
 
 

1

Classification:   Public 
Key Decision:    No 
 
 
 
 
 

Gravesham Borough Council 
 

Report to: Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Committee  
 
Date: 23 January 2014 
 
Reporting officer: Assistant Director (Communities) 

Strategic Manager (Community Safety Unit) 
 
Subject: Reducing Re-offending Scrutiny Review – Update on Progress 
 
Purpose and summary of report: 
 
To provide Members with details of multi-agency activity that has taken place to address the 
Community Safety priority of Reducing Re-offending since the subject was considered by the 
Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Committee last year and to review progress against the 
recommendations made by the Committee and endorsed by the Dartford and Gravesham 
Community Safety Partnership (CSP) and Cabinet at that time.  This report provides an opportunity 
to receive an update from Council officers and partner agencies and to review the impact of the 
Committee’s original recommendations.   
 
Recommendations 
 
Members are asked to:  
 
i) note and comment upon the content of the report. 

 
 
1. Background 
 
1.1 Reducing re-offending has been a key strategic priority for the Dartford and Gravesham 

Community Safety Partnership (CSP) for several years and is set to remain so for 2014-15.    
Approaches taken locally recognise that whilst repeat offenders are small in number, they 
are responsible for a significant number of offences and cause disproportionate damage to 
our local neighbourhoods.  The objective is to cut crime by stopping and/or changing the 
behaviour of known offenders and particularly to provide appropriate support and assistance 
to enable those who have served custodial sentences to re-integrate into their local 
communities on release. 

 
1.2 In 2012, Gravesham’s Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Committee chose to consider reducing 

re-offending as a topic for review.  Committee members adopted a ‘hands on’ approach that 
included interviews with partner agencies directly concerned with the delivery of services to 
offenders; meetings with Probation and Prison Service officers and offenders themselves; 
and visits to practical schemes and projects that aim to work with offenders in changing their 
future behaviour.  Members’ findings at the conclusion of their review resulted in a number of 
recommendations that were discussed and endorsed at the Scrutiny Committee.  These 
recommendations were also subsequently reported to and noted by the CSP later that year.   
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2. CSP approach to reduce re-offending 
 
2.1 In recognition of reducing re-offending as a local priority, the CSP has established a 

Reducing Re-offending Sub-Group to co-ordinate work in this area.  The Sub-Group is 
chaired and led by Kent Probation (Susan Moyse, Senior Probation Officer) as a key 
statutory partner with the appropriate and relevant experience in this field.  Whilst the Sub-
Group took some time to get off the ground, it has gone from strength to strength in the last 
year and its membership continues to grow.  The Scrutiny Committee has contributed to its 
success as the Committee’s recommendations provided an impetus and focus for the Sub-
Group necessary to the effective co-ordination of the work it needed to undertake.  Currently 
the membership of the joint Dartford-Gravesham Sub-Group includes: 

 
• Kent Probation (Senior Probation Officer) 
• Kent Police (Resettlement/Integrated Offender Management Officers) 
• Gravesham Community Safety Unit (Strategic and Operational Managers) 
• Dartford Community Safety Unit (Community Safety Manager) 
• Gravesham Housing Services (Housing Needs Manager) 
• Bluewater Learning Shop (Business and Training Advisor) 
• Department for Work and Pensions/Jobcentre Plus (Integrated Partnership Manager) 
• Porchlight (Community Services Manager) 
• Kent Community Health Trust (Self-Management/Prevention Workers) 
• Kenward Trust Move-on (Project Manager) 
• No Walls Gardening Project (Project Coordinators) 
• Kent Recovery Service (Crime Reduction Initiatives (CRI)) 
 

2.2 Multi-agency activity aims to deliver a balance between enforcement and protecting the 
public and providing offenders with the help and support that they need to steer them away 
from offending again in future.  Certain factors were recognised both by the CSP and the 
Scrutiny Committee as ‘pathways’ to offending: lack of employment, training or educational 
opportunity and lack of housing/accommodation being particularly influential.  It was agreed 
that initially concentrating efforts on tackling these two areas would make a sound 
contribution to reducing the risks of individual re-offending.  The membership of the Sub-
Group has been ‘built’ to bring the most relevant and appropriate people together to address 
gaps and improve provision in respect of these two issues. 

 
3. Multi-agency activity to reduce re-offending – responses to the Scrutiny 

Committee’s recommendations 
 
3.1 The Scrutiny Committee made 6 specific recommendations that were also considered by 

both the CSP and the Reducing Re-offending Sub-Group.  This report provides below an 
update on progress made in relation to each of the recommendations. 

 
3.2 Recommendation 1: ‘The Council should consider setting up a pilot voluntary scheme in 

which Councillors become community mentors for offenders seeking employment, housing 
and support to reduce the potential for re-offending’ 

 
3.2.1 It was subsequently established that Kent Probation already had an effective and successful 

Mentoring Scheme in place that local Councillors could opt to join therefore the need to 
create a separate and new scheme was unnecessary.  Details of the Probation Mentoring 
Scheme were provided to members of the Scrutiny Committee and have also since been 
circulated to all Council employees as the latter may also wish to carry out some voluntary 
work in this capacity.  Kent Probation has reported that several local Councillors have joined 
the Scheme and undergone the necessary training.   

 
It is also worth noting that some Scrutiny Members have also provided support to ex-
offenders through their involvement with projects that are independent to the Mentoring 
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Scheme e.g. the Prospect Project that provides education and training specifically to female 
offenders was well-supported by one of the Committee’s Members who was later invited to 
open the Project’s new premises in Gravesend. 

 
3.3 Recommendation 2: ‘The Community Safety Partnership should engage with the 

management of Bluewater Shopping Centre to encourage offenders to be considered for  
permanent and seasonal employment’ 

 
3.3.1 In addition to building links with Bluewater, the Reducing Re-offending Sub-Group and the 

Community Safety Unit (CSU) have also made good advances in joint working with the 
Department of Work and Pensions (DWP)/Jobcentre Plus, to consider how best to support 
ex-offenders in developing their skills and improving their employment prospects.  This has 
included: 

 
• Agreement by Bluewater to employ ex-offenders and acknowledgement that they 
have done so, particularly in relation to horticultural work in and around the Shopping 
Centre’s site; 
 

• The adoption of a focus on the personality of individuals by Bluewater when 
considering applicants for vacancies.  The Bluewater Learning Shop offers support 
and assistance to individuals with job application forms and CVs, ensuring that their 
personality profile and enthusiasm for the job is made clear as these factors will be 
able, in certain cases, to outweigh formal qualifications or previous experience 
requirements and spent convictions; 

 
• Individuals being released from prison will transfer to the Work Programme (under the 
umbrella of the DWP) in order that the ex-offender can be given assistance in 
identifying opportunities available to them and address any skills shortages e.g. basic 
literacy and numeracy.  DWP/Jobcentre Plus colleagues have agreed to provide the 
Reducing Reoffending Sub-Group with details of the ‘customer journey’ in order that 
there is a better understanding of the process faced by individuals on release to 
identify further support that could be given early on; 

 
• Universal Job Match is software now used by the majority of employers to advertise 
vacancies but as this is an internet-based product, it is not always easily accessible to 
those without a computer or facing language barriers.  Joint work between members 
of the Sub-group and DWP is now being planned to assist and enable offenders to 
access this site prior to their release.  The Group is currently looking into the 
feasibility of training being provided by Jobcentre Plus to Probation, IOM Managers 
and potentially Mentors working directly with individuals still in prison, in how to use 
Universal Job Match in order that clients can use the site and potentially identify 
employment opportunities before they leave prison; 

 
• Addressing the fact that many ex-offenders are not computer literate/have poor 
writing skills which then makes it difficult for them to complete applications for jobs (or 
for Benefits), Jobcentre Plus have staff who are able to assist ex-offenders (and the 
wider public) in this process within their buildings.  Specific help can now be provided 
directly to individuals still being detained (Jobcentre Plus representatives can visit 
those about to be released whilst still in prison) to encourage them to make a claim or 
to complete applications in advance of their release date.  Translation tools are also 
available to deal with language barriers. 
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3.4 Recommendation 3: ‘The Community Safety Partnership should actively encourage 
enhanced data-sharing between agencies to ensure early intervention and prevention of re-
offending’ 

 
3.4.1 Several steps have been taken to improve information-sharing between relevant partner 

agencies to ensure that as much as possible can be done to address potential 
problems/factors that are likely to be faced by an individual being released: 

 
• CSU Managers and representatives of Housing Services (GBC) now attend regular 
Integrated Offender Management (IOM) meetings at which information about 
individuals about to be released from prison is shared.  This provides an opportunity 
to identify early on whether the individual is likely to experience difficulty e.g. in 
securing accommodation, whether they have any training/employment provision in 
place etc. and to begin to collectively address these in advance; 
 

• CSU Briefing Meetings are held on a daily basis and information regarding offenders 
about to be released is provided.  These meetings are also attended each day by the 
Housing Services Duty Officer in order that accommodation issues (particularly where 
the individual is a Council tenant or is going to be staying with a Council tenant) can 
be addressed;  

 
• As of December 2013, DWP/Jobcentre Plus will be working from a hot desk based in 
the CSU at the Civic Centre once a week.  The desk space is being provided by Kent 
Police (i.e. one of the Police hot desks already within the Unit).  This will greatly 
improve the opportunity for information-sharing between DWP/Jobcentre Plus and 
Council colleagues as well as with other agency representatives who are co-located; 

 
• Through the Reducing Re-offending Group, practical information e.g. regarding 
services available in the Gateway, has been shared in order that this can be 
communicated by those working directly with ex-offenders.  Information has also 
been shared on benefit changes and the availability of local food banks – both 
significant to those who may be being released and coming back into the community 
without family/friends support networks; 

 
• The Reducing Re-offending Group identifies particular ‘case studies’ of individuals 
being released for whom accommodation and/or employment might be issues and 
uses these examples to highlight potential problems and identify means of resolving 
them. 

 
3.5 Recommendation 4: ‘The Community Safety Partnership should consider asking Dartford 

and Gravesham Councils to make more use of the Community Payback Scheme to 
undertake voluntary work on short-term specific projects which do not replace permanent 
employees’ 

 
Recommendation 5:  ‘The Community Safety Partnership engage with the voluntary sector to 
explore opportunities to extend the Community Payback Scheme to assist Community 
Groups’ 
 

3.5.1 The above recommendations are considered together as they both relate to joint work with 
Kent Probation’s Community Payback Scheme.  Gravesham CSU has an excellent working 
relationship with Probation’s Community Payback Team Manager and Team Supervisors.  
The Teams have worked in the Borough once a fortnight for several years but this has also 
been supplemented on occasion by some additional work being undertaken by Teams 
working on Saturdays.  The CSU co-ordinates Payback activity across Gravesham, handling 
requests for Payback intervention from Council Departments, external agencies and 
voluntary groups.   
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3.5.2 The CSU recognises that the Teams provide a significant labour resource and has, for a 

number of years, allocated a small amount of externally provided Community Safety funding 
to contribute to the cost of Payback activity e.g. the provision of skips for the disposal of 
materials gathered during ‘clean-up’ operations.  In 2013-14, the CSU has also made a 
financial contribution from its Community Safety Fund of £3,000 to Probation’s Payback 
Scheme to cover the cost of purchasing equipment and materials to enable the Teams to be 
more self-sufficient and to broaden the variety of jobs that they can carry out.  Following a 
submission to Kent Police, the latter have also very recently matched this funding provision 
from their Local Partnership Development Fund, giving the Gravesham Payback Teams the 
opportunity to extend the scope of the projects they can undertake even further.  The CSU is 
currently working with Probation to identify a medium-term community project that some of 
this funding could be used to deliver.  Initial thinking is that this could be used to specifically 
support voluntary sector schemes and thus, directly respond to the recommendations made 
by the Scrutiny Committee. 

 
3.5.3 The CSU has worked to encourage voluntary and community groups to make use of 

Community Payback.  Two key examples that have been particularly successful this year 
are: 

 
• work carried out with a local Scout Group based in Beresford Road, Northfleet)   
 
In June 2013, the Group’s Scout Hut was subject to vandalism including damage and 
graffiti, an incident that was well-publicised in the local press as the Scouts and 
volunteers who run the Group had just completed re-painting the premises.  The 
CSU spotted the article and took the initiative of contacting the Scout Group and 
offered to arrange for Community Payback Teams to re-paint and remove the graffiti 
from the external walls.  This work was greatly appreciated, carried out in July 2014 
by Probation clients on Payback in conjunction with some of the Scout volunteers 
and covered in an article in ‘Your Borough’ magazine; 
 

• Payback events carried out in conjunction with local community Street Champions in 
Riverside Ward 
 
The Street Champions are a small number of local resident volunteers who were 
recruited as part of the My Place Matters Project coordinated by the CSU.  The 
Champions are very proactive in their local area in working with a range of Council 
Departments as well as voluntary groups both to address environmental issues such 
as fly-tipping, graffiti and litter as well as improving community cohesion by e.g. 
talking to newcomers to the area to make sure they understand days that household 
refuse is collected, running local activities for children and young people and 
providing additional support to elderly and vulnerable people within their 
neighbourhood.   
 
The Street Champions have requested the assistance of Payback Teams on several 
occasions to clear local areas of fly-tipping and accumulated litter and to cut back 
overgrown vegetation.  In one instance, the Champions managed to secure a second 
skip (in addition to one provided by the CSU) for use in the clearance operations by 
approaching a local skip company who agreed to provide this free of charge.  The 
Street Champions also took responsibility for being the point of contact for the skip 
delivery and pick-up and worked alongside Payback clients on these days. 
 

3.5.4 Feedback is always requested by the CSU once Community Payback Teams have carried 
out work in an area.  To date, the comments received have always been extremely positive; 
the contributions made by the Teams has been genuinely appreciated and where the Teams 
have been supported by local volunteers/residents, it has also been an educational process 
for both parties: for those carrying out community service, hearing about the impact that 
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some of environmental crime issues being addressed has raised awareness of the damage 
caused; for the volunteers/residents there has been a greater appreciation that clients 
undertaking Payback work often want to carry out reparation and to feel that their community 
service has actually made a positive contribution. 

 
3.6 Recommendation 6: ‘The Community Safety Partnership considers proactively supporting 

new initiatives aimed at reducing re-offending’ 
 
3.6.1 The CSU has been keen to support new initiatives and approaches to help reduce re-

offending, particularly where these aim to address factors that may contribute to offending 
behaviour.  In 2013-14, there have been several notable projects that have been initiated and 
that are now beginning to make a real and practical difference.  Each of these is considered 
separately below. 

 
3.6.2 No Walls Gardens Project 
 The CSU was originally approached by a local resident volunteer (Project Co-ordinator), 

already very actively involved within his local community in the Northfleet ‘Big Local’ area, for 
advice and support on the steps he should take and the relevant people he would need to 
contact to establish this project.  The purpose of the No Walls Gardens Project was to teach 
ex-offenders who did not have employment or training available to them on release, 
landscape gardening skills.  The Project would also allow the opportunity for participants to 
be taught interpersonal skills such as responsibility, discipline, mindfulness, respect for the 
environment and others.  The aim was to combine practical work experience whilst helping 
the ex-offenders to gain self-respect and pride in their work.  The Project would begin in the 
Northfleet North area, with work carried out to improve communal areas and in and around 
community buildings.  This would also potentially help to address any prejudices that are 
sometimes held against ex-offenders by providing an opportunity to visibly demonstrate their 
willingness and ability to change their behaviour. 

 
3.6.3 The CSU agreed to provide £2,000 from the Community Safety Fund to help with the 

development of the initial proposal to assist with start-up costs.  Contacts were established 
with both the Probation Service and the Kent Police Resettlement Officer to iron out how the 
initiative would operate in practice and to develop a full Business Plan that also took account 
of the referral process, how candidates would be identified, costs of necessary licences, 
insurances, materials and equipment etc.  One year on the project is already establishing 
itself as a real success and has: 

 
• Secured funding of £5,000 from Unlimited, £10,000 from the Big Local Lottery Fund 
and £12,000 from the European Social Fund; 

• Become registered as a Community Interest Company; 
• Established working protocols with Kent Probation and Kent Police and a fully 
operational referral process is now in place; 

• The Scheme has the capacity to work with up to 10 individuals at any given time (in 
September 2013 the Reducing Re-offending Group heard that 5 people were already 
on the programme); 

• 2 places on the Board of Management will be filled by ex-offenders who are on the 
Scheme (this will also be helpful when they are seeking permanent employment); 

• Hadlow College will be providing accreditation for the work that individuals carry out 
whilst on the Scheme (and have subsidised accreditation costs in support of the 
Scheme) giving formal recognition to the skills they develop; 

• Discussions are taking place with the National Trust and English Heritage in respect 
of potential joint projects; 

• The Scheme is expanding to include not only ex-offenders but also long-term 
unemployed and other community volunteers wanting to be involved. 
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3.6.4 Representatives of the Scheme attend the Reducing Re-offending Sub-Group to provide 
regular updates and records will be maintained of the outcomes for those participating.  
Project Co-ordinators will also be present at the Scrutiny Committee on 23 January to 
provide further details to Members. 

 
3.6.5 Gravesham Identification Documents Scheme 
 CSU Managers attended the Gravesham Integrated Offender Management (IOM) 

Conference in May 2013 at which it was highlighted that a number of recidivist offenders 
within the current cohort were facing difficulties caused by a lack of formal identification 
documents on release.  Practitioners had identified that a lack of funding for forms of 
identification including provisional driving licences, passports and birth certificates, were 
preventing ex-offenders from accessing resettlement services.  In particular, they were 
finding is difficult to take advantage of any employment opportunity, receiving benefits or 
securing accommodation due to their inability to open a bank account.  The general 
consensus amongst practitioners was that these issues were having an adverse effect on the 
positive reintegration of offenders, particularly as these issues tend to become apparent early 
in the resettlement process, leaving ex-offenders with a sense of failing before they had 
started once they were released. 

 
3.6.6 CSU Managers felt that this was an identified ‘gap’ that could easily be filled with little 

expenditure as the majority of replacement documents are relatively economical e.g. a 
replacement birth certificate can cost as little as £15 or a provisional driving licence 
approximately £50.  The CSU agreed to provide £1,000 from the Gravesham Community 
safety Fund (which has now also been matched by Dartford CSU) to establish a funding ‘pot’ 
specifically for this purpose.  The funding is held by Kent Probation and records are being 
maintained of those ex-offenders who are assisted and the documents provided; this 
information will be shared with the CSU at the end of the financial year.   

 
3.6.7 Processes for providing identification documents have only recently been established but the 

feedback from the Kent Police Resettlement Officer has been very positive.  Establishing 
documents required and making necessary arrangements prior to release, reduces delays 
that can otherwise make returning to life out of prison very difficult.  The Resettlement Officer 
has also suggested that offering to provide replacement documents is also appreciated by 
those being released as a very practical form of support and assists them as an ‘engagement 
tool’ for maintaining necessary contact between them and clients being released from prison.  
The Gravesham IOM cohort is assessed on a six-weekly cycle.  These regular conferences 
will highlight those individuals who have received support with forms of ID and will also 
monitor whether this has been helpful in securing employment, accommodation or assisted 
with other resettlement issues.   

 
4. Adult Re-offending – Recorded Rates 
 
4.1 Information regarding adult re-offending rates is provided by Kent Probation to Kent County 

Council and forms part of data packs then provided to local Community Safety Partnerships 
(CSPs) for inclusion in their annual Strategic Assessments (audits of local crime and disorder 
levels).  This data is, by necessity, ‘historical’ as figures are based on re-offending that 
occurs during a 1 year follow-up period after release, plus a further 6 months to allow cases 
to proceed through the courts before figures are published. 

 
4.2 The information provided by Kent Probation this year is also at a local CSP level and as we 

have a joint CSP with Dartford, the separate figures for Gravesham are not listed.  However, 
the table below does give some indication that across our joint Partnership area, the actual 
rate of re-offending amongst adult offenders has begun to fall slightly when the predicted re-
offending and actual re-offending rates are compared.  This is also in contrast to the majority 
of Districts across the County and Medway, where actual re-offending rates have proved to 
be higher than the rates predicted by the Ministry of Justice. 
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Local Adult Re-offending Overview by CSP Area 
Source: Ministry of Justice, Statistical Publication (NI18) 

1 October 2011-30 September 2012 
 

 
CSP 

Total offenders 
in cohort 

Predicted re-
offending rate 

Actual re-
offending rate 

Ashford 882 8.46% 9.30% 
Canterbury 1096 9.47% 10.49% 
Dartford and Gravesham 1781 8.44% 8.20% 
Dover 1013 8.47% 8.19% 
Maidstone 1653 8.23% 7.80% 
Medway 3066 8.95% 9.23% 
Sevenoaks 538 7.72% 7.43% 
Shepway 1070 7.51% 8.60% 
Swale 1575 8.85% 9.21% 
Thanet 1773 9.42% 9.36% 
Tonbridge and Malling 805 8.40% 9.32% 
Tunbridge Wells 701 8.04% 9.42% 
Kent (Total) 16487 8.66% 8.98% 

 
5. Conclusion 
 
5.1 This report demonstrates that good progress is being made locally in addressing re-offending 

behaviour and that multi-agency activities to tackle the identified pathways to re-offending 
have developed well since original recommendations were made by the Crime and Disorder 
Scrutiny Committee last year.  The Reducing Re-offending Sub-Group of the CSP provides 
an effective forum, with all relevant agencies represented, to continue to extend the work that 
has already commenced.  In Gravesham, we have been fortunate to be able to play some 
part in the development of initiatives that are based within and effectively ‘run’ by members of 
our local communities rather that completely managed and delivered by statutory agencies.  
This augers well for the long-term benefits and sustainability of these schemes and because 
of their relative independence, provides them with some protection from the possible impact 
of future reductions in funding available to local services and to CSPs. 

 
5.2 Progress will continue to be reported on a quarterly basis through the regular CSP Support 

Group meetings as Reducing Re-offending is set to remain a priority within the new 
Community Safety Plan for 2014-15 and specific projects will also be reported to the Main 
CSP as and when appropriate. 
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IMPLICATIONS                                                                                                              APPENDIX 1 
 
 
Legal The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 places a statutory responsibility on the Local 

Authority to work in partnership with key agencies with the aim of addressing 
identified priorities to reduce crime and ASB.  Reducing re-offending has been 
agreed as a local strategic priority by the Dartford and Gravesham Community 
Safety Partnership following annual strategic assessments and public consultation. 

Finance and 
Value for 
Money 

The report provides details of activities that have been supported with financial 
contributions allocated from the Community Safety Fund (received by the 
Community Safety Unit following applications to the Kent Police and Crime 
Commissioner).  The fact that some activity has been match funded by Kent Police 
is an acknowledgement that activity is assessed to be worthwhile and that its 
contribution to reducing re-offending provides value for money.  

Risk 
assessment 

Reducing re-offending has the commitment of a wide range of agencies and will 
continue to be a strategic community safety priority for some years therefore, the 
risk of joint working in this area dwindling is extremely unlikely.  Financial 
contributions to support activity in this area are small and therefore, should be 
capable of being sustained in future years. 

Equality 
Impact 
Assessment 

Screening for Equality Impacts 
 
Question Answer Explanation 

 a. Does the decision being made 
or recommended through this 
paper have potential to cause 
adverse impact or discriminate 
against different groups in the 
community? 

N/a Information item – no decision 
sought. 

 b. Does the decision being made 
or recommended through this 
paper make a positive 
contribution to promoting 
equality? 

N/a Information item – no decision 
sought. 

 c.     What steps are you taking to 
mitigate, reduce, avoid or 
minimise the impacts identified 
above? 

N/a Information item – no decision 
sought. 

 In submitting this report, the Chief Officer doing so is confirming that they have 
given due regard to the equality impacts of the decision being considered, as noted 
in the table above 

Corporate 
Business 
Plan 

The report has relevance to the Council’s strategic objective of community well-
being and in particular to Area of Focus 1, Keeping Gravesham Safe. 

Crime and 
Disorder 

Activity undertaken and detailed in the report is directly linked to the objectives of 
the CSU and the Dartford and Gravesham Community Safety Partnership and 
addresses an identified and agreed strategic priority. 

 
 


