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Executive summary 

About Kent and Medway’s VRU 

Violence Reduction Units were established in 2019 by the Home Office with the 
task of shifting towards prevention of violence using a whole-system, multi-
agency approach that is place-based and incorporates public health principles:1 

 

This is supplemented by wider Home Office guidance and advice for VRUs. 

Kent and Medway VRU was established in 2019, covering 12 local authority 
districts and Medway Unitary Authority. It focuses on violence involving young 
people aged 10-24, something that several other VRUs also identified as their 
scope initially.2 It has also co-ordinated the area’s Serious Violence Duty since 
2022 when the Duty was introduced. 

The VRU team is seconded from Kent County Council and Kent Police. At the 
time of this evaluation activity, it comprised two co-directors, two data analysts, 
and five co-ordinators each covering several localities in Kent and Medway.3 

 

1  Home Office (2020). VRU Interim Guidance. 

2 Home Office (2020). Process evaluation of the Violence Reduction Units 

3 Since the evaluation period and into a new year of funding (the 2025-26 financial year), the VRU set-up has 
evolved slightly. 
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The VRU is funded until March 2026, beyond which point further funding and 
sustainability are undetermined. No future plans have yet been made locally or 
announced by the Home Office.  

About this evaluation support 

Cordis Bright were commissioned by Kent and Medway VRU to explore and 
demonstrate the impact of the VRU and to gather learning to inform future work 
to tackle serious violence in Kent and Medway.  

We used a mixed method, iterative approach to develop and then interrogate a 
picture of how the VRU has contributed to impact. Methods included review of 
key documents and data, as well as consulting and then sense testing and 
improving findings with VRU and wider system stakeholders.  

Findings may support future planning by helping local stakeholders to consider 
the VRU’s role within the local system.  

The VRU’s delivery 

The VRU has delivered activities in line with the Home Office requirements, 
taking a public health approach to tackling violence, delivering: 

 

The VRU’s strength lies in the synergy that it finds between these work strands. It 
is also strengthened by a core team of professionals with knowledge, experience, 
and relationships in the local system, led by co-directors seconded from the 
Police and Kent County Council and analysts with access to Police data. 

It has delivered a range of activities over its lifespan, driven by an annually 
refreshed strategy that is co-developed with strategic partners and based on 
strategic needs assessment. 

The VRU’s approach builds in evidence on effective and promising practice but 
also has trialled new or adapted approaches for the area and evolved its activities 
in a culture of continuous learning. 
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Impacts and the VRU’s contribution 

Qualitative consultation suggests that Kent and Medway VRU has contributed to 
multiple positive impacts for the system and young people.  

 

Continuing to explore and fund evaluation, and in particular strengthening the 
quantitative evidence base for the interventions strand, is a goal going forward. 
This will further add to the evidence base, provide reassurance that interventions 
are delivering positive outcomes for the young people who take part, and enable 
the VRU to better demonstrate impact to partners locally.  

Learning for the future 

The VRU has become a valued part of the Kent and Medway system and 
contributed to positive progress in improving responses to violence, through 
working in ways partners find effective and incorporating several pillars of a 
public health approach to violence in their process.  

Across these, they have embedded a culture of learning and adaptation and have 
capitalised on synergies between different activities and work strands. Several 
supporting factors and enablers have played a role, which provide useful learning 
for future delivery and similar efforts elsewhere. 
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The goals that the VRU is working towards align well with partners’ goals and 
some efforts already happening in the system. Stakeholders were not always 
well-sighted on all aspects of the VRU’s work but agreed that it was addressing a 
gap and strongly valued what it brings to the system: a clear remit to address 
violence amongst under-25-year-olds, and the focus on prevention and early 
intervention which can fall by the wayside for stretched statutory organisations. It 
is also helping to strengthen partnership working and data-sharing and analysis 
in the system, building the case for this way of working and demonstrating public 
health principles. 

Since the consultation, continuation funding for another year of the VRU has 
been confirmed, to March 2026. The VRU should further strengthen awareness 
about its work and impact throughout the system, to keep building on progress 
made so far and embed its approach even more deeply. It should also continue 
to gather and share learning from its successes, which will be useful to violence 
reduction efforts in other contexts. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 About Violence Reduction Units 

Violence Reduction Units were established in 2019 by the Home Office, 
stemming from the 2018 Serious Violence Strategy.4 The Strategy emphasised a 
step change in thinking and responding to violence, through a shift towards 
prevention using a whole-system, multi-agency approach that is place-based and 
incorporates public health principles.5 Key features of this approach are:6 

 

VRUs have been established in 20 Police Force Areas worst affected by serious 
violence. They were tasked with using the above principles to tackle the root 
causes of violence and to lead and co-ordinate a preventative, whole-system 
approach that reflects the needs of the local area but includes four key strands:7 

1. multi-agency working8 
2. data sharing and analysis 
3. engaging young people and communities 
4. commissioning (and delivering) evidence-based interventions. 

 

4 HM Government (2018). Serious Violence Strategy. 

5 Public Health England (2019). A whole-system multi-agency approach to serious violence prevention. 

6 Home Office (2020). VRU Interim Guidance. 

7 Home Office (2023). Violence Reduction Units year ending March 2023 evaluation report. 

8 Including police, local government, health, education, community leaders and other key partners. 
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1.2 Kent and Medway Violence Reduction Unit 

Kent and Medway VRU was established in 2019 and has been delivering the 
area’s whole system approach to violence since then. It covers 12 local authority 
districts and Medway Unitary Authority: 

Figure 1: Kent and Medway footprint 

 

Source: Kent County Council: Kent geography 

Since its introduction in 2022, the Kent and Medway VRU has been the home of 
the area’s Serious Violence Duty,9 adapting its annual SNA to meet the Duty’s 
requirements and using its board to co-ordinate the Serious Violence Strategy.10 

1.3 About this evaluation support 

Cordis Bright were commissioned by Kent and Medway VRU to explore and 
demonstrate the impact of the VRU and to gather learning to inform future work 
to tackle serious violence in Kent and Medway. We used a mixed method, 
iterative approach (summarised in Figure 2 below), working closely with Kent and 
Medway VRU throughout. We triangulated evidence via a range of sources to 
develop and then interrogate a picture of how the VRU has contributed to impact. 

 

9 The Serious Violence Duty places a statutory requirement on specified statutory authorities to work together to 
plan to prevent and reduce serious violence including delivering a Serious Violence Strategy. Source: Home 
Office (2022). Serious Violence Duty Statutory Guidance. 

10 Kent and Medway VRU (2024). Serious Violence Strategic Needs Assessment. Executive Summary 
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Figure 2: Evaluation support methodology 

 

Contribution analysis 

We used a contribution analysis approach to help address some of the 
limitations of evaluation in a complex system such as Kent and Medway. It is 
grounded in a realist evaluation methodology, acknowledging the ‘messiness’ 
of working to affect issues like violence via a multi-pronged approach given 
the number of factors that play a role. It explores contribution, rather than 
direct cause-and-effect, using data to constantly interrogate and evidence a 
contribution narrative of what changes the VRU has supported and how.11 12 

 

11 HM Treasury (2020). Magenta Book Annex A. Analytical methods for use within an evaluation. 

12 Mayne, J. (2008). Contribution analysis: An approach to exploring causes and effect. ILAC Brief 16. 
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2 Kent and Medway VRU’s approach 

2.1 Governance and team structure 

The VRU is made up of a core team. At the time of this evaluation activity, it 
comprised two directors, two data analysts, and five co-ordinators. Figure 3 
summarises the team structure and the key wider partners that each team 
member connects with. 13  

The VRU Serious Violence Prevention Partnership Board, formed at the outset of 
the VRU, comprises key strategic partners and is chaired by a representative 
from the Police and Crime Commissioner. It is responsible for oversight of the 
VRU’s activities, monitoring of its performance, and sign-off of its annual strategy. 

Figure 3: Kent and Medway VRU team structure 

 

VRU staff are seconded from Kent County Council (from a range of teams) and 
the police, bringing experience of the local system and relationships with key 
partners. Analysts also bring access to information held by partners – and 
especially the police – to support the work of the VRU. 

 

13 Since the evaluation period and into a new year of funding (the 2025-26 financial year), the VRU set-up has 
evolved slightly. 
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2.2 Development of approach 

Kent and Medway VRU’s approach is led by the key requirements and principles 
of VRUs (see Section 1.1). It also builds in evidence of effective or promising 
practice by drawing on the Youth Endowment Fund (YEF) Toolkit, particularly in 
its funded interventions.14 

The VRU began with a series of workshops with key strategic partners to develop 
and agree priority areas of focus. They discussed the VRU’s place in the system 
alongside other initiatives to tackle violence, particularly Grip funding for serious 
violence policing,15 and locally-led work such as Kent Police’s Gangs Strategy 
and Team, and Child Centred Policing Team (CCPT). 

Glossary of technical terms and VRU activities and interventions 

The glossary at the end of this report contains definitions of teams (e.g. 
CCPT), technical terms and initiatives and VRU activities and interventions. 

Each year a new strategy is developed based on a Strategic Needs Assessment 
(SNA) and signed off by the board. Common themes for the VRU have been 
knife-enabled violent crime amongst young people, after-school and early 
evening hours as key windows of risk, and hotspots for both crime and 
deprivation.  

The VRU takes an approach which foregrounds adaptation and innovation. This 
entails trialling ways of working and interventions and initiatives that are new to 
the area, including some that are developed collaboratively with wider partners 
based on their ideas or insights. The VRU also adapts to continuous learning via: 

• feedback from the providers and participants of interventions 

• feedback from wider system partners that is funnelled upwards by co-
ordinators who are working with these partners 

• learning about the views and concerns of the community and young people, 
gathered via engagement and awareness-raising activities. 

 

 

14 See: https://youthendowmentfund.org.uk/toolkit/. Interventions and initiatives funded by Kent and Medway 
VRU that are well-recommended by the YEF Toolkit for their potential impact on violence are focussed 
deterrence, sports programmes, and A&E navigators. There are other funded initiatives which overlap 
thematically with those mentioned in the YEF Toolkit, but which may diverge in their delivery model, namely 
Social Skills training, mentoring, and bystander interventions to prevent sexual assault.   

15 This ‘provides a combination of both regular visible patrols in the streets and neighbourhoods (‘hotspot areas’) 
experiencing the highest volumes of serious violence to suppress violence and provide community reassurance, 
as well as delivering problem-oriented policing.’ See: Serious Violene: funding allocations (Home Office). 
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Funding cycles for Violence Reduction Units 

Like many VRUs, Kent and Medway has received renewed funding annually, 
rather than a multi-year funding commitment from the Home Office. This 
leads to uncertainty around future funding which impacts forward strategic 
planning and delivery – for example, introducing staff turnover due to job 
uncertainty or winding down and then recommencing interventions. That said, 
the core VRU staff team has remained relatively stable since it began. 

2.3 Aims and intended impacts 

Kent and Medway VRU’s aims align with Home Office guidance for VRUs (see 
Section 1.1) which focuses on co-ordinating and delivering prevention using a 
whole-system, multi-agency approach grounded in public health principles. To 
monitor its impact on violence, the VRU focuses on three Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) based on steer from the Home Office: 

1. hospital presentations and admissions for assaults with a knife or sharp 
object amongst those victims aged under 25 

2. knife-enabled serious violence against victims under 25 
3. non-domestic homicides, especially against victims under 25 involving knives. 

The VRU also monitors an indicator of serious violence developed and agreed by 
the board, covering a wider range of crimes in which the victim or suspect is 
under-25 – see Section 3.2 for a full description of the data included in this 
indicator. 

Timescales of intended impacts 

Any organisational and behavioural change of this scale can take 
considerable time to fully embed and have an impact. - VRU Interim Guidance 

Preventative, public health, and system-focussed approaches are expected 
to need longer timescales to embed, take effect, and shift population-level 
outcomes relative to smaller scale and less complex interventions.  

This is an important consideration for any VRU evaluation. We can track 
implementation and explore ‘leading indicators’ that show early progress 
towards some longer-term outcomes, but the full impact of VRUs will take a 
longer timeframe to become clear than typical funding or evaluation cycles 
allow. This is particularly true for preventing violence, changing how systems 
used data, and embedding multi-agency working. 

2.4 Use of evidence, monitoring, and evaluation 

The VRU compiles quarterly monitoring returns to the Home Office tracking 
activities delivered, numbers of professionals and young people engaged, and 
reflections on progress and key successes and challenges. VRU analysts provide 
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advice and guidance to commissioned delivery partners to improve monitoring 
and evaluation, and at times smaller-scale evaluations are commissioned. 

2.5 Key activities and intended outcomes 

Overleaf, a map of the VRU’s activities and their intended outcomes and impacts 
summarises the various strands of the VRU’s work and shows how they intersect.
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Figure 4: VRU activities and intended impacts. Interactive online version here: https://kumu.io/CordisBright/kent-and-medway-vru-overview-of-activities-and-intended-outcomes  
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3 Impacts and the contribution of Kent and 
Medway VRU 

3.1 Overview 

There was evidence of contribution from Kent and Medway VRU to several 
positive impacts for the system, professionals with a role to play in tackling 
violence, and young people and communities. Many of these impacts result from 
synergies between different VRU activities which interact and reinforce one 
another. 

 

3.2 Violence levels 

This section provides the most recent data on the VRU’s key intended outcomes, 
drawn from the Quarter 4 Performance Report from 2024-25, which is produced 
each quarter and shared with the Board and Home Office. It covers: 

• Hospital presentations and admissions for assaults with a knife or sharp object 
amongst those victims aged under 25. 

• Knife-enabled serious violence against victims under 25. 

• Non-domestic homicides, especially against victims under 25 involving knives. 
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• VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime. This includes a range of violent crimes16 
in which the victim or suspect is under-25, excluding domestic abuse or (if this 
information is known) cases in which the victim and suspect are family, share 
a residence, or one is the other’s carer. 

3.2.1 Key trends 

Data across various indicators for serious violence show a reduction over time. 
This indicates that the VRU may be playing a positive role in reducing serious 
violence in Kent and Medway. More detailed analysis of the different serious 
violence indicators is given below in Section 3.2.2. 

For most indicators, the data covers the two most recent 12-month periods (i.e. 
24 months in total), limiting the conclusions that can be drawn about the VRU’s 
full influence as the VRU began in 2019. It is also challenging to fully assess the 
role of the VRU without pre-2019 comparison data, data about perpetrators and 
their ages, or information about other local initiatives which might also be 
contributing to violence reduction. 

However, data is available for a slightly longer timeframe for VRU-defined 
Serious Violent Crime which covers the period from 2019 and indicates a positive 
influence from the VRU. It shows that year-on-year, VRU-defined Serious Violent 
Crime has reduced steadily since 2022, and remains lower than peak levels in 
2019. 2020 and 2021 are anomalies to the trend which likely reflects the impact 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Indicators which show a breakdown between over- and under-25 year old 
victims,17 indicate that the reduction in serious violence is evident amongst the 
VRU’s target cohort of under-25 year olds, with this being the most pronounced 
for knife-enabled serious violent offences.  

Where month-by-month data is available (for knife-enabled serious violence and 
VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime), it shows high levels of monthly fluctuation, 
but a year-on-year reduction is still evident for the most recent year. 

3.2.2 Data by indicator 

VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime 

Figure 5 presents VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime figures for each year 
(including breakdown by quarters) from January 2019 to April 2025. It shows a 
year-on-year decrease from 2022 to 2024, and data from the first quarter of 2025 
compared with that of the three previous years indicates continuation of the trend 

 

16 The crimes included are: murder, manslaughter, attempted murder, causing or allowing death or serious 
physical harm to a child, assault with intent to cause serious harm, endangering life, assault with injury, racially 
or religiously aggravated assault with injury, possession of weapons, trafficking drugs (Class A supply only), 
public order offences (riot, violent disorder, or affray), robbery, rape, and knife, firearm, or corrosive crime. 

17 Non-domestic homicide figures where the victim was under 25, are not presented due to very small figures 
which risk anonymity. 
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in 2025. Figures have also reduced since a peak in 2019. There was a noticeable 
dip in 2020 followed by an increase in 2021 and 2022, likely indicating the impact 
of the COVID-19 pandemic and associated lockdowns followed by their gradual 
easing. 

Figure 5: VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime figures for January 2019 to April 2025, by quarter 
(quarters are progressively lighter-shaded later in the financial year, i.e. the darkest show quarter 1) 

 

Month-by-month data, shown in Figure 6, indicate high levels of monthly 
fluctuation with rates often lower at the beginning and end of the calendar year.  

Figure 6: VRU-defined Serious Violent Crime figures for January 2019 to April 2025, by month 
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Knife-enabled serious violence 

Figure 7 shows month-by-month numbers of victims of knife-enabled serious 
violence, covering the period from May 2023 to April 2025.18  

For the most recent 12 months with available data (May 2024-April 2025), there 
were 10.8% fewer (equivalent to 109 offences) knife-enabled serious violence 
offences than the preceding 12 months for all victim ages. The reduction over the 
same period was larger for victims under the age of 18, where there were 33.3% 
(equivalent to 65 offences) fewer than the previous 12 months. For those victims 
aged 18-24, there was a decrease of 13.4% (equivalent to 25 offences). 

Figure 7: Monthly knife enabled serious violence offences from May 2023 to April 2025, by age 
group of victim 

 

Non-domestic homicides 

In the 12 months ending April 2025, non-domestic homicides of victims of all 
ages decreased by three compared to the previous 12 months, from 10 down to 
seven. Figures for victims aged 25 and under have not been reported due to low 
numbers risking the confidentiality of individuals involved.  

 

18 Data obtained from Kent Police.   
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Hospital admissions for assaults with a knife or sharp object 

Admissions for sharp object related assaults19 are available as a monthly 
average. There was a reduction in the monthly average for the 12 months up to 
and including February 2025 compared with the previous 12 months, both for 
victims under and over 25 years old. 

Figure 8: Rolling monthly average for the most recent 12 months with available data compared with 
the previous 12 months, for hospital admissions for assaults with a knife or sharp object 

Age group 12 months to February 
2025 

Previous 12 months 

All ages 3.50 5.58 

Under 25-year-olds 1.50 1.91 

 

3.3 Greater focus and clarity on addressing violence and its drivers 

The VRU has strengthened the foundations of the system’s approach to 
violence and tightened the partners’ network.  

3.3.1 More partners involved in co-ordinated efforts to tackle violence 

The VRU has helped to increase the engagement of key partners in violence 
reduction approaches via efforts at strategic and operational levels to bring in 
partners to a collectively ‘owned’ approach to violence prevention and reduction 
specifically, and to build up shared accountability.  

In practice: Bringing in and aligning wider partners with the VRU 

At a strategic level, the VRU has worked to integrate with existing initiatives, 
strategies, and partners to avoid silos or duplication (see Section 2.2). For 
example, when developing focussed deterrence (see Section 3.5), they 
agreed with the police the distinct target groups for the police’s Gangs work 
versus the VRU’s focussed deterrence of Young Street Groups (YSG).20  

The VRU Board maintains joint oversight and accountability through the 
board which includes the Police and Crime Commissioner’s Office, Kent 
Police, National Probation Service, local authorities (with services 
represented including Children’s Services, People and Places, Public Health, 

 

19  Data obtained from NHS Kent and Medway (Faster SUS Data – Admitted Patient Care), recent months can 
fluctuate in volume.   

20 Groups of young people who are identified as at-risk of developing into a gang or being involved in violence. 
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and Community Safety), NHS Kent and Medway, Kent Fire and Rescue 
Service, and Kent, Surrey and Sussex HM Prisons. 

Operationally, the VRU team have drawn together relevant partners by 
establishing presence within a range of multi-agency forums and teams, such 
as Community Safety Partnerships, Youth Offending Teams, child and adult 
safeguarding meetings, and Integrated Offender Management. In these 
forums they build awareness of the VRU, provide a link with strategy, and 
drive closer multi-agency working around issues relevant to violence.  

Although there is wider work to tackle violence and its drivers in the local system, 
stakeholders agreed that the VRU has played a key role in progressing and 
unifying this work. As a result, the approach to violence is more co-ordinated 
than it otherwise might have been. By designing the VRU’s annual strategy from 
a SNA for Kent and Medway as a whole (plus input from the different partners on 
the board) the VRU’s approach is aimed at priorities for the whole area and 
accounts for existing initiatives and strategies. 

Albeit we have that statutory duty around violence, [the VRU are] a 
kind of parent organisation that is really focussed, where they drive 
the local forums and initiatives with an overwatch for the area. Where 
the VRU has been really good is beating that drum so we’re all kind of 
there.  

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on community safety 

3.3.2 Supporting a shift in the approach to violence  

The VRU has supported a shift in how violence is understood and tackled. 
Stakeholders value this because they feel it gives the system a chance at 
‘getting ahead’ of violence as opposed to primarily responding to its impact 
after it has happened. 

We’ve gone 180 in our relationship. Now, we are in constant contact 
about young people, and I can really see the importance of that 
preventative focus. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

This reflects the public health principles which underpin the VRU model, 
something that was valued by the wider system because of the range of factors 
that influence violence – for example, education, deprivation, housing, the 
nighttime economy.  

Those working in the system shared a concern that the nature and extent of 
serious violence amongst young people looks different to how it did in the 
past (e.g. via county lines and exploitation), a key reason the VRU’s work feels 
necessary. 

That gang culture, weapon culture, violent, drug, exploitation culture. 
[These issues] weren’t as prevalent in communities of young people 
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[in the past], so the VRU has adapted to what is a changing society 
as well. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

Similarly, there is a growing body of evidence about risk and protective factors, 
and ‘what works’ to prevent violence, which the VRU can consolidate, share, and 
embed as a central driving point of the system’s violence reduction efforts. 

This grounding has made the VRU Board the natural home for co-ordinating 
the main Serious Violence Duty response in Kent and Medway, via which it 
has identified key priorities agreed by partners such as Violence Against Women 
and Girls (VAWG) and feelings of safety. Whilst it was not within the main scope 
for this evaluation support, stakeholders agreed that this set-up works well.  

3.4 Better data-led picture of violence and associated risks amongst 
professionals with a role to play, opening the door for different ways of 
responding 

The VRU has prioritised investment in a data-led approach as a 
foundational principle of its work. Data underpins its activities strategically and 
operationally and is key in creating synergy between the different activity strands.  

3.4.1 Better picture of violence and its drivers 

The VRU has increased data-sharing and analysis, which enables different 
ways of working and is valuable in and of itself for the stakeholders consulted.  

Stronger data sharing – more frequent, purposive, and extensive than 
previously – provides a better understanding of violence and its drivers 
amongst partners with a role to play. 

Sometimes [it involves] reading between the lines, for example when 
it’s a robbery of a bike, you can see the young people who are 
involved and through knowledge and experience you can see through 
that, if it’s something bigger. It brings that unique side that a lot of 
VRU’s aren’t always able to do, because it is time consuming. 

VRU core team member 

In practice: Data analysis and sharing by the VRU 

The VRU produces several core data outputs. They rely on the skills and 
capacity of the VRU analysts and their links to police data, a key data source 
on violence, but also bring different partners’ data. The key outputs are: 

- SNA (annually): Data on violent crime indicating need and risk factors for 
Kent and Medway covering a three-year period, produced annually for the 
board to inform its strategy, and also useful for partners to draw on to 
produce SNAs for their own target groups or areas. 
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- Performance report (monthly): Data on KPIs for VRU Board for oversight. 

- Tactical report (monthly): A mix of data on changing indicators of need 
and risk, to inform and adapt delivery. Includes data on people, places, 
and violence levels. Cascaded into relevant multi-agency forums and 
used to drive multi-agency response by VRU co-ordinators. 

- Protect, Prevent, Prepare (PPP) reports (monthly): Identifies individuals, 
groups, and hotspots vulnerable to exploitation, YSG activity, or county 
lines activity, focusing on those not already covered by Child Protection or 
criminal investigations. Used to target focussed deterrence and flag at-
risk young people and places to relevant partners. 

- YSG mapping (ad-hoc): Once a YSG is agreed as a target for focussed 
deterrence, analysts carry out network analysis on the group to map out 
the risks and issues and inform the multi-agency response. 

- Intelligence scanning (daily): Daily scanning of police intelligence via 
analysts to identify (and then flag to co-ordinators) any incidents or 
intelligence about groups, places, or people which indicates potential risks 
or reprisal or the need for a response from multiple or individual partners. 
Analysts link new intelligence with historic police data to ‘join the dots.’ 

- Bespoke analysis (ad hoc): One-off analysis outputs as requested when 
capacity is available, e.g., a profile of VAWG for the area, or analysis of 
temporal patterns of violence in hotspot locations in after-school hours. 

Analysts present data so that partner agencies are able to use it where 
needed, e.g., breaking it down by different geographies to align with partners’ 
footprints, or by under and over-18s to align with statutory services’ needs.  

3.4.2 More data-driven delivery 

The more complete, data-based picture of violence that VRU outputs 
produce feeds into delivery of interventions, initiatives, and the multi-
agency approach to violence. 

As a result of VRU-led data-sharing and analysis, there is a more detailed and 
comprehensive picture of need, both for individual partner agencies, and for 
the area as a whole. Improvements in data sharing and use allows partners to 
better target their efforts. Examples include: 

• Overlaying different partners’ data to reveal new insights especially in 
multi-agency forums. For instance, data from an intervention provider allowed 
the CCPT to link a young person to a spate of bike thefts and identify a case 
of exploitation which changed how the team handled the case. 

• Spotlighting young people at highest risk. The PPP report has provided 
this information to the CCPT. Stakeholders shared an example of a child at 
risk of involvement in violence, who was identified to the CCPT before the age 
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of criminal responsibility and supported with developing consequential 
thinking, and then did not go on to offend. They reflected that this child would 
not have come to team's attention without VRU. 

It's invaluable. Without their resource, we would have to go back to 
the enforcement of young people. They enable us to work in a holistic 
manner. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

• SNA data has helped to demonstrate need to secure wider funding. For 
example, Maidstone Community Safety unsuccessfully applied for Safer 
Streets funding from the Home Office to tackle VAWG and anti-social 
behaviour. Then VRU data highlighted a different locality as potentially more 
eligible, and close to £700k of funding was secured. 

• Daily scanning of police data (and linking with historic police data where 
useful) has allowed Youth Justice staff to prepare better for safety 
assessments of young people when they attend court. Stakeholders 
shared that previously they would have minimal information to make a good 
assessment quickly, but data shared by the VRU about a young person’s 
history and possible needs has enabled more accurate assessments, affecting 
how the response is delivered and how personalised it can be from the start. 

A lot of times we end up having to work with children in court who we 
don’t know. We have to come up with assessment, such as ‘safe in 
community’ and ‘suitable for bail package’, in a short timeframe. The 
information from the VRU aids our ability to do that more thoroughly 
and keeps young people safer. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

• Scanning of police data has also allowed partners such as Catch-22 (providing 
intensive mentoring) to gap-fill patchy referral information to assess need. 
Previously, police referrals to Catch-22 sometimes lacked contextual and 
historical details about the young person. This incomplete referral information 
delayed support, as Catch 22 would have to request additional information 
from the police. Now, with access to wider data via the VRU, Catch-22 can 
build a more comprehensive picture of a young person’s potential support 
needs and make faster decisions. This has strengthened their triage process, 
allowing for more accurate prioritisation and timelier support for young people.  

Reflecting on how the VRU’s work on data has benefitted them, stakeholders 
strongly valued the way that it highlights places, contexts, and groups of 
concern and shows how needs and risks are distributed (and change over time).  

It helps us provide greater level of context when assessing what 
needs to be done. Sometimes you know where the problem is, but 
the data lets you know how much of a problem it really is. This is 
definitely the case with data around town centre and Grip areas, it 
was quite eye-opening. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on community safety 
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3.4.3 Stronger data-sharing practices 

There are also signs that partners are more empowered and enabled to share 
and use data across the system.  

The VRU has helped to strengthen confidence and channels for data-sharing (as 
well as sharing more data themselves). 

In practice: Strengthening data-sharing processes 

The VRU analysts have worked extensively with partners to strengthen   
data-sharing across the system. A Kent and Medway Information Sharing 
Agreement already existed between key statutory organisations, but use of 
this amongst some partners was mixed and arrangements were patchier with 
wider partners.  

The VRU analysts have made improvements by building trust, producing 
impact assessments, reinforcing the reasons for data sharing (both the legal 
basis but also emphasising the culture of joint response), and giving 
constructive feedback and advice on data quality. Co-ordinators support this 
at a more operational level, for example encouraging partners to share 
relevant data in multi-agency meetings. 

The progress on data-sharing was highly valued as a change in ‘how things are 
done’ in the area. It enables the response to be more closely informed by a 
picture of the problem. Looking to further embed this progress, the VRU has 
developed and is piloting a data-sharing platform. It is a work in progress, but 
the aim is to pool partners’ data and enable access to data and analysis with less 
time required for sharing and analysing data.  

3.5 Earlier and better-targeted intervention into at-risk groups, hotspots and 
individuals 

We provide our partners with that granular level data so they can then 
trigger a multi-agency response. 

VRU core team member 

As well as the improvements in data sharing, collation and use discussed in 
Section 3.4, the VRU also contributes resource, activities and expertise to 
improve the co-ordination of a multi-agency response to intelligence, 
especially in the form of the VRU co-ordinator roles. These two functions come 
together in practice to support earlier and better-targeted intervention meaning 
that support reaches young people at an earlier point in their (risk of) 
involvement in violence.  

This was a key standout impact of the VRU for many stakeholders we spoke to, 
for whom it represented a different way of tackling violence in the area and 
starting to ‘shift the dial’ towards prevention. 
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The co-ordination means that more relevant agencies are involved, each bringing 
different resources and ‘levers’ to pull, and partners’ efforts are more aligned and 
strategically deployed. It results in earlier intervention and a greater volume of 
risk management activity and – on some occasions – risk reduction. While 
enforcement may still play a role, this is often not the first course of action, and 
instead professionals can focus more on introducing positive diversion and 
promoting protective factors.  

3.5.1 Greater focus on intervening early at the level of groups and networks 

The VRU has driven early intervention targeted at groups at risk of 
involvement in violence. 

Focused deterrence is a key VRU initiative which intervenes earlier and at the 
level of groups and networks. Stakeholders who had taken part in or observed 
focussed deterrence highly valued it, because it tackles groups rather than 
individuals and works to prevent a potentially risky situation from escalating. They 
also appreciated the creative, adaptable approach that can look different in each 
unique case. 

The process is new here. This is slightly lower-level criminality [than 
gangs] but they are still working as a group. [It involves] trying to put 
interventions in place to prevent them from progressing into a gang. 

VRU core team member 

In practice: Focussed deterrence 

Focussed deterrence stems from the idea that ‘most serious violence is 
associated with a small group of people who are themselves very likely to be 
victims of violence, trauma, and extremely challenging circumstances.’21 It is 
a process of identifying and mapping such groups as networks, and then 
supporting them to desist or reduce risk, via a combination of: 

- Support: helping those involved access positive support. The VRU has 
typically done this via linking young people into positive diversionary 
activities; support as needed with issues often including benefits, housing 
and mental health; and employment, education, or training (EET) routes. 

- Engagement with the wider community or family to bring them on-board to 
the focussed deterrence effort and use them as messengers who want 
violence (or associated risks) to stop and those involved to be safe. 

- Deterrence: clear communication of the consequences of violence and 
swift enforcement if violence occurs, via partners such as police. 

 

21 See: https://youthendowmentfund.org.uk/toolkit/. 
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Introducing this approach to the area, the VRU developed a definition of 
YSGs eligible for focussed deterrence (working with the Police’s Gangs team 
to avoid duplication) and gathers referrals from partners and via VRU data on 
potential groups.  

Analysts then carry out network mapping on such groups to inform the 
response, which is led by co-ordinators in the relevant multi-agency forum for 
their locality (e.g. District Contextual Safeguarding Meetings or Complex 
Adolescent Harm Meetings), or if needed, ad-hoc meetings for the purpose of 
that focussed deterrence case. The co-ordinators bring in relevant wider 
partners (e.g. Transport Police) case-by-case to respond to the issues facing 
the YSG. 

Co-ordinators can use VRU funding for ‘short sharp’ activities to support 
engagement, often focussed on developing interests and positive 
diversionary uses of time, such as a gym membership, cooking training by 
people with lived experience, music sessions (see Section 3.7 for more 
details).  

The Cambridge Harm Index22 is a tool that informs the process. It is part of 
the initial analysis that helps assess eligibility and understand the YSG as it 
measures the harm taking place amongst the group (as perpetrators or 
victims), who is experiencing this harm, and helps uncover the group 
dynamics. Follow-up measurements using the Index help professionals make 
a joint decision about when to close the focussed deterrence case and 
understand what difference has been made.  

Alongside the Index, professionals also consider intelligence about the group 
and contextual information about (1) whether they are receiving appropriate 
support and (2) how well their needs can be monitored going forward by 
support services that they are in contact with or known to. Often, individuals 
with support needs remain on the VRU’s radar as they are linked into various 
partners to receive support, at times including intervention delivery partners. 

While the length of each focussed deterrence case varies, a sample of 10 
cases from recent years had an average length of 6.3 months. 

In one illustrative example, the response to a YSG taking part in antisocial 
behaviour and robbery involved a mix of actions:  

• linking to the Department of Work and Pensions to ensure correct benefits 
were in place because the crime was linked to young people providing for their 
family 

 

22 Sherman, L. et al. (2016). The Cambridge Harm Index: Measuring Total Harm from Crime Based on 
Sentencing Guidelines. Policing, Volume 10, Number 3, pp. 171–183. doi:10.1093/police/paw003 
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• working with social care to step-up support for some young people to a Child 
Protection Plan where needed 

• moving some young people out of the area for their safety 

• intervening with a landlord who was not maintaining a safe property for the 
family 

• deterrence through co-ordinating visits from professionals so that the group 
understood the enforcement consequences of continued behaviour.  

The stakeholders we consulted agreed that focussed deterrence was enabling 
an approach to needs that would unlikely happen otherwise.  

There was de-escalation and they dropped off from being seen as a 
YSG. It was fantastic. For me, it was a really good example of some 
of the co-ordination work they’ve taken quite strong leadership on. 
[This involved] linking up partners who don’t always get in the room 
together, and just the fact of sharing information and people being 
more willing to collaborate. It was about saying, ‘How can we do a 
joint visit because we have a social worker who doesn’t have the 
good relationship with that young person, but the youth worker does, 
so can we try doing a joint visit to see if can get better outcome?’ That 
sense of collaboration has massively improved since I’ve been here.  

Stakeholder from partner organisation working in youth services  

Since its introduction, several YSGs have received focussed deterrence and 
seen subsequent reductions in Cambridge Harm Scores. Stakeholders agreed 
that young people and families received support that they were not previously 
receiving and saw positive outcomes including less perpetration of crime and 
improved engagement with EET. They also suggested that by breaking up 
YSGs, the community faces less intimidation. 

You could see life-changing impact on individuals, as opposed to 
some of projects with wider reach that are more of a community-level 
impact. You could see heating going on in houses that hadn’t been 
heated, kids getting registered with schools, doctors, dentists. […] 
You have to be so flexible because each case is different. 

VRU core team member 

3.5.2 Earlier identification and intervention around people and places 

Beyond focussed deterrence, the VRU has also strengthened earlier 
intervention around individuals and hotspots at risk.  

This has been supported by co-ordinators bringing data to multi-agency forums 
and supporting a partnership response.  

One of the strengths has been facilitating conversations. Without the 
VRU, the system works slower, so interventions are earlier with the 
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VRU and more preventative. It’s more like a precision strike – they 
can identify a point of intersection that, when you’re not looking 
at it from a more holistic point of view, you wouldn’t identify. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on community safety 

VRU data on hotspots has allowed partners to target efforts at specific locations. 
For example, funded interventions such as community sports, which are 
delivered in the community, are moved around in response to changing hotspots 
and patterns of how young people spend their time (e.g. during half-term).  

Partners such as police and community safety also benefited from hotspot data in 
helping know where to increase deterrence or observation. In one example, a 
park was highlighted via VRU data and then targeted during the police’s 
Operation Sceptre which focussed on knife crime. 

Their data reports also help us to identify the young people who are 
still within our grasp, and we are able to make a difference with. For 
some of the more embedded young people it can be hard to prevent 
them from committing crime, but I would say that the information 
sharing can really help identify hotspots and let us know when certain 
crimes may be more likely to be committed. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

Targeted work on individuals is primarily driven through multi-agency forums in 
response to daily intelligence scanning and PPP reports but also happens 
through VRU-led Serious Violence Reviews after an incident takes place. 
Stakeholders shared examples of the VRU co-ordinators flagging an incident, 
making partners aware, and arranging a multi-agency response quicker than 
would have otherwise happened without a central point of co-ordination (because 
agencies would each notify others one by one, as opposed to a group response 
from the outset). This makes a difference, for example, in young people receiving 
professional contact and support as soon as they are released from custody, as 
opposed to days later when their situation and the risks they face may have 
escalated. 

In practice: Serious Violence Reviews 

VRU co-ordinators organise and oversee Serious Violence Reviews (SVRs). 
Working rapidly in the days following an incident, they bring together data and 
contextual intelligence about an incident which has occurred, review the 
involved partners and if needed, co-ordinate an action plan for a multi-agency 
response to mitigate further risk of harm. 

Although the response comes after an incident has already taken place, the 
approach aims to increase any necessary safeguarding and mitigate risks as 
quickly as possible, i.e. intervening before another potential incident. 
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3.6 Professionals better equipped and empowered to tackle violence 

The VRU has strengthened professionals’ knowledge, capacity, and 
confidence in tackling violence. 

3.6.1 Stakeholders equipped with more training and resources 

Professionals throughout the system and in the community are equipped 
with more training and resources to support them to prevent and respond to 
violence. 

Stakeholders noted that the VRU brought evidence and information to 
stakeholders through sharing guidance on topics like trauma-informed practice 
and adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) and via funding various training.23 

Something I think is really positive with the VRU is that they look at 
that research, which can help with anchoring us away from some of 
those knee-jerk reactions. They are research-based, using YEF 
Toolkit, and giving anchors to professionals who are understandably 
quite scared [and uncertain around violence]. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working in youth services 

In practice: Training for professionals 

The VRU has commissioned a range of training for professionals: 

- Active bystander training via a train-the-trainer model which focuses on 
the response to violence, how and when to intervene, reflecting some of 
the principles of contextual safeguarding (see Section 3.9 for more details 
on contextual safeguarding). This was delivered to a mixture of 
professionals from different teams and volunteers reached via Community 
Safety Partnerships, some of whom were then trained as trainers in the 
approach. Since then, it has reached a wide range of professionals such 
as mall security guards, youth workers, wardens, roughly 70 South 
Eastern Rail officers (engaged through conversations about safeguarding 
initiated by a VRU co-ordinator). It is sometimes delivered at events 
whose themes relate to violence, typically with the training shortened into 
a presentation covering the key principles, e.g. roadshows by the CCPT 
or a week-long seminar on gangs that was led by Kent County Council. 

- Social skills training for PRU staff (co-developed with PRU heads) 
accompanied by resources and some professional supervision, from a 
clinical psychologist. This focuses on understanding what drives young 

 

23 The VRU has also strengthened some partners’ skills and capacity in applying for funding by demonstrating a 
theory of change approach to funding bids. This may further enable partners to develop and trial new initiatives. 
They have also introduced delivery partners to wider funders and provided matched funding with groups who 
share similar goals. For example, the VRU provided match funding to Sports Connect to deliver support for 
underrepresented individuals from refugee groups, which widened delivery to cover a third district in the area. 
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people’s behaviour and how to support them to respond to situations in a 
more balanced way. Stakeholders found this helped staff see a different 
perspective and be more adept at working with young people struggling 
with emotional dysregulation. The personalised support for staff was 
deemed particularly valuable. 178 professionals were recorded as having 
received Social Skills training in the 2024/15 financial year in VRU 
monitoring data. 

- Life Lessons programme which provides PHSE materials for sessions for 
young people in school to strengthen protective factors and life skills 
(schools receive an in-person training day on best practice and 
management of violent behaviours). The provider has continued to 
support the VRU to strengthen education settings. They made additional 
resources available for 30 schools in the area based on a survey of their 
teachers about which topics were most relevant and were supported by 
the VRU to deliver a webinar for other schools in the area, which provided 
information around knife crime. 750 professionals were recorded as 
having been supported by Life Lessons in the 2024/25 financial year. 

- Street aid training to Early Help, Police, youth workers, and CCPT staff. It 
gives them information and a toolkit to use to teach the young people they 
encounter how to help if someone suffers a knife wound. 

The training delivered via the VRU has received positive feedback. Stakeholders 
reported that it had increased knowledge and led to more consistent practice by 
professionals. From the initial active bystander session, professionals fed back 
that they felt more confident in managing conflict and more knowledgeable about 
how to intervene safely, and rated the training well: 

Figure 9: Feedback form data from initial Active Bystander training session (n=42) 
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3.6.2 More experience, skills, and confidence in new ways of working in line with a 
public health approach 

Stakeholders agreed that working in a more data-driven and multi-agency 
way has empowered professionals and built confidence and skills. 

The VRU has the resources and the position to be able to speak to 
organisations in the way that they don’t always speak to each other. 
Historically, there has been something about, ‘Who owns this 
problem?’ They have a role in trying to leverage other people’s 
responsibility and hold people to account. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working in youth services 

There was also a shared sense that professionals enjoy working in this way. In 
practice, this has entailed: 

• Better awareness and relationships with other agencies and services in 
the area, improving partnership working and referrals between organisations. 

What it’s done is brought about better co-operation and working 
across partners, that public health approach. It’s had a real impact in 
terms of people working better together to deliver better services, 
better information. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

• A stronger shared sense of responsibility around violence and 
understanding of how to contribute. Co-ordinators have worked to bring 
stakeholders on-board and emphasise their ‘piece of the puzzle’, sometimes 
chasing up agencies or professionals who are absent from relevant forums or 
who could be sharing information more fully or quickly. The introduction of the 
SV Duty is a ‘stick’ at the more strategic level; at the operational level, the data 
the VRU shares and the interventions it provides are ‘carrots’ the co-ordinators 
can use to build buy-in. The VRU’s independence from other agencies helps – 
see Section 4.2. 

We’re proud of what co-ordinators have been able to do in terms of 
getting people to listen to us, come to meetings, talk about issues 
including where sometimes it’s not just about [a child or young person 
on their caseload or known to their own agency].  

VRU core team member 

• Partners benefiting from each other’s relationships and insight on young 
people and families. Stakeholders shared examples of co-ordinating a 
‘schedule of contact’ with young people or families between professionals to 
avoid duplicated efforts and strategically use professionals for engagement 
based on their relationship with the young person. In one example of a young 
person producing drugs in their home, the VRU co-ordinator organised a 
schedule for visits from professionals to deter the behaviour – this was 
effective, stakeholders found, because ‘there are different people, not just one 
person trying to convince them.’ 
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I think in the past [partners] used to think it was about [young people 
involved in crime] having nothing better to do, but it has really 
rounded out their understanding of what causes young people to be 
committing these crimes. We now link into missing and exploitation 
discussions, before no-one used to go, then we discuss what we 
have learnt and give them the right influences. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

• More proactive two-way sharing of data and intelligence between 
partners. 

I have seen, for example in Section 47 meetings where a young 
person is at risk, or a CAHM meeting, VRU co-ordinators encouraging 
police to share information to social workers, and YOT and 
Adolescent Response workers sharing information back the other 
way and recognising the importance of doing that [in both directions]. 
And schools, that’s a big one – before, it wasn’t always happening. 
[People are] recognising that it does form part of a jigsaw, and two-
way dialogue that hasn’t necessarily worked that well before. 

VRU core team member 

The VRU’s ability to improve multi-agency working was praised and stakeholders 
are positive about this change, whilst recognising it would need further 
embedding for this to become business as usual without VRU co-ordination. 

The VRU really do open doors with partners in terms of sharing 
information. Partners are more likely to share information with [the 
VRU co-ordinator] than with us directly, for example with the youth 
workers they will go straight to the VRU, to see if there’s anything 
more we can do, or they’ll wait for [the VRU co-ordinator] rather than 
just sending it straight to us. So, for me, the information sharing isn’t 
quite where I want it to be and may fade without the VRU. I keep 
pushing with partners to just share the information. The VRU are such 
a good way to link all the services and players in the system together. 
They have bridged that missing link.  

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

3.6.3 Experience and knowledge of a wider range of interventions and initiatives 

Lastly, professionals have developed skills and expertise through initiatives 
that the VRU has delivered or funded. 

Some of these initiatives were co-developed with wider partners in response to 
hotspots or needs that were collectively identified. 

There are definitely initiatives in Maidstone now that wouldn’t have 
happened without the VRU, not for lack of trying and recognising that 
they’re necessary, but because of people like [VRU staff], pushing 
and saying ‘we’ll get it done’. They just gave some really interesting 
opportunities to do some different types of work that we’d never been 
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able to do before – some through financing and others because they 
were coming to it with focus on what needed to be done. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on community safety 

In practice: Collaborating with wider stakeholders on new initiatives 

Professionals reported examples of trying new initiatives to tackle violence, 
with guidance, support, and resourcing from VRU. This has led to a range of 
initiatives which tackle violence at different angles, built partners’ skills and 
experience, and produced learning about what works for the area specifically. 

One example is the 3-2-6 scheme developed by Maidstone Community 
Safety with support from the VRU, which provided a space on the high street 
for young people to spend time after school between 3-6pm, because an 
issue of loitering and lack of a positive diversionary use of time was identified 
for that time and space. In other examples, the VRU supported partners such 
as the CCPT, Thanet CSP, and schools to stage roadshows by engaging and 
bringing in relevant partners from the voluntary and statutory sectors.  

In other examples, partners have adopted models advocated for by the VRU:  

• Using sports to build engagement and for positive diversion. This is now 
regularly considered in DCSM meetings, where stakeholders appreciate that it 
helps build trust and relationships with young people and improve their mental 
health ‘before they can actually benefit from more targeted support’. 

• Life Lessons (a delivery partner of the VRU) were introduced to PRUs by the 
VRU, and since began developing resources and lessons plans on life skills 
for eight PRUs/alternative provision settings. 

3.7 More young people receive appropriate and timely interventions to address 
risk and protective factors 

A greater amount – and wider profile – of support to address violence is 
delivered across Kent & Medway. This means that more young people are 
receiving more timely and appropriate interventions than prior to the VRU.  

This is driven by the profile of interventions that the VRU funds (summarised in 
Figure 10 below), but stakeholders also noted that improvements in partnership 
working have led to more signposting and referrals because partners are more 
aware of and confident in each other’s support offers. 

3.7.1 Greater amount and range of support being delivered 

Through its commissioning, the VRU has widened the number and types of 
interventions available for young people.  

The profile of interventions reflects two main ideas: (1) adopting approaches 
identified as effective or promising by the evidence-based YEF Toolkit and (2) 
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covering a range from preventative universal group provision to more targeted 
and intensive intervention/support, catering for different risk and need levels. 

Figure 10: Overview of VRU-commissioned interventions, ranging from more targeted to universal 

 

As a funder, the VRU is able to fund activities and support that would 
be difficult to fund as a part of the police. It enables a wider support 
profile. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

Stakeholders were positive about the profile of interventions and their 
models and valued the increase in the support offer in the area. At this stage, 
monitoring is generally light-touch and has been an area of improvement 
supported by VRU analysts. However, data shows that large numbers of young 
people are being supported by these interventions.  

Figure 11 shows the total number of young people engaged by the above 
interventions in the 2024/25 financial year, based on monitoring data provided to 
the VRU by intervention providers. The intervention which supported the most 
young people was community sports provision, which has wider eligibility criteria 
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and is delivered in group settings, compared with more targeted and one-to-one 
interventions such as Catch 22’s mentoring and the Buddi Tag programme24.  

Figure 11: Number of people engaged by interventions in the 2024/25 financial year based on VRU 
monitoring data compiled across intervention providers25 

Intervention No. young people reached in 2024/25 

Aged 24 and 
under  

Aged 25 and 
over   

Total 

Community sports 979 227 1,206 

A&E navigator service  596  38 634 

Intensive mentoring 145 0 145 

Buddi Tag 34 0 34 

 

3.7.2 Meeting a need for more positive diversionary activities that are personalised 

VRU-funded interventions have supported engagement of young people 
and positive diversion in particular. One of the strongest impacts suggested 
by stakeholders was more effectively engaging young people in activities that 
interest them.  

Without additional interventions that are more interesting than bog-
standard sessions like doing a worksheet, we haven’t got activities 
that are as engaging for young people. Young people want to do stuff, 
so additional measures and interventions help build engagement. We 
need stuff to throw at those kids involved in exploitation which are 
interesting. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

These worked well to achieve their purpose: divert young people, mitigate risk 
and build protective factors. But stakeholders also found them valuable for 
building engagement and laying the foundation for more targeted support to 
address risk. 

The positive activities can be a real enabler of building some people's 
relationship with support, which is a precursor to addressing any 
underlying risk factors. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on delivering interventions 

 

24 A separate evaluation focused on this intervention has been carried out.  

25 Please note that the figures presented in this table are compiled from provider reports across multiple 
quarters. As such, individuals can be double-counted across interventions and there is a risk of double-counting 
across quarters, although efforts have been made to avoid this. Please interpret these figures with caution. 
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Stakeholders agreed this type of activity was filling a gap in the system. 

In practice: Engagement and positive diversion 

Stakeholders emphasised that these activities provide the opportunity to build 
a positive relationship first, based on the young person’s interests rather than 
through enforcement. These activities were especially valued when they 
could be personalised to young people’s interests (e.g. career interests or 
hobbies), as is the case for the ad-hoc activities often delivered as part of 
focussed deterrence, or sports coaching. 

Examples of these activities include linking young people with a local football 
club with a work opportunity as a groundsman; music sessions; gym access; 
or ad hoc commissioning of Commando Chef which provides cooking training 
led by adults with lived experience of gang membership.  

They worked well with a lot of young people we had on the periphery of knife 
crime. Commando Chef tapped into a child’s skill. They may not be 
[performing well] academically but are practically very skilled. It would be 
good to do more often. – Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

Stakeholders found this kind of activity impactful for diversion because it opens 
different paths for the future, provides positive role models, and builds a support 
network: 

[It means] they’re being shown a different path of life, what’s on the 
other side. A youth justice order doesn’t last forever. Many of them 
haven’t got the upbringing or infrastructure to know what paths there 
are. It’s showing them, this is what you could do, there are other 
options, you’ve got skills. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

In some examples, diversionary activities were valued by providers of more 
targeted interventions that cater to higher need levels, such as Buddi Tag and 
Catch-22. Providers appreciated being able to signpost young people to these 
activities to help them stay safe alongside more intensive support, and reflected 
that the trust between providers was key to making this dynamic work. 

3.7.3 Beginning progress towards a stronger evidence base for impact 

Stakeholders were hopeful that the interventions are supporting improved 
outcomes and addressing underlying risk factors, while recognising that  
outcomes data is not yet well-captured across the board 

Stakeholders shared many examples of positive outcomes, the strongest of 
which focussed on diversion, engagement, and EET outcomes (for example, 
bringing young people back into education, signing them up to training courses, 
or developing career ambitions). In one example, Buddi Tag was used as a 
condition for a young person to be allowed back into college, who has since 
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completed their qualification and is started working as a tree surgeon. There were 
also some examples of changes which may indicate reduced involvement in 
violence, for example delivery staff observing reduced presentations at A&E 
amongst some beneficiaries of the A&E navigator service. 

Looking forward, strengthening quantitative impact measurement will help 
the VRU to evaluate and further demonstrate the difference these interventions 
are making to young people and to the system. 

3.8 The response better reflects an understanding of the experiences and ideas 
of young people 

One strand of the VRU’s work focuses on awareness-raising, engagement and 
participation to ensure the approach to violence builds in young people’s views.  

3.8.1 Stronger insight into the young people’s views 

The VRU has carried out a wide range of activities, helping to understand and 
build in more of young people’s concerns, experiences and ideas. 

In practice: Connecting with young people and their ideas 

The VRU has taken a multi-pronged approach to engaging young people and 
finding out what they want, including some targeted engagement and some 
more universal engagement. This has included: 

- Specialist support to inform engagement strategy around credible 
messengers (e.g. parents and teachers), delivered by Blue Lozenge.  

- Stands at school roadshows (such as those run by the CCPT) to gather 
‘short sharp’ insight and feedback from a wide range of young people. 
Facilitators conduct participation surveys to capture young people’s views 
and explore what local agencies could do to help young people feel safer 
in more places. 

- ‘Hope Hack’ workshop with young people from targeted schools in areas 
identified as higher risk. This day-long workshop gathered ideas for 
tackling societal challenges that young people face, focusing on racism. It 
led to the development of a PSHE racism programme that was distributed 
to all schools in Kent and Medway. Findings were linked into the Ben 
Kinsella Trust, a local VCS partner focussed on tackling knife crime. 

- Gathering feedback and carrying out some targeted engagement 
sessions with existing groups such as the Kent Youth Council and a 
parent support forum run by Catch-22 (who run the bespoke mentoring 
intervention for young people at risk of exploitation or county lines). 

- Ad-hoc targeted engagement with specific groups to inform the design of 
initiatives e.g. Don’t Do Nothing campaign and Safe Spaces (see below). 
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3.8.2 Activities and initiatives which better reflect young people’s ideas 

The VRU’s engagement activities have garnered useful learning about what is 
important to young people and parents which then informs the system’s 
approach to preventing violence. 

There are examples of the learning being translated into initiatives and 
interventions, which have been developed or adapted in response to young 
people’s views and feedback. For instance: 

• Safe Spaces scheme: The VRU and partners identified VAWG as a priority 
when discussing the SV Duty. They carried out targeted engagement with 
young women and girls to understand their concerns and priorities, one of 
which was a place in town to spend time that feel safe. Based on this, the 
VRU initiated a Safe Spaces Scheme in businesses in town centres, which 
can sign up and receive guidance on how to be a Safe Space and are 
advertised as such. The scheme was newly developed during the research 
period, but stakeholders were enthusiastic about finding ways to respond to 
young people’s concerns. 

• Don’t Do Nothing campaign: this campaign uses the principles of active 
bystander training (see Section 3.6) but is targeted to young people, to inform 
and empower them to step in safety if they see signs of harassment or risk. 
The campaign was co-developed with young people from Kent and Medway. 

• Adapting interventions based on young people’s feedback, such as which 
sports are included in the Community Sports intervention. Stakeholders noted 
that diversifying the activities has brought in new groups of young people. 

• Gathering views of young people who attend PRUs on Stop and Search with a 
view to developing resources for both police and young people on the topic. 

3.8.3 Continuous learning about effective participation in violence reduction efforts 

The approach to engaging young people and their families in discussions 
about violence and responses to it has evolved over time, based on learning 
about what works to engage them.  

One challenge has been sustaining progress within 12-month funding cycles. In 
recent years the VRU has designed a refreshed participation framework and 
commissioned one day per week of time from a youth participation worker linked 
to the Kent Youth Council, based on early signs of success with this route of 
engagement.26 

 

26 For example, a newly developed initiative which was not yet in delivery at the time of this research, involved 
training staff and students in specific schools to undertake ‘location assessments’ using a structured framework 
to understand needs and concerns, with support from the Kent County Council youth service. A summary report 
would then be shared with key local partners such as the school, police, and town centre forums. 
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In general, participation has been an area of ongoing learning and 
improvement for the VRU, which rings true with the experience of VRU’s more 
widely. 

Indeed, the national VRU evaluation27 noted that across VRUs, engagement with 
young people and especially communities is quite patchy, with difficulty 
expanding beyond a sub-set of the target population and tackling strategic 
decisions rather than tweaks to interventions.  

However, the national evaluation also recognises that this is a process, with 
engagement being the first step towards more inclusive participation and co-
production in future. 

3.9 Stronger focus on delivering positive and protective environments for 
young people as a mechanism for preventing violence 

A through-line of the VRU’s activities and initiatives, particularly outside of direct 
interventions, is strengthening positive and protective environments for 
young people in the spaces and contexts where they spend time and could 
encounter risks. Examples and details of this activity are provided overleaf. 

This aligns with a key public health principle: to shift the focus from individuals 
towards places, spaces, and contexts in a preventative way. This theme runs 
through many VRU funded or supported activities, often designed and delivered 
collaboratively with partners, which to varying degrees draw on the principles of 
contextual safeguarding.  

Contextual safeguarding recognises that the different relationships that young 
people form in their neighbourhoods, schools and online can feature violence and 
abuse, and people outside of parents have a role to play in keeping young people 
safe.28 

Stakeholders were positive about this type of activity, but recognise it is 
challenging to demonstrate its impact, partly because the efforts are universal 
and partly because they focus on prevention.  

In particular, stakeholders valued that the messaging (and credible messengers) 
focussed on skills, strengths and empowerment as opposed to risks and 
dangers. They also valued that aspects of the work were informed by young 
people’s and partners’ views. 

 

 

 

27 Home Office (2023). Research and analysis. Violence Reduction Units 2022 to 2023. 

28 See https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/about-us/  
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In practice: Strengthening protective environments 

Several initiatives work to build more positive and protective environments 
through a mix of positive messaging, diversionary activities, awareness-
raising and upskilling for young people, parents, and community members. 
Key features of this work are: 
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4 Discussion and conclusions 

4.1 Key tenets of the VRU’s approach 

4.1.1 Overview 

The VRU has been able to become a valued part of the system and contribute to 
a range of impacts. They have done so through working in ways partners find 
effective and incorporating several pillars of a public health approach to violence 
in their process.  

Figure 12: Key pillars of the VRU's process and supporting factors 

 

4.1.2 Understanding and working with the local context and system assets 

Across the VRU’s activities there is a strong emphasis on understanding and 
working with the system and the unique context of each local area within it. This 
is enabled by each co-ordinator responding to the needs of the localities they 
cover, and also by the ways that VRU partners have drawn on and collaborated 
with the existing assets in the system (see Section 2.2 for more details). 
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4.1.3 The strong foundation of a data-led approach 

Without the VRU, there would be fewer information flows, fewer 
professionals involved, and fewer eyes on them. Having that 
intelligence and multi-agency input is a massive motivator for young 
people to reduce what they’re doing. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

Whilst data analysis and sharing are key components of a public health approach 
and a requirement for VRUs, they can be challenging to deliver in practice in 
many local systems29 and sometimes take a backseat to more qualitative forms 
of need assessment and monitoring. However, Kent and Medway VRU has 
heavily invested in a data-led approach, resourcing multiple analysts and 
delivering multiple regular data outputs to underpin strategy and much of delivery. 

This builds on existing resources locally such as the Kent and Medway DSA and 
the experience of the analyst team but has nevertheless been a significant area 
of progress for the VRU. In particular, stakeholders valued: 

• a data-led strategy which drives how resources are used and areas prioritised 

• up-to-date intelligence about risks and areas of need to target 

• a comprehensive view of the issues, patterns, and partners involved with an 
area, group, or individual, based on overlaid multiple data sources30 

• a reliable team to help answer questions and respond to queries, with access 
to the relevant data or the system knowledge to be able to signpost or advise. 

There was a shared sense that the VRU’s data-sharing and analysis work 
brought a new way of doing things for the area and it helps open the door to 
stronger partnership working. 

4.1.4 Building strong multi-agency working relationships and bringing partners along 

Over several years of delivery, the VRU has built strong and trusting relationships 
with many different partners and supported a stronger network. This was via 
explicit efforts to meet, engage, and ‘bring along’ partners in the VRU’s work, but 
also more tacitly through demonstrating the VRU’s commitment and expertise 
through various activities and initiatives and effective multi-agency working. 

 

29 Home Office (2023). Research and analysis. Violence Reduction Units 2022 to 2023. 

30 The network analysis step in focussed deterrence was one example of using data to provide a holistic view. It 
involves overlaying intelligence about the young people, existing investigations, other associated young people, 
information on potential exploitation. Based on this information the analysts produce a thematic analysis around 
key risks (e.g., weapons, drugs, exploitation) and highlight any intelligence gaps to fill by liaising with the 
partners engaged with the young person. 
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Strong partnership working and regard between partners then supports better 
take-up and shared ownership of activities, deepening other impacts 

4.1.5 Grounding interventions in evidence of good practice 

Many of the VRU’s core interventions and initiatives build on evidence-based 
promising or effective practice reflected in the YEF Toolkit (see Section 2.2). This 
provides reassurance about the profile of interventions, helps pave the way for 
positive outcomes, and enables the VRU to contribute further to the evidence 
base and about implementing these approaches in practice. 

4.1.6 Synergies between strands 

Looking across the VRU’s work, it is clear that there are synergies across the 
different work strands, making the activities greater than the sum of their parts. 
This is most evident in the interplay between intelligence, coordination, and 
targeted response, involving: 

Figure 13: Interplay between intelligence, co-ordination, response, and learning 

 

More broadly, there was evidence that progress in some strands supports others: 

• multi-agency working supporting the reach of interventions (through better 
awareness and relationships between partners leading to more referrals and 
signposting) 

• data-sharing and analysis supporting multi-agency working, because VRU 
data analysis outputs are useful to wider stakeholders and help bring them 
into the VRU approach, and data-sharing can build trust and goodwill between 
partners 
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• interventions supporting future engagement and participation (by creating 
awareness, relationships, and trust with young people with lived experience, 
who down the line may become comfortable to be involved in participation). 

The synergies are helped by close working between VRU team members. For 
instance: analysts and co-ordinators feed data back and forth; co-ordinators 
share learning across different geographical patches; and the team builds links 
between delivery and strategy so that these can evolve in tandem. 

4.1.7 Willingness to try new things, adapt, and learn 

Overall, the VRU has struck a balance between trialling new models and drawing 
on proven or promising evidence-based approaches. This has been useful for 
staying responsive to practical challenges and opportunities and making use of 
the ideas and input of partners and young people – whilst also embedding 
interventions that demonstrate impact and potential sustainability. 

Evolving an intervention’s delivery model does bring some challenges with 
developing robust evidence, but in the early years of the VRU this has been an 
important compromise to be able to embrace a culture of continuous learning, 
adapt to the needs of the local area, and collaborate meaningfully with partners 
and ‘bring them along’ – see Section 3.6. 

Examples of trialling new approaches include: 

• The focussed deterrence model was new to Kent and Medway and has been 
an ongoing process of ‘learning through doing’ and adaptation to ensure it 
works effectively in the local context (see Section 3.5). 

• The A&E navigator model has been delivered as intended for most of its 
lifetime in Kent and Medway, but stakeholders shared new plans to pilot wider 
delivery in the community, custody and ambulance settings to reach young 
people who are apprehensive about speaking in hospital. As part of this, the 
provider, together with the VRU, may explore the addition of a follow-up 
support component in the community wherein once a young person has been 
discharged, a responder continues to check in on them as they resettle into 
the community. 

• Developing or adapting new initiatives together with partners and based on 
young people’s ideas, such as the 3-2-6 scheme, Safe Spaces, the Don’t Do 
Nothing campaign (adapted from Active Bystander training principles) and 
PRU Social Skills programme (adapted with PRU staff from the VRU’s original 
proposed model). (See Section 3.6 for a more details of these initiatives.) 

• Youth engagement and participation has involved trial-and-error to work out 
how best to reach target young people and to strike a balance between depth 
and breadth of engagement. After a period of more small scale engagement 
projects and a greater focus on interventions and data-sharing, the VRU is 
exploring how to scale-up engagement and participation and has brought on-
board a participation worker (see Section 3.8). 
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4.2 Supporting factors and enablers 

Several supporting factors and enablers have contributed to the VRU’s impact. 
These provide useful learning for future delivery and similar efforts elsewhere. 

4.2.1 Clear focus and remit 

Stakeholders across a range of roles highlighted that the VRU’s clear and defined 
focus – violence amongst under-25-year-olds in Kent and Medway – was a key 
enabler for them working effectively. They recognised that violence is a concern 
for many organisations but the VRU is distinct in having no other organisational 
agenda. This also means it can be a single point of contact on violence for the 
system, co-ordinating partners and avoiding duplicating with existing efforts. 

The hole that the VRU has filled is around that youth violence piece. 
They work very closely with the gangs and county lines analyst teams 
and will have a really good feed between them. They often look at the 
same individual and will work between them to agree who it sits with. 
It’s the same with the child exploitation team. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on policing 

The VRU’s unique remit also means it can separate itself from associations or 
relationships that other partners have, offering a useful sense of objectivity and 
challenge to partners. A grounding in research and evidence has supported this, 
helping to guide professionals who may be uncertain about best practice (see 
Section 3.6). 

The VRU’s clear remit enables it to ‘follow the problems’, versus being tied to a 
specific setting or type of activity. Because it is focussed on the Kent and 
Medway area as a whole – and on prevention – partners agreed that the VRU’s 
success would also benefit their own organisation, suggesting that the VRU has 
been able to clearly articulate its purpose and demonstrate systems thinking.  

It’s more about looking in and demonstrating that it’s less work for 
everyone, and we don’t duplicate or miss stuff and end up dealing 
with disaster management, if we’re getting it right first time. 

VRU core team member 

4.2.2 The make-up of the VRU team and its relationship to the system 

The set-up and composition of the VRU’s team has helped it to ‘hit the ground 
running’ across many work strands. The team is comprised of staff members 
seconded from key partners in the system whose buy-in and resources are 
important ingredients in tackling violence.  

The co-directors are seconded from the police and Kent County Council who are 
key partners operationally and strategically. The approach has also benefited 
significantly from access to police data (and the Kent and Medway ISA) via the 
analysts seconded from the police.  
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As well as having links into their respective organisations, the team as a whole 
was experienced and established working in Kent and Medway, and stakeholders 
praised the co-ordinators’ knowledge of the system. 

4.2.3 Flexibility in approach 

The VRU’s activities are deployed flexibly so they can stay responsive to 
changing needs. This has helped to provide timely and targeted support. 
Stakeholders appreciated how interventions are tailored to the specific needs of 
the setting or group, by not adhering to a rigid delivery model.  

For example, the community sports intervention is allocated dynamically based 
on changing risks and preferences, helped by the fact that blocks last six weeks. 
Similarly, the Life Lessons programme has evolved responsively to emerging 
challenges like trends towards misogyny amongst male pupils or emotional 
dysregulation.  

At a wider level, there is flexibility in the way the VRU co-ordinators operate 
slightly differently in each footprint as they form relationships with local partners 
and learn about the area’s unique character.  

Lastly, smaller-scale support or resources can be purchased using VRU funding 
flexibly to plug gaps at speed, such as buying CCTV cameras or commissioning 
ad-hoc youth service support. One stakeholder explained: 

It might be more provision or just extending what we’re already doing 
with that group, like stepping up from one or two sessions a week to 
three or four. Sometimes we add in more, like extra music provision. 
It’s helpful because there is flexibility in the budget. Being able to say 
‘OK, we need to put a bit of extra resource into this area and increase 
provision for 6 months.’ What’s different [to normal] is the co-
ordination, it’s more about concerns for a whole group, so it’s more 
tactical I suppose. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working in youth services 

4.3 Value added by the VRU 

The VRU has injected dedicated resource into the system for a public health 
approach to violence. It has delivered a mix of activities over its lifespan, based 
on an annually refreshed strategy that is co-developed with strategic partners and 
informed by data around need. It builds in evidence on effective and promising 
practice but also has trialled new or adapted approaches for the area and 
evolved its activities through its lifetime. Stakeholders we consulted agreed with 
the VRU’s rationale and approach.  

Qualitative consultation suggests that the VRU is contributing to a range of 
positive impacts for the system, professionals with a role to play in tackling 
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violence, and young people and communities. These align with the VRU’s goals, 
and with the goals and priorities of other organisations within the local system.  

The VRU brings important additional value to the local system, which was 
recognised by the stakeholders we consulted. They valued the clear remit of the 
VRU on addressing violence amongst under-25-year-olds, its focus on prevention 
and early intervention, and its facilitation of partnership responses to violence. 
They emphasised that partners with wider agendas, particularly statutory 
partners, are sometimes too stretched to sustain a focus on preventing violence 
and its drivers. This means that additional resource is needed, even though 
partners on the whole would like to work more in line with public health principles 
as ‘business as usual’ where possible.  

If [focussed deterrence] was just a collaboration with the police, social 
care, and youth services, no one would have the money to invest in 
that group. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working in youth services 

Stakeholders also valued that the VRU seemed to be well-resourced and able to 
work at pace and respond to requests and ideas. They suggested that this was 
not only paying ‘lip service’ to multi-agency and public health approaches but 
meaningfully enabling these ways of working. 

The VRU is also really responsive. If you’ve got an inquiry about a 
young person, they have intel, programmes, and funding. 

Stakeholder from partner organisation working on youth justice 

Since the consultation, continuation funding for the VRU for 2025-26 has been 
confirmed. During consultation, stakeholders agreed they would want the VRU to 
continue but recognised it would be challenging to find resourcing for all VRU 
activities. They emphasised the co-ordinator function and data-sharing as the key 
priorities, accompanied by expertise and evidence, followed by interventions and 
initiatives (particularly those focussed on prevention and early intervention). In 
addition, the VRU plays a key co-ordinating function for the Serious Violence 
Duty, which would need another home if the VRU were discontinued. 

4.4 Next steps for the VRU 

There was varied understanding of some aspects of the VRU’s work amongst 
stakeholders we consulted. They tended to know about the aspects they were 
involved in but were sometimes not sighted on wider VRU work. The VRU could 
strengthen the awareness of its functions and impact throughout the system to 
continue to build on progress so far and embed its approach even more deeply.  

Strengthening the quantitative evidence base for some areas of impact is a goal 
going forward, particularly to understand the outcomes and impact for young 
people who participate in interventions or initiatives. 

The VRU should also continue to gather and share learning on its successes and 
development. This will be useful to violence reduction efforts in other contexts. 
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5 Glossary of key terms 

3-2-6 scheme. Developed by Maidstone Community Safety with support from the 
VRU, this provided a space on the high street for young people to spend time 
after school between 3-6pm, in response to an issue of loitering and lack of a 
positive diversionary use of time for that time and space.  

A&E navigator service. A VRU-funded intervention targeted at young people in 
A&E as a result of youth violence, focusing on using the ‘reachable and 
teachable moment’ to build engagement and link them into support. 

Active bystander training. This focuses on the response to violence, how and 
when to intervene, reflecting some of the principles of contextual safeguarding. 
The VRU has funded delivery of this training to professionals, and supported a 
‘train the trainer’ model to further spread the learning in the area. The principles 
have also been presented at conferences and events supported by the VRU. 

Buddi Tag. A VRU-funded intervention which provides electronic ankle tags to 
young people at risk of or involved in exploitation, crime, or violence. The young 
people voluntarily wear the tags which helps give them a reason to engage less 
in criminality or risky situations, and demonstrate the will to change behaviour. 

Community Sports. A VRU-funded intervention delivering multi-sport sessions 
in targeted communities and at specific times. These sessions aim to provide 
positive diversion, engage young people, and strengthen protective factors. 
Coaching opportunities are also included. 

Complex and Adolescent Harm Meetings (CAHM). Meetings set up as 
needed, led by Adolescent Service, focussed on supporting a child or young 
person facing harm or risk thereof. Attending partners are similar to those at 
District Contextual Safeguarding Meetings. 

Contextual Safeguarding. Contextual safeguarding recognises that the different 
relationships that young people form in their neighbourhoods, schools and online 
can feature violence and abuse, and people outside of parents have a role to 
play in keeping young people safe 

Child Centred Policing Team (CCPT). A Kent Police team established in 2023 
that focuses on identifying and supporting children and young people at risk of, or 
engaged in, criminal activity, with the aim of reducing offending. 

Community Safety Partnership. These partnerships bring together local 
agencies to develop and implement strategies to tackle crime, disorder, and 
antisocial behaviour in their communities. Responsible authorities include the 
police, fire and rescue services, local authorities, health services, and probation. 

District Contextual Safeguarding Meetings. Held in each of Kent’s 12 districts 
and led by the Council with multi-agency partners (including KCC services such 
as Early Help, Adolescent Service, and Social Services). These meetings aim to 
identify and assess the risks and safety concerns children experience within 
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specific contexts (e.g., a location), and to reduce harm and increase protection in 
those spaces. The partnership also uses VRU and Missing Children’s data to 
identify areas of concern. Non-traditional partners (e.g., bus and taxi companies, 
McDonald’s) attend where relevant. 

Don’t Do Nothing campaign. A VRU-led campaign targeted at young people 
grounded in similar principles to Active Bystander, which aims to inform and 
empower them to step in safely or tell someone  if they see signs of harassment 
or risk. The campaign was co-developed with young people from the area. 

Focussed deterrence. An approach that stems from the idea that ‘most serious 
violence is associated with a small group of people who are themselves very 
likely to be victims of violence, trauma, and extremely challenging 
circumstances.’ It is a multi-agency led process of identifying and mapping such 
groups as networks, and supporting them to desist or reduce risk, via a 
combination of support, deterrence, and engagement with the wider community 
or family. 

Grip funding. This Home Office funding provides a combination of both regular 
visible patrols in the streets and neighbourhoods (‘hotspot areas’) experiencing 
the highest volumes of serious violence to suppress violence and provide 
community reassurance, as well as delivering problem-oriented policing. 

Hope Hack. A VRU-led workshop with young people from schools identified as 
higher-risk which aimed to amplify young people’s voices and gather their ideas 
on ideas for tackling societal challenges that young people face, focusing on 
racism. It led to the development of a PSHE racism programme distributed to all 
schools in Kent and Medway. Findings also informed the work of the Ben Kinsella 
Trust, a local VCS partner focussed on knife crime. 

Integrated Offender Management. An approach that enables local and partner 
agencies—such as police, probation, and other services—to coordinate the 
management of offenders through locally tailored strategies and arrangements. 

Intensive mentoring (delivered by Catch-22). A VRU-funded intervention 
providing 1:1 support to children and young people under 25 who are at risk of 
child criminal exploitation or county lines involvement. The support is bespoke 
and includes protective and preventative measures, close collaboration with the 
individual’s support network, and a holistic, trauma-informed approach. 

Kent Youth County Council. A local authority led group of young people who 
work to voice the opinions of young people in Kent and influence policy, 
initiatives, and activities that affect young people. 

Life Lessons. An initiative funded by the VRU which provides PHSE materials 
for sessions for young people in school to strengthen protective factors and life 
skills. Schools receive in-person training on best practice and managing violent 
behaviour. The provider has delivered subsequent support to the VRU to 
strengthen education settings. 
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Safe Spaces scheme. A collaborative initiative led by the VRU, developed based 
on feedback from women and girls about the lack of safe, welcoming places in 
town centres. Participating businesses receive guidance on how to provide a 
Safe Space and are identified by a visible sticker. 

Safer Streets Funding. Home Office funding used for evidence-based measures 
to prevent neighbourhood crime, such as additional CCTV, street lighting, 
alleygating, and improved security for properties at risk—identified through needs 
assessments of burglary hotspots and remote locations. The funding also 
supports Neighbourhood Watch schemes and community-led crime prevention 
and reporting. 

School roadshows. Various roadshows have been delivered or supported by 
the VRU (e.g. a series run by the CCPT) to engage with young people, raise 
awareness, share information, and gather their feedback. 

Serious Violence Duty. The Serious Violence Duty places a statutory 
requirement on specified statutory authorities to work together to plan to prevent 
and reduce serious violence including delivering a Serious Violence Strategy. 

Social Skills. This VRU-funded initiatives delivers training for PRU staff (co-
developed with PRU heads), along with resources and some professional 
supervision from a clinical psychologist. The training focuses on understanding 
the drivers of young people’s behaviour and supporting them to respond to 
situations in more balanced and constructive ways. 

Street Aid training. Funded by the VRU, this training is delivered to Early Help 
teams, police, youth workers, and CCPT staff. It provides them with information 
and a toolkit to help teach young people how to respond if someone suffers a 
knife wound. 

Violence Reduction Unit. Units funded by the Home Office in 20 Police Force 
Areas worst affected by serious violence. They were tasked with using public 
health principles tackle the root causes of violence and to lead and co-ordinate a 
preventative, whole-system approach that reflects the needs of the local area but 
includes four key strands: multi-agency working; data-sharing and analysis; 
engaging young people and communities; and commissioning (and delivering) 
evidence-based interventions.  

YEF Toolkit. Funded by the VRU, this training is delivered to Early Help teams, 
police, youth workers, and CCPT staff. It provides them with information and a 
toolkit to help teach young people how to respond if someone suffers a knife 
wound. 

Youth Offending Team. A Kent County Council team that works with children to 
help rehabilitate them after committing an offence and reduce offending or 
reoffending.  

 

 



 

 

 


