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Abstract 

As part of the government’s Transforming Youth Custody programme, in 2014, the Youth 

Justice Board (YJB) established four new resettlement consortia in four areas in England. This 

article presents the findings from a process evaluation of the new consortia, paying particular 

attention to the enablers and/or barriers that affected the implementation of an enhanced 

resettlement offer. We found that the consortia did appear to improve partnership working and 

collaboration between key agencies. Yet the delivery of an enhanced offer was often hampered 

by the geographically dispersed nature of the consortia, along with problems accessing 

suitable accommodation upon release. 

Keywords 
collaboration, enhanced resettlement offer, partnership working, resettlement consortia, youth 

custody 

 

Introduction: resettlement consortia 

A resettlement consortium is a group of cross-sector organisations involving several local 

authorities (often regionally led) who work together to improve the life chances and 

resettlement outcomes of young people leaving custody. In 2009, the Youth Justice Board 

(YJB) piloted three resettlement consortia in three sites across England (for more details see: 

Ellis et al., 2012; Hazel et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2012). Two of these consortia - the 

consortium in the north west of England and the consortium in Wessex - functioned at both a 

strategic and operational level, while the consortium in the south west of England functioned 

at only a strategic level. Following this pilot, in 2014, as part of the Transforming Youth 

Custody programme (Ministry of Justice, 2014), the YJB launched four new resettlement 

consortia, two in the north of England and two in the south. All four of the consortia functioned 

at both a strategic level and an operational level. The consortia were funded for three years, 

with funding to cease in March 2017.  Each consortium was selected on the basis that the levels 

of custody usage within the local authorities in each of the consortia areas fell into the highest 

twenty per cent in England in 2011/12 and 2012/13. In addition, the local authorities within 

each of the consortium areas also needed to evidence a history of working togetheri. Indeed, 

one of the distinctive features of a resettlement consortium is partnership working to facilitate 

better collaboration between the key agencies involved in resettlement. With an overarching 

aim of reducing the risk of reoffending and enhancing the outcomes for young people leaving 

custody, each consortium had the autonomy to develop and deliver a local ‘enhanced’ 

resettlement offer, intended to provide interventions beyond that already delivered in each of 

the four areas. The criteria set out by the YJB for each of the consortia were as follows:  

 

 To improve links between key agencies (secure establishments, YOTs, local authorities and 

voluntary and private sector providers) and access to publicly available services. 

 To increase collaborative and potentially innovative ways of working between partners and 

with other services of the local authority. 

 To encourage improved information sharing between agencies. 

 To offer a package of services on education, training and employment and accommodation 

from non-statutory as well as statutory agencies.  
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 To establish continuity in relationships with the young person through a wrap-around 

approach. 

 To achieve sustainability in the support that is provided to young people. 

 

The consortia arrived at a time of both opportunity and challenge. When the new consortia 

were commissioned, the numbers of young people in custody in England and Wales were at 

their lowest point since 2000 (Youth Justice Board/Ministry of Justice, 2014) - and have 

continued to fall since (Youth Justice Board, 2016) - yet reoffending rates remain stubbornly 

high. With nearly 70 per cent of young people released from custody reoffending within 12 

months (Ministry of Justice/Youth Justice Board, 2016), it is understandable why Bateman 

(2016: 12) concludes that the youth custodial estate in England and Wales is in a ‘state of crisis’ 

that ‘requires radical, and urgent, action’. With this in mind, this article will focus on 

identifying the enablers and the barriers that affected each consortium’s ability to develop and 

deliver an ‘enhanced’ resettlement offer. It will also look at what lessons can be learnt from 

the consortia to usefully inform future resettlement approaches. Before moving on to look at 

these issues in more detail, this article will firstly briefly highlight some of the current issues 

and concerns around resettlement provision for young people.  

 

Resettling young people: partnership working and integrated services 

In their comprehensive review of the resettlement literature, Bateman et al. (2013) identify a 

number of key principles that need to inform resettlement practice. These include: 

 

 The continuation of service provision between custody and the community beyond the 

licence period; 

 Preparation of release beginning at the start of the sentence, including the planning of 

community based needs, such as accommodation;  

 The provision of a co-ordinated and holistic approach to resettlement; and, 

 The consideration and co-ordination of the termination of resettlement support and exit 

strategies to ensure that any benefits of earlier support are not diminished once statutory 

services are removed.      

 

Alongside these principles is the need to ensure that young people are fully engaged in the 

resettlement process (Bateman and Hazel, 2013). Indeed, the successful implementation of any 

resettlement programme is dependent on engagement (Smith, 2006). Although not all explicitly 

linked to partnership working, the relationship between the principles outlined above and 

partnerships is implicit. Yet, despite the integration of services and partnership working being 

recently acknowledged as key characteristics to effective resettlement (Taylor, 2016), 

integrating services and working in partnership has historically been viewed as particularly 

challenging within a youth justice setting (Hagell, 2004). While it is now commonly accepted 

that the effective resettlement of young offenders requires ‘multiple solutions’ (Harding, 2006: 

391), cultural working practices and differences in aims and targets can make successful 

partnership working particularly challenging (Souhami, 2009). Any ensuing lack of 

cooperation ultimately results in a lack of services to meet the wide-ranging resettlement needs 

of young people (Gray, 2011).  

 

In terms of the actual needs of young offenders leaving custody, an evaluation of the RESET 

project that aimed at improving the resettlement outcomes of young people, identified multiple 

support needs amongst the young people it engaged with (Hazel et al., 2010). These included: 

the need for more constructive activities; help to address offending behaviour; employment 

and education needs; substance misuse problems; anger management; and homelessness. 
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Similarly, research for the Prison Reform Trust (Jacobson at al., 2010) found that half of young 

people in custody came from deprived households, nearly 40 per cent had been on the child 

protection register and/or had experienced abuse or neglect, and nearly half had been excluded 

from school. Furthermore, research (see Farrant, 2006; Gray, 2010) has shown that, for many 

young people leaving custody, the wide range of problems that they were experiencing when 

they went into custody are simply exacerbated by the custodial sentence. In particular, the 

young person’s accommodation status (see Hazel et al., 2012).  

 

It is important to note, however, that the challenges related to resettling young people leaving 

custody are not down to a young person’s needs not being accurately assessed in both custodial 

and community youth justice settings. Rather, it is the fact that there is often a discrepancy 

between the needs identified and the availability of services to provide the most appropriate 

support. For example, the evaluation of the RESET project found that workers were only able 

to involve half the number of agencies for each young person that they had originally intended 

to (Hazel et al., 2010). With this in mind, it is understandable why the initial pilot resettlement 

consortia, and the four consortia that are the subject of this article, focussed on improving 

partnership working and the integration of services. Indeed, the pilot consortia clearly 

demonstrated that successful partnership working (at both a strategic and operational level) - 

particularly between the secure estate and those agencies in the community - led to: improved 

communication amongst agencies; increased sharing of aims and targets; improvements in 

levels of engagement in education, training and employment; increased provision of suitable 

accommodation; and ultimately, reductions in reoffending (Hazel et al., 2012).  

 

The interim report of the Taylor Review (2016) has re-focused efforts on the resettlement of 

young people in custody, with the second part of the review emphasising that education and 

employment are integral to preventing offending amongst children and young people. The 

report recommends a ‘radically different’ youth custody with a call to replace youth prison 

with ‘secure alternative provision schools’ (Taylor, 2016: 6). Partnership and collaboration 

between services and provision is also highlighted as significant to effectively addressing the 

causes of offending. This chimes with the original priorities of the pilot consortia as described 

above (Hazel et al., 2012).  

 

Our research was carried out against the back-drop of an uncertain future for youth justice. 

Cuts to funding and practitioner unease around what the final report of the Taylor Review 

might recommend were omnipresent. The current resettlement consortia, the subject of this 

paper, were introduced just months prior to the ‘Joint thematic inspection of resettlement 

services to children by Youth Offending Teams and partner agencies’, conducted by Her 

Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation, the Care Quality Commission and Ofsted (HM 

Inspectorate of Probation, 2015). This inspection was scathing of the lack of improvement in 

resettlement outcomes for young people despite decades of initiatives, and called for greater 

utilisation of impact evaluations. This is particularly salient to this piece of research given that, 

unlike the evaluations of the pilot consortia (Ellis et al., 2012; Hazel et al., 2012; Wright et al., 

2012), the  YJB commissioned a purely process evaluation of the four consortia with no plans 

for an impact evaluation.      
 

The process evaluation  

The process evaluation on which this article is based was commissioned by the YJB in 2014 

and ran until 2016. The evaluation sought to assess how successfully each of the four new 

resettlement consortia were implemented and delivered. As mentioned above, unlike the 

evaluations of the pilot consortia (Ellis et al., 2012; Hazel et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2012), this 
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evaluation did not focus on the impact or outcomes of the consortia’s activities. Instead, the 

overall aims of the evaluation were to a) assess whether the consortia have been implemented 

successfully, and according to criteria set out by the Youth Justice Board, and b) draw out any 

lessons to inform future resettlement approaches.  

 

The evaluation itself was carried out in two stages. Stage 1 ran between March and June 2015 

and concentrated on the initial implementation of the four consortia. Stage 2 ran between 

January and February 2016 and focussed more heavily on what each consortium had delivered. 

The lapse in time between the two stages was to allow for each consortium to embed their 

enhanced offers. The evaluation was purely qualitative and involved interviewing (through a 

combination of semi-structured face-to-face and telephone interviews) 99 people in the 

following five roles: 

 

 Project managers: Each consortium had a project manager responsible for managing the 

delivery of the consortium, for working strategically and operationally to support the 

delivery of effective and sustainable practices, and to help facilitate information flow 

between partners. 

 Strategic leads: Each consortium had a strategic lead responsible for chairing the strategic 

steering group meetings (see below). 

 Lead Youth Offending Team managers: As the consortia covered a number of local 

authorities, a lead YOT manager for each consortium was identified. Their role was to 

represent the views of the consortium’s other YOT managers at a strategic level. 

 Strategic steering group members: The strategic steering group contained representatives 

from a range of key agencies and provided leadership and accountability. 

 Operational steering group members: The operational steering group also contained 

representatives from a range of key agencies, but this time at a more operational level. The 

group provided a space where service delivery and project implementation issues could be 

discussed. 

 

In stage 1, interviews were conducted with all the project managers, strategic leads and lead 

YOT managers. In addition, around five steering group members from each consortium 

(members identified by the project managers as being most involved in the implementation of 

the consortium) were also interviewed. A total of 30 interviews were undertaken in this stage. 

In stage 2, those who had been interviewed as part of stage one were re-interviewed. In 

addition, all of the strategic steering group members and operational staff were invited to 

participate in the evaluation. A total of 69 interviews were undertaken in this stage of the 

evaluation. To protect the anonymity of those that were interviewed, in the following analysis 

the consortia areas will simply be referred to as Area 1, 2, 3 or 4. 
 

Consortia priorities and the enhanced offer 

As described earlier, each consortium was given the autonomy to develop and deliver a local 

resettlement package to address the needs of young people released from custody within their 

consortium areas. This package was known as the ‘enhanced offer’. It was envisaged that 

developing an enhanced offer would necessitate the commissioning of new services and 

implementation and delivery of new processes. When the respondents were asked to outline 

their consortium’s priorities, they appeared to be guided by the seven ‘pathways’ii outlined in 

the Youth Resettlement Framework (Youth Justice Board, 2005). Indeed, the priorities that 

were highlighted most commonly were accommodation and education, training and 

employment. 
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Accommodation is a huge issue. Unless accommodation is secured we then have difficulties 

with education and the rest of the resettlement pathways. (Area 3, Operational steering group 

member) 

 

The two key priorities or areas of work that we wanted to develop within our consortia have 

been around accommodation and education.  (Area 1, Strategic steering group member) 

 

It is important to note that, despite being widely acknowledged as a key resettlement pathway 

(Youth Justice Board, 2005), the diverse range of accommodation providers in each of the 

consortium areas made engaging with the most appropriate representatives particularly 

challenging for the consortia. 

 

Accommodation is key [but] every local authority has different access routes and uses different 

providers - a mixture of local authority commissioned plus directly commissioned plus third 

sector etc.. It would be difficult to get one or two representatives that could then fully represent 

the big picture [in terms of accommodation from the consortium area]. (Area 2, Lead YOT 

manager) 

 

When it came to deciding what each consortium’s priorities would be, the need to develop an 

evidence base to inform the specific local focus of the enhanced offer was paramount (see also 

the ‘mapping phase’ of the Resettlement Broker project in Hazel and Hampson, 2015 and Hazel 

at el., 2015). For example, Area 1 began by consulting with all the YOTs in the consortium and 

collating information on their approach to resettlement, including: systems; processes; 

providers; and any challenges they faced. The findings from this consultation process were 

then presented to the consortium’s strategic steering group in the form of a needs analysis 

report. Respondents stated that it was this report that guided the development of the priorities 

and ‘enhanced offer’ in that consortium area. Consortium area 4, on the other hand, appointed 

an accommodation strategic lead to undertake a cost-benefit analysis study looking at the 

benefits of identifying accommodation placements in advance of release. This study was 

ultimately influential in changing local practices, and as a result, the local authorities in the 

consortium area agreed (in principle) that accommodation would be in place two weeks prior 

to a young person being released.  

 

By the second stage of the evaluation (when the consortia had been up and running for at least 

12 months), a diverse range of services had been commissioned. As expected, a number of the 

services directly addressed the priorities outlined above. For example, in relation to education, 

training and employment, Area 1 had managed to work with a local college to provide ROTLiii 

opportunities for taster days and familiarisation sessions. The use of temporary release has 

recently been recommended as a key enabler in a successful transition from custody to release 

(Bateman and Hazel 2015; Hampson and Kinsey, 2016).  Furthermore, across the consortia, a 

number of projects were commissioned that supported the young people into employment by 

working with partners to develop a social enterprise. In addition to these services, the consortia 

also commissioned a number of services with the more overarching remit of overcoming any 

potential barriers to resettlement. These included, for example, services that provided: link 

workers and/or mentors to support young people both in custody and upon their release; one-

to-one life coaching; group sessions delivered to young men in custody focused on the 

pressures and expectations of being a man; offender behaviour programmes focused on 

addressing the emotional/social triggers that lead to aggressive behaviour; family therapy 

between a young person and their family/carers; and trauma-focused work with young people. 

A number of the consortia also used portions of the available funding to create a flexible 
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resettlement fund for YOTs to support the specific needs of young people (e.g. the purchase of 

tools required for a work placement etc.). It is important to mention that, despite research 

highlighting the need to ensure that young people are fully engaged in the resettlement process 

(Bateman and Hazel, 2013), projects/services aimed specifically at increasing engagement 

were notably lacking. 

 

The range of projects/services commissioned to deliver each consortium’s enhanced offer 

appeared to be broadly in line with the key principles highlighted by Bateman et al. (2013).  

Indeed, it could be claimed that the necessity of an evidence-based local approach to identifying 

need is a worthy addition to these key principles. The delivery of this diverse range of 

projects/activities necessitated engaging with a wide range of providers from the public, private 

and third sectors. Partners included, for example: the police; probation; the secure estate; 

children’s homes; Police and Crime Commissioners; special educational needs and disabilities 

(SEND) services; the Care Leavers Association; CAMHS; Public Health England; the YMCA; 

the Children’s Society; Barnardo’s; and Nacro. Bringing these partners, and others, on board 

was crucial to each consortium’s ability to deliver their ‘enhanced’ resettlement offer. Unlike 

historical concerns around the effectiveness of partnership working (Souhami, 2009; Gray, 

2011), the respondents felt that the consortia approach on the whole, worked well. With this in 

mind, we now move on to focus on identifying the enablers that affected each consortium’s 

ability to bring the required partners on board, and highlight the positive outcomes that resulted.  

 

Key enablers to delivery 

It was widely acknowledged that the funding from the YJB was a crucial prerequisite for the 

consortia. Firstly, because funding was made available for each consortium to recruit a project 

manager of senior standing. It was felt that having a dedicated project manager facilitated the 

development of each consortia (see also the role of a ‘Resettlement Broker’ in Hazel and 

Hampson, 2015, and Hazel et al., 2015). 

 

I think a key enabler for this is having a suitably senior [project] manager to really drive this, 

I think that’s absolutely spot on. (Area 4, Lead YOT manager) 

 

I think that having dedicated management time from the consortium manager post is really 

helpful to get things moving and move us forward. (Area 1, Strategic steering group member)  

 

In addition to this, many of the consortia involved very senior heads of service, such as 

Directors of Children’s Services as the strategic lead. Having someone of this seniority was 

viewed as key to, as one respondent noted, ‘removing any blockages’ that might have appeared. 

As highlighted in the quote below, it also helped to ensure buy-in from senior stakeholders at 

partner agencies. 

Getting [X] to be the co-chair [i.e. strategic lead] has added real gravitas to the steering group 

and I think that really helped bring people together actually. (Area 4, Lead YOT manager) 

 

The second aspect where the funding was crucial was helping to secure and incentivise 

engagement from partners. Particularly at a time of financial cuts within local authorities.  

 

You can bring any consortium together but if there isn't any resource to do anything then it's 

much more difficult and often doesn't happen. The fact that there was development funding … 

was pretty vital. (Area 1, Strategic lead)  
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If the YJB provides a grant, particularly in the current environment, it’s going to drive peoples’ 

behaviours. (Area 4, Strategic lead) 

 

Although the funding from the YJB was key to ensuring buy-in from various partners, for many 

respondents, the simple fact that they were involved in a resettlement consortia was important, 

as the process itself had raised the profile of resettlement and placed it as a priority on people’s 

agendas.  

 

The fact that the consortium was set up in the first place, that resettlement as a whole has been 

given some sort of priority and focus, I think that’s been really important. (Area 1, Operational 

steering group member) 

 

Added to this, once the partners were on board and steering group meetings were taking place, 

for many respondents, the merits of meeting and working with people with a common focus 

became evident. As one strategic steering group member from consortium area 4 noted, one of 

the benefits of the consortia was ‘having everyone singing from the same hymn sheet’. Indeed, 

many of the steering group members - both operational and strategic - claimed that they really 

benefited from working with partners that they might not have traditionally worked with. This 

feeling of common purpose is significant given that we know the multiple needs of the young 

people cannot be met by criminal justice professionals alone (Hazel et al., 2010).   

     

Once you bring people together to talk about one subject, they actually realise that there’s a 

lot of interdependencies and a lot of potential benefits through working together. (Area 1, 

Project manager) 

 

The fact that we are bringing people together who have got shared values, … I think that is a 

benefit in itself. (Area 2, Strategic steering group member) 

 

It appeared that the consortia approach helped to remove some of the obstacles normally 

associated with partnership working in a youth justice setting (Souhami, 2009). Indeed, it was 

often the differences in the various partners’ cultural working practices that brought about the 

benefits that respondents identified. Although these differences were recognised, they did not 

preclude the sharing of values and an understanding that co-operation was key to delivering 

effective resettlement solutions. Certainly, as noted below, the multi-agency nature of the 

consortia gave those partners involved a real sense of ownership and control over how the YJB 

funds could be best spent. 

 

Having that sense of shared ownership, in terms of the partners feeling like they’re actually 

having an input and that they’re jointly responsible and sharing the decision making, that’s 

been definitely effective. (Area 3, Strategic steering group member)  

 

Bateman et al. (2013) highlight the importance of the secure estate and Youth Offending 

Services working closely together to improve resettlement planning and ensure that there is a 

continuity of service between custody and the community. This was repeatedly highlighted by 

respondents as paramount, and for a number of the respondents, improving the relationships 

between the secure estate and those agencies and services in the community was one of the 

most important outcomes of the consortia. 

 

The key is working with the secure estate. … That’s been the strongest, most significant 

relationship that’s formed from the consortium. (Area 2, Strategic steering group member) 
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There's been merit in getting the secure and community aspects together staffing wise, 

operationally. … Bringing that together has improved relationships. (Area 2, Lead YOT 

manager) 

 

Improved relationships, especially between the secure estate and the youth offending services. 

People now know who to talk to, … and I think that that’s something that will be sustainable. 

(Area 3, Strategic steering group member) 

 

Looking to the future: sustainability in a time of austerity 

As touched on in the above quote, the question of how to ensure that the projects/activities 

commissioned through the YJB funding continued after the funding ceases in 2017 was 

omnipresent for all involved in the consortia.  

 

We need to be thinking about sustainability in the mainstream as a big theme for the coming 

year. (Area 4, Lead YOT manager) 

 

While the improved working relationships between the secure estate and community providers, 

and between agencies across local authority boundaries, were not dependent on the consortia 

continuing, many of those interviewed were pragmatic that, in the current financial climate, 

finding resources to continue funding specific resettlement projects/activities would be 

difficult. As such, all of the consortia focussed on developing and delivering initiatives that 

would not be dependent of continued funding, and thus, would be sustainable in the longer 

term.   

 

The partner agencies that were brought in … are not delivering a service, they’re coming in to 

the youth offending service to specifically train the staff to be able to deliver those programmes. 

So, that at the end of the resettlement consortium, YOTs can continue to run these things in-

house. (Area 1, Operational steering group member) 

 

In addition to using the funding to train existing delivery staff, new ways of working that were 

not dependent on continued consortia funding were agreed by many of the partners in the 

consortia. For example, in Area 3, new protocols were put in place regarding the sharing of 

information at key stages of the resettlement process. While in Area 1, ROTL was used to 

enable those leaving custody to attend taster days and familiarisation sessions at a local college.  

 

Nevertheless, despite all of the consortia developing and delivering initiatives that were not 

dependent on continued funding, as outlined above, the fact funding was attached to the 

resettlement consortia was a great incentive for agencies and organisations to become involved. 

Respondents were concerned that without funding to incentivise participation, the consortium 

meetings and working relationships would not be maintained post-YJB funding. Furthermore, 

some of the smaller projects that had been directly funded by the YJB monies would struggle 

to continue operating. 

 

I think that the kind of multi-agency set up [we have with the consortium] is something which 

could be continued, but then it’s a case of what drives it, especially if there isn’t going to be 

any kind of enhanced funding arrangement. (Area 3, Strategic steering group member) 

 

The risk is that the projects aren’t sustainable. … There’s a risk that some stuff that’s funded 

[through the consortium] might just end. (Area 1, Strategic steering group member) 
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In addition, respondents felt that wider local authority budget cuts would also negatively impact 

on the sustainability of the consortia. This was because less resource and money was available 

to deliver the ‘standard offer’, meaning anything over and above this would suffer. It was also 

acknowledged that in a time of austerity, and particularly for those consortia areas with low 

custody numbers, focusing on resettlement was not a high priority. This is particularly worrying 

when, as Bateman (2016: 2) notes, those ‘left behind’ in the secure estate are ‘typically more 

vulnerable, more disadvantaged and serving longer sentences’ with more complex resettlement 

needs.        

 

The financial cuts have, for YOTs and for the secure estate, had a massive impact. And when 

people [practitioners] have those kind of issues to deal with, they can’t always be looking at 

changing and improving things in resettlement, can they? (Area 1, Project manager) 

 

I think if I had to choose between being a practitioner and [being part of] a consortium, I’d 

choose a practitioner every time. … But they’re the difficult choices you’ve got to make. I want 

my kids worked with. I don’t want to sit in more meetings. (Area 4, Strategic steering group 

member) 

 

And even in the case of those partners where resettlement was a priority, the budget cuts had 

reduced the availability of staff to engage fully with the resettlement consortia. 

 

I have noticed, particularly over the last five or six months, that the [wider budget] cuts have 

been impacting. So if, for example, someone is not able to make an operational management 

meeting, historically they would get [someone else to] cover [the meeting]. Whereas now, 

they're so thin on the ground that if that person is off, they physically can't get someone there 

[to the meeting]. (Area 4, Project manager) 

 

With these barriers and challenges in mind, this article will now move on to look at how, in a 

time of austerity, resettlement consortia could function. In light of the quote above regarding 

the difficulty partners faced with actually physically attending consortium meetings, one 

suggestion that was made was the greater use of virtual forms of meeting (such as conference 

calls). This would greater reduce the resource burden faced by partners wanting to be involved 

in the consortia, yet still enable the consortia to function as originally envisaged. 

 

One of the things to think about in the future is about using more virtual communication … 

because it has proven to be difficult, particularly in this environment, to actually free myself 

up and other people on an operational level to go out and attend the [consortium] meetings. 

(Area 4, Strategic steering group member) 

 

When the four resettlement consortia were created in 2014, a full-time project manager post 

was funded. As highlighted earlier in the article, the project manager was viewed as 

fundamental to the development and delivery of the consortia. Indeed, as the quote below 

illustrates, some respondents felt that having a dedicated project manager would be something 

worth funding moving forward (see also the role of a ‘Resettlement Broker’ in Hazel and 

Hampson, 2015, and Hazel et al., 2015).  

 

I would hope that people have seen the value in having a dedicated manager's post. So that, I 

think, is something that I would want to advocate for continuing. (Area 1, Strategic steering 

group member) 
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Yet, as discussed earlier, many of the respondents recognised the merit of simply meeting and 

working with people with a common focus on resettlement, with or without a project manager. 

As a result, a number of respondents felt that there would be a benefit to continue working 

together as resettlement consortia even after any external funding had ceased.    

 

It doesn't need grants, it doesn't need a regional coordinator [project manager], somebody 

that's there all the time. (Area 2, Strategic lead) 

 

If we want to work together [on resettlement] as a group of local authorities we can do that 

without anybody funding it. … We can still talk and we can still share our ideas. (Area 4, 

Strategic steering group member) 

 

Indeed, for some, the funding and the pressures to quickly start delivering an enhanced offer 

had resulted in the process of commissioning projects and services feeling rushed and a little 

ad hoc. This in itself was evidence of the problematic nature of short-term funding with an 

attendant expectation of rapid positive resettlement outcomes. 

 

I think anything that is short-term, you end up rushing things and playing at things. (Area 2, 

Strategic steering group member) 

 

Discussion  

There’s not going to be a single solution [because] young people that fit into this category have 

got highly complex needs. (Area 1, project manager) 

 

As highlighted in the above quote, the answer to the question of how to improve the 

resettlement outcomes of young people leaving custody is not a straightforward one. Young 

custody leavers have multiple support needs (Hazel et al., 2010; Hazel et al., 2012), and despite 

integrated services and partnership working being acknowledged as key to effective 

resettlement (Taylor, 2016), delivering this on the ground has historically been particularly 

challenging. Largely due to differences in cultural working practices and differences in aims 

and targets (Souhami, 2009), manifesting themselves as a general lack of cooperation (Gray, 

2011).  

 

As discussed in this article, the majority of respondents felt that the four consortia did improve 

partnership working between the key agencies involved in resettlement in each of the consortia 

areas. The reported improvements appeared to be facilitated by: commonly agreed aims and 

objectives; a dedicated project manager; a senior head of service as a strategic lead; and, 

undoubtedly the funding from the YJB. As specified in the original criteria from the YJB, for 

many respondents, the consortia increased collaborative working between partners, encouraged 

information sharing, and utilised non-statutory as well as statutory agencies. Indeed, the 

development of closer working relationships between the secure estate and agencies and 

services in the community was widely identified by respondents as a key success of the 

consortia. Particularly as it better enabled the provision of community-based services to address 

young people’s needs to be identified at the start of the custodial sentence rather than just prior 

to release; a factor that has been shown to be key to effective resettlement practice (Bateman 

et al., 2013; Hampson and Kinsey, 2016).  

 

Research has also highlighted how important it is for young people to have continuity of service 

provision between custody and the community (Bateman et al., 2013). Particularly when it 

comes to successfully engaging young people in the resettlement process through the building 
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of relationships (Bateman and Hazel, 2013). Indeed, establishing continuity in relationships 

with the young person was also something that was specified in the original criteria for the 

consortia. To address this, a number of the consortia areas employed a link worker (based in 

the secure estate) to work with secure estate staff to support young people both in custody and 

in the community upon their release. Yet despite interventions such as link workers, in reality, 

the geographically dispersed nature of the consortia and the resulting logistical problems this 

created, significantly hampered this continuity. For two consortia in particular, this was due to 

the secure establishments that young people were sent to being many miles (in some cases, 

over 100 miles) from where they and their local Youth Offending Service were from. 

Unfortunately, and somewhat perversely, decreasing numbers of young people in custody 

(Youth Justice Board, 2016) has resulted in fewer youth custodial establishments; the knock-

on effect being that young people are now being accommodated further from home (Taylor, 

2016). This can undermine even the best efforts at establishing and maintaining continuity in 

relationships, making the delivery of successful resettlement practice even more challenging 

(Factor, 2016).  

 

In addition to this, was the issue of availability of, and access to, services. One of the original 

criteria for the resettlement consortia was to improve access to services. As previously 

discussed, while this was achieved in relation to a number of resettlement pathways (Youth 

Justice Board, 2005), all the consortia faced difficulties with regards to accessing suitable 

accommodation. The difficulties experienced by the consortia were in line with those 

highlighted in the evaluation of the RESET project (Hazel et al., 2010) where a discrepancy 

between the identified need and the availability of appropriate services was evident. Thus, even 

though the consortia made progress when it came to having appropriate accommodation in 

place for those leaving custody, they still faced difficulties in terms of identifying suitable 

housing providers, and deciding which providers could best represent the whole of an often 

geographically diverse consortium area. It is clear that local solutions need to be developed to 

address this issue. However, the importance of tackling the issue of accommodation cannot be 

emphasised enough as it impacts upon all other aspects of the resettlement process. Although 

Bateman et al. (2013) highlighted the need for a holistic approach to resettlement, the fact 

remains that, as noted by one of the respondents, ‘unless accommodation is secured, we then 

have difficulties with education and the rest of the resettlement pathways’. Hence the need to 

arguably prioritise accommodation over the other resettlement pathways (Youth Justice Board, 

2005). 

 

As highlighted at the start of this article, the funding from the YJB was, as one of the strategic 

leads noted, ‘pretty vital’ when it came to securing the engagement of partners into the 

consortia. Yet, despite this, as previously discussed, many of the consortia were cognisant of 

the need to put in place interventions that would be sustainable without continued funding from 

the YJB. Indeed, for many, the Charlie Taylor review of the youth justice system that was 

ongoing during the latter stages of the evaluation created a great deal of uncertainty when it 

came to the question of how to continue the implementation of those projects/services that had 

been commissioned by the YJB funding. Sustainable support to young people was one of the 

specified criteria outlined by the YJB; primarily to avoid any resettlement gains for the young 

person being diminished once the supervision period had ceased. The benefits of sustained 

resettlement support are well known (Bateman et al., 2013), and the provision of sustainable 

support to young people was certainly a driver for many of those involved in the consortia. For 

others, though, the main driver behind the consortia was to try and use the short-term funding 

from the YJB to achieve longer-term benefits for those practitioners involved in the 

resettlement of young people. For example, rather than using all of their YJB funding to provide 
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projects/services to young people, all four consortia pragmatically used some of the funding to 

commission services to train existing delivery staff. Thereby ensuring that the consortia had an 

impact beyond the funding period. Despite some respondents claiming that the benefits 

attached to being involved in the consortia were not necessarily tied to accessing funding - for 

example, the value of likeminded individuals simply meeting periodically to discuss 

resettlement - the fact remains that with the steady reduction in numbers of young people in 

custody (Youth Justice Board, 2016) and the resulting lack of emphasis on resettlement, it is 

likely that it will become increasingly difficult for a) staff to prioritise being involved in a 

resettlement consortium with no associated funding, and b) for agencies to justify the 

commissioning of smaller projects/services aimed specifically at working with those young 

people leaving custody. Looking to the future, perhaps there is the need to broaden the concept 

of resettlement to include those young people at risk of custody, rather than just those leaving 

custody. For example, the Resettlement Broker Project in Wales (Hazel and Hampson, 2015; 

Hazel at el., 2015) assumed that those at risk of custody would still have complex needs 

requiring complex solutions, and as such would benefit from an effective resettlement 

intervention; albeit one aimed at preventing custody. As Hazel et al. (2015) point out, this 

means that even with low numbers of young people in custody, investment in resettlement in 

general still makes sense. 
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