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TOP LINE SUMMARY 

 
Implementation and increasing collaboration between partners  

 The Consortium has: 
 Achieved greater collaboration between most local partner agencies 
 Promoted better practical arrangements for ETE and accommodation  
 Improved the resettlement experiences for YPs leaving custody. 

 

 Staff and stakeholders saw ‘reducing reoffending’ as the primary aim of the Consortium and thought 
the Consortium would achieve this as well as ensuring cost effectiveness 

 Initial implementation problems related to communication and duplication but were substantially 
improved by the end of the evaluation period. 
 

    
Improving the resettlement experience for young people leaving custody 

 Over 2/3rds of young people given the enhanced offer predicted that they would not reoffend 

 ETE in general, and qualifications and work skills in particular, were identified by young people, 
stakeholders and staff as the most important provision and this provision improved during the period 
of the evaluation. However, a greater focus on vocational qualifications and work skills while in 
custody is required  

 The second most important area - identified by YPs, stakeholders and operational staff - as the most 
important in reducing reoffending was stable and appropriate accommodation. This began to 
improve between the start and the end of the evaluation period.  
 

 

 Indicative impact measures 
 Re-offending rate of 22% in the first 6 weeks after release 

 Reoffending rate of 41% at the end of the full license period  

 Statistically significant reduction in mean Asset risk score from start to end of orders from 20.99 to 
18.0 

 Increase in ETE hours, from 6.97 hours at the start of intervention to 9.29 hours at the end.  
 

 
Costs and benefits of the enhanced offer: unit savings (per young person) 

 Reduced reoffending – saving over the current year:£1,014; over 10 years £2,535 

 Reduced chances of being NEET – saving over the current year:£241; over 10 years £2,413 

 Reduced homelessness – saving: over the current year £536; over 10 years £1,072 

 A TOTAL SAVING of £1,791 in the first year or £6,020 over ten years. 
 

Strengths of the enhanced offer 
 At a strategic level, the Consortium infrastructure was seen as more important than the content of 

the enhanced offer. This is likely to expand beyond a simple resettlement focus and as a vehicle for 
more effectively combining and distributing future intervention resources. 

 
 

Areas identified for further development 
 Expand further the resources available for, and the range of, ETE placements 

 Expand accommodation geographically and in terms of types of placements  

 Better links to secure estate – especially YOIs 

 Widening further access to ETE and accommodation 

 Developing and disseminating consistent and effective practice, and innovation, across the 
Consortium partnership. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Implementation and increasing collaboration between partners 

 There was a general agreement that the infrastructure developed by the Consortium, to a 
greater extent than the enhanced offer delivered through it, was successful in achieving 
greater collaboration between most local partner agencies, including Local Authorities. 

 

 There were initial implementation problems related to communication and duplication of 
some previous IRS provision. This was compounded by disaggregation into 4 separate YOT 
areas. These problems had substantially diminished by the end of the evaluation period. 

 

 Stakeholders felt links with YOIs within the secure estate were the least developed, 
especially at the operational level. This partly relates to the fact that the custodial 
establishments for DTOs are outside the WRC geographical area and they also work with 
many other YOTs. In contrast, the Secure Children’s Home was located within the WRC area 
and was already integrated with the YOT and other agencies in the Consortium area. 

 

 Overall, operational staff were most positive that, compared with previous arrangements, 
the Consortium had: 

 
 promoted better practical arrangements for ETE and accommodation  
 improved the resettlement experiences for YPs leaving custody 
 improved collaboration between partners, including Local Authorities. 

 

 Most staff and stakeholders cited ‘reducing reoffending’ as the primary aim and purpose of 
the Consortium and the enhanced offer, and there was general agreement that the 
Consortium would reduce reoffending rates as well as ensuring cost effectiveness. 

  

 Areas where staff were equivocal, indicating a need for improvement were: 
 

 Improving links to the secure estate – especially YOIs 
 Improving access to ETE and accommodation 
 Developing consistent practice, innovation and practitioner development across the 

Consortium 
 

 The need for dissemination of effective practice across the shared areas of interest was the 
only area where staff thought the situation had not changed (see Table 6) than previously, 
perhaps reflecting the impact of disaggregation during the evaluation period. 

 
Improving the resettlement experience for young people leaving custody 

 Over 2/3rds of young people (YPs) predicted that they would not reoffend both during the 
custodial and the community elements of their DTOs.  

 

 The single most important area of help that YPs wanted, related to reducing reoffending, 
was help in getting qualifications and work skills.  The help provided improved during the 
Consortium period. However, the type of qualification that young people wanted was most 
often vocational and linked directly to employment. However, most help provided in 
custody focused on school-based academic qualifications. 
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 There is a clear need to improve on help with vocational qualifications and work skills whilst 
in custody, perhaps at the expense of traditional academic/school curriculum focused help, 
though this has to be balanced against current statutory requirements. 

 

 The other key area identified by YPs, Stakeholders and operational staff as the most 
important in reducing reoffending was getting stable and appropriate accommodation. This 
began to improve during the evaluation period, by the end which 61.5% of YPs who wanted 
help in custody received it. 

 

 For 4 areas of concern: alcohol problems; drug problems; accommodation problems; and 
family problems, the level of worry was reduced between custody and community elements 
of the DTO.  For the remaining areas of concern, there was either no change, or worry 
increased on release.  

 

 The key elements of ETE and Accommodation, identified by YPs and Consortium 
stakeholders and staff, are those which have been developed most by the Consortium. The 
other elements of the enhanced offer are increasingly linked and prioritized in order to 
achieve this.  
 

 It is clear that ETE delivery was significantly improved as a result of the work of the 
Consortium and Construction Youth Trust. Given the primacy of this element of the 
enhanced offer; research on reducing reoffending; young people’s assessments about 
themselves; and operational staff views, this is a major success.  

 

 The Consortium was less successful in achieving significant change in accommodation 
provision. This was mainly due to the large amount of work required to establish an 
effective infrastructure in the first year. By the end of the evaluation, this aspect of 
provision had developed to include the setting up of additional locations for both supported 
private accommodation and supported hostels.  

 
 Indicative impact measures 

 This evaluation took place too early to make definitive statements on a relatively small 
intervention and sufficient time had not elapsed to allow for a standard 1-year re-offending 
study. However, initial data provided indicative results on 4 key measures of impact. The 
findings were: 
 

 A re-offending rate of 22% in the first 6 weeks after release. 

 The reoffending rate at the end of the full license period had increased to 41%.  

 There was a statistically significant reduction in Asset scores from 20.99 at the start 
of resettlement intervention to 18.0 for those who had finished their orders.  

 There was an encouraging, but not significant, increase in ETE hours, from 6.97 
hours at the start of intervention to 9.29 hours at the end. However, this is still 
below the YJB minimum of 16 hours. 
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Costs and benefits of the enhanced offer 
 The overall resources for resettlement may have actually reduced during the year, in 

comparison with the previous service, rather than being enhanced. 
 

 The Consortium enhanced offer provided the following unit savings (per YP) 

 Reduced reoffending over the current year  £1,014, over 10 years £2,535 

 Reduced chances of being NEETs over the current year £241, over 10 years £2,413 

 Reduced homelessness over the current year £536, over 10 years £1,072 

 A TOTAL SAVING of £1,791 in the first year or £6,020 over ten years (compared 
with the COST of the Consortium, between £3,890 - £4,589, depending on whether 
Motiv8 staff are included) 

 
Strengths of the enhanced offer 

 At a strategic level, the major strength of the project for the stakeholders was the 
establishment of the Consortium infrastructure over and above the specific provision of the 
enhanced offer. The disaggregation of Wessex YOT during the evaluation period, coupled 
with the increasing importance of Consortia in central government funding structures, is 
likely to ensure that the Wessex Consortium develops as an effective way of combining and 
distributing intervention resources beyond a simple resettlement focus. 

 

 Stakeholders and staff generally agreed that intervention provision should focus primarily 
on ETE and accommodation and that any additional provision (eg, identity documents, CV 
writing etc.) should be structured to assist with these, including the sequence in which they 
are provided. 

 

Areas requiring development 
 While ETE provision had been successful, it was generally agreed that there was a need to 

expand: 

 the resources available to assure placements  

 the type of employment and training beyond the current construction focus into 
areas of local employment such as catering, the rail industry, forestry and 
agriculture.  
 

 Accommodation provision needs to be extended: 

 geographically so that it covers the South of the Wessex YOT region where most 
of the population reside  

 in terms of type and range of provision beyond supported accommodation. 
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SECTION 1: Introduction 
 

1.1 Evaluation of the Wessex Resettlement Consortium 
This is the final report from the ICJS (Institute of Criminal Justice Studies, University of Portsmouth) 
evaluation of the Wessex Resettlement Consortium’s1 ‘enhanced offer’ for the resettlement of 
young people during and following custody. Sections 1 and 2 of the report contextualise the 
research focus, methodology and research brief.  Sections 3 to 6 present the findings of the study.  
Supporting data for these sections are included in Appendices to the main report.  Section 7 
presents the key conclusions and recommendations. 
 

1.2 The importance of resettlement for young offenders2 
There is already a convincing body of theory, research and development in policy and practice which 
focuses on the factors in adult resettlement that promote desistance from crime (Lewis et al, 2007). 
Indeed, the Ministry of Justice’s (2010) Green Paper includes commitments to improving 
resettlement.  The research evidence stemming from improvements highlighted in the Reducing Re-
offending National Action Plan and the concept of ‘end-to-end’ offender management, shows the 
importance of attention to individual offenders' cognitive processes and levels of self-motivation,  to 
facilitate personal change to effect desistance from crime post-release (Lewis et al, 2007).  Evidence 
from the ‘Resettlement Pathfinders’, which used cognitive-motivational programmes combined with 
practical services, provided encouraging early results, but it was clear that excessive emphasis on 
enforcement tended to conflict with the ‘zigzag’ nature of desistance (Lewis et al, 2007).  
 

In the Youth Justice arena, the importance of resettlement is fully recognised by YJB (2007) in its 
Youth Resettlement: A Framework for Action Plan, where there is a commitment to enabling young 
people leaving custody to access the support they need to help prevent them from reoffending, 
ultimately providing long term benefits to all, including reducing the costs of offending.  
 

Indeed, reoffending rates for young people released from custody are the highest of any disposal 
type, even after controlling for offender characteristics.  Of the 5,000-6,000 young people sentenced 
to custody each year, between 70% and 90% will reoffend within 12 months (Home Office, 2005). 
Moreover, reoffending can occur quickly after release, with about a third committing a new offence 
within the first month after release (Youth Justice Board, 2007).  Further, it has been found that the 
younger the child, the quicker the speed of this reoffending (Hazell et al, 2002).  Consequently, the 
Youth Crime Action Plan (YCAP) noted the pressing concern about resettlement in youth justice 
policy and practice (Home Office, 2008).  Similarly, the Ministry of Justice recognises the ‘prominent 
concern’ of effective resettlement in efforts to tackle youth crime (MoJ, nd): 
 

Getting resettlement from custody right is vitally important.  It can, and should enable young people 
leaving custody, to be given the support they need to help prevent them from reoffending, ultimately 
providing a long term benefit to them as individuals and to the communities in which they live. 

 

If anything, the current financial and political climate has made resettlement even more important.  
Financial modelling has suggested that if enhanced resettlement was rolled out across all secure 
custodial placements, there could be an annual saving to the public purse of over £80 million 
(Renshaw, 2007).  
 
 
 

                                            
 
1 The evaluation was originally commissioned by Wessex YOT. During the course of the study, it was disaggregated into 4 new and smaller 

YOTs: Portsmouth; Southampton; Hampshire; and Isle of Wight. The  draft final report was delivered in June 2012. 
2
 This section is based partly on a  summary review by Neal Hazel and Mark Liddle who carried out sister  evaluations in 2 further consortia 

during the same evaluation period. 

http://www.yjb.gov.uk/Publications/Scripts/prodView.asp?idproduct=282&eP=PP
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Hagell (2004) argued that, ideally, successful resettlement for young people would include: 

 Ceasing or reducing offending to lower level offences committed less frequently and with 
less risk to others 

 Engagement with employment, education or training that facilitates a new life away from 
offending 

 Receipt of full benefits entitlements and general support with financial planning 

 inclusion in health and dental services, including substance misuse programmes if necessary 

 immediate resettlement into stable accommodation on release: ie, home if suitable, or 
private, local authority or NGO accommodation if not 

 Support for new and better family relationships  

 Engagement with mentoring or other social support after release when circumstances are 
most likely to pull the young person back into offending. 

 

Of course, it is difficult to ensure the ideal in policy and practice, even if its importance is recognised 
and pursued.  Indeed, as YCAP recognised, delivering effective resettlement is extremely challenging 
and ‘complicated’ (Home Office, 2008) and a more recent thematic report by HM Inspectorate of 
Prisons (2011) 5 described it as ‘no small task’. 
 

Disposals that were specifically intended to combine custodial and community supervision (the 
Secure Training Order and then the Detention and Training Order) still encounter strategic and 
operational/practical difficulties in ensuring that young offenders are released into a supported and 
structured lifestyle that addresses their complex needs (Hazel et al, 2010).  As a result, support for 
young offenders leaving custody may be described as ‘inconsistent’ at best (Home Office, 2008). 
 

Over the last decade, research has repeatedly highlighted the particular difficulty of ensuring that 
young people are provided with Employment, Education and Training (ETE) and accommodation 
when they are released, let alone have it organised prior to release.  Although there may be 
reluctance on the part of some young people to engage with ETE, it is clear that system breakdown 
has prevented more ETE activity (Hazel et al, 2002; Hagell et al, 2000; HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 
2011).  Even in projects focused on resettlement, only around half of offenders were involved in ETE 
during the community period of their sentence (Hazel et al, 2010). 

 

The immediate background to this enhanced resettlement project is the YJB blueprint for effective 
resettlement of young offenders in the 2007 Framework for Action and the subsequent 2010 
Evaluation of Resettlement and Aftercare Provision (RAP) (YJB, 2010). This led to the development of 
Integrated Resettlement Support (IRS) to replace RAP.  The RAP evaluation had shown that 
resettlement was effective for those with less serious substance misuse needs (YJB, 2010, p.133). 
 

1.3 Resettlement of young offenders and cost effectiveness 

In 2007, Catch 22 also led on RESET (Resettlement, Education, Support, Employment and Training), a 
project funded by the European Social Fund and supported through YJB that aimed to improve the 
resettlement of young offenders. The RESET evaluation (Catch 22/RESET, nd) showed the potential 
cost-effectiveness of youth resettlement:  
 

 Annual costs without resettlement support                                          £78,040 

 Annual costs with resettlement support for 9 months                        £65,707 

 Potential annual savings for all young people sentenced to DTOs           £80,164,500 
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A study for Barnardos by Glover and Clewett (2011 p.4) also showed that supported accommodation 
on release from custody for a single young person released can produce savings of more than 
£67,000 over 3 years3. This included a reduction in the risk of reoffending by 20%.  
 

This dual focus on reducing reoffending and its subsequent positive impact on cost-effectiveness is 
represented in the focus of the current evaluation: the Regional Resettlement Consortia.  
 
  

                                            
 
3 See also YJB’s own earlier studies on ‘Suitable, Sustainable, Supported Accommodation (2006) and Accommodation Needs of Young 
Offenders (2004) which have a broader focus than custody 
http://www.yjb.gov.uk/en-gb/practitioners/Accommodation/ 

 

http://www.yjb.gov.uk/en-gb/practitioners/Accommodation/
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SECTION 2: Evaluating the Wessex Regional Resettlement 
Consortium 

 

2.1 Regional Resettlement Consortia (RCC) 
Wessex is one of three RCCs in the current YJB funded evaluation.  It is the most recently established 
of the three consortia.  The RRCs were originally encouraged by YJB and limited to 2 regional 
consortia, one through the Greater Manchester YOTs and the other in 10 YOTs in the South West of 
England, centred on Bristol. Wessex YOT, which was then the single largest YOT in England and 
Wales, covered Hampshire and the Isle of Wight.  It was disaggregated into 4 separate YOTs during 
the evaluation period.  
 
Each of the 3 consortia is led by a project manager. The consortia are tasked with taking a 
comprehensive approach to resettlement, focusing on the development of strategic relationships 
across a number of local authorities and it was important for the evaluation to include, as far as 
possible, all key stakeholders in this integrated evaluation. In addition to the Wessex YOT, this 
means including: Portsmouth, Southampton, Isle of Wight and Hampshire (County) Councils; Wessex 
Housing Authorities; the main custodial establishments of Ashfield YOI, Medway STC and Swanwick 
Lodge (but also including many others including Reading, Vinney Green, etc.), along with: Catch 22; 
Construction Youth Trust (CYT); Step-by-Step (Foyer Federation); Hampshire Supporting People; 
ROCC; Hampshire Primary Care Trust; and Motiv8 South. 
 

The Wessex Resettlement Consortium takes a comprehensive approach to resettlement that 
focuses on the development of strategic partnerships between local agencies in order to provide 
joined-up delivery of services to young people coming out of custody. The intervention aims to 
encourage integrated working between these agencies with a shared interest in resettlement. 
Whilst all young people returning from custody to the local authorities involved in the Consortium 
should benefit from the resettlement work, the Consortium focuses mainly upon three local 
custodial institutions – HMYOI Ashfield, Medway STC and the Swanwick Lodge Secure Children’s 
Home. 
 

 Agreed objectives of the Consortium include: 
 

 Increased collaboration between partners 

 Improved links between the secure estate, youth offending teams and Children’s services 

 Improved access to mainstream and specialist services for young people. 
 

In doing so, it is intended that the agencies can provide a seamless transition from custody to the 
community, with improved outcomes through: 
 

 Practical arrangements for Education, Training and Employment (ETE) and accommodation 

 A consistent approach to resettlement 

 Continuity in relationships with the young person 

 Better use of resources through information sharing 

 Potential for innovation 

 Coherent practitioner development 

 Dissemination of effective practice across areas of shared interest. 
 
In practice, young offenders coming out of custody were given enhanced resettlement support 
known as the “enhanced offer” (EO). The Consortium project inherited over 30 elements delivered 
through IRS and various other initiatives throughout the Wessex Consortium, but the reduced 
number of 15 key elements for EO, agreed with YJB, is outlined below. 
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Table 1: Elements of the Enhanced Offer (EO) 

1 Dedicated YOT Worker for the duration of the DTO. 

2 Accommodation planning before final review meeting to prevent use of emergency accommodation.   

3 Family Support while in custody, including links to the restorative justice team  

4 Exit Planning Meeting between YOT caseworker & Catch 22to establish clear objectives post DTO. 

5 Video Conferencing to enhance pre-release planning. 

6 Volunteer Mentor in the community, including maintaining links with chaplaincy services. 

7 
Plan for Day of Release by YOT and discussed with YP to ensure all YPs are collected ( by family, YOT 
Officer or Catch 22 /new mentor) 

8 
Offending Behaviour Programmes delivered in the secure estate and completed in the community if 
necessary.   

9 
Consortium access to eAsset so that Individual Learning Plans accessed by YOT case worker and 
targets will be uploaded to e-Asset  

10 GP/Dentist registration within 10 days of leaving custody. 

11 
Looked after Children feedback made available to YOT Case worker ahead of custody/remand 
planning meetings.  

12 
Resource checklist to be started for each YP prior to leaving custody. (including: ID documents, bank 
account, mobile phone charge card). 

13 
If mental health/substance misuse support required, Mentor/Catch 22 support YP in attending 
appointments.  

14 Construction Youth Trust (CYT) engage with 65 YPs & create 11 placements for custody leavers.  

15 Compliance Panel facilitation and consistency of approach by YOT Teams. 

 
The Consortium has an overall project manager, who plays a coordinating role between the 
partnership agencies. This was done mainly through the use of 2 regular sets of meetings with senior 
stakeholders and operational staff, as detailed below: 
 

 Steering group (quarterly) responsible for strategy and consisting mainly of senior 
stakeholder members of the agencies involved, or those from the agencies with a specific 
responsibility for resettlement 

  

 Operational group (monthly) staff responsible for oversight of the running of the 
interventions, consisting mainly of YOT area managers and those from the agencies involved 
in delivery of the enhanced offer to young people. 

 

It is worth noting that for smaller organisations such as Step-by-Step and CYT, there was an overlap 
between the 2 groups. As far as possible, the evaluation team attended both groups, but focussed 
more on the operational group, providing regular updates to the Steering Group. 
 

2.2 The Evaluation Brief and Scope 
The research questions from the YJB mirrored those of the objectives for the three Resettlement 
Consortia.  Applied to the Wessex Resettlement Consortium (WRC) these questions were: 
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1. Did WRC improve the resettlement experience for young people leaving custody? 

2. Did WRC improve access to mainstream and specialist services for young people, especially 
accommodation and ETE? 

3. Did the WRC increase collaboration between partners and local authorities (LAs)? 

4. Did WRC improve links between the secure estate, YOTs, Children’s services and LAs? 
 
WRC and the other 2 Consortia being evaluated were set up to enable agencies to link up and 
provide a seamless transition and service for the young person. The buy-in from participating local 
authorities means that YPs who have resettlement needs should have their service entitlements 
better met. As far as possible, we have ensured that the 3 individual consortia evaluations 
complement each other through the sharing of instruments, e.g. topic guides, data collection forms 
and spreadsheets. We did this by forming our own evaluation consortium with ARCS 
Limited/University of Salford. We have previous experience of this type of project through our 
evaluation of the Minimum Data Set evaluation (on Section 95 Race and Criminal Justice Statistics4) 
carried out for the MoJ in 2009.  
 
Our evaluation is designed to identify the following: 

1. The key components of the enhanced offer delivered in each area. 
2. The enablers and barriers to successful implementation of the resettlement offer (and 

component activities). 
3. The perceptions of young people of their resettlement experience. 
4. Whether young people perceive a connection between their resettlement experience and 

their reintegration into the community and likelihood of reoffending. 
5. The aspects of their resettlement process that young people identify as most and least 

valuable. 
6. The overall cost of the resettlement consortia to individual partners, including start-up 

versus long-term costs and how the costs compare to ‘business as usual’. 
 

The evaluation design therefore focuses on what can be achieved in the evaluation time period: 
 

 Carry out Asset Time 1 & Time 2 analysis  

 Carry out assisted questionnaires with YPs before and after release 

 Provide intervention case studies  

 Provide results of stakeholder and practitioner focus group and interviews 

 Provide evidence of best elements and identify areas for further action consortia 

 Provide Cost Benefit Analysis of individual elements and consortium as a whole 

 Produce/enhance existing management information System (MIS) to ensure appropriate 
data continue to be collected by WRC for matched sample reoffending analysis by MoJ 
beyond the evaluation project end date 

 Ensure treatment/intervention, Asset, ETE and accommodation included in outcome dataset 

 Negotiate and finalise ‘best fit’ for new outcome database with MoJ reconvictions database. 
 

What cannot be achieved in the evaluation time frame: 

 Provide a full reconvictions analysis within the lifetime of the project 

 Provide full implementation plans for transfer of best practice between areas. 

                                            
 
4
 Tom Ellis and Chris Lewis have sat on the Ministry of Justice Race Statistics Advisory Group and Women and 

Criminal Justice Statistics Advisory Group for a number of years and have completed 2 evaluations for them – 
see references section. Chris Lewis has also carried out many impact assessments for the CPS charging 
system. 
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2.3 The Evaluation Design and Methods 
We took a multi-methods approach, to allow triangulation of primary, secondary, quantitative and 
qualitative data in a sequenced and coordinated way.  
 

The Wessex evaluation methodology consisted of the following key elements:  
 

 Assisted questionnaires with young people immediately before their release and toward 
the end of  their supervision on license after their release 

 Focus group and interviews with key stakeholders and staff responsible for supervising and 
managing released young people 

 Collection and construction of individual case studies 

 Collection and analysis of secondary data, including Asset scores, through the Wessex YOT 
MIS & development of template for future reoffending analysis 

 Cost-benefit analysis. 
 

These elements are outlined in turn below 
 

Assisted questionnaires: The views of the young people subject to the enhanced offer  
Many previous resettlement studies have used self-completion questionnaires with young people. 
However, piloting in this study, and previous research carried out by the evaluation team, showed 
that this was not a very accurate or valid method of providing feedback (Ellis, Pamment and Lewis, 
2009; Pamment and Ellis, forthcoming).  Instead, we opted to use assisted questionnaires. This 
method has been shown to be effective in gaining both quantitative and qualitative feedback from a 
group who are not always motivated to complete questionnaires and who may have literacy and 
numeracy needs that can make the validity and reliability of the data obtained questionable (Holt 
and Pamment, 2011).  
 

The method was relatively successful in completing 45 assisted questionnaires with young people (1 
of which was not fully completed, givinging a final number of 44) while still in custody, out of a 
target of 55 young people who were provided with the ‘enhanced resettlement offer’. Even with this 
’captive population’, there were a number of attritional obstacles to overcome for both the 
intervention and evaluation teams.  Attrition occurred, inter alia, through: immediate ‘gate’ re-
arrests on release; moving out of area; and provision by other agencies.  In addition, it had been 
envisaged that all young people would be released from Ashfield YOI/Vinney Green (Bristol); 
Medway STC/Cookham Wood YOI (Kent), or from Swanwick Lodge Secure Children’s Home 
(Hampshire). However, in reality, releases requiring assisted questionnaires were also made from 5 
other custodial establishments, as Table 2 illustrates below. 

 
Table 2: Establishments from which Young People were released into Wessex YOT’s area 

Establishment N 
Ashfield YOI/Vinney Green 32 
Swanwick Lodge 4 
Medway/Cookham Wood 3 
Hindley 1 
Portland  1 
Rainsbrook 1 
Downview 1 
Reading 1 
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It is notoriously difficult to ensure released offenders maintain contact and interest in research.  
While we introduced the incentive of HMV vouchers and travelled to a number of locations in order 
to get the 20 interviews completed, unsurprisingly, the number of YPs available for carrying out 
assisted questionnaires after release was smaller at 20.   
 
Ideally, ‘before’ assisted questionnaires were carried out immediately prior to release, and the 
‘after’ questionnaires toward the end of the supervision on license after release. In reality, the 
complex logistics involved, including frequent changes of release dates meant that the timing was 
less precise.  It was also not possible to combine the after questionnaires with post-release Asset 
reviews.  
 
The assisted questionnaires were used to collect qualitative and quantitative information from 
young people and so allowed for additional in depth information to be gained (see case studies in 
Section 5 and Appendix 2). 
 

Focus Group and Semi-structured interview with key stake holders in Wessex YOT  
In evaluations such as this, where the research overlaps with implementation, caution is needed to 
cater for ‘implementation noise’.   This means that it is possible to form an overly negative picture in 
these circumstances as those involved have to adjust to new ways of working.  Implementation 
issues were clear from attendance at both Steering groups and Operational Groups and from an 
early email feedback exercise with staff.  
 

A stakeholder focus group was therefore carried out in May 2012, near to the end of the data 
collection period for the evaluation, in order to minimise ‘implementation noise’ and to maximise 
measuring the full impact of the project. 4 key stakeholders took part, and interviews were 
additionally carried out with the Consortium Coordinator and the Head of the Consortium.  The 
findings from the focus group were also factually verified by the Coordinator and the Head of the 
Consortium.  
 

Semi-structured interviews were carried out with 15 staff and managers from the operational group, 
during April and May 2012, again, toward the end of the research project.  The interview schedule 
was designed to cater for maximising the utility of answers from busy people with various levels of 
involvement and knowledge of the Consortium. The schedule was thus adaptable to face-to-face, 
telephone and email attachment completion (a strategy used in the MDS study, Ellis et al, 2009).  In 
the current study most interviews were face-to-face;  2 were carried out by telephone.  
 

Selected individual case studies 
The evaluation team placed strong emphasis on staff involvement in developing the research 
instruments.  Staff from the key intervention agencies had selected some case studies of young 
people that they felt demonstrated key elements relevant to the project and we also did the same. 
Due to the nature of the project, not all of the 11 cases selected coincided. Table 3 below shows the 
extent to which Consortium staff and the evaluation team case study selection overlapped.  
 

 Table 3: Selected Case Studies by Agency  
Agency N 

Catch22 only 2 
Motiv8 only 3 
Catch22 &  evaluation team  1 
Motiv8 &  evaluation team 1 
 Research team only 4 

 

While intervention agencies tended to select exemplary case studies, we selected both exemplary 
and cautionary cases.  Seven selected case studies are outlined in Appendix 2. 
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Secondary data analysis and Management Information System (MIS) 
Since the numbers involved in this 1 year pilot evaluation were always acknowledged to be small (up 
to 55 young people in each consortia, or 165 in total for all 3 consortia), a key element of this 
project was to leave a ‘legacy database’ that would facilitate future proven reoffending analysis.  
This will apply both within the 3 consortia, and also as a transferable template as the resettlement 
initiative is expanded.  
 

It was acknowledged within the tender document that this evaluation would not be able to provide 
a standard reoffending analysis.  In order to do this, either by using Propensity Score Matching 
(PSM) or Matched variables, it is necessary to wait until 1 year after all the young people on the 
intervention have completed their licence period, plus it is additionally necessary to wait until PNC 
data have been processed and updated to cover this period.  In addition, the small numbers 
involved (circa 165 over the 3 consortia) and the level of attrition from MoJ analyses indicates that a 
longer period of intervention and more Consortia would need to be involved. 
 

That said, we did undertake to ensure that proxy measures of likely reoffending would be generated 
through comparisons of Asset scores over time during the evaluation period and through 
reconvictions at 6 weeks after the end of the licence period as reoffending is most likely in this 
period.  However, it is important to be clear that neither of these approaches will produce a valid or 
reliable reoffending measure that is acceptable to MoJ as proof of intervention success. 
 

Therefore, we have also ensured that Wessex YOT have collected data according to the agreed 
template between all 3 Consortia, from separate existing data sources, in order to ensure that a MoJ 
compliant re-offending analysis will be possible in future, beyond the life of the current project. 
 

Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA)/Cost Effectiveness Analysis (CEA) 
Cost effectiveness analysis (CEA) was carried out across all 3 consortia, by Judy Renshaw5, through 
the ARCS/ICJS evaluation consortium, to identify any ‘value added’ effect of the enhanced 
resettlement approach.  Both CBA and CEA require good data collection systems to be in place to 
gather consistent (and time-linked) information concerning all project inputs and outcomes.  Based 
on the systems in place, we have focussed on assessing the direct costs and benefits of outcomes 
that are associated with resettlement activities, on the basis of existing data.  Therefore the focus in 
this element of analysis is on: 
 

 Reoffending 

 ETE   

 Accommodation.  
 
Chapter 6 includes a summary of these findings while Appendix 3 outlines them in full.  
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                            
 
5
 Judy Renshaw co-authored the Misspent Youth report on the costs of youth offending, and authored the key Waiting on the Wings 

report (for the consultancy firm Laing & Buisson) on the costs and benefits of focused care for people in the criminal justice system with 
mental health difficulties.   
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SECTION 3: The views of young people subject to the enhanced 
offer – in custody 

 

3.1 Young People Interviewed 
As noted in Section 1, the views of young people were obtained by the use of assisted 
questionnaires. Some of the questionnaires resulted in more in depth case studies being compiled, 
and these are provided in Appendix 2. 
 

This Section outlines the key results from the analysis of the 44 before questionnaires from young 
people in custody.   These young people were selected, as far as possible, to ensure that they would 
complete their supervision on license within the evaluation timeframe.  Overall, 736 cases have had 
the enhanced offer from the Wessex Consortium, so we were able to capture the views of 60% of 
these young people.   
 

The evaluation was designed as far as possible to measure changes in the views of the young people 
subject to the Consortium intervention or ‘enhanced offer’.  In reality, this was hard to achieve as 
captive offenders are much easier to tie down to appointments than those who have been released.  
A considerable amount of time and resources went into maximising the number of repeated 
measures. We were able to carry out assisted ‘after’ questionnaires with 20 (45%) out of the 44 
young people who had also completed an assisted interview while in custody. Section 4 presents the 
findings on those 20 YPs for whom we obtained both ‘before’ and ‘after’ data.  
 
It is important to note that, while stakeholders’ and staff’s views are outlined fully in Section 6 
below, key supporting comments from them are included in this section where it is felt that they 
add weight  and deepen the impact of the multi-methods approach used. 

 
 

3.2 Background: Offending and the Young People interviewed 
The profile and key findings from our sample of 44 young people who completed an assisted 
questionnaire with us while in custody is outlined below. 
 

Place of custody 
The majority (71% or 31) of the 44 ‘before’ or ‘in custody’ questionnaires were completed by young 
people in Ashfield YOI.  However, the remaining offenders were widely dispersed, with only 4 (9%) 
at Swanwick Lodge and 2 (4.5%) at Medway STC as anticipated. 7 offenders were from the following 
establishments: Vinney Green, Cookham Wood, Hindley, Portland, Rainsbrook, Downview and 
Reading.  This required significantly more resources (time setting up contact, travel time and costs 
and loss of the ‘economies of scale’ possible in relation to Ashfield YOI) than anticipated by the 
research team.   If our experiences are mirrored for the staff and YPs, it suggests that the ‘out of 
area’ logistics may cause additional problems for the resettlement programme. Some of these 
problems might have been ameliorated by the intended video conferencing planned by the 
Consortium. However, it became clear during the evaluation that the introduction of video 
conferencing had many more obstacles to overcome than anticipated. Unfortunately, this means 
that despite the large amount of time and effort put into developing this by WRC and YJB, there is 
no basis on which to evaluate it. There seems little doubt, however, that if successfully 
implemented, video conferencing would result in more efficient and seamless supervision and in 
cost reductions. 
 
 

                                            
 
6
 Many of these young people are still in custody. 
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Previous custodial experience 
Our sample of YPs is roughly split between those that have no previous custodial experience (57%), 
and those that have been in custody up to 4 times previously (39%).  Only 2 YPs had had more than 
5 previous custodial sentences (see Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1: Previous Custodial Sentences (n=44) 

 
 

Self-reported offending 
The level of previous self-reported (ie, not necessarily recorded) offending  shows an almost bi-
nomial distribution (see Figure 2) in that the majority of offenders had either not offended before 
(23%) or had offended more than ten times (30%).  Ideally, this needs to be taken account of in 
terms of a future final impact analysis, but with such a small current sample at the end of this 
evaluation, it is not feasible to analyse our data further on the basis of these two groups.  
 

Figure 2: Self-reported offences 4 weeks before custody (% of sample) 

 
 
Self-predicted offending during and after supervision 
This measure is best regarded only as a statement of intent, as young people’s ability to carry this 
through is notoriously mediated by a change in context from a custodial environment, to one 
outside prison where pressures are very different. 
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Overall, there is no significant difference between predictions for ‘during supervision’ and ‘after 
supervision’ in terms of young people predicting that they would not offend again (see Figure 3). 
However, this needs to be balanced against the fact that the proportion who said they ‘did not 
know’ increased from 7% to 18%.  In sum, over two-thirds of the respondents thought that they 
would not offend either while they were in custody and when they were on licence.  However, there 
was much more uncertainty about the licence period from the remainder of the respondents. 

 
Figure 3: Self-predicted offending during and after supervision/licence (% of sample) 

 
 

3.3 Young people’s views on practical resettlement help received prior to release  
 

Education, Training and Employment (ETE)  
From an offender perspective, getting qualifications (see Figure 4) was seen as the single most 
important outcome with nearly 61% saying that they both wanted and were given help with this.  
However, a further 18% who saw it as ‘useful’ said they had received no help with this.   
 

It was clear from the qualitative feedback in the assisted questionnaires that by ‘qualifications’  
young people were mainly referring to vocational, and not academic qualifications such as GCSEs.  
Vocational qualifications were seen as directly linked to employment. In the early period of the 
project, as noted by staff and stakeholders in Section 5, there was a relatively slow start to accessing 
relevant courses and programmes on release, as the infrastructure and connections to make this 
happen had to be built from scratch. The November 2011 interim evaluation report reflected this, 
but over the course of the project, the situation improved (+ 16.3%), from 29% to 46% of  YPs in 
custody believing that help with work skills was useful and had had help with it.  There is still room 
to improve here, as 32% (14 YPs) of those interviewed valued such help, but did not receive it. Only 
2 young people who had had help with this did not think it was useful.   
 

Linked to this, there is a seemingly paradoxical finding on the provision of English and Mathematics 
teaching (3Rs - reading, writing and [a]rithmetic) when compared to the young people’s stated 
desire for qualifications (see Figure 4).  Indeed, while 80% of the young people have received help 
with the 3Rs, only 18% said that they actually wanted it, while 61% said it was not useful to them 
despite receiving it. Only 7% (3 YPs) said it would have been useful but did not receive it.  It is 
important to ask, therefore, whether the form and content of the 3Rs provision is appropriate to 
offenders’ needs and whether education provision needs to offer greater choice and more access to 
vocational training. 
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The feedback on help with employment looks stark on first reading.  While 82% of young people said 
they would find help with employment useful, only 23% of the 44 offenders actually received such 
help and 59% did not (see Figure 4).  However, these results need to be considered within the 
context that  
 

 many of the offenders are not ‘employment ready’ and need to develop their work skills and 
qualifications first, and as seen above, the project has performed relatively well on this 

 there are not the resources within the project to offer help to all YPs with employment and 
perhaps expectations either need to be adjusted, or more resources diverted into this area.   
The resources issue is highlighted by the following comment from the Construction Youth 
Trust (CYT):  

 
‘We have not yet reached our potential. If I was fulltime we would place more young people. I’m not 
saying that it will go up exponentially (one more of me equals double the amount of placed young 
people), but if I had a few more days per week I would place more.’  

 
Accommodation 
The other key area already identified by staff and stakeholders as a key aspect of resettlement was 
assistance with accommodation.  Again, the infrastructure to make this happen had to be developed 
in the early stages of the project.  
 

64% of YPs in custody thought that they needed help with their accommodation, but only 34% said 
that they actually had had the help they needed.  This is a small change from the November 2011 
interim report which showed that 58% of young people thought accommodation help was needed 
with only 29% receiving help.  Comparison with the stakeholder focus group and staff interviews 
(see Section 5), indicates that it is probably rather early to judge the impact of changes to help with 
accommodation; the scale, location and type of provision is being developed as the Consortium 
moves forward.   
 

What would stop young people re-offending? 
Young people were asked which single type of intervention would be most likely to stop them 
offending. 57% of them said employment, training or qualifications and a further 14% said 
accommodation. Overall then, there is a clear consensus from academic and policy evaluations, staff 
and stakeholder interviews/focus group and assisted interviews with offenders. The primary focus of 
resettlement intervention, if it is to achieve a significant reduction in reoffending, needs to be on 
ETE and accommodation. All other elements of the enhanced offer need to be considered secondary 
in this light and prioritised and/or linked accordingly.  
 
Other key elements of the enhanced offer 
Looking at provision other than ETE and accommodation (see Figure 5), there are some encouraging 
results and areas for development. 68% of the young people were clear that they needed help with 
stopping offending, and 50% overall had received such help.  The equivalent figures for help with 
family issues, overlapping heavily in many cases with accommodation provision, were 52% and 39%. 
As can be seen from Figure 5, the match between YPs perceived needs and actual provision was 
relatively high also for alcohol and drug desistance, and getting and staying physically fit.  While the 
demand for any type of religious assistance was relatively low (23%), this was provided in all cases. 
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Figure 4: Young people’s views on practical help received prior to release (% of sample) 

 
 
Figure 5: Other provision ranked by offender perceived need, and whether help was 
               provided (% of sample) 

 
 
Help specifically directed at controlling anger and providing adult mentors was less forthcoming, and 
these are areas that could be looked at for development. 
 

In terms of providing help with getting a GP/Dentist, the perceived demand was relatively low at 
30% and only 16% had received this. However, this has to be balance against the 10% who said it 
would not be useful, but had had help in any case, and the 61% who said they neither wanted nor 
got help with getting a GP/Dentist. In the light of the comments from staff, while YP demand for 
help with this is relatively low, there is a case for continuing to prioritise it given the established  
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research evidence of its benefits and also because it is part if a larger portfolio of ensuring correct 
identity documents, ensuring correct benefits are claimed and generally ensuring that they are 
‘registered in official systems’. 
 

3.4 Worries about life after Custody 
Overall, when asked, 27% of YPs were worried about life after custody. However, when questioned 
further about specific aspects of this, there was a large variation in the level of concern about 
different issues. Figure 6 represents their responses (multiple choice) and indicates the areas where 
most attention might be focussed in order to smooth their transition onto licence in the community.   
 

Figure 6: Young people’s worries about life after custody 

 
 

 
 
Unsurprisingly, given the above results, getting and keeping work (61%) is the major worry for young 
people after release. Associated concerns (relating to ETE) showed that 48% had concerns about 
getting training, and 39% had concerns about getting back into education.  
 

The other key inter-related concerns were: staying out of trouble (55%); getting bored (45%); 
influence of peers (36%), indicating a good awareness of potential ‘criminogenic’ factors that they 
wish to avoid and would welcome help with. 
 

Accommodation and family issues were also a major concern. 36% of the young people were keen 
to avoid returning to, or being placed in care. 30% worried about getting a place to live, but only 
14% were concerned with contacting or getting on with their family.  
 

Around a quarter of the young people questioned in custody were worried about alcohol and/or 
drug problems. 
 
In the November 2011 interim report, only 33% of respondents had had training organised for them, 
but this increased to 48% for the final sample of 44. This underpins staff and stakeholder comments 
about improvements related to the establishment of a clearer framework once the implementation 
period was over.  However, only 21% (9) said that specific employment or job interviews had been 
set up.   
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The figures for education, training and employment need to be considered together in more depth 
and individually in relation to the age and specific situation of the young people interviewed.  For 
example, when combining the individual help categories to represent help with education, training 
and employment overall, the data indicates that 84% (37 of 44) of YPs received help with ETE while 
in custody.  Whilst the level of receiving help on licence is 80% (16 of 20).  So the numbers reporting 
no help are small and conversations with staff would suggest that help was offered in most cases, 
but not wanted and, as a consequence, not always remembered clearly.  As noted, the situation in 
custody is very different from being in the community, albeit on license. 
 

Only 34% (15) of the respondents were aware of their individual learning plan, which shows this 
area may need to be reinforced.   
 

An encouraging 85% of respondents had been contacted about accommodation on release and 83% 
had had help in communicating with their families. 
 

However, when comparing the accommodation status before custody and what was known about it 
by young people as they headed for release, there were some important differences. Table 7 
summarises these differences. 
 

Figure 7: Young people’s accommodation status before custody and the awareness of  
                accommodation destinations after custody 

 
 
 
As noted by some of the staff and stakeholders, 61% of young people were living in the family home 
before custody, and though this dropped to 48% after custody, this still constitutes the largest single 
accommodation outcome for resettlement.  Though smaller in numerical terms, this situation is 
mirrored for: supported accommodation; No Fixed Abode (NFA) (a small but worrying number) and 
staying with relatives. 23% (10) of the respondents were unaware of their accommodation 
destination while in custody. The prevalence of the use of B&B is somewhat lower than might be 
assumed from the staff and stakeholder interviews (see Section 5), but this could be in part related 
to those who did not know what accommodation they would end up in. 
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3.5 Other help and support whilst in Custody 
 
Staff Continuity and links to the Restorative Justice Team 
The need to ensure that a known member of staff was allocated to a young person to ensure 
continuity was very well observed.  This was already running at 88% in the November 2011 interim 
report, and had increased to 93% by the end of the evaluation (only 3 of the young people could not 
name their YOT officer). The picture was similar in being linked up to the restorative justice team 
with 89% of YPs saying this had happened by the end of the evaluation (only 5 were not aware of 
this).  
  
Offending behaviour programmes 
Just over three-quarters (77%) of young people had started an offending behaviour programme in 
custody and just over two-thirds of the programmes were either for drugs and alcohol misuse (47%) 
or victim awareness.  Over half (54%) of those starting programmes in custody had also completed 
them in custody and 21% said they were continuing with the programmes while on licence, 
indicating a 75% completion rate overall. 
 

Sentence planning 
Three-quarters of the respondents had discussed their sentence plan, which had improved from 
67% in the November 2011 interim report, and the equivalent proportions for whether the day of 
release had been discussed were 73% and 67%.   Over a third (36%) of young people were being 
collected on release by a parent or relative, and 14% by social workers.  Only 2 were being collected 
by a YOT or Catch 22 worker.  However, at the time of interview, 21% still did not know who was 
collecting them, and 18% were being given a travel warrant. 
 

Resource checklist  
While 21% of respondents had been through the resource checklist, this dropped to only 11% by the 
end of the evaluation.  It seems that the use of the checklist became marginal as the project 
progressed. 
 

Only 61% (27) of young people had heard of the term ‘resettlement’ used in relation to leaving 
custody and 30% did not have a clear idea of what the term meant.  The rest related it to post-
custody help (55%); changes in behaviour post release (7%); or ensuring stability  (7%).  
 

Biggest help to resettlement 
Over a third (36%) of young people thought that employment was the biggest help to resettlement, 
14% thought that an educational course would do this, 11% said it would be their YOT or Catch 22 
worker and 9% thought independent accommodation  would be the biggest help. 
 

Biggest barrier to resettlement 
Around a fifth (21%) of young people  perceived their ‘old mates’ as the biggest barrier to their 
successful resettlement, 14% said it would be boredom, 11% said it would be unsuitable 
accommodation and the same proportion said substance addiction.  Only 9% stated that there were 
no barriers.  
 

The most important single hope young people had for the future was getting employment (57%).  
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SECTION 4: The views of young people subject to the enhanced 
offer –‘before’ and ‘after’ custody 

 

4.1 ‘Before’ and ‘After’ interviews with young people  
The profile of young people’s views provided in Section 3 above is based on interviews with 44 YPs 
whilst they were still in custody.  As already noted, it was a much more difficult task to ensure that 
we were able to gain their views once released from custody and on licence.  We were able to 
obtain 20 ‘after’ assisted questionnaires, and the results below show any changes in their views 
associated with the enhanced offer.   
 

Given that the sample size for the repeated measures analysis was relatively small, we first 
employed a series of tests to establish if the sub-sample of 20 that provided data at time 2 was 
skewed in some way from the full sample of 44 at time 1. To do this, we focussed on differences 
between: those who were in custody for the 1st time; those who had already served a previous 
custodial sentence (not including remand); and the number of offences 4 weeks before custody.  
There were no significant differences (see Appendix 1 for more detailed information on this 
analysis). 
 

4.2 Resettlement, reoffending and reintegration 
Three comparable Likert scale statements were included in the assisted questionnaires with YPs 
both before and after release from custody. These employed a 4 point scale, with 1 being ‘strongly 
agree’ and 4 being ‘strongly disagree’. These statements were designed to measure any changes 
from the young people’s perspective in terms of the overarching aims of the project. 
 

 The first of these statements:  I think that my resettlement will be successful (N=20) showed 
that YPs were relatively neutral on this, either prior to (mean 1.95), or after release (mean 
2.1). The difference was not statistically significant (t (19) =-.590, p=0.562) 
 

 The second statement: If my resettlement goes as planned it will help to stop me offending 
again (N=18), is perhaps the key intermediate measure of the success of the intervention 
from the YPs’ perspective. Again though, although there is a weak positive perspective on 
this, the difference between views prior to release (mean 1.56) and afterwards (mean 1.89) 
was not statistically significant (t (17) =-1.243, p=0.231 ) 

 

 The third statement: If my resettlement goes as planned it will help me to get back on side 
with my local community (N=12), showed that there was no statistically significant difference 
(t (11) = -.672, p=0.515) between weakly positive views prior to release (mean 1.58) and after 
release (mean 1.83).  

 

It appears that YPs were marginally more optimistic prior to release than when faced with post-
release realities and complexities, but not significantly so. Overall, their responses were positive 
both before and after release on whether the resettlement project would help reduce reoffending 
and rehabilitation into the community. It is important to note however, that the third statement did 
not register at all with 8 of the young people and needed careful explanation in order to get a 
response from the rest. Consideration needs to be given to reformulating this statement for future 
research. 
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4.3 Young people receiving and wanting specific types of help 
One of the key elements identified by the analysis of the ‘before’ sample in Section 4 was a 
mismatch between the type of help young people wanted and the type of help they received. We 
therefore analysed the questions about areas of help that they might typically want and/or get 
while in custody and after their release. Due to the relatively small numbers involved in the Chi-
Squared tests, Fisher’s Exact Probability Test was used in all cases. 
 
There are 2 key sets of results for each type of help.  

 Those that wanted help on license compared to those that received the help on license – in 
other words, to what extent did the help anticipated in custody match the help provided on 
release? 
 

 The match between receiving specified help in custody and whether this was continued on 
license after custody.  

 
The results for these 2 elements are presented, for each type of help, in turn, below. 
 
Substance Misuse 

 Encouragingly, we found a significant association between help wanted and help received 
on license, (1, N=20, P = .044, Phi = .538) 53.8% of those that wanted the help received it 
after custody. 

 However, there was no significant association between whether the offender had received 
help with substance abuse in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Getting Dentist/GP  

 Young people seemed largely unconcerned with getting a GP or dentist on release, but as 
staff (see Section 5) and previous research (see Hagell, 2004) note, this does not mean that 
it is not important for successful resettlement. Unsurprisingly, we found no significant 
association between help wanted and help received. 25% of those that wanted the help 
received it after custody.  

 However, there was a significant association between whether the offender had received 
help in custody and if it was continued on license (1, N=20, P = .046, Phi =.60). Put simply, 
the large effect size indicates that those that did not have help finding a doctor and dentist 
in custody (most likely because they were not needed) did not receive help on license.  

 
Accommodation  

 Encouragingly, 61.5% of those that wanted the help with accommodation received it after 
custody, but this fell just short of significance.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help with 
accommodation in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Stopping Offending  

 While there was no significant association between help wanted when in custody and help 
received on license, 60% of those that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 There was no significant association between whether the offender had received help with 
stopping offending in custody and whether it was received on license.  
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The 3 Rs Reading, Writing and A(r)ithmatic 

 No significant association was found between wanting help on license and getting it. 
Curiously, no respondents that wanted 3Rs help on license received it after release, but 35% 
of those that did not want RWM help actually received it.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help with 
3Rs in custody and whether they got it on license.  

 
Getting qualifications 

 No significant association was found between wanting help and getting help with 
qualifications on license. More positively, at least 53% of those that wanted the help 
received it after custody. 

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help in 
getting qualifications in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Work Skills 

 No significant association was found between help wanted and help received. 47% of those 
that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help with 
work skills in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Employment 

 No significant association was found between help wanted and help received.  31% of those 
that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help with 
employment in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Anger and Stress Control 

 No significant association was found between help wanted and help received with anger 
and stress. Only 13% of those that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help anger 
and stress in custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Help with Family Issues 

 No significant association was found between help wanted and help received with family 
issues. 42% of those that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 No significant association was found between whether the offender had received help in 
custody and if it was received on license.  

 
Help from Religious Organisations 

 No significant association was found between help wanted and help received. 25% of those 
that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 There was no significant association between whether the offender had received help in 
custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
Adult Mentors 

 There was no significant association between help wanted and help received. 25% of those 
that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 There was no significant association between whether the offender had received help in 
custody and whether it was received on license.  
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Physical Fitness and Wellbeing 

 There was no significant association between help wanted and help received. 22% of those 
that wanted the help received it after custody.  

 There was no significant association between whether the offender had received help in 
custody and whether it was received on license.  

 
4.4 Changes in Young People’s concerns between custody and license 
The questions relating to the various areas of potential worry for the offenders while in custody and 
then on release were scaled for the purpose of analysis. In this scale 1 represents ‘not worried’ and 
3 represents ‘very worried’.  
 

Table 4 summarises the results of independent t tests that were carried out to compare the full 
group of 44 respondents in the ‘before’ questionnaires with the subset of 20 who also answered the 
‘after’ questionnaires.  This gives a general indication of where the project had the most impact on 
reducing young people’s specific concerns.   
 

Table 4: Worries-before and after release 

Worry at Time 1  Worry at Time 2  

  N Mean N Mean Mean 
Difference 

Impact 
Ranking 

Significant 

Alcohol Problems 41 1.34 20 1.05 -0.29 
Highest 

1 √ 

Drug Problems 42 1.33 20 1.10 -0.23 2 × 
Accommodation 40 1.45 20 1.30 -0.15 3 × 
Family Problems & 
Contacting Family 

42 1.19 20 1.05 - 0.14 4 × 

 Health Problems 43 1.05 20 1.05 0 5 × 
Seeing & Caring for 
Children 

7 1.00 2 1.00 0 5 × 

Being Influenced by 
Deviant Peers 

42 1.50 20 1.60 0.10 7 × 

Getting Training 40 1.65 20 1.85 0.20 8 × 
Mental Health 
Problems 

42 1.07 20 1.10 0.03 9 × 

Staying Out of 
Trouble 

44 1.66 20 1.70 0.04 10 × 

Getting & Keeping 
Work 

43 1.74 20 1.85 0.11 11 × 

Returning to Care 16 1.06 9 1.22 0.16 12 × 
Being Bored 44 1.68 20 1.85 0.17 13 × 
Returning to 
Education 

40 1.48 19 1.74 0.26 
14 

Lowest × 

 

Key:   Level of …    Worry reduced            Worry stayed the same           Worry increased 

 
The results show that for 4 areas of worry (alcohol problems, drug problems, accommodation 
problems and family problems) the mean score on the scale of worry was reduced, while for the 
remaining areas of worry there was either no change, or worry increased on release.  
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To ensure rigour, the significance of the changes was re-tested using the matched pairs analysis for 
the 20 YPs who had provided responses at both time 1 and time 2. Only the first ranked reduction, 
worries about alcohol problems, was significantly reduced (mean= 1.37, SD= .684) and time 2 (M= 
1.05, SD= .229), t (18) = 2.36, P=.03 (two tailed). The mean decrease was .316 with a 95% confidence 
interval ranging from .035 to .596.  Furthermore Eta squared (.236) shows an extremely large effect 
size. The data indicates that offenders interviewed at time 1 and time 2 were significantly less 
worried about having alcohol problems after receiving the enhanced offer. 
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SECTION 5: Staff and Stakeholders’ views  
 

5.1 Stakeholder focus group and staff interviews 
A focus group was held towards the end of the evaluation period (May 2012) with members of the 
Steering Group where the full range of stakeholders is represented.  As we note in Section 2, we 
wanted to leave this as long as possible after the implementation of the project to ensure that the 
views were not unduly affected by ‘implementation noise’ which can give an overly negative 
impression if carried out too early. 
 

Members from 4 organisations on the steering group were able to take part and these views are 
presented as ‘the strategic perspective’:  

 Construction Youth Trust (CYT) 

 Children’s Services 

 Motiv8 

 Moving Options (MO) 
 
The WRC Coordinator was also interviewed by telephone and both she and the Head of the 
Consortium read the anonymised focus group transcript, added their own comments, and verified 
the factual accuracy. There was a very high level of concordance from the 3 combined perspectives.  
 

In addition 13 staff with a more operational focus, some, but not all, from the Operational Group, 
were interviewed during May and early June 2012.  Table 5 outlines the profile of this group of staff. 
 

Table 5: Profile of staff interviewed (‘the operational perspective’) 
Role/organisation N 

YOT Officers  3 

Connexions YOT officer  1 

YOT Team Managers  3 

Catch 22 workers  2 

Catch 22 project manager  1 

Motiv8 workers  2 

Construction Youth Trust (CYT)  1 

Step-by-Step  (SbS) 1 
 

This section is organised according to 4 main themes:  
 

 Strengths and weaknesses of the Consortium 

 Strengths and weaknesses of the enhanced offer 

 Views on outcomes from the resettlement enhanced offer 

 Views on the selection criteria for young people on the enhanced offer. 
 

Responses are differentiated throughout by ‘the strategic perspective’ (from the focus group) and 
‘operational staff perspectives’ (from the staff interviews). 
 

5.2 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Consortium 
 
The strategic perspective 
There was a very positive overall view about the impact and value of the establishment of the 
Consortium as a way of delivering resettlement provision to young people more efficiently and 
effectively.  The need for an infrastructure of this type was highly valued, especially as Wessex YOT 
was being disaggregated. That said, there was little to suggest that the Consortium had actually 
reduced workloads, but that it had made the same level of work more effective by: reducing 



 
 

33 

duplication and accessing better or more resources through networking. The following quote 
encapsulates this overall picture: 
 

‘It didn’t necessarily reduce workload but it did make sure that children got what was right for them 
and reduced the duplication of work.’  

 

Issues that were more problematic included: uneven existing provision over a large geographical 
area; uncertainty about future funding; the disaggregation of Wessex YOT; and, developing 
relationships with Secure Institutions outside the local area. 

 

‘There were definitely some early problems in combining some disparate provisions across the whole 
Wessex YOT area and different levels of buy in from different regions within Wessex YOT.’  

 
‘The uncertainty about funding was unsettling. It really needed 18 months to 2 years’ funding 
realistically.  It takes time to bed in and it needs forward planning. It has been good from about 
halfway through, once implementation issues had settled down’.  
 
‘The disaggregation and work force efficiencies made it difficult early on as it entailed redundancies 
and uncertainties for many YOT Staff. It felt like new people were coming in as YOT Officers were 
being pushed out which wasn’t a good starting point for the project. 
 
‘It took time to get them [certain secure institutions] on board and perhaps we could have worked a 
bit harder at that, but it takes persistence and time. Given nearly 80% of Wessex YPs go to Ashfield 
this was the challenge and Wessex was one of several Consortiums working with Ashfield. The SW 
Consortium established prior to the Wessex Consortium had been pushing Ashfield for similar requests 
to Wessex (i.e for attendance at meetings & development of CSCS Card Tests) but for longer than 
Wessex.’  

 

That said, it was felt that the awareness of the work being done in YOIs and by the Consortium was 
very good. 
  

‘We had approaches from various places, shelters for example, because they had heard of the work. 
So the work has helped raise awareness. We have also built relationships with colleges, which has 
helped increase continuity between custody, release and then getting a college placement. Bridging 
those gaps has been good for the YPs.’ 

 

A key message from our focus group with stakeholders was the view that the development of 
infrastructure and progress made under the aegis of the Consortium was excellent. However, they 
also agreed that the delivery of the ‘enhanced offer’ was less important. This view is illustrated in 
the following quote: 
 

‘I think the Wessex Consortium has been excellent. The challenge was making sure it was a 
Consortium-centred, not a project-centred agenda.’  

 

The ‘enhanced offer’ was seen as the ‘platform for what was already working’ in a similar way the 
IRS had done so before it, but this was not static and has evolved.  
 

‘It happened with IRS and it is the Consortium that stood the test of time because it is here and IRS is 
not. In some ways, fixed projects got in the way. The enhanced offer is just the vehicle at the time, but 
the Consortium allowed us to model something, the use of CYT, Step-by-Step etc, and move forward. 
This would have happened anyway but slower and the Consortium has enabled agencies to be 
involved that will stay with us.’  
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The operational perspective 
A key element of the interviews with operational staff involved asking them to respond to a series of 
statements on a five point scale, with 1=’strongly agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly disagree’.  Responses to 
these statements are summarised in Table 6.  All responses to the statements were positive and 
reflect the potential strengths of the Consortium. The closer the mean response value to 1, the 
more positive staff were about the statement.  
 

Table 6: Operational staff evaluation of aspects of the purpose of the Consortium  
Statement 

        1= Strongly AGREE                                  5= Strongly DISAGREE 
Mean response 

The Consortium promotes practical arrangements for Education, Training and 
Employment (ETE) and accommodation 

MOST POSITIVE 
2.00 

The Consortium has improved resettlement experiences for young people leaving 
custody 

2.23 

The Consortium promotes continuity in relationships with the young person 2.31 

The Consortium has increased collaboration between partners and between local 
authorities 

2.46 

The Consortium promotes better use of resources through information sharing 2.54 

The Consortium has improved links between the secure estate, YOTs, Children’s 
Services and local authorities 

2.77 

The Consortium has improved access to mainstream and specialist services for young 
people such as accommodation and education, training and employment 

2.77 

The Consortium promotes a consistent approach to resettlement 2.85 

The Consortium promotes the potential for innovation 2.85 

The Consortium promotes coherent practitioner development 2.92 

The Consortium promotes dissemination of effective practice across areas of shared 
interest 

3.08 
LEAST POSITIVE 

 

 
Operational staff agreed most strongly that ETE and accommodation arrangements were promoted 
by the Consortium and that the resettlement experience for young people was improved by this 
organisation.  None of the mean scores indicate that operational staff disagreed with any of these 
statements.  The least positive scores (near to or at ‘neutral’, a score of 3) relate to practice 
development. 
 

Despite acknowledging difficulties experienced in the implementation period, most staff identified 
positive elements and potential in the Consortium enhanced offer. The main Accommodation 
Agency worker commented that:  
 

‘The Consortium provided opportunities at a short but critical stage and they won’t get that again – 
much better co-ordination. We wouldn’t have heard of the 3 [YPs] we hosted without the Consortium. 
They would be homeless kids and there was excellent communication with Catch22 workers, 
especially for fast referrals and mutual support.’ 

 

One YOT team leader, who was generally critical of Consortium provision, also admitted that: 
 

‘IRS didn’t have the accommodation element so this was better.’ 
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Another YOT team leader, who had been very critical of the implementation stage, was also positive 
about the future direction of the Consortium: 
 

‘All the early hurdles have been overcome and there are some good pieces of work. We are getting 
there and we are getting a lot more resources.’ 

 

A YOT officer also commented that the Consortium: 
 

‘highlighted a real need for structure around the YP on release and put accountability in place to 
ensure it happens. It makes the process more transparent to the YPs.’ 

 

A Catch 22 worker who was generally critical of the implementation, and some of the provision 
options in the enhanced offer, was still optimistic as the project bedded in.  
 

‘The best bit is watching young people taking a step in the right direction. Seeing the impact we have 
had. There are some amazing success stories. I still see some of the young people in the street and 
they come over and chat and I feel I have done something rewarding.’ 
 

Similar optimism was shown by one of the Motiv8 staff interviewed: 
 

‘We are now sharing good practice and avoiding duplication and we have developed more access to 
specialist support that empowers the worker and helps the YP, such as Step-by-Step.’  

 

5.3 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Enhanced Offer 
 
The strategic perspective 
Having established that the specific combination of interventions represented by the enhanced offer 
was of secondary importance to the way in which the Consortium facilitated and developed 
delivery, nevertheless, some crucial points were made regarding provision in general, and about 
specific elements of it.   
 

The Consortium Co-ordinator emphasised that she had inherited over 30 elements in the list of 
enhanced provision that she had inherited from IRS and elsewhere, but that it had been agreed with 
the YJB and the WRC Steering group that this had to be cut down to a maximum of 15 (as shown in 
Table 1 above) that included the key elements linked to reducing future offending/ rehabilitation 
(see Hagell, 2004). 
 

It was agreed, by all, that the enhanced offer did provide holistic support, and provided a platform 
for a better understanding of what was available (some of which was acknowledged to have been 
there already).  However, given the range of types of support, staff had to prioritise what help was 
provided: ETE and accommodation were the top priorities. 
 

The following comment sums up what was different, and crucial, about the enhanced offer 
(compared with what had already been available): 
 

‘Some of the stuff such as CV writing and work readiness happened anyway and it happened 
everywhere. The critical new bits are accommodation and training.’  

 

This view was expanded on within the Steering/focus group.  For successful resettlement there was 
general agreement that ETE (and not just the training element) was most important along with 
ensuring good post-release accommodation.  An integrated way of delivering these elements was 
seen as the most important legacy of the enhanced offer and where the future development of the 
Consortium should focus.   
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‘The enhanced offer has led to better hosted placements making sure that everyone is clear on that 
offer. By coming together, understanding what’s available, we have also developed relationships with 
Highbury [FE College] which has been a success. If we could establish similar relationships with other 
colleges it would be an enormous positive.’  

 
‘I think the Catch 22 workers linked up well across the whole Wessex YOT and got YOT officers to focus 
on what they already had and what they needed and if they had a gap they could call Catch 22 and 
see what could be provided.’  
 

It seems that rather than using Hagell’s (2004) requirements for successful resettlement as a simple 
check list, the stakeholders also had a clear and experientially-based view on the need to prioritise 
primary and secondary elements. This echoes the comments of the operational staff delivering the 
enhanced offer, where there was a desire for prioritising in this way. For instance, giving gym 
membership equal priority to other elements of the enhanced offer did not focus resources 
appropriately, while on the other hand, ensuring the correct identity documents were available on 
release was directly linked to securing good accommodation.   
 

The WRC Co-ordinator commented that the majority of effort and prioritisation had indeed been on 
ETE and accommodation, and most other enhanced offer elements were considered in relation to 
this initial prioritisation.   
 
Despite being prioritised, accommodation provision still needed further development, according to 
the WRC Co-ordinator:  
 

‘Accommodation. I am not sure we have cracked it yet. We focussed on supported placements with 
hosts Step-by-Step and really tried to trial it for all, but we didn’t have the provision in the right place 
from the outset.  It was mostly in the north and most client groups are in the south, but that is 
planned to change now and we have learned. Care leavers and others who needed accommodation 
were mainly still dealt with by Children’s Services and B&B was used a lot. A negative aspect of the 
project has been a perception amongst Children’s Services staff that the Consortium had money for 
housing this hardest to house group and as a result, particularly in South Hampshire, housing 
responsibilities have been too readily handed over to the Youth Offending Team.’ 

 
‘We also probably need to look at more types of accommodation provision for less serious or needy 
offenders as we only placed 3 in the end who were at the high end of needing support and that 
worked well. The on-site accommodation that Step-by-Step can provide in Aldershot is great, with 
meals, training, mental health support, everything really, including help getting on the housing list. 
We need to look at expanding that provision for resettling our young people.’ 
 

The operational perspective 
All staff interviewed felt that the implementation of the ‘enhanced offer’ could have been 
smoother.  In the main, it appears that not enough thought had been given to key factors in 
implementing the enhanced offer through a new Consortium.  Initially there was some duplication 
and confusion over roles and the Consortium perhaps did not start by building on what had gone 
before (IRS).   Operational staff agreed that there was a need to prioritize the help provided. 
 

Typical comments from both YOT officers and Catch 22 workers illustrate the difficult start.  
 

‘It was slow off the mark being implemented and was in danger of not reaching its targets. It was a bit 
of an untidy process due to duplication of who was doing what - mainly due to less than good 
relationships [between agencies]. It was also at risk of confusing the YPs due to duplication of 
agencies working with them but it had potential.’  
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And, failure to really build on what had gone before: 
 

‘We toured the different YOT offices with 2 out of the 3 Catch 22 project staff and the Wessex YOT 
project coordinator. It was a bit early on in the project……….. We didn’t know what they already had 
and we told them what we were going to do.’   

 
‘I would go back and start with IRS and enhance that, using the connections we already have and 
Catch 22 could have enhanced that through working in local offices. Catch 22 were already working 
with us on RJ and that could have been used to establish clear line management. As it was, there were 
a lot of target and result stealing for things that were already being done......There was nothing that 
IRS did not offer other than the CYT element. In some cases it got worse as Catch 22 were spread too 
thin and you weren’t sure who to contact. It needed setting up from scratch using IRS provision and 
staff.’  

 
‘There was a misconception over where IRS sat; understanding what should be delivered differed, 
based on resources. It became enhanced-offer-centric rather than about good resettlement in 
general.’  

 

As with the strategic staff focus group, individual staff interviews emphasised the primacy of ETE 
and accommodation provision. There were several comments on prioritising the different elements 
of the enhanced offer.  The following view typifies and summarises many of the operational staff 
views on the nature of the enhanced offer:  
 

‘Most of the provision is good and needed, but we needed to have more time to think through how it 
is staged and provided Step-by-Step. At the moment, it all tends to get bundled together. For instance, 
for most YPs, you need to focus most on sorting out supported lodging in the YOI first so that it is 
ready on release, then sort their ID and then the housing benefits, then jobs.  They overlap and you 
can’t be too rigid, but you have to have some basic prioritisation and we don’t currently have that.  
For instance, Step-by-Step doing CVs with YPs is going to be more beneficial than us sorting gym 
membership. Some of the offers are quite lame on their own, the main one being the gym, they 
shouldn’t just get that, it should be earned as a later provision once intervention work is sorted.’  

 

By contrast, young people’s relative lack of interest in doctors and dentists was not seen as a reason 
for de-prioritising this element of provision in the enhanced offer.  
 

‘YPs tend to value GPs and dentists only when an emergency occurs, but it is good to get them into the 
system so they know they can use it if they need it and it might get them signing up for other things.’  

 

‘They [doctors and dentists] are more widely important too as they are then registered within the 
health system and it is part of sorting their identity documents. Getting a bank account and ID docs 
generally is really important.’  
 

5.4 Views on Outcomes for the Resettlement Enhanced Offer 
 
The strategic perspective 
Stakeholders’ views on the desired outcomes for resettlement directly reflected the importance of 
the various elements of the enhanced offer as already expressed above.  All but one stakeholder 
directly related these outcomes to an overall impact of reduced offending.  
 

‘The whole remit is related to reducing reoffending and it has already been shown to be working. I 
believe the YPs leaving custody and returning to live in the Wessex area have more and better 
opportunities than 12 months ago and that is because of the Consortium.’   

 

All agreed that the CYT work and employability provision showed lots of potential and although 
hard, initially, to get moving, it was now growing.  
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‘Young people in accommodation, doing activities, not offending and settled. These are the outcomes 
that have consequences for us as an organisation.’  

 

CYT saw the organisation’s role more specifically in terms of contractual outputs. Preventing re-
offending was viewed as a more indirect output.  
 

‘We had specific targets, the number of YPs engaged and placed etc.  We also had sub targets about 
sustainability such as the number of contractors and employers we engaged with.  In terms of fulfilling 
the grant as a priority, we only see it connected to offending indirectly.’  

 

The WRC Coordinator argued that there were 2 parts to considering success.  
 

‘The first is that, for a good number of the 73 that went through the Consortium, for a good number of 
them, they got support that they wouldn’t have had and results should show that. The early ones 
probably didn’t get all of what we might have delivered as we were finding our feet and I wish we 
could have done that more quickly, but overall is has worked.’  The second, is to consider the strategic 
lag. Some elements will come to fruition down the line and it takes time, so it will be beyond the 
period we are focussed on now. Very specific input is now being delivered. We are getting YPs into 
training or college very quickly now – within 2 weeks - it is all coming together.’ 

 

The operational perspective 
Ten of the 13 staff interviewed agreed with strategic staff that ‘preventing reoffending’ was the key 
outcome measure for the WRC, and the same number thought that this should be the key measure.  
Only one interviewee (unprompted) thought that ‘cost effectiveness’ was also an important 
measure:  
 

‘We have got to represent a massive saving for Children’s Services and the Local Authorities in terms 
of what they would pay out for beds. Step-by-Step only costs £75 a week for a YP.’ 

 

Another was ‘disappointed’ that ‘cost effectiveness’ was an outcomes measure for the evaluation of 
the Consortium.  Other measures mentioned as outcomes in themselves were: accommodation and 
ETE placements (2); successful case studies (1); and reducing duplication (1). 
 

However, when asked to respond to the two statements in Table 7 below, there was an equal level 
of overall agreement that the Consortium would reduce re-offending rates and ensure cost-
effectiveness. 
 

Table 7: Operational staff–likely impact of the Consortium on re-offending and cost 
effectiveness 

Statement 
 
1= Strongly AGREE                                                               5= Strongly DISAGREE 

Mean 
response 

The Consortium will reduce re-offending rates 2.23 

The Consortium will ensure cost-effectiveness 2.23 

 
 
ETE (CYT) success stories 
As one respondent noted, another measure of outcomes from the enhanced offer can be provided 
by individual case studies.  The evaluation included 2 extended case studies and 5 additional case 
studies (see Appendix 2) that were identified in collaboration with practitioners as detailed in 
Section 2, Table 3.  However, we have included here what was achieved by the Construction Youth 
Trust (CYT) in six brief ‘success stories’.  
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The CYT coordinator kept his own database and confirmed that CYT had placed 19 resettlement 
young people by May 2012. 8 of these had been placed in employment and 11 in training (plus an 
additional 6 from non-custodial Youth Resettlement Orders).  In all, 6 placements were known to 
have been sustained and these are outlined below: 
 

 Example 1: Permanent plastering job after losing job and being in an accident 
 

 Example 2: After rocky start, now in 4th week of a bricklaying apprenticeship with Carillion 
 

 Example 3: Completed 10 week paid work trial with BAM in Havant Academy and has been 
placed into apprenticeship with joinery subcontractor. In the first day in joinery work, he 
assembled a softwood studwork frame and fitted a hardwood door 

 Example 4: Started 2 week work trial with Colas, to be followed by 8 week paid placement.  
If successful, an apprenticeship in Highways maintenance will follow. Completed the lead-in 
course at Highbury College 
 

 Example 5: Ex-Ashfield, 39 offences and breaches. Got CSCS card, revised CV, trained for and 
was accompanied to interview with AMEY Highways maintenance contract in Hampshire. 
After 5 week work trial, now on three month contract at £6.30 per hour and was due to be 
assessed for an apprenticeship in August 2012 
 

 Example 6: (YRO) Unemployed for over a year. Had applied for over 100 jobs. Placed after 
 invitation received from AMEY to fill an administrative post. Completed a 2 week work trial. 
Now on a 3 month contract at £7.35 per hour. 

 

Both staff and stakeholders (including the CYT coordinator in both camps) agreed that resources and 
the nature of ETE provision needed to be extended to reflect more local employment markets. 
 
‘Perhaps all the eggs are in one basket. The construction industry is one element, but there are others that 
need to be pursued. What about catering, rail, forestry, agriculture? We need a specific member on the 
consortium to develop this. We need another employment personal advisor role but with a wider brief.’ (YOT 
Team Manager) 

 
5.5 Views on the selection criteria for Young People on the Enhanced Offer 
 
The strategic perspective 
Overall, there was agreement that the selection criteria were appropriate for the resettlement of 
young people and the Consortium’s role was seen positively. 
 

‘If we see something that works with a YP we will want to give that to them, in my role I will have a 
better idea of the services though the Consortium.’  

 

The WRC Coordinator commented that selection seemed relatively straightforward originally in that 
all ‘straightforward’ cases of 16-18 year olds released on DTOs into the Wessex YOT area would be 
eligible.  
 

‘But then it became more difficult. After 2 months, it was accepted that more complex cases also 
needed to have the same opportunities for resettlement. In particular, the inclusion of those subject to 
MAPPA made provision more difficult at first as it had not been anticipated, but the Steering group 
went for equality of provision and now it is embedded.’  
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Looking to the future, there was discussion of how the Consortium might be expanded beyond its 
current focus on resettlement which was summed up as follows: 
 

‘The remit was very narrow. Too broad means it is set up to fail, but the problem was the that narrow 
gate excluded those that were just outside on the margins and would have benefited. We now have 
an environment where everyone is experiencing difficulty, not just those needing resettlement. We 
have gone from a situation where unemployment for every young person was reduced, to a system 
that is now disproportionately biased towards those at risk. It should be opened up to care leavers but 
not every young person.’  

 

This would be a very radical development beyond the original enhanced offer in terms of 
resettlement, but does represent a positive view on how the Consortium might develop across a 
broader range of interventions with young people, including preventive approaches.  
 

Indeed, the WRC Co-ordinator commented that the Consortium might well be the platform for an 
expanding remit beyond simple resettlement.  First, the broader MoJ social enterprise scheme funds 
are clearly intended to be used through the increasing number of RCCs. regional applications are 
encouraged, so an already established Consortium is in an excellent position to draw in coordinated 
youth justice funds.  
 

‘The expanded remit is already happening, partly based on pragmatism. Colleges and other providers 
have a certain number of places and we don’t have the numbers, just based on resettlement. So, we 
have added those ‘known to the YOT’, care leavers and others to ensure places are not lost. This goes 
beyond resettlement, but is possible due to the Consortium network.’  

 

The operational perspective 
There was a variety of views from operational staff. Some thought the Consortium took on all cases 
initially which meant that the Consortium was doing work that could be done by another agency, as 
the following quotes indicate: 
 

‘The Consortium was too keen to take on all cases instead of standing back and looking where we can 
best focus the resources.  This was often to do with lack of experience and communication, especially 
earlier on, so the [Consortium] would accept some LACs who would have had to have statutory 
provision for accommodation by the local authority on release from YOIs.  They already have the 
provisions, and we could do non-housing work with them, but we ended up accepting them which 
reduced the pool of housing for other YPs who were not covered, It stretched the resources 
unnecessarily.’  

 

This shifting of responsibility for housing was amplified further: 
 

‘Children’s Services.....just saw us as a way of cutting their workload. I know and appreciate that they 
are really stretched, but they basically just dumped all the YPs on us that they didn’t want to have to 
find housing for.’  

 

5.6 Wessex YOT Disaggregation   
 
The strategic perspective 
As noted previously, during the evaluation period Wessex YOT underwent disaggregation into 4 
smaller YOTs.  The Consortium coordinator summarised the impact as follows. 
 

‘The disaggregation of the Wessex YOT has created a new set of issues. It has strengthened the need 
for the Consortium to coordinate the Wessex region resettlement provision and pull in national 
funding opportunities. But I also now have 4 YOT managers to speak to instead of one! However, 
[some areas] seem more keen to ‘buy in’ to the Wessex Consortium than others and one YOT has 
opted for some different local models of operations, so the challenge will be to link in with this.’ 
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The operational perspective 
The impact of disaggregation was a strong theme in staff interviews. One YOT officer summed up 
the key elements of what YOT Managers and YOT Officers felt: 
 

‘Timing was also unhelpful in as much as my team were being reduced either by voluntary redundancy 
or a change in role, meaning those that remained who were in fear of losing their jobs saw Catch 22 
and Motiv8 as ‘competition’ rather than colleagues – the fear being that by helping the ‘competitor’ 
to be successful – staff would be doing themselves out of a job.’  

 

This situation clearly impacted on the Catch 22 workers: 
  

‘The [name] Office was tough. There were redundancies at the same time as we were coming in and 
we didn’t really know what the situation was or that there had been IRS before and what they had 
built up.’  

 

The impact on YOT staff views of these combined factors is best summed up in the following YOT 
Officer’s view: 
 

‘For me, the bad point was introducing another external agency to do work, albeit with more 
opportunity for being more intensive, that was already being done by my team. The Connexions team 
(now YSS) had been doing the ETE work for the last 8 years in the YOT which included visiting young 
people in YOI’s, but this experience was never ‘tapped into’. Although ETE was only one of the 
enhanced offers it is a very important one and it divided the work without making the best of it.’  
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SECTION 6: Indicative outcome data: the cohort of young people 
and the costs and benefits of the enhanced offer 

 

6.1 Sources of evidence 
This section is based on organisational data supplied by Wessex YOT and analysed by Judy Renshaw 
with the assistance of Chris Lewis, acting as consultants for these aspects of the evaluation. The 
more detailed information about how costs and benefits have been calculated by Judy Renshaw are 
provided in Appendix 3. This section will provide an overview of the most important aspects of these 
analyses. 

 
6.2 Total cost of the Wessex Resettlement Consortium 
The total cost of the Consortium is shown in Table 8 below (see Appendix 3 for information on the 
calculation of these costs).  The context of disaggregation of the Wessex YOT and changes in staff at 
the time that the enhanced offer was implemented; and the reasons for the calculations with and 
without Motiv8 workers are important to note. Renshaw’s report highlights that resources for 
resettlement in the Wessex area have been undergoing considerable change during the project 
period.  Previously there were 5.5 resettlement workers, including the 2 Motiv8 workers who have 
remained.  The other 3.5 posts were lost for a period and the workers left.  Consequently the overall 
resources for resettlement may have actually reduced during the year, in comparison with the 
previous service, rather than being enhanced.  In addition, there may have been some disruption 
due to changes in key members of staff. 

 

Table 8: Total costs of the Consortium 

 Total project cost for 
year 2011/12 (£) 

Unit cost per case 
over 1 year (£) 

Total with Motiv8 workers 343,791 4,710 

Total without Motiv8 workers 292,791 4,011 

 
6.3 Profile of resettlement enhanced offer cohort 
During the year, 73 young people on DTO sentences were provided with an ‘enhanced offer’ 
through the work of the Consortium.  About a half of offenders were born in 1994 (and so were 
aged 17 during 2011), but there was a spread around this date with 8% born in early 1993 and 14% 
born in late 1995.  The vast majority of offenders were White (91%) reflecting the part of the 
country from which they came; 6% were Black; two young people were of mixed race and one was 
described as ‘Algerian’.  Offenders were relatively evenly spread between the two major urban 
centres and the rest of the county within the Wessex YOT area: 28 were from Southampton, 19 from 
Portsmouth and 26 from the rest of Hampshire.  There was a wide range of ages at first offence: 
12% were as young as 10 and over a half had been convicted before the age of 13; on the other 
hand, only 3 (4.1%) had not been convicted until they were 16. 
 
Figure 8 shows the frequency of previous convictions across the sample.  The mean number of 
previous convictions of young people on the enhanced offer was just over 9. Only six of the 
offenders were recorded as having no previous convictions (8.2%): 17 had 1-5; 26 had 6-10; 14 had 
11-15; and 10 had over 16 previous convictions.   
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Figure 8: Frequency of previous convictions  

 
 
However, nearly all of these previous convictions were non-custodial, reflecting the young age of 
the offenders.  Most (44 or 60%) had no previous custodial convictions and another 18 (25%) had 
only one.  However, the 73 young people had amassed 660 previous offences, but only 43 (7%) of 
these were custodial.  The mean number of custodial pre-convictions was only 0.6 while the 
equivalent figure was 8.45 for non-custodial pre-convictions. 
 
The index offence profile for which young people were sentenced varied greatly, as shown in Figure 
9. 
 

Figure 9: Proportion and type of offence for which sentenced to DTO 

 
 
 
Nearly three-quarters (73%) of the young people on the enhanced offer had been sentenced to a 
DTO for one of 4 main offences: Domestic Burglary (21%); breach of their order (21%); Robbery 
(19%); or violence against the person (12%). The remaining offence categories were spread fairly 
evenly across a wide range of offence types.  There was only one sexual offence.  
 
The length of the DTO given to offenders varied considerably, from 4 to 24 months, reflecting the 
offence and the individual’s criminal history.  As Figure 10 shows, two particular lengths of sentence 
stood out as peaks: 4 months - for 19 offenders (26%) and 12 months for 18 offenders (25%).  

 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

0 1 to 5  6-10 11 to 15 16 to 20 21 to 25 

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y 

Number of previous convictions 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

P
e
r
c
e
n
t 



 
 

44 

Figure 10: Variation in DTO sentence length  

 
 
6.3.1 Intermediate measures of the impact of the enhanced offer: costs and benefits 
 
The key elements of the available data used to identify the likely impact of the enhanced offer were:  

 Re-offending through PNC at 6 weeks after release on license  

 Re-offending on completion of license 

 Changes in Asset scores between the start of DTO, mid-point, and end of DTO 

 Changes in the hours of ETE between the start of DTO, mid-point, and end of DTO 

 Accommodation status – on release from custody and at the end of license 
 
Costs and benefits are included as they relate to these key measures of the impact of the enhanced 
offer. 
 

6.3.2 Reoffending and Risk 
Data on reoffending is incomplete and was only available for 51 (70%) of the 73 young people who 
were on the enhanced offer.  Of these, 40 had not reoffended within the critical first 6 weeks of 
release on licence.  This represents a re-offending rate of 22% in the first 6 weeks after release.  Of 
those who re-offended in this period, most (7) had only re-offended once, and 4 had offended 
between 2 and 5 times.  
 
We also measured reoffending for the same 51 offenders for whom there was data (some had not 
finished their orders) up to the end of their licence, though of course, the licence periods were very 
varied, as shown in Figure 10 above. The reoffending rate for the full licence period was 41%, which 
is a substantial rise from the 6 week figure.  In other words, 30 young people had not reoffended by 
this point. The variation in the frequency of re-offending for the non-desisters was also much higher 
than in the first 6 weeks, as Figure 11 shows. 
 

Figure 11: Frequency of re-offending during young person’s full licence period 
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Table 9: Mean Asset Scores: start, middle and end of sentence 
Mean Asset Scores 

  Mean N 

Start 20.99 72 

Middle 19.05 55 

End 18 33 

 
Asset Scores Start to Middle (N=54) 
A paired sample T-test showed the difference between the mean e-Asset score at the start of the 
DTO (M= 20.78, SD= 7.38) and the middle of the DTO (the transition between custody and licence), 
(M= 18.85, SD= 7.9). The difference was significant at the P <.0005 level, t (53) = 3.719, P=.000 (two-
tailed).The mean decrease was 1.926 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from .887 to 2.965. 
ETA squared (.206) shows that a very large effect size does exist. 

 
Asset Scores Start to End (N=33) 
A paired sample T-test showed the difference between the mean e-Asset score at the start of the 
DTO (M= 21.18, SD= 7.82) and the end of the DTO (end of license), (M= 18, SD= 9.60). The difference 
was significant at the P <.005 level, t (32) = 3.626, P=.001 (two-tailed). The mean decrease was 3.182 
with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 1.395 to 4.969. ETA squared (.291) shows that a very 
large effect size does exist. 

 
Comparison: Wessex and North West Consortia 
A number of measures are available but data to enable comparison with other groups or prior 
offending is very limited.  No statistical tests could be carried out on the figures.  The only potential 
comparison groups were those from another consortium in the North West of England and its 
control group for the year before, both of which may be quite different in characteristics.  For 
example, the Wessex consortium group had a mean of 9 previous convictions, compared with 6 in 
the North West consortium group and 4 in their control group.  

 

Table 10: Offending and Risk – comparing Wessex and North West Consortia 

Measure 
Number of YPs 

with information 

Wessex 
Consortium group 

findings 

Comparison (NW 
groups) 

Any offending on licence  42 52% 
22% in consortium 

group 
29% control group 

Drop in ASSET scores 
72 at start, 35 at 

end 

Drop of 3.7 points 
from 20.7 to 17 (8% 
better) 
34% of the YPs had 
a drop in ASSET 
score 

5% better in NW 
consortium group 

 
n/a 

Drop in ASSET scores 
for the YP with both start 
and end scores 

35 
Drop of 3.0 points 
(6% better) 

5% better in NW 
consortium group 

Offending in first 6 
weeks 

51 22% in first 6 weeks 22% in first 3 months 

Resettlement advice 
offered  

23 re-offenders 
Advice given to 16, 2 
withdrawn, 5 no 
advice 

n/a 
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Since the data on offending outcomes from the Wessex consortium group are very sparse, only just 
over half of the young people have information provided on re-offending.  It is possible that the 
apparently higher rate of offending on licence in the Wessex consortium than in a previous control 
group may be due to information being more readily available for those who were known to re-
offend.  However, the Asset scores for risk of offending indicate the opposite picture, i.e. a drop in 
the risk of re-offending.  But only half of the young people have completed Asset assessments at the 
end of sentence.  It is possible that the young people who attended their supervision regularly and 
had a lower risk of re-offending were more likely to have had assessments completed.   
 
If we were to assume that the drop in Asset scores indicated a real drop in risk of offending for the 
young people who had information available (approximately half the group), we might assume that 
there was a 3% reduction in the risk of offending due to the effect of the consortium’s ‘enhanced 
offer’.  This would mean a saving of 3% of the cost of each young person’s offending.  This would 
amount to a saving of £1,014 to the public purse and society in the first year after release from 
custody.   

 
Offending: overall costs and benefits 

The effects of the consortium’s support for individual young people would be likely to have the 
greatest impact in the first year following custody.  The effects might last for, say, a further one and 
a half years.  So discounting the savings over a ten year period would lead to an overall unit saving 
per young person of 2.5 x £1,014, i.e. £2,535.   

 

Table 11: Offending – overall costs and benefits 
 Current year Over 10 years 

Mean cost of crimes committed per 
individual if no ‘enhanced offer’ provided (£) 

33,802 338,020 

Mean unit saving due to ‘enhanced offer’ (£) 1,014 2,535 

 

6.3.3 Employment, Education and Training 
A key aspect of the enhanced offer was focused around education, training and employment (ETE). 
The amount of hours spent in ETE has been recorded throughout -at the start, middle and end of the 
young people’s DTOs.  The YJB target is 16+ hours for those of school age and 25+ hours for those of 
statutory school age.  Table 12 illustrates that none of the mean hours of ETE per week achieved the 
post school age target of 16+ hours a week, although there is clear evidence in Table 12 of increased 
hours at the end of orders, for the 34 young people about whom we have data. 

 

Table 12: Employment, Education and Training (ETE): mean hours per week 
Mean Hours in ETE Per 

Week 

  Mean N 

Start 6.97 65 

Middle 3.47 53 

End 9.29 34 

 
Mean hours in ETE per Week- Start to Middle (N=52) 
A paired sample T-test showed the difference between the mean hours spent in ETE per week at the 
start of the DTO (M= 6.98, SD= 10.28) and the middle of the DTO (the transition between custody 
and licence), (M= 3.54, SD= 8.49). The difference was significant at the P <.05 level, t (51) = 2.077, 
P=.043 (two-tailed). The mean decrease was 3.442 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from .115 
to 6.769. ETA squared (.077) shows that a slightly larger than moderate effect size does exist. 
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Mean hours in ETE per Week- Middle to End (N=34) 
A paired sample T-test showed the difference between the mean hours spent in ETE per week at the 
middle of the DTO (the transition between custody and licence), (M= 4.68, SD= 9.47) and the end of 
the DTO (end of license), (M= 9.29, SD= 12.08). The difference was significant at the P <.05 level, t 
(33) = -2.140, P=.040 (two-tailed). The mean increase was 4.618 with a 95% confidence interval 
ranging from -9.008 to -.228. ETA squared (.121) shows that a moderate to large effect size does 
exist. 
 
Mean hours in ETE per Week- Start to End (N=34) 
A paired sample T-test showed the difference between the mean hours spent in ETE per week at the 
start of the DTO (M= 6.65, SD= 10.42) and the end of the DTO (end of license), (M= 9.29, SD= 12.08). 
The difference was NOT significant, t (33) = -1.152, P=.258 (two-tailed). The mean increase was 
2.647 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from -7.323 to 2.029. ETA squared (.038) shows that a 
small to moderate effect size does exist. Further, the cost benefit analysis estimated that the ETE 

impact would help approximately 6 young people to avoid being NEET at age 18 (Table 13).   
 

Table 13: Savings from reduced chances of being NEET 

 Current year Over 10 years 

Number of young people who avoid being 
NEET at age 16-18 

6 6 

Cost these young people would incur 
without consortium help (£) 

17,616 176,163 

Mean unit saving per young person with 
enhanced offer (£) 

241 2,413 

 

6.3.4 Accommodation 
The database recorded that 47 (64%) out of the 73 offenders lived at Home before their sentence, 
but in 9 other cases, this information was not recorded.  The remaining 17 lived in 6 different types 
of accommodation, with no single type dominating Table 14 profiles the accommodation for all 73 
YPs on the enhanced offer at the start of their order and on release.  Overall, 52 young people (71%) 
were regarded as having ‘satisfactory arrangements’ for accommodation, most of whom were living 
at home or with relatives.  The remaining 21 (29%) young people were in accommodation that was 
not regarded as satisfactory.  In 9 of cases, the type of accommodation was not recorded.   
 

Table 14: Accommodation status – on release from custody and at the end of license 

Housing status 
On 

release 
% of known 

End of 
licence 

% of known 

Considered satisfactory7 52 81 26 68 

Not satisfactory8 12 19 9 24 

Custody 0 0 3 8 

Not known 9  35  

Total 73 100 73 100 
 
On release, we know that 35 (48%) went to live or continued to live at home or with relatives.  
Unfortunately, in 27 (37%) cases, the type of release accommodation was not recorded, making it 
very difficult to draw any firm conclusions about whether young people’s accommodation 

                                            
 
7 Family, foster home, independent or hostel  
8 B&B, bedsit, residential care, supported lodgings 
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conditions overall had been improved by the enhanced offer. However, the cost benefit analysis 
estimated that this would generate the savings from a reduction in homelessness as outlined in 
Table 15. 

 
Table 15: Savings from reduction in homelessness 

 Current year Over 10 years 

Number of young people helped to avoid 
homelessness and emergency housing  

2 2 

Cost of homelessness application and housing for these 
(£) 

39,128 78,256 

Mean unit saving per young person with enhanced 
offer (£) 

536 1,072 

 

6.4 Summary of costs and benefits 
Table 16 shows a summary of the estimated benefits per individual young person alongside the unit 
costs of the project.  It must be emphasised that the figures for the benefits are only approximate 
estimates, based on the assumptions outlined in Appendix 3, so the confidence in the findings is 
low.  In order to make a more accurate estimate of the benefits of the project, more complete 
outcome data would be needed.  The largest assumed savings are due to a potentially reduced risk 
of re-offending, as indicated by a limited number of Asset assessments.   
 
The net benefits over a ten year period have also been estimated, but the confidence in this 
prediction is even lower.  However, it would be expected that any gains that were made would 
continue for at least one further year, and longer in some areas such as future employment.  

 
Table 16: Unit costs and savings per individual provided with ‘enhanced offer’ 
 Current year Over 10 years 

Savings due to reduced offending 1,014 2,535 

Savings from reduced chances of being NEET 241 2,413 

Savings from reduction in homelessness 536 1,072 

Total savings 1,791 6,020 

Cost of Consortium 4,589  

Cost of Consortium without Motiv8 workers 4,890  
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CONCLUSIONS: Research lessons for the Wessex Resettlement 
Consortium 

 
A number of research lessons and challenges for the Wessex Resettlement Consortium (WRC) are 
apparent from this evaluation and we have summarised these below, referring to other research 
evidence that supports our findings.   
 
Overall lessons 
Previous research has shown that successful resettlement depends upon two key requirements:  
 

1) Widespread partnership coordination to address offenders’ multiple needs. 
 
This had been achieved well by the end of the one-year evaluation period.  However, in the early 
implementation stage, there had been a level of duplication of services, often due to lack of 
communication and dissemination about interventions and services that had already existed 
through IRS.  
 

2) Effective cooperation between custodial institutions and community agencies to ensure 
preparedness for release 

 
Wherever agencies are working together, there can be problems of ownership of the client and 
responsibility for resolving issues.  In particular, the custodial institution may consider resettlement 
in the community to be the responsibility of the community agencies - especially, legally, the YOTs 
(HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2011). While joint working is now happening in practice in WRC, the 
secure estate/YOI representatives only attended the Steering group as stakeholders although 
attendance became more consistent towards the end of the project. This has repeatedly been 
highlighted as a problem in most analogous evaluations - including a lack of information going to the 
community about a young person’s education activity, work on addressing antisocial behaviour, 
and/or psychological input.  This makes it very difficult to ensure a continuous programme of 
support over the whole sentence (Hagell et al, 2000; Hazel et al, 2002; HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 
2011). 
 
It is difficult to envisage consistent attendance from all of the custodial establishments that the  
WRC has to deal with, and this would be more difficult still for the monthly operational group 
meetings. It may be more realistic to build in telephone or video conferencing based on the 
resources available and the wide geographic distribution of the custodial establishments. There are 
still issues to be resolved around budgets in this sense and the intended use of video conferencing 
to smooth custody/community transition appeared to founder because there was no clear benefit 
to the custodial establishments.  
 

Resettlement work focused on coordinating partnerships 
Given the key requirement of widespread partnership coordination (Galahad SMS Limited, 2010), it 
is important that resettlement workers do not just become caseworkers specialising in custody 

(Hazel et al, 2010). This is identified in the U.S. literature through the importance of ‘service 
brokerage’ (Altschuler & Armstrong, 1994; Altschuller et al, 1999). A recommendation from previous 
research was that local YOTs each have a resettlement coordinator. This was a key part of the 
Wessex Consortium delivery and a dedicated full time Consortium Coordinator was appointed in 
addition to the official head of the Consortium, who was a full time Wessex regional YOT manager. 
This structure allowed for continuity as Wessex YOT was disaggregated, maintaining coordination of 
services throughout what had been the Wessex YOT region. 
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Buy-in to resettlement at all levels including between custodial institutions and community 
agencies 
Previous research evidence shows that resettlement falls down because of a lack of buy-in at this 
level (Hazel et al, 2010). The WRC steering group ensured that all key stakeholders were committed 
to the Consortium which included an investment of resources by the partner agencies, and engaged 
stakeholders at senior management level.   
 
Despite some confusion about the different roles between Catch 22 and provision already in place 
from the previous IRS at operational level, there was clear evidence of senior management ‘buy in’ 
from the key partners, though as noted, this needed to be strengthened for custodial 
establishments.  While it would be overstating the case to say that the various custodial 
establishments had put the Consortium partnership at their centre, there was a clear development 
of understanding with the Consortium agencies as the project progressed, in contrast to many 
previous research findings (Hobbs & Hook Consulting, 2001). 
 
Multiple complex needs 
Young people who are in custody tend to have multiple complex needs that all need to be addressed 
on release by several different agencies’ involvement (with an average of 6+ agencies involved with 
YPs).  However, it is difficult to ensure the involvement of all necessary agencies (Hazel et al, 2010). 
 
The Consortium did provide an opportunity to ensure the coordination and involvement of all the 
agencies required to address all needs.  However, the 15 elements of the enhanced offer had to be 
streamlined during the evaluation period to ensure that the primacy of ETE and accommodation 
were recognised and the other elements of provision were geared towards assisting with this.  
 
Lack of early focus on resettlement 

One of the longest standing research findings on resettlement is that there needs to be a continuous 
case management approach to a young person in custody, where preparation for resettlement 
begins early and is the focus of the custodial phase.  Altschuler & Armstrong (1994) refer to this as 
‘reintegrative confinement’. 
 
Despite the intention of custody-community disposals, when the young person is in custody, there is 
still an emphasis on how they spend their time inside.  There are few long-term targets in training 
plans aimed at resettlement provision.  Clearly, there needs to be a shift in focus to resettlement 
needs right from the beginning of the custodial sentence.  This also requires the attendance of 
community justice professionals at meetings in custody - which has been noted as ‘poor’ for some 
agencies (HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2011). 
 
Other than at the start of the project, reintegrative confinement has generally been achieved by 
WRC now that information flow has improved. The largest proportion of WRC young people is from 
Ashfield and liaison on resettlement issues has moved forward positively, with the head of custodial 
services sitting on the Consortium Steering group. Young people were generally interviewed in 
custody early on in the project, and substantial changes in ETE provision have occurred since then. 
Improvement in accommodation is in train, but will take longer.  
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Custody-community transition 
The smoothness of the transition between custody and community is vital.  A consistent finding has 
been that accommodation or ETE has not been finalised prior to the young offender being released 
from custody (Hazel et al, 2002; HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2011; Hagell et al, 2000). This brings 
anxiety for the young person, as well as destabilising them and opening up possibilities that they will 
turn to living with or socialising with offending peers(HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2011). 
 
The young people were most worried about ETE and accommodation and provision for this between 
custody and released certainly improved as the project progressed. Consideration of a better 
balance between vocational and school-based education and training is a priority but will require a 
substantial shift in current policy and practice.  
 
Keeping the young people occupied 
It is vitally important that YPs are engaged in constructive activities as soon as they are released.  A 
problem highlighted in the past is that offenders released in the summer have no ETE for several 
weeks until the start of the new academic term (Hazel et al, 2002) . 
 
The CYT provision did improve the depth and speed with which young people were offered ETE 
provision but further resources need to be developed to ensure that such provision is expanded and 
the type of training and work placements offered go beyond the construction industry.  
 
Unsuitable accommodation 
There can be a lack of clarity about the extent to which the suitability of accommodation is 
ascertained or acted upon when the young person leaves custody. This can introduce a lack of 
stability, and make it harder to find or maintain work and desist from offending (Glover & Clewett, 
2011). 
 
There are considerable WRC resources devoted to tackling these accommodation problems but they 
have proved more intractable, in the most difficult cases, compared to the development of ETE 
opportunities. One organisation proved to be most adept at developing their existing provision for 
young people exiting custody, but there is a lot of development work still to be done in expanding 
geographical coverage and also in developing other types of accommodation beyond supported 
lodgings.  
 
Achievements 
The infrastructure developed by the Consortium is largely successful in facilitating inter-agency 
collaboration and has already started to expand ETE provision beyond resettlement, eg, young 
people on YROs. The disaggregation of Wessex YOT, coupled with the increasing importance of 
Consortia in central government funding structures, is likely to ensure that the Wessex Resettlement 
Consortium develops as an effective way of combining and distributing a wide range of intervention 
resources. 
 
Delivery staff were clear that, compared to previously, the Consortium had: 
 

 promoted ETE and accommodation practical arrangements better 

 improved resettlement experiences for YPs leaving custody, eg, help with accommodation 
improved between the start and the end of the evaluation period, with just over half of YPs 
who wanted help in custody receiving it. 

 improved collaboration between partners, including local authorities. 
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It is clear that ETE delivery was significantly improved as a result of the Consortium and Construction 
Youth Trust delivery. Given the primacy of this element of delivery in research on: reducing 
reoffending; young people’s assessments about themselves; and intervention staff’s views, this is a 
major success.  
 
This evaluation took place too early to make definitive statements on a relatively small intervention. 
However, initial data provided indicative results on 4 key measures of impact. The findings were: 
 

 Over 2/3rds of young people predicted that they would not reoffend during both the 
custodial and the community elements of their DTOs 
 

 A re-offending rate of 22% in the first 6 weeks after release 
 

 A re-offending rate at the end of the full license period of 41% 
  

 The mean start Asset score fell significantly from 20.99 at the start of resettlement 
intervention to 18.0 for those who had finished their orders 

 

 There was an encouraging, but not significant, increase in ETE hours, from 6.97 hours at the 
start of intervention to 9.29 hours at the end. This is still below the YJB minimum of 16 
hours. 

 
The overall resources for resettlement may have actually reduced during the evaluation period, in 
comparison with the previous service. However, the Consortium enhanced offer provides the 
following unit savings per young person. 

 Reduced reoffending over the current year  £1,014, over 10 years £2,535 

 Reduced chances of being NEETs over the current year £241, over 10 years £2,413 

 Reduced homelessness over the current year £536, over 10 years £1,072 

 A TOTAL SAVING of £1,791 in the first year or £6,020 over ten years (compared with the 
COST of the Consortium, between £3,890 - £4,589, depending on whether Motiv8 staff are 
included) 

 
Areas for future development 

 Improving links to secure estate/YOIs is an area that requires further development 
 

 Staff and stakeholders agreed that ETE provision had been successful, but there was a need 
to expand the resources available to assure placements and the type of employment and 
training beyond the current construction focus and into areas of local employment such as 
catering, the rail industry, forestry and agriculture. 
 

 Accommodation provision needs to be extended geographically so that it covers the South 
of the Wessex YOT region where most of the population reside and also in terms of other 
types of provision beyond supported accommodation 

 

 There is a need to develop more consistent practice, innovation and practitioner 
development across the Consortium. 
 

 There is a need for better dissemination of effective practice across the shared areas of 
interest, perhaps reflecting the impact of disaggregation during the evaluation period. 
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APPENDIX 1: Offending - comparison between the ‘before’ and 
‘after’ young people interview samples 

 
First time/previous custodial sentences: The Chi-Square test for independence (with Yates 
Continuity Correction) indicated no significant association between the sample and previous 
custodial sentences and a small effect size χ2 (1, N= 44) = .48, P = .48, phi = -.151. 
 
Number of offences 4 weeks before custody: this was categorised as ‘none’, ‘offence committed’ 
and ‘more than ten offences committed’. The Pearson Chi-Square test for independence indicated 
no significant association between the sample and offences before custody and a small effect size χ2 
(1, N= 40) = .66, P = .72, Cramer’s V= .129. 
 
Types of offences committed  
Although a Chi-Square test cannot be performed on the worst offence in the 4 weeks before 
custody, Table A1 shows no marked difference in percentages of each sample across crime 
categories with the exception of ‘Breach of Licence’ which is overrepresented by Sample 1.  
 

Table A1   Offence Type by ‘Before’ and ‘After’ Sample 

  
Sample Time 1 

‘Before’ (%) N=44 
Sample Time 2 

‘After’ (%) N=20 
Difference (%) 

Burglary (Domestic, Commercial & 
Aggravated) 

25 29.4 4.4 

Interpersonal Violence ( Assault, ABH, 
Fighting, Battery and Use of Deadly 
weapon) 

20 17.6 2.4 

Robbery / Armed Robbery 15 17.6 2.6 

Breach of Licence 15 5.9 9.1 

Possession / Distribution of Controlled 
Substance 

10 11.8 1.8 

Other 10 11.8 1.8 

TWOC 5 5.9 0.9 
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APPENDIX 2: Case Studies 

 
Through the operational group, the evaluators invited the practitioners to select case studies 

that they thought best represented the type of impact they were aiming for. We received 

submissions as follows: 

 

Catch 22 3 

Motiv8 4 

Evaluation Team from assisted questionnaires 4 
 

For reasons of space, we have provided 2 extended case studies below. One represents a 

success story while the other exemplifies the difficulties involved when things do not go 

according to plan. Both of these case studies provide both the practitioner perspective, and 

that of the YP through the evaluators’ assisted questionnaires.  

 

Following that, we then provide a series of additional short case studies, minimally edited 

from the practitioner write ups provided. The evaluators feel that these case studies 

exemplify issues that need to be focussed on in the future progression of the resettlement 

project. 

 

Two extended case studies 
 

Case Study 1:  

 

Sources: Catch 22, evaluation team ‘before’ & ‘after’ assisted questionnaires 

& music course manager 
 

Background 

 

This 18-year-old YP had experienced significant family relationship issues throughout his 

childhood with his siblings, including being a victim of DV. He had experienced turbulent 

and inconsistent parenting and never felt loved. In his post release interview, he said his 

biggest concern was:  

 

‘Where I was living. I hate my Mum, she’s a cunt and my Dad. But my Uncle and Auntie are 

great and I got to live with them’. 

 

Adults had low expectations about him and this had an impact on his trust for adults. During 

this time he had suffered bereavement after a loss of a close family member which had a big 

impact on him and blamed himself for this. His mother was detached which led to him being 

placed in residential care due to changes in his behaviour. His safety and welfare were also in 

doubt as he was absconding and frequently becoming MISPER and he would return in the 

early hours, often under the influence of substances. For a number of years, he resided in 

many temporary units until he finally settled well until he left school. He found mainstream 

education difficult and was finally permanently excluded for his behaviour and low and 

sporadic attendance. He had had no contact with his birth father since he was young and who 

was currently residing in a psychiatric hospital ward following a lengthy prison sentence.  
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The YPs offending behaviour began to increase whilst staying in children homes and within 

the community and this led to a 16 months DTO sentence. He began to refuse to obey prison 

rules and commands which led to staff using control and restraint and displayed poor 

behaviour when in a controlled environment. He showed no regard for the authority of the 

prison officers and took this opportunity to vent his own anger at the establishment. He was 

part of a small group who barricaded themselves in a servery and prevented staff access and 

this led to the tactical response group being called and forcing entry to eject all males this 

took almost six hours. 

 

As the YP put it:  

 

‘I was hard inside and Ashfield wanted me out. I applied for Feltham ‘cos it was crazy but they 

didn’t let me go there. I stabbed someone in Ashfield. I got put on segregation. I love segregation. 

You can shout through the windows and keep in touch with your mates. Time goes faster – you get 

the radio – it’s quality. I refused to leave segregation, but they put me on ‘gold’ [IEP] with 

playstation and everything.’ 

 

Some of the details of the YPs time in custody appeared exaggerated, and were checked with 

the Catch 22 worker. In the main, the YPs account was corroborated.  

 

Help received 

 

Despite his attitude, the YP also appreciated the positive elements of his time in custody and 

obviously participated well in activities he valued. He is strongly driven by the idea of setting 

up his own business. He passed a business course, music course and ‘got shit loads of 

qualifications, made the most of it’. 

 

He was clear that he had received help in the following areas:  

 

 Reading writing and maths  

 Getting qualifications 

 Training for work skills  

 Sorting and contacting family  

He also completed interventions for car crime and substance misuse. At the time the assisted 

questionnaire was carried out before release, he had not had a learning plan set up and did not 

know who would meet him on release. 

 

He valued any help with getting a job or setting up his own business the most and was 

concerned that no training of job interviews had been set up for after release. 

 

Post-release 

 

He was released in October 2011 on an intensive supervision licence (ISS). The Catch 22 

Resettlement Team conducted prison visits in advance of release to provide a trusting 

relationship and identify community support upon release. Through this process, Catch 22 

identified many positive factors during assessment. He had had a good relationship with his 

uncle throughout his life. He began to open up about his feelings and talk about his anxieties 

and that regular contact would provide good stability for him in the community. He had 

accommodation provided by local authority and then later moved in with his uncle. To date 
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he has fully complied with direction. His Resettlement worker also identified his passion for 

music and arranged for him to volunteer as a Creative Practitioner for a music project for 10 

hours a week in Southampton. He began to excel here and would often be there during his 

social time. He has now become a valuable member of staff. This then led him to secure a 

music academy apprenticeship in Southampton in Jan 2010. 

 

In fact, the YP was grateful for the music apprenticeship, but was highly critical of it.  

 

‘Catch 22 and the YOT put me on a music apprenticeship but it was shit so I quit. Teachers 

were late, they didn’t know what they were teaching and I could learn more off the internet. 

It was supposed to be learning about the music business. I learnt to tattoo instead. It was 

‘banging’ but it’s my mates and there’s no pay. I’d love to be able to get paid. Getting a job 

with cash means I won’t have to do crime to get money. 

 

He also received help with interviewing and application skills through ISS.  

 

Despite the negative start to the music apprenticeship, the YP viewed it as his responsibility 

to find an alternative and was very clear as to why. 

 

‘Because I have been a good boy – I had to put in the work to stay out of trouble. I knew that if I 

quit the music, I would have to use the time for something else. That’s why I found the tattooing. I 

didn’t get paid but it took my time. It’s like staying off the drugs. I like it but it’s bad for me. I’m 

getting bored with crime – I’m getting too old for it. I never took no notice of my mates. I like 

‘em, but all my crime I just did by myself. I don’t care what they think really, if I want to do 

something I’ll do it, but if I don’t that’s’ it. 

 

Through continued support from Catch 22, the music apprenticeship was changed and has led 

to him being used as a mentor for other YPs for musical development. 

 

‘Having him work with us at the Music project has been great. He has been with us for 

nearly a month now and is already a key member of the team. He has already taken it upon 

himself to team up with a University production student to work on a Hip Hop collaboration 

which has been hugely successful. He has also established a role for himself in manning the 

front desk. He is competent in introducing customers to the hub and is very supportive with 

customers’ creative activities. Having him take this role on board has been a big help for the 

rest of the staff as dealing with customer needs can sometimes become an overwhelming task. 

Everyone at the music project agrees that having him as a regular volunteer is a real 

pleasure and we are keen to keep him involved in our projects in the future’ (Music Project 

Worker) 

 

This YP now has a high level of motivation to succeed and avoid future offending, which he 

regards as highly unlikely.  

 

‘I’m doing really good. I’m surprised I haven’t gone back to it and I’m really pleased.’ 

 

While he did not see the specific terms of his licence as important, he did value the need to 

comply with them. 
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‘To be honest I don’t really listen. If it seems important it keeps everyone happy to go 

along with it. I stick to the licence and attend appointments and do whatever you are told 

to complete. I let the YOT and Catch 22 do it and I just do what I am told.’ 

 

He was very clear on the need for resettlement provision and the quality of the help he 

has received. 

 

‘The support I’ve had, Catch 22, have been amazing, I’ve been doing volunteering for them, 

running a music workshop teaching them to play instruments, drums, producing – the creative 

part of making music – I specialise in Ableton [production package] – It’s quality [the 

mentoring]’. My YOT worker, 3 years I’ve been with her and I get on with her. For the first year I 

was a right cunt to her, but she’s a ‘G’ [ie, gangsta, meaning great].  

 

To sum up his overall current position in relation to resettlement provision, The YP said  

 

‘They’ve put it all in place and given me my chance but it’s down to me not to offend.’ 

 

His  main hopes for life going forward was expressed as follows:  

 

‘To be successful and in 10 year’s time I want a car, to be working and 3 motorbikes.’ 
 

 

Case Study 2 combined Motiv8 and evaluation team before & after interviews 
 

Sources: Motiv8/IRS & evaluation team ‘before’ & ‘after’ assisted 

questionnaires  
 

Background 

 

In June 2011, the 17-year-old YP received a 10 month DTO to be served at Ashfield YOI. 

This was his first custodial sentence, although he had previous offences and other orders that 

he had completed.  

 

The YP is a complex young person. He lives with his grandmother through a kinship care 

arrangement, as his mother is no longer able to accommodate him. His mother has been in 

and out of custody for drug offences but now is back looking after his brother and two sisters, 

but there is no room him. However, he has previously committed offences against his 

grandmother. He has a difficult relationship with Social Services, as they have struggled to 

find him accommodation in the past, or even to accept that he is their responsibility to house, 

so he and his family have a very negative attitude towards them. 

 

Help received 

 

When in custody, the YP said he had had help with reading writing and maths, and with 

getting qualifications. He said he did not get, but would have liked, help with getting a job 

and ‘would do anything’. He also said that at the point the assisted questionnaire was carried 

out (days before release), he would have liked help with finding somewhere to live, stating 

that a ‘shitty hostel is just going to get me back here, mixing with other people. His response 

to getting an adult mentor was simply ‘fuck that, can’t be arsed with them’.  The help he 

considered the most important was ‘getting a job and qualifications’. His biggest worry was 
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being influenced by friends who offend, ‘keeping away from my boys’ but also being pursued 

by a drugs gang that he owed money to and who had threatened his family. He also said he 

needed help with getting a bank account. 

 

He was not aware of an individual learning plan, or a sentence plan (his sentence plan was 

ISS for 20 hours per week and including tag for 1 month), but did say that his case worker 

had set up some motor mechanic training. He said that a GP and dentist were ‘already sorted 

before I came in’. He regarded his YOT worker as a ‘tosser, putting me on ISSP for 3 

months, bullshit’. He had not completed an offender behaviour programme in custody. 

 

While in custody, he did not think that resettlement would keep him from re-offending, but 

‘I’m hoping I won’t get caught. It’s hard to keep out of trouble’. 

 

Post-release 

 

Motiv8 recognised that accommodation was a big issue for him. Since social services were 

struggling to find him a placement, a referral was put in to the Wessex Consortium to assist. 

It was not appropriate for him to return to live with his grandmother, as one of his 

outstanding offences was an assault against her.  

 

Although he was granted his early release due in late October 2011. No accommodation had  

been identified at this time, and it took another month before the Consortium could organise 

a supported lodgings placement with a single male in Portsmouth. He moved in here on his 

day of release. Catch 22 were able to offer support for him and the host over that weekend. 

 

Unfortunately this placement completely broke down within a month and he then spent the 

next few months living between a B&B, his mum’s, his grandmother’s and his great 

grandmother’s. Social Services were trying with to identify another placement for him to go 

to, but B&B accommodation was all that was available.   

  

He did not engage well with the Consortium support staff from Catch 22 because the 

accommodation they provided him had broken down. Through Motiv8, IRS became the 

resettlement provider for him. The Motiv8 worker began to build a relationship with him and 

arranged for him to be placed in a B&B until suitable accommodation was found.  
 

The YP was very critical of B&B provision and claimed he offended for money to eat, because they 
give him only breakfast and nothing else all day.  

 
‘I offend for money to eat honestly, I’m going hungry mush .They expect me to live off breakfast... egg 
on toast mush, not even a full English’.  

 
Support focused on his benefit claim and, connected to this, finding him ETE opportunities, 

as well as supporting him to engage with the housing providers to find accommodation. In 

the time it took for the Local Authority to identify alternative accommodation for DD, he was 

asked to leave the B&B due to his behaviour. This meant that he was now technically 

homeless, but there was no provision for other resources, so he was sleeping between places 

and sometimes in cars. Motiv8 continued to support him by engaging with Social Services to 

try and find him accommodation. Despite his critical comments about the B&B 

accommodation, the YP was clear that the resettlement help given by Motiv8 had been a big 

help. 
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The benefits process was complex and time consuming. Motiv8 engaged with Connexions to 

begin the claim and attended his meetings with them to complete the relevant forms. In all, 3 

Job Seeker’s Allowance (JSA) claims were necessary, due to: non-attendance from the YP; 

misinformation from Connexions; and the YP’s constant change in circumstances. Overall, 

the YP engaged well with Motiv8/IRS during this frustrating process. Motiv8 had also tried 

to arrange a construction course with CYT.  

 

Accommodation proved to be a battle between Portsmouth City Council and Hampshire 

County Council with him and Motiv8/IRS trying to get a decision. Eventually, Hampshire 

was named as the responsible authority for his accommodation and he was allocated a new 

social worker to take on his case. Limiting factors were that he was considered LAC, but 

could not be placed in hostels due to vulnerable residents.  
 

Despite the problems, his DTO license ended successfully in late April 2012. Motiv8/IRS 

continued support post-license with his JSA application and in trying to secure him 

accommodation.  

 

The YP did not think his resettlement had been a success, especially the ISS – It’s rubbish 

mate, don’t do nothing for you’. He didn’t think there was a plan for his resettlement, it had 

not stopped him offending, and it did not find him work. He hoped to stay out of trouble and 

earn some money. He felt the biggest and most appreciated help was with accommodation 

and the biggest barrier was lack of money/food, followed by alcohol: ‘It makes you do all 

sorts of shit’.  

 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the YP was arrested for affray within 10 days of the end of his 

licence and given bail ISS with accommodation at a B&B. This was only temporary 

accommodation, so this meant more interaction with Social Services to try and identify 

something more permanent for him. He was then arrested again in mid-May 2012 for further 

offences and is currently remanded in custody, awaiting his court outcome.  

 
 

Additional Case Study 1 supplied by Catch 22 
 

RB had been offending since he was 11 yrs old in 2004. His offence history showed no 

pattern and soon his offending escalated from theft to more serious offending for which he 

finally received an 8 month DTO. Upon release he went to live with his girlfriend. This broke 

down and he then went on to live and his friend’s mother until this day. At this point in his 

life he was at high risk of re offending in the community and slowly falling into past habits 

and negative peer pressure. 

 

At this stage, Catch 22 began to provide resettlement support after identifying that if changes 

were not made to his lifestyle he would eventually return to custody. A Catch 22 resettlement 

officer built a working relationship with him. In the beginning, he was very reluctant to be 

open and honest and did not really trust many adults but persistence paid off. Once this had 

been established support had a more positive direction. Supervision identified that a lack of 

money would be a key factor in his re-offending. Support was provided to receive benefits 

but this would only provide short term help. Employment and training was important to 

provide him with independence. 
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He was provided the opportunity to receive further support around employment with 

Construction Youth Trust. Here he could access work trials and training placements with 

partnership companies. Resettlement Officer provided support with his CV as this was the 

key to leading to interviews and throughout our one to one meetings he was given interview 

skills so he was prepared in advance for any interviews that may arise. 

 

He was then given an opportunity to apply for a position at a local groundwork company and 

he successfully attended the interview and was given a three month work trial. Throughout 

this period he was monitored for his progress and attendance neither of which were 

problematic. This progressed to him being offered a paid extension placement and again this 

was successful. Due to this the company have offered him an apprenticeship starting in 

August 2012. 

 

The Catch 22 officer visited him while on site and witnessed his work first hand . He is 

clearly happy to have been given this opportunity and has fitted in well with the other team 

and gang workers. He is looking forward to being able to train to handle machinery and 

being given more responsibility for the work he undertakes. He enjoys the early morning 

starts and this provides him with early afternoon finishes. He is also getting used to the 

timesheets which need to be completed weekly and the H&S procedures. He was provided 

with all his PPE to complete the role. His future looks promising and is now focused on 

applying for his own accommodation in the future. 

 

Additional Case Study 2 supplied by Catch 22 
 

In July 2011, SC was in custody at Swanwick Lodge due to her vulnerability and reckless 

behaviour. The Catch 22 worker visited her and offered the enhanced offer and arranged 

appointments to meet with her upon her release. She chose not to engage and missed 2 of 

these appointments. 

 

She then reoffended and was recalled to complete her sentence at Swanwick Lodge. The 

Catch 22 worker then revisited her upon her recall and identified that she needed support 

with accommodation due to a relationship breakdown with her mother. Her mother was not 

prepared to have her back due to the impact of her behaviour on her siblings. Previous 

concerns were that she was identified as a MISPER, she has low self esteem and confidence, 

and does not accept compliments. She has been known to be impulsive and has poor decision 

making. 

 

At this point, before we offered support, she was due to be released with no fixed abode, so 

would have been homeless. The resettlement team identified that for her to return to previous 

accommodation, would have increased her chances of offending and increase her 

vulnerability due to her peers. It was therefore identified that moving her to supported 

lodgings would have a change on her lifestyle, offer her the chance to move forward and 

develop new skills. Supported lodgings were offered alongside a city college placement.  

 

To smooth transition, the Catch 22 worker arranged meetings with the proposed host of the 

supported lodgings and in house student support at City College, where she was placed on a 

catering and hospitality course. The City College placement was agreed to start immediately 

after release. The host and myself visited her whilst in custody. This was very productive 

because it allowed SC to discuss with the host her concerns and issues, and how the house 

boundaries and rules would work. The host sent pictures via email and corresponded with her 
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towards the end of her release date. This gave her the confidence to accept this placement 

upon release. She was met by the Catch 22 worker on day of release and transported to the 

supported lodgings placement.   

 

SC moved her belongings in and was requesting to see her boyfriend who lived in West 

Sussex. Between all professionals we agreed that the meeting would take place on the 

afternoon of her release, close to her supported lodgings. Once she was settled, the Catch 22 

worker transported her to the agreed meeting place with her boyfriend’s care home staff and 

agreed a time for her to return. They did not return at the time set, and absconded for a period 

of 4-5 weeks. In between this time, I made numerous phone calls and texts, to attempt to 

contact her and keep the placement open. However, SC made a decision that she wanted to 

live with her boyfriend and his mother permanently. SC is currently still there and if this 

were to break down and a return to the Wessex area the Resettlement Team would consider 

further support. 

 

Additional Case Study 3 supplied by Motiv8 
 
RM was sentenced to a 4 month Detention Training Order in November 2011 to be served at 

Ashfield YOI. This was his first time in custody, although he had completed previous orders 

with the Youth Offending Team.  

 

Motiv8 first met with him in custody and discussed his needs. He stated that he was not sure 

about his accommodation on release and he needed some support with ETE. He identified an 

interest in construction, so Motiv8 arranged for him to meet with the Construction Youth 

Trust to look at his options. CYT identified RM as a candidate for the ‘Introduction to 

Construction’ course run by Highbury College, set up through funding from the Wessex 

Consortia.  

 

He was released in January 2012 and started the course immediately. This helped him settle 

back in to the community quickly and gave him something positive to fill his time.  

 

Accommodation proved relatively unproblematic as he was able to return to the housing he 

was in before going to custody. However, getting his benefits sorted was a problem. To an 

extent, he was very proactive at doing this, but there were times when he needed extra 

support. In working with him and his ARC worker, Motiv8/IRS was able to get his benefits 

arranged in order for him to pay his rent and have money to live on.  

 

Motiv8 continued to support him after his DTO license had ended. CYT, through  

the Highbury College Course, had managed to get him an unpaid work trial with a local 

construction firm, which could lead on to further paid work experience and possibly an 

employed post. Motiv8 also supported the YP in attempting to get his CSCS card to better 

equip him for his work in construction, through arranging time for him to practise, booking 

and paying for his test, through the YOT, and taking him to the test centre. 

 

The work trial began and the YP travelled from Fareham to Cosham in order to attend. 

However, he soon decided that this sort of work was not for him.  

 

The latest update is that his benefits are sorted, but he does not want to continue his 

engagement with IRS and he doesn’t want other work opportunities explored for him, as he is 

happy with his current situation.  
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With the joint work that was done with RM between IRS, CYT and ARC, he was given 

opportunities to get in to work and training and his benefits were sorted, which meant that his 

accommodation had been secured.  

 

Additional Case Study 4 supplied by Motiv8 
 

The 17-year-old YP was given a 12 Month DTO (Ashfield). He initially had very unrealistic 

views on work and college. He was very strongly against progression and wanted a top job 

instantly. He found it hard to discuss the offence he was sentenced for, and would not engage 

with local agencies related to this. He is strongly linked to many other offenders in the city, 

especially in relation to drugs and dealing. Motiv8/IRS met with him numerous times in 

Ashfield. He was also a MAPPA case, for which all associated meetings were attended. 

 

On Licence 

Regular meetings were made with him at home, and out in the city. Support around looking 

for work was key, and Motiv8/IRS helped him get a photo ID, build a CV, and develop his 

record of achievement after gathering his various certificates. Numerous meetings were held 

in various commercial areas of the city, where we could support him in approaching 

vacancies, and practicing interview skills, alongside applying for jobs online. The YP was 

asked to attend interviews for an apprenticeship and we worked with him running through 

practice sessions. He got into the last 3 but unfortunately was not awarded the place.  

 

The YP also ran into some health problems, which required medication pickups and GP 

support. He also suffered a close family bereavement. Motiv8/IRS was able to maintain 

regular contact and help to support him through these times. Once he turned 18, this involved 

approaching various job agencies, applying for JSA benefit, and attending all associated 

meetings with him.  

 

The YP was given a job working in a warehouse, however due to concerns he had about 

disclosure of his criminal record, he gave this up. This was followed by in depth 

conversations around disclosure, and with support from Connexions these concerns were able 

to be explored and put to rest. 

 

Post Licence 

The YP wished to carry on working with IRS after his licence. A referral was made to CYT, 

who were planning a course at Highbury. After many previous job applications, 

apprenticeship forms, and conversations regarding work, the YPs attitude to college was now 

more positive. Motiv8/IRS took him to meet the staff involved and gain input from him. 

Regular contact was maintained, reminders and bus tokens were dropped in regularly to him 

as he began to start attending the taster sessions of the course. He was then awarded a work 

placement opportunity with a construction company. 

 

Impact 

Currently meetings are still held with the YP on a regular basis. He has attended the CYT 

course at Highbury and did very well, and has been given a work placement with a large 

contractor in the area, who has taken him on a paid 14 week placement with BAM to work 

on site and develop his qualifications, and now extended his placement with an 

apprenticeship. This was a very positive experience for him and he was the first young 

person to be given the opportunity.  Motiv8/IRS have now worked with him to: fund and get 

his CSCS card; get a suitable photo id; and ensure support with meetings and attendance on 
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his placement. He is no longer a MAPPA case. He is also more approachable and ha a more 

realistic view on money and work. He now accepts he needs to develop his skills and look for 

opportunities. He has now discussed his original offences in more detail, is happy with his 

progress, and is also settled with a partner. 

 

Additional Case Study 5 supplied by Motiv8 
 

The 17-year-old YP served a 12 Month DTO (Ashfield). He was visited numerous times by 

Motiv8/IRS whilst in custody. Once released on licence he found himself moving back and 

forward, sofa surfing at different addresses with friends and relatives. This happened 

alongside renewed peer influence from a recognised group of offenders and residents, and 

substance use. This led to a return to custody and on release, he began to engage again. 

 

On Licence  

The YP was seen on a regular basis, and given support around benefits applications, and his 

growing concerns of the risk that other young people would lead to him reoffending and 

returning to custody. He was again bouncing between friends and relatives’ addresses inside 

and outside the local area, but was able to receive continued support, and kept regular 

meetings with Motiv8/IRS. He also attended the initial sessions that were planned solely for 

his peer group that were delivered by Motiv8/IRS, with the intention of integrating them into 

a more positive use of their time. The YP was able to see the benefits in keeping away from 

the city, and began to move away from the lifestyle he had previously. A CV was completed 

with him, and a JSA claim within his new area. A phone was also arranged for him to try and 

maintain contact with his workers, and he began to look for work.  Motiv8/IRS helped with 

applications and approaching employers. Unfortunately due to the dynamic nature of his 

accommodation, he was required to move on from his temporary place again, staying with 

various less known friends, became very elusive, and nearly breached his licence. 

 

Post Licence 

The YP was staying again temporarily at his mum’s address on the sofa. He reinitiated 

contact with Motiv8/IRS, and began engaging with support to help find him new 

accommodation, benefits, and a more constructive use of time. 3 applications for housing 

inside and outside the city were completed, and follow up meetings attended. He was given a 

place on the waiting list at one of the supported hostels, and benefits claims were completed, 

alongside attending all associated meetings with him, but due to his sofa surfing 

accommodation status, his claim was declined. He began attending Connexions with 

Motiv8/IRS, and reinstated a new claim. Motiv8/IRS put him on the CYT course at 

Highbury, but he found it hard to sustain attendance because of his unstable accommodation. 

He also had outstanding court cases from the period before his custodial sentence. 

Motiv8/IRS was able to support him through these, attending court. Regular contact with his 

mum was maintained throughout this period, and support was given around benefits for her 

too. 

 

Currently 

Motiv8/IRS are still working with the YP and the local housing office, to help support him 

into moving into suitable supported accommodation. He is now staying with his girlfriend, 

and is looking to restart college again in September, and attend the short course offered via 

the CYT in between. He is now in an appropriate relationship, and has committed no new 

offences. He has overcome his concerns regarding reoffending, he feels more confident with 

the direction he is going and he still wishes to engage with the resettlement service. 
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APPENDIX 3: Full cost benefits analysis report: Wessex 
Resettlement Consortium 

 
All costs are expressed in 2011/2012 prices.  
 
The consortium has been running fully since April 2011, so costs relate to the full year 
2011/2012.  Before then, initial work was undertaken by the coordinator and the YOT 
manager, but operational work with young people had not been fully established.  The 
initial set-up costs are indicated below.  During the year, 73 young people on DTO sentences 
were provided with an ‘enhanced offer’ through the work of the consortium.   
 
Although the amount of support was greater during the community half of their sentence 
than in custody, the overall costs can be divided equally to provide a mean value.  Similarly, 
although the average DTO sentence length was just under 10 months, the overall costs of 
support can by divided equally to produce a mean cost per case.   
 
Total running costs 
All figures have been rounded to the nearest £. 
 
It should be noted that the resources for resettlement in the Wessex area have been 
undergoing considerable change during the project period.  Previously there were 5.5 
resettlement workers, including the 2 Motiv8 workers who have remained.  The other 3.5 
posts were lost for a period and the workers left.  Consequently the overall resources for 
resettlement may have actually reduced during the year, in comparison with the previous 
service, rather than been enhanced.  In addition, there may have been some disruption due 
to changes in key members of staff. 
 
(see notes below) 

Item  Total project cost for 
year 2011/12 (£) 

Unit cost per case 
over 1 year (£) 

Project coordinator Hants CC. (1) 36,619 502 

Yot manager 1.5 days per month 5,760 79 

Travel  1,500 21 

IT 500 7 

Office costs 700 10 

Princes Trust mentoring (2) 5,000 68 

Highbury College courses (3) 2,500 34 

Construction Youth Trust (4) 33,815 463 

Finance support 1,600 22 

Admin support 156 2 

National coordinator (5) 3,183 44 

Consortium paperwork per case (6) 1,460 20 

Catch 22 Support workers (7) 58,450 801 

C22 Programme manager FT  29,124 399 

C22 Senior manager  12,731 174 
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C22 Admin support 10,499 142 

C22 Strategic management 11,931 163 

C22 Supported lodgings  21,000 288 

C22 Support costs (8) 20,000 274 

C22 Accommodation  2,040 28 

C22 On call costs (9) 8,000 110 

C22 Discretionary hardship fund (9) 3500 48 

C22 Programme costs (8, 9) 2,000 27 

C22 Office costs 6,500 89 

C22 Volunteer costs 3,500 48 

Motiv 8 resettlement workers (10) 51,000 699 

Total  333,068 4562 

Total without Motiv8 workers 282,068 3,863 

 
Notes on table 

1.  All staffing costs include on-costs of NI and pension contributions 
2. Help with job applications etc.  £250 per young person, including at least 3 visits.   
3. College in Portsmouth provides 4 week taster courses in construction.  College will 

receive alternative funding if further courses are provided after 4 weeks.   
4. This includes salary for BB plus a proportion of CYT other costs for year (inc 

proportion of national director and operations director) 
5. The national coordinator spends approximately 6% of her time on each regional 

pilot.  No overheads 
6. Additional paperwork for consortium is 20 min at each of 3 stages = 1 hour  
7. This is the total cost for 2.5 FTE workers, one working full-time and 3 half-time.  

Initially there were 2 full time workers, but after discussion with YJB it was agreed 
that there was a need for an additional post of approximately half-time.  

8. Support costs are for purchase of additional therapeutic input such as specialist 
substance misuse work, counselling or family therapy.  Programme costs are for 
activities for the young people, for education and rewards for achieving goals and 
targets. 

9. These items were unspent or very considerably under-spent at January 2012 so the 
expenditure has been estimated instead of including the full budget figure 

10. 2 support workers for resettlement are employed by Motiv8 wok in certain parts of 
the area.  These may not be strictly part of the consortium but the recommendation 
from the YOT as that they should be included. 

 
 
Set-up costs 
All these costs relate to the period prior to April 2011.  The prices for 2010/11 have been 
adjusted by 1.043 and those for 2009/10 have been adjusted by1.078 to bring them into the 
2011/2012 price base. 
 
The set-up took place over a period of approximately 6-7 months in 2010-2011.  We assume 
that Catch 22 incurred no costs for set-up. 
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Item Time period Cost (£) 

Coordinator (seconded) 40% Sept 2010 – Mar 2011 13,321 

YOT manager, 1.5 days per month Oct 2010 – Mar 2011 2,880 

IRS manager 10%  Aug 2010 – Mar 2011 4,301 

Travel  Year 2010-2011  2,000 

Finance support  Sept 2010 – Mar 2011 933 

Admin support  Sept 2010 – Mar 2011 91 

Catch 22 expenditure 2010-11 19,200 

Total for set-up in 2010-2011  42,726 

 
 

The financial benefits of the Wessex consortium 
All costs are expressed in 2011/12 prices 
 
Reduction in re-offending 
 
Previous offending 
Although the number of offences committed in the previous year by the 73 young people 
who received the ‘enhanced offer’ is unknown, some inferences may be made from the 
index offences that led to their DTO sentence and from other studies.  Previous research 
has indicated that the ‘top end’ persistent offenders may commit around 20-30 offences 
per year (Graham and Bowling, 1995; Liddle, 1998; Renshaw, 2007).  The offences would 
include not only those serious ones for which they might receive a DTO sentence but also 
less serious, and therefore less costly, offences.  Other estimates have assumed that high 
level offenders are caught for around one in three of the offences they commit (Gray et al, 
2005).   
 
Not all of the present group would necessarily be persistent offenders, as some might have 
received a DTO for a relatively serious offence, following one or two previous convictions 
for other matters.   
 
Each of the 73 young people had a mean of 9 previous convictions, from a mean age of 12.5 
(i.e. over approximately 4.5 years on average).  So they were likely to have been convicted 
of at least 2 offences in the previous year of a similar type to their index offence.  On the 
basis that they may have been caught for around one in 3 of the offences they commit, we 
assume that each young person would have committed approximately 6 similar offences to 
their index offence in the previous year.   
 
The table below shows the types of offence for which the young people received a DTO, the 
unit cost of each, the mean number of offences likely to have been committed by each 
(averaged across the whole group), the mean offending profile across the group and the 
overall cost per individual young person.   
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Offence type (1) 
% of group 
with index 
offence (2) 

Unit cost of 
offence (£) 

(3) 

Mean no of 
offences per 
individual in 

previous year (4) 

Unit cost of 
offences in 

previous year 
(£) 

Domestic burglary 21 4,036 1.26 5,085 

Robbery  19 8,993 1.14 10,252 

Violence against the 
person 

12 12,853 0.72 9,254 

Theft and handling 5 1,042 0.3 313 

Criminal damage 5 1,070 0.3 321 

Vehicle theft 4 5,110 0.24 1,226 

Arson (5) 3 23,606 0.18 4,249 

Drug offences (6) 3 2,933 0.18 528 

Public order and 
motoring offences (7) 

5 156 0.3 47 

Sexual offences 1 38,826 0.06 2,330 

Breach of order/ 
other (7) 

21 156 1.26 197 

Total  99  5.94 33,802 

 
Notes 

1. The offence types have been grouped in order to fit the categories for which cost 
information is available. 

2. The total does not add up to exactly 100%, due to rounding. 
3. Costs have been derived from Duborg et al (2005), Brand and Price (2000) and Keep 

Britain Tidy (2004).   
4. This is not a picture of any one individual’s actual offending, but the mean profile, 

averaged across the whole consortium group of 73.  The offences are assumed at 6 
per year, with the types of offence in proportion to their percentage representation 
as index offences.  The total adds up to approximately 6 offences per individual, but 
not exactly, due to rounding of figures. 

5. The Arson Prevention Bureau and Keep Britain Tidy cite a figure of 115,100 
deliberate fires in 2003.  These were estimated to cost £2.2bn, making a unit cost of 
£23,606 at 2011 prices. 

6. There were 105,570 drug offences in England and Wales in 2004 (Mwenda, 2005) at 
an average cost of £14,663 (Brand and Price, 2000).  Most were for possession with 
14% for dealing.  This includes only the criminal justice system costs, not those to 
society in general, but does include costs in relation to trafficking.  Since the latter 
are disproportionately high, we include only 20% of the mean cost here.   

7. Total costs are not available for these offences.  Since they may be considered to be 
victimless crimes, a nominal CJS cost (similar to that for criminal damage) has been 
used here.   
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Averaged across the whole group, the cost of each individual’s offending in the previous 
year cost an estimated £33,802 to taxpayers and society.   
 
Subsequent offending 
A number of measures are available but data to enable comparison with other groups or 
prior offending is very limited.  No statistical tests could be carried out on the figures.  The 
only potential comparison groups were those from another consortium in the North West 
of England and its control group for the year before, both of which may be quite different in 
characteristics.  For example, the Wessex consortium group had a mean of 9 previous 
convictions, compared with 6 in the North West consortium group and 4 in its control 
group, so it might be expected that the Wessex group would reoffend at a higher rate.  
 

Measure  Number of YP 
with information 

Wessex consortium 
group findings 

Comparison (NW 
groups) 

Any offending on licence  42 52% 22% in consortium 
group, 29%controls 

Drop in ASSET scores 72 at start, 35 at 
end 

Drop of 3.7 points 
from 20.7 to 17 (8% 
better) 
34% of the YP had a 
drop in ASSET score 

5% better in NW 
consortium group 
 
n/a 

Drop in ASSET scores for 
the YP with both start 
and end scores 

35 Drop of 3.0 points 
(6% better)  

5% better in NW 
consortium group  

Offending in first 6 
weeks 

51 22% in first 6 weeks 22% in first 3 months 

Resettlement advice 
offered  

23 re-offenders Advice given to 16, 2 
withdrawn, 5 no 
advice 

n/a 

 
Since the data on offending outcomes from the Wessex consortium group are very sparse, 
only just over half of the young people have information provided on re-offending.  It is 
possible that the apparently higher rate of offending on licence in the Wessex consortium 
than in a previous control group may be due to information being more readily available for 
those who were known to re-offend and that fewer of those without information 
reoffended.  However, the ASSET scores for risk of offending indicate the opposite picture, 
i.e. a drop in the risk of re-offending.  But only half of the young people have completed 
ASSET assessments at the end of sentence.  It is possible that the young people who 
attended their supervision regularly and had a lower risk of re-offending were more likely to 
have had assessments completed.   
 
If we were to assume that the drop in ASSET scores indicated a real drop in risk of offending 
for the young people who had information available (approximately half the group), we 
might assume that there was a 3% reduction in the risk of offending due to the effect of the 
consortium’s ‘enhanced offer’.  This would mean a saving of 3% of the cost of each young 
person’s offending.  This would amount to a saving of £1,014 to the public purse and society 
in the first year after release from custody due to reduced re-offending.   
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Looking at the longer term, the effects of the consortium’s support for individual young 
people would be likely to have the greatest impact in the first year following custody.  The 
effects might last for, say, a further one and a half years.  So discounting the savings over a 
ten year period would lead to an overall unit saving per young person of 2.5 x £1,014, i.e. 
£2,535.   
 

 Current year  Over 10 years 

Mean cost of crimes committed per individual if 
no ‘enhanced offer’ provided (£) 

33,802 338,020 

Mean unit saving due to ‘enhanced offer’ (£) 1,014 2,535 

 
 
Education, training and employment (ETE) 
The information on the ETE status of the young people who received the Wessex 
consortium ‘enhanced offer’ is sparse, but some attendance figures are available, shown in 
the table below. 
 

ETE hours 
attended 

Start % Release % End % 

0 42  45  21  

1-10 2  0  0  

11-20 9 14 2 4 1 3 

21-25 12 18 6 11 12 35 

Total with info 65  53  34  

No info 8  20  39  

Total 73  73  73  

 
Between the point of sentence and the point of release the percentage attending ETE for 
more than 10 hours per week fell from 32% to 15%, as might be expected (attendance 
among the control group in the North West also fell from 54% before to 30% after custody) 
but the percentage rose to 38% at the end of sentence.  This indicates an overall 
improvement of 6%.  Similarly, the percentage attending more than 20 hours per week rose 
from 18% to 35%, indicating an improvement of 17%.  However, since information is 
available for only a very small number of young people at the end of sentence (34), the 
actual number attending more than 20 hours of ETE (12) is the same so confidence in the 
findings is low.   
 
A further difficulty is that no comparable information is available for young people who did 
not receive the enhanced offer, so there is no way of knowing how much difference the 
offer made.  In the North West consortium, 76% of those receiving the enhanced offer had 
ETE arranged for them and 47% of the control group.  Also, 69% of the consortium group 
and 49% of the control group actually attended ETE during their licence period.  These 
figures are higher than in Wessex but the definitions are different so they cannot be 
properly compared. 
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We might assume that approximately 16% of the consortium group were helped in some 
way towards ETE and that half of these (8%) continued to attend and therefore avoided 
being NEET.  This would make a total of approximately 6 young people who were helped to 
avoid being NEET at age 18.   
 
The lifetime costs of being NEET (not in education, employment or training) at age 16-18 
have been estimated in a few studies.  Lawlor et al (2008) has estimated the resulting costs 
of unemployment, crime, mental health problems and drug use.  The annual costs were 
discounted over a 10-20 year period, making a total lifetime cost to the state of £310,040.  
Coles et al (2010) also provide a lifetime cost for the consequences of being NEET at age 16-
18 that includes tax foregone, benefit payments, substance misuse and health problems.  
This lifetime cost to public finance per individual is £58,721.  This is lower than Lawlor’s 
estimate and avoids potential double counting of those with multiple problems.  It also 
excludes personal ‘resources costs’ to the individual, so is the preferred estimate.   
 
This would make a total lifetime cost saving of £352,326 for the consortium group and a 
unit saving of £4,826 per young person.  We assume that the young people are already 16 
years of age, so the benefits would start to be realised in the first year.  Using Lawlor’s 
assumption of discounting the effects over 20 years, the savings in the first year would be 
£241 and the savings over 10 years would be £2,413 per individual.   
 
Savings from reduced chances of being NEET 

 Current year Over 10 years 

Number of young people who avoid being 
NEET at age 16-18 

6 6 

Cost these young people would incur 
without consortium help (£) 

17,616 176,163 

Mean unit saving per young person with 
enhanced offer (£) 

241 2,413 

 
 
Avoiding the need for emergency housing 
The housing status of the young people at the point of release may be compared with their 
housing at the end of the licence period, as shown below.   
 
The housing status of almost half of the young people was unknown at the end of the 
licence period, which limits the confidence in the findings.  It appears that the percentage in 
housing that is considered satisfactory fell during the licence period from 81% to 68% (a 
reduction of 13%) and the percentage in housing considered not fully satisfactory rose from 
19% to 24%, with a further 8% having returned to custody.  However, a reduction in the 
percentage in suitable housing might be expected after a spell in custody, as the young 
people lose contact with families and other significant relationships.  In comparison, the 
percentage of the consortium group in the North West in suitable housing fell from 91% 
before custody to 85% at the end of their sentence ( a reduction of 6%) and their control 
group showed a fall from 89% to 75% (a reduction of 14%).  The overall percentage in 
suitable housing in the Wessex group is considerably lower than in the North West. 
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Housing status On release % of known End of licence % of known 

Considered satisfactory9 52 81 26 68 

Not satisfactory10 12 19 9 24 

Custody  0 0 3 8 

Not known  9  35  

Total  73 100 73 100 

 
A potential benefit can be calculated if it were assumed that only 2 young people had been 
helped by the consortium to avoid homelessness and emergency housing.  
 
An estimate has been made of the costs of homelessness by the new economics foundation 
(nef, 2008) of £28, 612 per year (£26,000 at 2008 prices) per individual.  This also included 
costs due to crime, substance misuse, mental health problems, benefits and lost output.  
Since most of these matters have been included elsewhere in the present analysis, an 
earlier estimate by Quilgars et al (2004) has been used.  This gives the cost of a 
homelessness application at £840 and a year of emergency housing at £18,724.  
 
This would make a total cost saving of £39,128 in the first year after release.  We assume 
that the benefit would continue for a further year but, after this time, the benefit might 
become insignificant as other circumstances become more significant in the lives of the 
young people.   
 
Savings from reduction in homelessness 

 Current year Over 10 years 

Number of young people helped to avoid 
homelessness and emergency housing  

2 2 

Cost of homelessness application and housing for 
these (£) 

39,128 78,256 

Mean unit saving per young person with enhanced 
offer (£) 

536 1,072 

 
 

Summary of costs and benefits 
The table below shows a summary of the estimated benefits per individual young person 
alongside the unit costs of the project.  It must be emphasised that the figures for the 
benefits are only approximate estimates, based on the assumptions outlined above, so the 
confidence in the findings is low.  In order to make more accurate estimates of the benefits 
of the project, more complete outcome data would be needed.  The largest assumed 
savings are due to a potentially reduced risk of re-offending, as indicated b y a limited 
number of ASSET assessments..   
 

                                            
 
9 Family, foster home, independent or hostel defined as satisfactory 
10 B&B, bedsit, residential care, supported lodgings defined as not satisfactory 
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The net benefits over a ten year period have also been estimated, but the confidence in this 
prediction is even lower.  However, it would be expected that any gains that were made 
would continue for at least one further year, and longer in some areas such as future 
employment.  
 
Unit costs and savings per individual provided with ‘enhanced offer’ 

 Current year Over 10 years 

Savings due to reduced offending 1,014 2,535 

Savings from reduced chances of being NEET 241 2,413 

Savings from reduction in homelessness 536 1,072 

Total savings 1,791 6,020 

Cost of consortium 4,562  

Cost of consortium without Motiv8 workers 3,863  
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