60: Main improvement areas to local services suggested by residents (n=130)
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Improvement area

Example quotes

No

%

More/better youth services

Better services for young children, teenagers, i.e. Youth Clubs & Sports
More for young people to do, e.g. Youth Clubs. Get more corporate investment
More provisions for young people

29

22

Improved police activity

More police patrols when dark, to prevent gangs and teenagers lingering.
More police visible on streets
Police engagement with community esp. youth

29

22

Cleaner streets/less rubbish

Cleaner streets
Keeping streets clean of dumped rubbish

8

6

Improvements in healthcare
services

Better health services
More nhs funding

7

5

Gang prevention

Crackdown on gang activity
Less gang related incidents
More time and effort spent on gang prevention

7

5

Services for older people

More services for older people

7

5

Council

I'd like to see more peole who care in council. Tougher selection process with less discrimination

6

5

Jobs and employment support

Create Jobs
Provide more employment opportunities for young adults and parents wanting to go back to work

6

5

More Leisure activities for people

More leisure services for young and seniors

5

4
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Help with housing
More affordable housing

4

3

More free activities
More support for voluntary work

32

25

Improvement area

Example quotes

of all ages

Leisure facilities with classes and access at reasonable rates

Housing
Miscellaneous
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7.4

Quality of life

7.4.1

Quality of life in local area
Figure 61 shows the way that residents rate their quality of life in the area where
they live. It shows that:
• Over half of residents, 51%, rate their quality of life as excellent/good.
• However, just over a tenth (12%) rated their quality of life as either poor/very
poor.
Comparison with the stage 1 survey
Figure 61 also compares the way that residents from stages 1 and 2 rate their
quality of life. Whilst the general pattern of results across the scale remains the
same between stages 1 and 2, there are a few notable differences:
• The percentage of residents rating their quality of life as poor/very poor has
decreased slightly from stage 1 to stage 2 (from 20% to 12% of residents).
• The percentage of residents rating their quality of life as satisfactory has
increased from 21% at stage 1, to 37% to stage 2.
Figure 61: Quality of life in the local area rated by residents (Stage 1: n=211, Stage 2: n=234)
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7.4.2

Positive feelings about local area
Figure 62 shows the percentage of residents who agreed/strongly agreed with
positive statements about their area.
• The greatest percentage of residents agreed/strongly agreed that they liked
living on their street (77%).
• Residents were least likely to agree/strongly agree that there is a sense of
community in their local area (only 43%).
Comparison with the stage 1 survey
The ordering of statements in Figure 62 based on the percentage of residents
who agreed/strongly agreed with positive statements about their local area was
fairly similar between stage 1 and stage 2:
• The lowest percentage of residents agreed/strongly agreed that there is a
sense of community in their local area at both stages (53% and 43%
respectively).
• The highest percentage of residents agreed/strongly agreed with the
statements: ‘I like living on my street’ and ‘In my local area I have good
friends’ at both stages.
A noteworthy difference in the results between the two stages is that for all
positive statements except one (I like living on my street), a greater percentage of
the residents at stage 1 agreed/strongly agreed with the statement than at stage
2. The greatest difference between the percentages of agreement at stages 1
and 2 occurred for two of the statements:
• For the statement ‘In the local area people from different backgrounds get on
well together irrespective of their backgrounds.’ Whilst 70% percent of
residents surveyed at stage 1 agreed/strongly agreed with the statement, at
stage 2 only 56% did.
• Similarly, for the statement ‘There is a sense of community in my local area’,
53% of residents agreed/strongly agreed at stage 1, but ten percent less
agreed/strongly agreed at stage 2 (43%).
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Figure 62: Percentage of residents who agreed/strongly agreed with statements about their local
area. Comparing results from stage 1 and 2 (n= 210 to 218 and n=244 to 251)
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Responses on these ten statements in Figure 62 were compared between those
residents who said their quality of life was excellent and those who said their
quality of life was poor/very poor (see Figure 63).
Noteworthy findings from this comparison show that for all positive statements
about their local area, a higher percentage of those residents who rated their
quality of life as excellent agreed/strongly agreed with statements (in comparison
with those who rated their quality of life as poor/very poor).
However Figure 63 also shows that the majority of residents (72%) who rated
their quality of life as poor/very poor, agreed/strongly agreed that ‘In my local
area I have good friends’. This suggests that this quality of life might not depend
as heavily on this factor (having friends locally).
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Figure 63: Percentage of residents who agreed/strongly agreed with statements about their local
area if they rated their quality of life as excellent or poor/very poor (n= 17 and n= 26)
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Safety
Figure 64 presents the percentage of residents who said that they felt not that
safe/not at all safe for each situation.
• The highest percentage of residents felt most unsafe when walking alone, in
the dark in their local area (39%)
• The lowest percentage of residents felt unsafe when they were at home (5%)
Comparison with the stage 1 survey
As shown in Figure 64, the results at stage 1 and 2 are fairly similar. However
noteworthy differences include:
• Although the highest percentage of residents agreed/strongly agreed that
walking alone in the dark in their local area was when they felt most unsafe. At
stage 2 almost ten percent more residents rated it so (39% as opposed to
30%).
• Whilst at stage 1, around the same percentage of residents felt unsafe on
public transport in Waltham Forest as they did in other parts of London (22%
and 21% respectively), at stage 2, more than ten percent more residents felt
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unsafe on public transport in other parts of London than in other parts of
Waltham Forest (28% and 17% respectively).
Figure 64: Percentage of residents who feel not that safe/not at all safe at stages 1 and 2 (n=215 to
217and n= 247 to 252)
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Comparison of how safe residents feel depending on whether they know about
the GPP
The data for the stage 2 residents surveyed in Figure 64 was examined further to
see if knowledge of the GPP made a difference to how unsafe residents felt
(Figure 65). Figure 65 shows that there are no substantive differences between
the two groups, indicating that on the whole, for the residents that were surveyed,
whether or not they knew about the GPP made little difference to how they rated
their safety in different scenarios.
The largest difference is that 9% fewer residents felt unsafe on public transport in
other areas of London if they had heard about the GPP. However, given that the
GPP does not operate outside of Waltham Forest, it is unlikely that this difference
is due to knowledge of the GPP.
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Figure 65: How safe residents feel if they said that they know about the GPP compared to if they
said they don’t know about the GPP (n= 72 and n=166)
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Comparison with the stage 1 survey
The fact that Figure 65 shows that there is no substantive difference between
how people feel in terms of safety, whether or not they have knowledge of the
GPP, is similar to the findings from the stage 1 survey.
7.5.1

Areas where residents feel least safe
Residents were asked to indicate three main areas of Waltham Forest where they
felt unsafe. Figure 66 shows the cumulative percentage of people who ranked the
ward as either their first/second or third most unsafe area.
• Over a third of residents felt unsafe in Leyton (38%) and Leytonstone (35%).
• Just under a third felt unsafe in Cathall (31%) or Hoe Street (28%).
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Percentage

Figure 66: Areas where residents feel least safe (n=110)
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Comparison with the stage 1 survey
Figure 67 shows the percentage of residents that rated each area of LBWF as
unsafe at stage 1 and stage 2. In general the results are fairly consistent, with the
highest percentage of residents rating Leyton, Leytonstone and Cathall as the
least safe at both stages of the evaluation.
Only a few of the results are noticeably different between the two stages.
• At stage 1, 11% of residents rated Hoe street as either the first, second or
third area of greatest priority in terms of being unsafe. Whereas for stage 2,
almost a third of residents (28%) rated Hoe street as either the first, second
and third area of greatest priority in terms of being an unsafe area.
• At stage 1, 4% of residents rated William Morris to be unsafe (either first,
second or third priority area), whilst for stage 2, 16% rated it as unsafe.
• On the other hand, whilst at stage 1, 17% of residents found High street to be
unsafe, at stage 2, a lower percentage of 11% judged it to be unsafe.
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Figure 67: Percentage of residents who rated each ward as unsafe (either as priority number 1, 2 or
3), comparison of stage 1 with stage 2 (n=54 and n=110)
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7.5.2

Stage 1

Why residents feel unsafe
Residents were asked to comment on why they felt unsafe in each of the three
priority areas that they chose in Figure 66. Looking across all the reasons that
residents gave, there are a few common reason areas29 (see Figure 68).
• 40% of all residents gave ‘Gangs’ as the reason for them feeling unsafe in the
area they chose to be unsafe.
• The second most frequently given reason for feeling unsafe in different wards
of the borough was crime, with almost half of residents referring specifically to
‘street crime’ (43%).

29
Note that some qualitative comments incorporated more than one of the reason areas shown in the table, so
percentages do not total 100%.
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Figure 68: Reasons that residents gave for why they felt unsafe across the areas they rated as first, second and third priorities (n=258)

Reason

Example quotes

No

%

Gangs

Too many gangs
Gangs of hoodies gathered

103

40

Crime

I lived in the area in the past and am very aware of how run down it has become plus crime figures
for this area
Have to be vigilant due to street crime
High levels of street crime and menacing youths

37

14

Young people

Dangerous looking youthsYouth violence and robberies
High levels of street crime and menacing youths

31

Muggings

Fear of muggings and gangs activity
Muggings of phone etc.
Fear of being attacked (muggings)
Fear of muggings and street crime (brother attacked once)

16

6

Dark/Poorly lit streets

Gangs hanging around poorly lit,
Don't feel right
Dark streets

14

5

Dirty streets (rubbish)

very dirty area with groups of suspicious people
Dirty, unpleasant, feels unwelcoming

14

5

30
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30

16 of people mentioned ‘street crime’ specifically

31

(referred to as hoodies, kids, children and youths)
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Reason

Example quotes

No

%

Drug and alcohol

I get asked if I want coke,
Drug use
Drunks

13

5

Violence

Violence and anti-social behaviour
Have witnessed several
Incidences of violence
Gang related violence (4 times)

9

3

Robbery

Too much gang activity and robbery
Too much…Robbery, particularly south of the high street
High robbery rates

8

3

Transport e.g. buses

Kids on transport – rowdy
On the bus I was threatened

6

2

Crowded, busy streets

Very crowded
Busy, crowded, little parking

4

2

Unfamiliar area

Not familiar with the area

3

1

Live near the forest

Live opposite the forest and have had problems in the past. resolved now, but feeling still remains

2

1

Miscellaneous

No CCTV
Stalkers

20

8
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7.5.3

Problems in local area
Residents were asked which of a list of issues were problems in their local area
in the past six months. Figure 69 shows that:
• Gangs (30%), knife crime (29%) and gang related violence (28%) were the top
three major problems chosen by residents.
However, if you look at the cumulative percentages across major and minor
priorities:
• Rubbish (63%) is a more commonly reported problem followed closely by
gang related violence (59%) and then muggings (58%).
Open ended responses to other disorder/anti-social behaviour were few and
mostly idiosyncratic. These included problems such as: dog fouling, begging,
prostitutes and cycling on pavements.
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Figure 69: Percentage of residents rating problems in their local area over the past six months as either a major or minor problem (n=154 to 243)
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Rubbish or litter lying around

People who do not treat each other with respect and consideration
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Comparison with the stage 1 survey
The results shown by Figure 70 show that there is little difference between the
issues that most residents rated as major problems. The highest percentage of
residents considered ‘Gangs’ to be a major problem for the previous six months
at both stages.
However, some noteworthy differences between the problem areas for residents
between stages 1 and 2 include:
• The fact that 29% of residents regarded knife crime to be a major problem at
stage 2 whereas only 10% less felt it was a major problem at stage 1 (19%).
• 8% more residents at stage 2 regarded rubbish or litter lying around to be a
major problem compared to stage 1 and 7% more residents at stage 2
regarded teenagers hanging around on the streets to be a major problem.
• Whereas fewest residents at stage 1 rated noisy neighbours to be a major
problem in the preceding six months (5%), abandoned or burnt out cars
received the lowest percentage of residents rating it a major problem at stage
2 (3%).
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Figure 70: Percentage who rate an issue as a Major problem, comparing stage 1 with stage 2
(n=116 to 213 and n= 154 to 243)
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Safety priorities for local area
Residents were asked their opinions on local priorities to improve safety,
residents were given a list of local priorities and asked to choose and rank their 3
main priorities. Figure 71 shows the following:
• Overall reducing gang related crime was the most popular priority area for
residents, with just under two thirds of residents rating it as one of their top
three local priorities (65%).
• However, working on crime prevention to stop people offending in the first
place had the greatest percentage of residents rating it as the first priority
area. Additionally, 59% of residents overall (summing those who rated it first,
second and third local priority area) rated it a priority.
• Less people considered reducing levels of substance misuse and reducing
signs of disorder to be local priorities (15% and 14% respectively summing
percentages for first, second and third priority area).
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Figure 71: Local priorities to improve safety (n=237)
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Comparison with the stage 1 survey
As shown by the shape of the graph in Figure 72, the percentage of residents
who judged each issue to be a priority remains on the whole mainly consistent
between stage 1 and stage 2.
However, slight differences include:
• Whilst ‘Reducing gang-related crime’ remains the most commonly rated
priority area for improvement (summing percentages for first, second and third
priority) by residents at stage 1 and stage 2, 10% more residents rated it to be
a priority at stage 2 than at stage 1.
• 48% of residents rated ‘working on crime prevention to stop people offending
in the first place’ as a priority for improvement (either first/second/third), this
increased by over ten percent in stage 2 to 59%.
• Whilst almost half (47%) of residents in stage 1 felt that having ‘More CCTV’
was a priority, less than a third of those residents who responded at stage 2
felt it was (31%).
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Figure 72: Percentage of times that a way to improve Waltham Forest has been a 1 /2 /3 priority
comparing stage 1 and 2 (n=200 and n=237)
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Appendix 1: Recommendations
The evaluation steering group asked Cordis Bright to propose a priority order in
terms of the recommendations in the executive summary. This is outlined in the
table below.
Priority Recommendation

1

2

3

4

5
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Once the new SMART strategic plan has been developed this should
be agreed and shared with all partners involved in delivering the GPP.
This plan should outline clear lines of responsibility and accountability
for activity. The plan should be monitored and reviewed at regular
intervals to ensure the GPP is on track to deliver against its agreed
measures of success (outcomes).
The new strategic plan which is being developed should clearly outline
the target audience for the GPP and what difference in terms of
outcomes improvement the GPP hopes to achieve. Once there is
clarity around the target audience this information should be shared
with all internal and external partners of the GPP. Decisions regarding
targeting should also inform the requirements for monitoring data
across all the agencies in the GPP.
In response to findings and recommendations in the stage one and
stage two evaluation reports, the GPP should continue to develop a
more systematic approach to collecting, collating, analysing and
reporting monitoring data which captures information on activity,
outputs, impacts and outcomes. This may build on monitoring systems
that providers and agencies funded by the GPP are already using.
However, a more systematic and centralised approach would assist
the GPP demonstrate the impact it is making. This will require
adequate resourcing.
The GPP should ensure that its monitoring arrangements with both
specialist service providers and statutory sector providers are
consistent and based on capturing impacts and outcomes as well as
activity and outputs. The GPP should consider capitalising on the
impacts and outcomes data that service providers are already
collecting about their work with beneficiaries. This may help develop
shared learning, ensure that efforts are not duplicated and also help
provide historical data.
The GPP should collect monitoring data that provides information on
the number of beneficiaries the GPP is working with and their
background characteristics (such as age, gender, ethnicity, reason for
referral, nature of intervention etc). The GPP should consider drawing
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Priority Recommendation
on information already collected by service providers and other
agencies, but collecting this information and collating and analysing it
systematically and centrally.
In line with the stage one evaluation report, the LBWF should take a
more sophisticated and systematic approach to demonstrating value
for money. It has used official data to suggest that it is likely to be
making savings. However, caution should be applied to attributing
these cost savings solely to the work of the GPP. In the future, LBWF
needs to link and embed an approach to evidencing value for money
into its strategic planning. This approach should focus on achieving
robust monitoring data per beneficiary so that it can be used to
calculate value for money in terms of activity, outputs, impact and
outcomes against funding.

6

The GPP should seek to address confusion around lines of
responsibility and accountability at both strategic and operational
levels. This will assist those partners, in the statutory and voluntary
and community sectors, delivering services funded by the GPP
understand where to receive support and guidance to ensure effective
delivery of their projects and to help improve the efficiency of the
GPP.

7

The GPP should continue to build links with health agencies, as well
as public health, in order to encourage information sharing, referrals,
partnership working and also exploring the potential for accessing
funding to sustain the GPP in the future.

8

The GPP’s directory of services should be built on to outline referral
criteria for each project operating as part of the GPP. This should help
partners in making onward referrals.

9

10

11
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We would recommend that the GPP encourages partners delivering
as part of the GPP to use a standardised outcomes focussed case
study template to provide qualitative case study evidence of the
impacts their projects are making on beneficiaries, family members
and the community’s outcomes. The GPP could use the outcomes
focussed case study approach developed by Cordis Bright, and being
used with key workers as part of this evaluation, to collect this
information.
Linked to the above recommendation, the GPP should encourage
partners to provide case studies that include success stories and
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Priority Recommendation
where things have not gone so well. Capturing the learning from
cases which have not worked as hoped for will assist partners share
learning and improve practice.

12

13
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The revised Bronze process should be reviewed and monitored at
regular intervals to ensure that it is meeting the needs of the GPP and
its beneficiaries. Similarly, once the Silver board review is completed
and the process agreed this new process should be reviewed and
monitored at regular intervals to ensure it is achieving effective
oversight, scrutiny and challenge of the GPP.
The GPP should consider reviewing how it uses the Matrix and also
whether it can be improved to more effectively meet the programme’s
needs.
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