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Agenda Item 11

HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD: 28 November 2019
REPORT OF THE VIOLENCE REDUCTION NETWORK AND THE OFFICE
OF THE POLICE AND CRIME COMMISISONER FOR LEICESTERSHIRE
THE VIOLENCE REDUCTION NETWORK AND PREVENTION BOARD
1.

Purpose of the report

1.1.

The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the establishment of a
Violence Reduction Network for Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland and a new
sub-regional Prevention Board.

2.

Link to the local Health and Care System

2.1.

Both the Violence Reduction Network and the Prevention Board sit under the
Strategic Partnership Board which includes representatives from all public services
across LLR. The Strategic Partnership Board Terms of Reference focus on a single
purpose of minimising harmful behaviours within our communities. The term
“harmful behaviours” was deliberately chosen to encompass the work of all public
services including health. This reflects the fact that health outcomes have a major
impact on criminal justice outcomes and vice versa. It also reflects the belief that
many of the challenging problems facing our communities have their roots in social
and lifestyle attitudes and behaviours which cannot be addressed without
collaborative commitment across agencies and communities. The Index of Multiple
Deprivation has often been used to provide underpinning analysis of local crime
issues. It tends to demonstrate that challenging issues overlap each other in local
communities, confronting health, social care and criminal justice agencies equally.

2.2.

More broadly the Police and Crime Plan focusses on the long term prevention of
criminal behaviours, recognising that this requires input with individuals at an early
stage before those behaviours have become established. This recognition is shifting
the emphasis of OPCC activity from reactive responses to emergency situations to
the long term development of communities and early intervention with individuals at
risk of developing offending behaviours.

3.

Recommendation

3.1.

Members of the Board are asked to:
i. Note the contents of this report
ii. Consider how members can contribute to the work of the Violence
Reduction Network
iii. Consider how members can contribute to the work of the Prevention Board
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4.

Policy Framework and Previous Decisions

4.1.

The Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Police and Crime Panel considered a
report on the progress of the Violence Reduction Unit at its meeting on the 24
September 2019. The Leicestershire Safer Communities Strategy Board considered
a similar update at its meeting on the 20 September 2019.

5.

Background

5.1.

Violence Reduction Network

5.2.

Context

5.3.

The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC), Leicestershire Police
and the Public Health Departments for Leicester and Leicestershire have been
working on the development of a public health informed response to violence
reduction since early 2019. This culminated with an event on 6 August 2019
wherein the proposals were presented to the Strategic Partnership Board (SPB).
Immediately before this event, the Home Office approached the OPCC to bid for a
sum of £880,000 specifically to set up a violence reduction unit. LLR had been
selected, alongside 17 other areas, on the basis of the level of knife-related injuries
dealt with by the city’s main hospital, in Leicestershire’s case the Royal Infirmary.

5.4.

The bid for funds was successful and the LLR Violence Reduction Network (our
VRU) commenced operations on 1 September 2019. Funding is currently up until
31 March 2020.

5.5.

In relation to Home Office expectations, the VRN needs to deliver the core function:
‘To offer leadership, establish a core membership and, working with all relevant
agencies operating locally, provide strategic coordination of the local response to
serious violence’. The prescribed core membership is: Chief constables, the PCC,
the local authorities with responsibility for the geographical areas targeted by the
activities of the VRU, CCGs, Public Health England, the Youth Offending Team and
appropriate representation of relevant local educational institutions. The VRN is
also expected to adopt a ‘public health’ approach in developing the local response
to reducing violence and take advice from Public Health England in doing so. There
are also two mandatory products that have to be delivered within the period of the
grant agreement, a ‘strategic needs assessment’, identifying the drivers of serious
violence locally and the cohorts most affected and a ‘response strategy’, describing
the multi-agency response being delivered locally and the action being taken by the
VRN to enhance local responses. There is also an expectation that at least 20% of
the funding will be spent on interventions.

5.6.

Alongside this, the OPCC has also been working with Leicestershire Police to
ensure that “prevention” is a key element of the developing police operating model.
This reflected the broader commitment to the prevention of harmful behaviours
contained in the Police and Crime Plan and the wider commitment across the
Strategic Partnership Board. The OPCC has consulted with Directors of Public
Health across LLR about how best to integrate its work with the endeavours of both
public health departments and established a new Board entitled the Prevention
Board. The details of the Board are contained in the Appendix.
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5.7.

Progress

5.8.

The governance structure for the VRN is now in place. The VRN Programme Board,
which is a sub-board of the Strategic Partnership Board, is now operational.
Alongside attending a workshop in September 2019 to develop the vision, mission
and approach of the VRN, the Programme Board met on 1 November 2019 and
approved the project plans. There will also be two sub-groups, a VRN Development
Group comprising of agency champions and a Community Advisory Panel
comprising members of the local communities. A central VRN team is also now
operational. This comprises of largely seconded staff. Led by the Strategic Director,
the team also has Consultants in Public Health, Data Analysts, a Programme
Manager, a Service Design and Implementation Lead, a Community Engagement
Lead and a Project Support Officer.

5.9.

It has been agreed that the initial focus of the VRN, in line with the Home Office’s
prescribed ‘success measures’, will be to prevent and reduce youth violence (up to
age 25) and in particular serious youth violence in public spaces including knife
crime. However, our intention is to broaden out the focus to other forms of violence
in due course.

5.10. The VRN’s initial aims have been agreed and at this stage focus on meeting the
requirements set out by the Home Office and reflect the importance of
understanding the nature, impact and causes of violence locally, taking stock of
current strengths and gaps and mobilising wide-ranging support for violence
prevention. They are:







To improve our understanding of violence locally and its root causes through
data gathering and analysis from a range of sources.
To develop and share models of effectiveness for violence prevention and
reduction, through drawing on local, national and international knowledge.
To understand and improve relevant services through service-mapping,
identifying and pursuing opportunities for integrated working, and developing,
testing and evaluating new or existing services to fill gaps in provision.
To ensure communities, including those most affected by violence, are fully
involved in both improving our understanding and in the design and delivery of
solutions.
To build momentum and secure the commitment to change through designing
and deploying campaigns and assembling a virtual network of champions and
ambassadors across the Network.
Drawing on the above, to co-produce a Strategic Needs Assessment (SNA), a
Response Plan and secure commitment to a Long-Term Plan for Violence
Prevention.

5.11. By the end of March 2020, we intend to have articulated our ‘Violence Prevention
System’ wherein all key players understand their role in preventing violence and are
working towards agreed improvements.
5.12. To achieve the above aims, seven projects have been established as a result of the
VRN Programme:
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i. VRN Development Project: This project involves the establishment of the
VRN central team and setting-up the programme management
arrangements including the VRN Programme Board and sub-groups.
ii. Leadership and Vision Project: The establishment of the VRN provides
an opportunity to articulate and promote consistent and evidence-based
strategic messaging around violence, its causes and ‘what works’ in
relation to prevention. The VRN is adopting a distributed model of
leadership, building a group of agency and community champions to
support the reach of the VRN, share key messages, build commitment and
strengthen connections. The VRN is also exploring how the closer strategic
alignment of related-initiatives can also be achieved. Ultimately, shifting
current responses to violence towards more evidence-based, integrated
prevention activity will require system leadership.
iii. Service Mapping Project: This project has been included to ensure that
we understand the existing partnerships, services and interventions across
LLR (including community assets) that could potentially have a positive
impact on violence prevention. Alongside the identification of duplication
and gaps in provision, this project also seeks to understand the extent to
which these services are operating as a whole system.
iv. Analysis and Evaluation: This project is tasked with developing a more
detailed understanding of the problem of youth violence across LLR
through the gathering and analysis of a range of data from multiple sources
and building the capability for on-going monitoring and analysis. This
includes ensuring the supporting information sharing architecture is in
place. The project will also design and monitor a performance and
evaluation framework for the VRN and related-projects.
v. Service Design and Implementation Project: This project has been
established to co-ordinate, develop and test services related to violence
reduction and prevention. An important function of the VRN will be to
generate and cascade knowledge in relation to ‘what works’ in violence
prevention. This will be used to support partners and communities to
develop their violence prevention ‘offer’ largely through re-shaping existing
services. This Project also oversees the 20% spend on interventions
through testing new services and expanding existing services. ‘Services’
also include developing initiatives that build community capacity.
vi. Campaigns Project: Alongside the development of the VRN
Communications Strategy and supporting plan, this project is currently
focusing on promoting and building the Network itself through attendance
at partnership boards, developing a ‘champions’ group from key agencies
and identifying and having ‘community conversations’ with key communities
across LLR, particularly those that are most effected by violence. A series
of Network events will be held throughout the next five months to
strengthen connections, promote key messages, share knowledge and
enable involvement in understanding the problem and generating solutions.
This project will also oversee the design and delivery of community and
workforce campaigns. In relation to the latter, funding has been set aside to
contribute to multi-agency workforce development in relation to Adverse
Childhood Experiences and Trauma-Informed practice.
vii. Policy Integration Project: The focus of this project is on both national
and local policy and analysis of how policies may be impeding (or
supporting) violence prevention. Initially, a rapid review will be undertaken
by the end of December 2019 to increase the VRN’s understanding of the
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links between policy and violence prevention by drawing on national and
international experience. Local policy issues will be monitored throughout
the programme and further analysis undertaken if agreed by the VRN
Programme Board and SPB. Any national policy issues will be raised
through the national VRN network. It is anticipated that a significant area of
work for the VRN will be supporting partners to mobilise for the new serious
violence duty.
5.13. The VRN recognises the wide-ranging activity already underway in relation to
violence prevention and a key ambition is to shape, adapt and improve connections
between policy, partnerships, services and initiatives so that they operate more as a
violence prevention system. Given that violent behaviour has a long gestation
period and areas such as parenting and education are central to primary
prevention, the VRN is taking a life-course approach and is keen to engage with all
relevant agencies and communities in its work.
5.14. This is entirely consistent with the methodology of the Prevention Board, which is
still in the throes of development but is likely to include much the same membership
as the VRN with meetings running back to back. Essentially the Prevention Board
will focus on a range of harmful behaviours, one of which is violence. In that sense
we anticipate that the Prevention Board will ultimately oversee the work of the VRN:
but in the short term we will run them side by side to ensure that we meet the
requirements of the Home Office.
5.15. Although the Prevention Board has only just received approval from SPB, two
developments already sit underneath it: the People Zones’ development is already
underway and operating in local communities with a clear focus on the public health
model; a new development is an emerging inter-agency strategy focussing on the
behaviours arising from mental ill-health/distress that drive demand for emergency
services. This has been developed over a series of inter-agency workshops with the
aim of developing a shared commitment to a strategy focussed on widening access
to a range of community based and community-led services.
Consultation/Patient and Public Involvement
6. Community involvement and empowerment is central to the VRN’s aims and significant
work is planned to ensure community voice and action is integrated into all elements of
the programme via the Community Panel mentioned above. One of the roles within the
VRN is focussed on developing community engagement and involvement in the
programme. The VRN is committed to ensuring those most affected by violence,
including young people, are empowered to play a central role.
Resource Implications
7. The VRN funding of £880,000 was provided through the Home Office Serious Violence
grant which is to be allocated by the 31 March 2020. Partners are asked to contribute
through identifying ‘champions’ to join the VRN Development Group which currently
meets on a bi-monthly basis. Requests for information to inform the mapping and data
analysis work will also be made. As the VRN develops, partners will also be invited to
attend relevant Network events and training days which will require release from
operational duties in many cases. All of this work is funded through existing budgets
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Background papers
8. None
Appendix
9. Report to the Strategic Partnership Board – Prevention Board – 5 November 2019.

Officer to Contact
Prevention Board
Paul Hindson
CEO, Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner
Email: Paul.Hindson@leics.pcc.pnn.gov.uk
VRN
Grace Strong, Strategic Director, VRN
Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner
Email: Grace.Strong@leics.pcc.pnn.gov.uk
Telephone: 07814 616123

Relevant Impact Assessments
Equality and Human Rights Implications
10. Equality Impact Assessments are being completed in relation to the VRN’s work.
Risk Assessment
11. The VRN maintains a risk register which can be provided to Board members if required.
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Appendix : Details of Prevention Board

POLICE & CRIME
COMMISSIONER FOR
LEICESTERSHIRE
STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP
BOARD
Report of

OFFICE OF POLICE & CRIME COMMISSIONER

Subject

PREVENTION BOARD

Date

TUESDAY 5 NOVEMBER 2019

Author :

PAUL HINDSON, OPCC CHIEF EXECUTIVE

1.

PAPER MARKED

F
X

Purpose

1.1. This report proposes the establishment of a Prevention Board to replace the existing People
and Place Board as a sub-group of the Strategic Partnership Board (SPB).
2.

Context

2.1. The People and Place Board was established as one of the original sub-groups of the SPB
under the existing terms of reference. The People and Place Board established the People
Zones initiative and oversaw its implementation. The terms of reference of the People and
Place Board included a focus on “preventing” harmful behaviours and this was part of the
rationale for the People Zones.
2.2. Since then two further developments have led to the proposals contained in this paper. The
first is the establishment of the Violence Reduction Network (VRN), which is built around the
Public Health Model, following on from the success of applying that methodology in Scotland.
The second is the development of an operating model for People Zones, which argues that
the original model was too broad and requires simplification in order to maximise agency and
community commitment. The original methodology for People Zones was entirely consistent
with the Public Health Model, albeit not clearly articulated in that format
3.

The Existing Landscape

3.1. As mentioned above, the Public Health Model is central to the development of the VRN. It is
a simple model that is easily understood and accepted by practitioners across the public
service sector and could provide a focal point for the development of shared strategies.
3.2. In developing the VRN the team has undertaken a preliminary analysis of the existing
delivery arrangements across Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland (LLR) that are relevant
to the behaviour of violence and in line with the Public Health Model. This assessment has
highlighted some strengths and weaknesses in the existing service delivery arrangements.
These are highlighted in the diagram below.
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3.3. In terms of investment, it could be argued that the triangle is currently upside down, with
most of the investment going into services that have very limited prospect of achieving long
term changes in patterns of harmful behaviour across the communities of LLR. This is
depicted in the diagram below.

3.4. The emerging hypothesis is that our capacity to “prevent” harmful behaviours over the longer
term is inhibited by the challenge of building the lower tiers of the Public Health Model to the
degree that is required. On top of this “prevention” in the higher tiers is limited because the
majority of services tend to have a greater focus on “controlling” behaviour rather than
enabling the rehabilitation of those who exhibit the behaviour and a tendency to focus on
individual “perpetrators” rather than considering the wider network of individuals they interact
with and influence.
3.5. Indeed austerity may have exacerbated the problem from a public health perspective, as the
higher tiers tend to be statutory and crisis based: the core elements of demand; whilst the
lower tiers tend to be non-statutory and longer term. In periods of retrenchment it is inevitable
that services will be more narrowly focussed and those that are not statutorily required and
do not satisfy immediate demand will experience higher levels of disinvestment. The analysis
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suggests that this approach merely drives more and more short term crisis based services,
whilst doing nothing to stem the long term flow of demand.
3.6. The preliminary VRN service mapping exercise suggests that services at tiers 2 and 3
currently have a very limited focus on prevention. The services most likely to respond to
violent behaviour in adults are police, EMAS, A&E, probation and prison. The police
response is not designed to change the behaviour of the individual perpetrator and police
training does not focus on rehabilitative interventions. Leicestershire Police has invested in
services such as Braunstone Blues and People Zones and has developed a Serious Harm
Reduction Unit to focus on longer term initiatives as well as building its neighbourhood
policing capability. But the response to individual incidents is largely to apprehend and
convict the perpetrator.
3.7. EMAS and A&E tend to respond to the “victims” of violent behaviour rather than the
perpetrators, albeit the distinction between victim and perpetrator can become blurred in
some types of violent incident. The prison service clearly works directly with perpetrators of
violence and delivers some services to impact on the attitudes underpinning the behaviour.
Nevertheless, the recent crisis of mushrooming violence within our prisons does not suggest
that violence prevention will blossom in that environment. Indeed the consultant supporting
the development of the VRN described prison as reinforcing the very trauma that underpins
violent behaviour.
3.8. The probation service probably has the largest focus on rehabilitation of all these services,
but has undergone major organisational upheavals in recent years, with more to come. Even
then that service is arguably more focussed on controlling the behaviour of those who pose a
threat to public protection rather than investing in their long term rehabilitation. It clearly does
not routinely work across the network of individuals who are influenced by perpetrators and
therefore obviously cannot impact on the inter-generational nature of these behaviour
patterns.
3.9. The response from the Youth Offending Service for younger perpetrators of violence may
provide a more promising focus on rehabilitation as well as a willingness to engage with the
wider network of individuals who influence and are influenced by the individual. This
approach is likely to have a longer term effect, but the truth is that the vast majority of
perpetrators are in the higher age range.
3.10. The pattern emerging from the early VRN analysis is that the top two tiers of the Public
Health Model are unlikely to generate long term changes in the pattern of behaviour and the
bottom two tiers are insufficiently developed to build long term community resilience. There
are some very promising initiatives in the bottom two tiers, including the development of
Local Area Co-ordinators in the county, street based youth work, and the generic
vulnerability checks undertaken by fire officers. Whilst these sorts of initiative will
undoubtedly have some positive impact, they clearly have not contained the growing levels
of serious violence as highlighted in the analysis presented to the Board on 6 September
2019.
4.

A Different Perspective on the Public Health Model

4.1. We tend to address harmful behaviours individually as though each one has unique drivers
and perpetrators and victims. But the reality is that certain communities tend to exhibit
patterns of multiple deprivation resulting in a myriad of harmful behaviours. Recent analyses
of Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) demonstrate that higher levels of trauma in early
life are very closely correlated with a range of negative behavioural outcomes. At the same
time it implies that making an impact on one behaviour, could have a wider impact on other
harmful behaviours. This generic impact is highlight in the diagram below.
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4.2. However, the ACE analysis also suggests that patterns of harmful behaviour have a long
gestation period and are established over many years. Essentially the behaviour is a
“symptom” of long term deprivation. This makes the behaviours very difficult to change once
they are entrenched. All the indications are that investing early in building resilience to the
causes of the behaviour in the first place is a more profitable route to pursue; therefore
investing in tiers 1 and 2 of the public health model.
4.3. Investing in the lower tiers of the Public Health Model has the added advantage of being nonbehaviour specific. If we build resilience to one form of harmful behaviour we are likely to
build resilience to them all. In this sense the Public Health Model is more like a Toblerone
than a triangle as depicted in the diagram below.
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4.4. On this basis we could establish a model wherein the lower tiers are seen as generic and
developed collaboratively across public service agencies, whereas the higher two tiers are
targeted more specifically at individual behaviours as indicated in the diagram above. This
approach can build upon existing initiatives across LLR, some of which have been mapped
by the VRN work. The approach would also enable a much higher level of collaboration
across public services than has been possible to achieve hitherto.
4.5. At present, insofar as we develop initiatives at the lower tiers, some of them are developed to
address specific behaviours rather than building wider resilience in our young people and
local communities. For instance many violence reduction units outside of LLR are targeting
schools and local communities to promote messages in relation to knife crime/serious
violence. If we adopted this behaviour-specific approach for each of the harmful behaviours
we want to focus on, the schools and communities would be inundated and there would be a
risk of conflicting messages resulting in confusion. The proposed approach is more generic,
developing some core messages to promote and build a wider level of overarching resilience
to a range of harmful behaviours. Reassuringly this is the approach adopted by
Leicestershire County Council via their successful Youth Endowment Award programme to
be delivered in schools by Barnardo’s.
4.6. The diagram below is drawn from the preliminary VRN mapping and gives an indication of
the sorts of existing resources that are available in local communities at tiers 1 and 2 (no
distinction is made between those tiers in the diagram). Clearly the community itself is the
source of many other resources to enable resilience building.
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5.

A Worked Example – Mental Health

5.1. The proposed methodology has already been tested via some work already undertaken in
the area of mental health. Mental health issues are referred to in the Police and Crime Plan
as an area of vulnerability that generates very reactive work for the police and other
agencies, without delivering long term benefits.
5.2. The Proactive Vulnerability Engagement Team (PAVE) was established via the OPCC’s
Strategic Partnership Development Fund (SPDF) to develop an enhanced response to
frequent callers to emergency services with complex issues of vulnerability. As part of the
recent review the scope and remit of PAVE was considered alongside the services offered by
Leicestershire Partnership Trust and by Primary Care services and other organisations to
support this cohort of people. What has emerged is a proposed holistic approach to these
individuals that draws on services and support at all levels of the Public Health Model. The
proposals will be considered at a special leaders’ event on 25 November and is described
more fully in a separate paper to this meeting of the SPB.
5.3. However, the key ingredients are that a key behaviour was identified – low level mental
health generated demand for emergency services; a collaborative analysis was undertaken
and an inter-agency strategy developed to address the behaviour. This is the approach
proposed for other behaviours that have yet to be defined.
6.

Alignment with Health

6.1. The worked example described above, and other complex behaviours that the Prevention
Board is likely to address, are bound to have a health component. The solutions identified
will only be effective if they align with the strategic initiatives of the Clinical Commissioning
Groups (CCGs) and local health providers.
6.2. In order to promote this alignment it is proposed to take this paper to the Health and WellBeing Boards that cover Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland (LLR) and to align work
between the SPB sponsored Prevention Board and the Unified Prevention Board that is
building a similar health-based preventive approach across Leicestershire, and any
equivalent forums in other jurisdictions across LLR.
6.3. Taking this a step further there will always be considerable overlap between the issues
addressed by SPB and those taken forward by Health and Well-Being Boards. Bearing this in
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mind it is proposed to establish an annual joint forum, wherein overlapping issues are
identified and considered. The proposal for this will be developed more fully and brought
before a future meeting of the SPB.
7.

Alignment with Place

7.1. The diagram in 4.6 above demonstrates that there is already quite a lot of activity going on in
tiers 0 and 1, but this varies considerably by place. Many of the programmes referred to in
4.6 are commissioned by Leicestershire County Council, which may partly reflect the
knowledge base of the person who did the preliminary VRN mapping – but it may also
demonstrate that there is variation in provision between upper tier local authority areas.
Clearly there may also be variations between lower tier authorities, but that is more difficult to
map at this stage because of the resources available for mapping and because of the
overlapping provision offered by Leicestershire.
7.2. Nevertheless the Board does need to understand the variations in provision by place in order
to know where to target services and stimulate community resources, including the
deployment of a revised People Zone methodology. The proposal is for the Board to develop
its own expectations of what is required at tiers 0 and 1 in order to facilitate the prevention of
harmful behaviours, and to put in place arrangements to review and monitor this. In the first
place the review and monitoring can be undertaken at upper tier level.
8.

Alignment with the VRN

8.1. The methodology described for the Prevention Board entirely accords with the approach
adopted by the VRN. In essence violence is one of the harmful behaviours that the
Prevention Board will be concerned with. The work that the VRN undertakes to enhance tiers
1 and 2 of the Public Health Model across LLR will provide immediate benefits to the VRN
and any work that the Prevention Board commissions to address other harmful behaviours
will have similar synergistic effects.
8.2. Bearing this in mind the VRN and the Prevention Board need to work particularly closely and
need to align their programmes. Wherever possible agencies will ensure that membership of
the Boards is held in the same person. Over the longer term it may be that the two Boards
are brought together as one, but in the short term, the funding requires the VRN to be a
separate Board and its pioneering development probably requires dedicated commitment
from each agency. This will be reviewed over time.
9.

Implications for the Prevention Board

9.1. Translating this into the development of a multi-agency Prevention Board the remit of that
Board would be to do the following:
9.2. Identify the harmful behaviours that it chooses to prioritise. This exercise will be undertaken
in collaboration with initiatives in the health world, such as via the Unified Prevention Board
and the Health and Well-Being Boards as well as taking account of the emerging
developments in Primary Care Networks.
9.3. Review existing preventive work undertaken at Tiers 2 and 3 for each of the prioritised
harmful behaviours, leading to recommendations for change and the preparation of a multiagency strategy to enhance the achievement of preventive initiatives.
9.4. Build a self-assessment toolkit for individual agencies to enhance the quality of their work on
prevention. This will include the testing of the toolkit with individual agencies to ensure its
efficacy.
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9.5. Map and co-ordinate initiatives to build Tiers 1 and 2 of the Public Health Model. This will be
done across LLR identifying gaps either geographically or in specific elements of the
preventive model, with an emphasis on generic initiatives that are not specific to individual
behaviours. .
9.6. Identify specific geographical communities where resilience is particularly low and undertake
work to enhance the resilience of those communities using the revised methodology for
People Zones, which is attached at Annex B.
9.7. This approach will complement the work being undertaken by the Violence Reduction
Network, which is currently engaged in each of the activities identified above, albeit focussed
on serious violence.
9.8. A proposed Terms of Reference for the Prevention Board is attached at Annex A.
10.

Recommendation

10.1. The Board is asked to agree to the establishment of the Prevention Board to replace the
People and Place Board, in line with the Terms of Reference contained in Annex A.
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Annex A: Terms of Reference for the Prevention Board
The Prevention Board: Terms of Reference
1.

Purpose

1.1.

The primary purpose of the Prevention Board is to develop strategies to prevent harmful
behaviours by deploying the Public Health Model.

1.2.

The Public Health Model adopted by the Prevention Board is presented in the diagram
below

1.3.

Harmful behaviours are defined as any behaviour which undermines the safety and wellbeing of the whole community of LLR or of specific communities within LLR. There is also
an expectation that the harmful behaviours to be addressed by the Prevention Board will
demonstrate high levels of complexity, requiring inputs from a range of agencies. Harmful
behaviours which fall within the remit of single agency would not normally be addressed by
the Prevention Board.

1.4.

However, the Board will define the behaviour it is addressing as specifically as possible.
For instance, crime is a behaviour, but it is not a single behaviour: it takes myriad different
forms requiring a multiplicity of responses. However, domestic violence is a sub-group of
crime, enabling more detailed analysis of the patterns and causes in order to develop
effective preventive strategies. More specifically the Board could focus on specific types of
domestic violence, or even domestic violence within specific communities.

1.5.

Whatever behaviours the Prevention Board chooses to address, its aim is to minimise the
expression of each behaviour, albeit recognising that the positive changes may be realised
over a long time period.

2.

Approach

2.1.

As mentioned above, the Prevention Board will deploy the Public Health Model in
addressing the targeted behaviours. More specifically this means the following:

2.2.

A recognition that the targeted behaviour is usually a symptom of more long term causes
and that the aim of the Board is to understand and address the long term causes, whilst
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also deploying strategies to minimise the expression of the behaviour in the short term.
2.3.

In order to understand the causes the Board will have to analyse the behaviour in detail and
draw conclusions from the data. This requires the Board to have an analytical capability at
its disposal and it is assumed that each agency will contribute its own data to achieve that
analysis.

2.4.

In order to identify the targeted behaviours, the Board will maintain an issues log, which all
members will contribute to. This will record the behaviours that members consider cause
the most significant harm to the community (or specific communities) of LLR. The issues in
the log will be reviewed in order to prioritise the targeted behaviours.

2.5.

The key output of each targeted behaviour will be an inter-agency strategy to minimise the
future expression of the behaviour. As a minimum the strategy will identify the required
inputs at each tier of the Public Health Model, specifying any particular communities
(geographic or non-geographic) where additional inputs are required.

2.6.

The strategy will also identify any policy enablers that can be introduced and the anticipated
alignment with other local and national strategies. The strategy will also clarify how it will
monitor the behaviour over time.

2.7.

Insofar as the strategy requires significant deployment of multi-agency resource and/or
significant changes in multi-agency policy then the strategy will reported to the SPB for
approval and may be monitored and reported at SPB level.

2.8.

The Board may choose to develop enablers in order to achieve generic reductions in
harmful behaviours, without focussing on a specific behaviour as described above. For
instance, the Board may choose to invest in the development of community leadership
skills, recognising that community leadership will facilitate the achievement of the Public
Health Model.

2.9.

Community leadership will also facilitate the sort of local intelligence that will enable the
Board to focus on behaviours that are relevant to local communities. In this respect it would
be helpful to have input from relevant community leaders on the Board.

2.10. Similarly the Board may recognise that its success is highly dependent on the achievement
of a multi-agency data analytical capability, supported by effective data sharing
arrangements. This may be difficult to achieve without investment.
2.11. Bearing in mind the potential for investment, the Board may also choose to develop a
capability for accessing funding opportunities.
2.12. Finally, the Board will also require a horizon scanning capability in order to be aware of key
developments in effective practice, new initiatives at national or local level, national and
local strategies and patterns of change in harmful behaviours at a national and local level.
3.

Schedule

3.1.

The Board’s initial schedule of development will be:

3.2.

Establish membership and meeting arrangements

3.3.

Establish processes for collecting and monitoring issues

3.4.

Agree minimum dataset for monitoring patterns of harmful behaviour, this will include the
reporting of issues from local communities
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3.5.

Agree arrangements for horizon scanning

3.6.

Identify harmful behaviours to focus on

3.7.

Analyse and develop multi agency strategies for harmful behaviour(s)

3.8.

Monitor and review ongoing patterns of harmful behaviour

4.

Membership

4.1.

Upper Tier Local Authorities
4.1.1. Public Health
4.1.2. Social Care

4.2.

Police – strategic lead for Prevention/Neighbourhood Policing

4.3.

OPCC – chief executive

4.4.

Lower Tier Local Authorities – strategic lead for community safety

4.5.

Representative from Public Health England

4.6.

Representative from Clinical Commissioning Groups

4.7.

Representative from University Hospitals Leicester

4.8.

Representative from Leicestershire Partnerships Trust

4.9.

Representative from EMAS
The representatives from health will ensure that the work of the Prevention Board is
informed by developments within each of the organisations described above, as well as the
Health & Well-Being Boards across LLR and the Unified Prevention Board in Leicestershire.
Representatives will also be familiar with the development of Primary Care Networks and
the Mental Health Partnership Delivery Programme Board. Representatives will also ensure
that the work of those organisations and partnerships is informed by the work of the
Prevention Board.

4.10. Fire – strategic lead for community safety
4.11. Probation – strategic lead for community safety
4.12. VCSE representative(s)
4.13. Academic representative(s)
4.14. Community leaders
4.15. Academic bodies
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Annex B: Summary of Revised Operating Model for People Zones
Changes to People Zone Methodology
1.

Background

1.1.

The People Zones’ methodology was launched in 2018 to support the work of the SPB. It
has operated in three communities across LLR.

1.2.

An evaluation is currently taking place and will be reported back to the Prevention Board, if
the SPB agrees to establish it. An evaluation methodology has been prepared by
Loughborough University.

1.3.

A revised operating model has been developed by an independent body (Process
Evolution) drawing on the feedback from participants. However, the revised model was
developed prior to introduction of the Violence Reduction Network and the broad
acceptance of the Public Health Model as the approach to adopt.

2.

Learning

2.1.

The concept of the People Zones has been wholly supported and still aligns very well with
the key strategic drivers around which it was established.

2.2.

Community leadership has been strong in two of the three People Zones and the initiative
has had a positive impact in embedding and enhancing that leadership.

2.3.

The initiative has stimulated activities at the local level including the ability to leverage
funding in support of work in schools, drug treatment and other local services.

2.4.

The initiative has stimulated commitment from the sporting bodies across LLR, with a range
of sporting activities undertaken in each zone to engage young people.

2.5.

The initiative has had a positive impact in promoting more collaborative working across
agencies at the PZ level.

2.6.

The initiative has built a creative relationship with the Community Payback scheme
delivered by the Community Rehabilitation Company, wherein local people/agencies can
identify sought after environmental improvements that can be addressed by Community
Payback.

2.7.

Despite these and other positive benefits there are areas that require further development
as follows:

2.8.

The People Zone initiative was intended to be cost neutral. This has been hard to realise in
practice and has put pressure on three organisations in particular to maintain the work: the
OPCC; the relevant local authorities; and the police. From the perspective of the OPCC
three individuals within the office have taken responsibility for delivering the OPCC
commitment to each PZ, on top of their other duties. This has been very difficult to sustain
for a small organisation, particularly as staffing changes and new commitments, such as the
VRN, have occurred.

2.9.

The methodology for defining the target behaviour has been unclear and the target
behaviours have arguably been too broad. This reflects the fact that the particular areas
were chosen because of the high levels of multiple deprivation that were evident in those
communities. Bearing this in mind it has been difficult to focus on a single behaviour as
there are so many issues to address, but without focussing on a single behaviour it is hard
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to demonstrate progress.
2.10. Although some agencies have made a strong commitment to the approach, others have
more reserved, leaving gaps in the effective deployment of services.
2.11. Community leadership has been very limited in one of the PZs and is still developing in the
others. Community leadership is clearly a key element of the model, but requires greater
stimulation at the start of a PZ in order to be effective.
3.

Proposed Developments

3.1.

The fundamental proposal is that the PZ methodology is enhanced to provide a tool for the
Prevention Board to deploy in particular geographic communities (at present the PZ
methodology is not adapted for non-geographic communities, although this could be a
future development) in line with the Prevention Board approach described above.
Specifically this means that the Board will analyse a harmful behaviour and in doing so will
identify any particular geographic communities wherein the harmful behaviour is especially
prevalent. As part of its strategy for addressing the behaviour the Board will commission a
PZ in a specified community or communities.

3.2.

In order to do this the current revision of the operating model will be completed to achieve
the following:

3.3.

A more robust process for agreeing agency and community commitment at the outset of
establishing a PZ, with the expectation that the PZ will only go ahead once the commitment
is achieved.

3.4.

A more robust process for defining roles within the PZ, particularly focussing on a lead role
for agencies, a lead role for the community and a co-ordinator role. The expectation is that a
co-ordinator will be a funded position.

3.5.

The development of a practical toolkit that can be used by community leaders and agencies
at the local level. This is currently underway, building on the initial toolkit that was prepared.

3.6.

Adoption of the Public Health Model as part of the operating model. This will enable the
local delivery team to focus on the management and rehabilitation of individuals exhibiting a
very specific harmful behaviour at the top end of the model, whilst building more generic
community resilience at the bottom end.
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