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NLGN Leadership Index is a quarterly survey of chief executives, leaders and council
mayors from local authorities across the UK. It asks their level of confidence in key service
areas as well as wider indicators of community wellbeing. This quarter, we also asked local
government leaders about their views on the sector’s capacity to respond to the upsurge in
violent youth crime.

HEADLINE FINDINGS

B Councils are battling an alarming funding shortfall when attempting to address violent
youth crime. 74.6 per cent of respondents say they do not have access to sufficient
funding to address violent youth crime in their areas. This figure rises to 85.3 per cent
when assessing results for London and Metropolitan Borough councils only.

B Over 60 per cent of respondents have seen an increase in violent youth offending in their
area over the last five years. In London and Metropolitan Borough councils, this figure
rises to 85.3 per cent.

B The offences that have risen most sharply over the last five years are: anti-social
behaviour, drug offences and gang-linked violence — according to chief executives and
council leaders and mayors.

B ror the first time since the start of NLGN’s Leadership Index, there has been a drop in
confidence across all key services and wider community wellbeing when compared to the
previous quarter (Q1 2019/20).

B Adult social care is a major concern across local government. On a range of 0-100 (0
being the least confidence and 100 the most) the average level of confidence in meeting
adult social care needs is just 38.3, down from 44 recorded in the last quarter.

ABOUT THE AUGUST 2019 LEADERSHIP INDEX

NLGN Leadership Index asks recurring questions on confidence levels across: key service
areas; the local economy and living standards; and community cohesion and trust. The
survey also features topical questions, which focused on violent youth crime in this quarter.



This report focuses on findings in the following areas:

SECTION 1: VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME

A) Councils’ resources to tackle violent youth crime in their areas
B) Prevalence of violent youth offending

C) Offence type

D) Public sector collaboration to address violent youth crime

SECTION 2: CONFIDENCE TRENDS IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY,
SERVICE DELIVERY AND COMMUNITY WELLBEING

A) Local economy and living standards
B) Key services

C) Community cohesion and trust



SECTION 1: VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME

POLICY CONTEXT

Appalling instances of violent youth crime have featured heavily in the press over recent
months, especially in relation to knife crime. Violent youth offending has risen sharply in
recent years. The most recent statistics on youth offending released by the Ministry of Justice
show that in the year ending March 2019, 22,041 knife and offensive weapon offences were
formally dealt with by the Criminal Justice System. This has increased by 34 per cent since
the year ending March 2015 (16,438).' Looking at offences overall — there were 43,516 knife
crime offences in the 12 months ending March 2019. This is an 80 per cent increase from
the low-point in the year ending March 2014, when there were 23,945 offences, and is the
highest number since comparable data was compiled.?

Against this rising prevalence of violent youth offending, the funding central government has
made available to councils and other public sector partners to address youth offending has
reduced substantially. A recent report by the All-Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Knife
Crime and Youth Services suggested a growing link between cuts to youth services and the
country’s knife crime epidemic.: The money councils are providing for youth work and youth
offending teams (YOTs) is dwindling. YOTs have been victims of their own success. Through
reducing the number of people entering the youth justice system their grant from central
government has reduced, from £145 million in 2010/2011 to £71.5 million in 2018/2019.+
Combined with council’s children’s services budgets coming under increasing strain, YOTs are
struggling to access the funding required to run vital prevention and intervention schemes.

While the Government has responded to violent youth offending there is a lack of
coordination to the initiatives and ring-fenced funding that has been provided. This is
particularly evident in the recent announcement from the Home Office that councils and other
public sector bodies would be required to tackle serious violence under a new ‘public health
duty’, without any funding tied to it.s

A recently published Home Affairs Select Committee report was withering in its analysis

of the Government’s response to rising violent youth crime, which it deems a ‘social
emergency’.c Setting out a fundamental mismatch between the diagnosis of the problem and
Government’s proposed solutions, the report outlines that the Serious Violence Strategy is

1 See https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/808496/Knife_and_Offensive Weapon_Sentencing Pub Q1 _2019.pdf

2 See https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandan-
dwales/yearendingmarch2019

3 See http://www.preventknifecrime.co.uk/news/

4 See https://www.local.gov.uk/about/news/councils-warn-against-further-youth-offending-cuts

5 See https://www.localgov.co.uk/Javid-announces-public-health-duty-to-tackle-violent-crime-/47793

6 See https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmhaff/1016/1016.pdf
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/yearendingmarch2019
http://www.preventknifecrime.co.uk/news/
https://www.localgov.co.uk/Javid-announces-public-health-duty-to-tackle-violent-crime-/47793
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmhaff/1016/1016.pdf

‘completely inadequate’ — and will not be able to provide the necessary early intervention and
prevent work to save young lives.”

RESULTS

A) COUNCILS' RESOURCES TO TACKLE VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME IN THEIR AREAS

The NLGN Leadership Index August 2019 asked chief executives and council leaders/mayors
whether current levels of funding from central government - both to their local authority and
other public sector partners - are sufficient to address violent youth crime in their local area.
Almost three quarter (74.6 per cent) of respondents disagree or strongly disagree that they
have access to sufficient funding to address violent youth crime in their areas.

FIGURE 1: ARE CURRENT LEVELS OF FUNDING FROM CENTRAL GOVERNMENT TO YOUR COUNCIL
AND OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR PARTNERS SUFFICIENT TO ADDRESS VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME IN
YOUR AREA?

4,99

20.6%

. Agree and strongly agree

Neither agree nor disagree

74.6%

Disagree and strongly disagree

7 Ibid



Predominantly urban borough councils are more negative about the resources they
and their public sector partners have to address violent youth crime.

Concern increases among respondents from London and Metropolitan Borough councils,
with 85.3 per cent disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that they have adequate resources.

FIGURE 2: DO YOU AGREE THAT CURRENT LEVELS OF FUNDING FROM CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
TO YOUR COUNCIL AND OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR PARTNERS ARE SUFFICIENT TO ADDRESS
VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME IN YOUR AREA?

(LONDON AND METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCILS ONLY)
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Looking at the regional breakdown of results, we can see that concern over central
government funding is greatest in Wales — with 88.9 per cent of respondents disagreeing or
strongly disagreeing that there is sufficient funding for them and their public sector partners
to address violent youth crime in their area. Councils in the North West, Eastern Region and
London expressed similar concerns about levels of funding with 87.5, 86.7 and 86.4 per cent
of respondents from these areas respectively stating that they disagreed or strongly disagreed
that they have access to sufficient funding to address violent youth crime in their areas.

Some regions have greater confidence when it comes to funding, such as Northern Ireland,

the North East and the East Midlands. A quarter of respondents in Northern Ireland and one
fifth of respondents in the North East stated that they agreed or strongly agreed that current
levels of funding from central government — for their council and public sector partners — are
sufficient to address violent youth crime. This followed by the East Midlands at 15.0 per cent.



FIGURE 3: DO YOU AGREE THAT CURRENT LEVELS OF FUNDING FROM CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
TO YOUR COUNCIL AND OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR PARTNERS ARE SUFFICIENT TO ADDRESS
VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME IN YOUR AREA?
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B) PREVALENCE OF VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING

In response to the question ‘How has violent youth offending changed in your area over the
last five years?’ the majority of respondents (60.5 per cent of all council leaders and chief
executives) said that it had either increased or increased considerably over this time period.



FIGURE 4: HOW HAS VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING CHANGED IN YOUR
AREA OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS?
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This trend become more pronounced when looking at the responses from London
and Metropolitan Borough councils only, with 85.3 per cent seeing an increase or
considerable increase.

FIGURE 5: HOW HAS VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING CHANGED IN YOUR AREA OVER THE
LAST FIVE YEARS? (LONDON AND METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCILS ONLY)

7. 1%

85.3%

‘ Increased and increased considerably

. No change

‘ Decreased and decreased considerably




Looking at the regional breakdown we can observe some stark differences among the
results. The three regions in which respondents reported the greatest increase in violent
youth offending over the last five years are: London, the East and the East Midlands. The
overwhelming majority of respondents from these three regions reported an increase or
considerable increase in violent youth offending in their areas over the last five years at 90
per cent and above.

Among a number of regions however there was a relatively high proportion of respondents
who believed that there had been no change in violent youth offending over the last

five years. In the North East, as well as Yorkshire and the Humber, over 60 per cent of
respondents said that they had seen no change. Over 50 per cent respondents from the
West Midlands and Scotland also stated that they had not seen a change in the rate of
violent youth offending over the last five years.

FIGURE 6: HOW HAS VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING CHANGED
IN ' YOUR AREA OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS?
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C) OFFENCE TYPE

Respondents who said that they had observed an increase in violent youth offending in their
council’s area over the last five years were also asked to select from a list of offence types
which had risen the most. From this list, three offences were selected the most frequently, by
a substantial margin over the others:

B Anti-social behaviour - 32.5 per cent
B Drug offences — 21.2 per cent

B Gang-linked violence — 18.5 per cent

The above offence types require the most intensive outreach work undertaken through
activities funded by councils’ Youth Offender Teams. The provision of youth services in
particular, which have suffered severely from cuts in recent years, has a strong preventative
role in addressing the causes of anti-social behaviour and gang-linked violence. Youth
services can also confer long term benefits to service users, equipping individuals to play a
full part in society and engage constructively in their respective communities.

FIGURE 7: IF YOU HAVE SEEN AN INCREASE IN VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING IN YOUR AREA,
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING OFFENCES HAS INCREASED THE MOST?
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Metropolitan and London Boroughs have seen the greatest increase in gang-linked violence

Respondents from London and Metropolitan Borough councils in particular had observed an
increase in gang-linked violence, with 38.9 per cent of respondents stating that this offence
type had risen the most over the last five years.

FIGURE 8: IF YOU HAVE SEEN AN INCREASE IN VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING IN YOUR AREA,
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING OFFENCES HAS INCREASED THE MOST?
(LONDON AND METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCILS ONLY)
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In Scotland, the two offences that had risen most were drug offences and anti-social
behaviour. Results from other regions including Yorkshire and the Humber, and the South
East indicated that a greater range of offences had been increasingly prevalent over the last
five years. In the South East, anti-social behaviour was the offence that most respondents
perceived to have risen the most over the last five years, at 27.3 per cent. This was followed
by drug offences (18.2 per cent), child sexual exploitation (13.6 per cent) and ‘other’ (13.6 per
cent);® gang linked violence and possession of weapons were next at nine per cent each. In
Wales and Northern Ireland, anti-social behaviour was overwhelmingly the offence category
that respondents from the regions had perceived to have risen most over the last five years —
at 83 per cent and above.

In London, gang-linked violence was the offence type that respondents thought had risen
more than any other over the last five years — at 50 per cent. The region with the second
highest result for this offence category was the North West region, with 35.3 per cent of
respondents selecting it as the offence that had risen the most over the last five years.

8 The influence of county lines was mentioned by a number of respondents who selected the ‘other’ option for this
question.



FIGURE 9: IF YOU HAVE SEEN AN INCREASE IN VIOLENT YOUTH OFFENDING IN YOUR AREA,
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING OFFENCES HAS INCREASED THE MOST?
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D) PUBLIC SECTOR COLLABORATION TO ADDRESS VIOLENT YOUTH CRIME

The NLGN Leadership Index August 2019 asked respondents to put forward suggestions
in relation to a major change that would allow their councils and public sector partners to
address violent youth crime more effectively.

INCREASED INVESTMENT

The need for increased resource was frequently highlighted by respondents with a variety of
uses being put forward. A number of respondents mentioned the need for greater investment
in policing, whether it be more police officers on the beat, or the provision of community/
neighbourhood police officers.



“Community policing was having a real impact a decade ago, but it is virtually
non-existent now. This broke the link between local residents and police, and
brought to an end the intelligence that was garnered by the police.”

“More funding for front line presence on the streets - the loss of PCSOr¢ funding
has been felt very severely.”

YOUTH SERVICES/FACILITIES

Linked to the need for greater investment - reduced provision of youth services and facilities
for young people was mentioned as a key cause of increased youth violence.

“Good effective neighbourhood youth work. There is just no money for this. We
have persuaded our county council to run a pilot outreach project in our most
challenging area.”

TARGETED INTERVENTIONS

Lots of the suggestions outlined by respondents highlighted the need for proactive and
preventative work to be undertaken with those at risk of becoming offenders. Respondents
suggested that the shortage in funding increases the tendency for limited resources to
always be diverted to meet acute needs, side-lining preventative services:

“There is no single fix — it’s far more complex than that. However, more resources
for prevention activity and early help are essential. Youth services and our Early
Help offer for children and families have been decimated by budget cuts over the
last decade.”

“Tackling serious youth violence requires the resources to really target vulnerable
families and young people at a very early stage. With the high demands on
acute care, it is difficult to have the capacity to really target prevention and early
intervention services.”

“Proactive targeting of vulnerable groups such as permanently excluded children
and providing alternative solutions to joining gangs.”

9 PCSO refers to Police Community Support Officers



SECTION 2: CONFIDENGE TRENDS IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY,
SERVICE DELIVERY AND COMMUNITY WELLBEING

This is the sixth quarterly release of NLGN'’s Leadership Index since its launch in March
2018. Each NLGN Leadership Index asks respondents 12 recurring questions about their
confidence in the local economy and living standards, key service areas, and community
cohesion and trust.

A) LOCAL ECONOMY AND LIVING STANDARDS

FIGURE 10: QUARTERLY CONFIDENCE IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY AND LIVING STANDARDS
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How confident are you that:

- ‘- = businesses in your area have sufficient opportunities to thrive?
- '— = there are sufficient employment opportunities in your area?
- .— = there is optimism in the local business environment?

- ‘- = residentsin your area have sufficient income to achieve a decent standard of living?

Councils' confidence in the local economy across the three indicators (confidence that
businesses in their area have sufficient opportunities to thrive; that there are sufficient
employment opportunities in their area and optimisim in the local business environment)
remain fairly constant and only dipped slightly from the previous quarter. Confidence that
businesses have sufficient opportunities to thrive fell by 2.8 per cent; and by 1.4 per cent that
there are sufficient employment opportunities in a respondent’s area; and by 0.9 per cent
when asked if there is confidence in the local business environment.
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More alarmingly, reported confidence that local residents have sufficient income to achieve
a decent standard of living has reduced more significantly — by 3.3 per cent between Q1
2019/2020 and Q2 2019/2020.

At 48.6 (on a scale of 0-100) — confidence that people will be able to maintain a decent standard
of living is notably low. Across the six NLGN Leadership Index surveys undertaken to date, this
quarter's score is the second lowest. In Q3 2018/2019 the confidence score was 46.4.

KEY SERVICES
Again, there were reductions across each of the reported confidence levels for key service
areas. Confidence to meet adult social care needs has dropped. At 38.3, it is 13 per cent

lower than the previous quarter. Looking at children’s services, confidence to meet service
needs in this area remains stubbornly low, at 40.4, a drop of 11.0 per cent.

FIGURE 11: CONFIDENCE LEVELS ACROSS KEY SERVICE AREAS
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How confident are you that there are sufficient powers and
resources to meet the following needs:

- ‘. = Adult social care

- @~ - Children’s services

- ’- = Environmental services
- @- - Housing

- .. - Health and wellbeing

Economic development



COMMUNITY COHESION AND TRUST
There has been a relatively modest decline in confidence in community cohesion since

the last quarter, from 66.9 to 64.4 (3.6 per cent). Looking at confidence in trust, this has
dropped from 63.1 to 62.4 (1.1 per cent).

FIGURE 12: QUARTERLY CONFIDENCE LEVELS IN LOCAL TRUST AND COMMUNITY COHESION
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How confident are you that:

- -‘- = your local community is cohesive?

- '.' =  peopleinyour local area trust each other?



APPENDIX: ABOUT THE SURVEY

The NLGN Leadership Index survey was sent to 768 leaders, chief executives and council mayors
across the UK. It was open between 9 July and 22 July. This latest survey received a total of

207 complete responses, which equates to a 27 per cent response rate. Survey responses were
received from all UK regions.

All overall average figures have been weighted by region based on the regional breakdown of
respondents, unless otherwise stated.

FIGURE 13: BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS BY LOCAL AUTHORITY TYPE
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FIGURE 14: BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS BY UK REGION
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For further details about this NLGN Leadership Index report, please contact Trinley Walker, Senior Policy
Researcher (twalker@nlgn.org.uk) or Pawda Tjoa, Senior Policy Researcher (ptjoa@nlgn.org.uk).
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