
The new legal duty to prevent and reduce serious violence

Context: The provision in the Police, Crime, Sentencing and Courts Bill.
Born out of the Serious Violence Strategy,  the intention behind this provision is to encourage a public health

approach to tackling serious violence.

1. Part 2 of the PCSC Bill places a duty on specified authorities for a local government area to collaborate

with specified authorities in the same area to prevent and reduce serious violence. (note: these are:

chief officers of police, specified health authorities, local authorities, probation service providers,

youth offending teams and fire and rescue services. These authorities are already required to work

together in community safety partnerships.)

2. They must establish a local problem profile/ strategic needs assessment and develop and publish a

local strategy which will outline the collective action they intend to take. (note: These new “serious

violence partnerships” (SVPs) will identify the kinds of serious violence that occur in their area, what is causing

the violence and prepare and implement a strategy to prevent it. This is similar to how CSPs are legally required

to develop and implement “crime and disorder strategies”. The focus here would be serious violence.)

3. Educational authorities, prisons and youth custody agencies may also be required to work with those

bodies as a result of this duty.

Roundtable - key messages:

The Legal Duty - challenges in execution will erode trust between young people and professionals

● Positives:

○ We welcome a multi-agency approach - but will it be funded?

● Challenges:

○ Enforcement vs prevention - what is being done to protect young people from criminal

exploitation and the root causes of serious violence?

○ Profiling - how will we ensure this doesn’t lead to criminalisation of young people through

racial (or other) profiling?

○ Execution - how will professionals be supported? How will multi-agency partnerships be

enabled/funded? How will the govt keep track of regional disparity in effectiveness?

○ Relationships - the legal duty risks real damage to the relationships between yp and

professionals (known to be a protective factor)

SVROs - we entirely opposed

○ Stop & search is ineffective in tackling serious violence (a 10 per cent increase in

stop/search led to 0.01 per cent decrease in non-domestic violent crime)

○ Removing the protection of reasonable suspicion from stop and search will lead to a

greater breakdown in trust between police and the communities they work with.

○ SVROs will have a net-widening effect and criminalise vulnerable young people e.g.

■ There is a risk people will suffer criminal consequences for exhibiting trauma-related

behaviour e.g. obstructing a police officer counts as breaching an SVRO.

■ SVROs come with a range of positive and negative requirements and a breach of any

of these requirements could lead to prison. What will be done to ensure people with

developmental needs are fully able to comprehend the conditions of their SVRO?

■ People who have never held a weapon could face a criminal punishment for

breaching an SVRO. The bill only requires that “another person who committed the



offence” had a weapon on them, and they “ought to have known that this would be

the case”. This runs the risk of facing a criminal punishment for their reaction to the

police or failing to meet the conditions of a SVRO without ever having handled a

weapon before.

Detailed Response
Khulisa’s position on the legal duty to share information

1. As a starting point we welcome the intentions behind the ‘public health’ duty: The most

successful way of preventing and reducing serious violence is the adoption of multi-agency,

multi-focus strategies. We know first-hand from our work in Harrow the important role a CSP plays in

closing the gaps between services by bringing in the community around the most at-risk young

people.

2. Having said that, we have concerns that the preventative intentions behind this provision

will be lost in translation given the enforcement-based slant of the bill as a whole. While the

purpose of the bill suggests a willingness  to protect those at risk of involvement in crime, the bill does

not introduce any measures that will effectively address child criminal exploitation and the root

causes of serious violence. Instead, the duty risks creating new profiling systems like The Gang Matrix

which result in discriminatory and unfair outcomes (note:People included on the Gang Matrix for

example are subject to high levels of police scrutiny, with some being stopped by police several times

a day, despite only minimal, uncorroborated and undisclosed evidence being required for them to be

entered into the Matrix). This ultimately undermines the aim of community safety for which such

systems are created. What criteria will be used to identify people at risk under this provision? What

will be done to tackle racial disproportionality? People from BAME communities are over represented

on the gangs matrix. What assurances are there that the information shared between partners will not

be used for enforcement rather than safeguarding purposes?

3. We also have concerns about the impact the duty to work with SVPs will have on front-line

professionals and the young people they work with

a. Extra-pressure - The introduction of a statutory duty on front line professionals working in

high-risk, high stress environments only intensifies the pressures they face working with

young people with increasingly complex needs. What will be put in place to ensure there is

no significant burden added to frontline services required to work with SVPs?

b. Impact on relationships. We recognise a public-health approach must engage all partners.

However, the duty risks eroding one of the most important factors in tackling the root causes

of serious violence: the relationships between young people and the adults in their lives.

Young people who have experienced ACEs within the family rely heavily on non-family

relationships for support. A duty with an enforcement based approach has the potential to

risk relationships between young people and their trusted adults with some giving an analogy

of the impact that the introduction of the Prevent duty has had in this respect. This has the

potential to undermine engagement with front-line services.

4. We would also like to know more about what the government will do to ensure that SVPs

are successful.

a. Will the statutory duty come with additional funding to support effective multi-agency

working? Council funding to contribute to CSP work, and deliver or commission services

themselves has been cut, with cuts being mirrored across other specified authorities.

Currently grants for CSPs are often one-offs or provided on an annual basis, which makes it
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difficult to plan ahead and maintain capacity. A public health approach cannot continue to be

funded through one-off, short term grants.

b. What will the government do to plug the gaps in efficacy between CSPs geographically?

Research by the Local Government Association shows variations in CSP efficacy

geographically. In some areas there are excellent relationships in place this is not universal.

Khulisa’s position on serious violence reduction orders
The provision would amend the Sentencing Code in order to confer a new power on the police to stop and

search anyone subject to an SVRO whenever they are in a public place, without needing to form reasonable

suspicion.

1. Stop & search is ineffective in tackling serious violence. According to a Centre for Crime and

Justice Studies study a 10 per cent increase in stop/search led to 0.01 per cent decrease in

non-domestic violent crime.

2. Removing the protection of reasonable suspicion from stop and search will lead to a

greater breakdown in trust between police and the communities they work with. Black

people are more than eight times more likely to be stopped and searched by the police across the

country. The government themselves recognise that this provision will  exacerbate disproportionality

but justify it by arguing that SVROs are a “proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim.” It is

hard to imagine how that is the case when stop and search is ineffective in reducing serious violence.

3. SVROs like knife crime prevention orders set an inappropriate precedence. Not only is a

heavily enforcement based approach at odds with a public health approach, it does not respond to the

evidence and data on effectively tackling the root causes of knife crime, and child exploitation.

4. SVROs will have a net-widening effect. The Bill would create a new offence of breaching an SVRO

(e.g. failing to do anything required by the order, doing anything prohibited by it, or obstructing a

police officer in the exercise of any power relating to it) carrying a sentence of up to two years

imprisonment. This means people risk a criminal punishment for a civil order (which has a lower legal

threshold).

a. There is a risk people will suffer criminal consequences for exhibiting

trauma-related behaviour. Obstructing a police officer counts as breaching an SVRO. What

obstruction means is undefined. Given what we know about how people react when in

survival mode (fight or flight), they run the risk of their scared behaviour being

misinterpreted and facing a criminal punishment if they are seen as “obstructing a police

officer.”

b. A failure to take a developmentally aware approach to giving out SVROs has the

potential to make SVROs a criminogenic initiative rather than a preventative one.

SVROs come with a range of positive and negative requirements with a breach of any of these

requirements potentially leading to prison. We know young people with special educational

needs are twice as likely to carry knives as their peers. What will be done to ensure people

who’ve sustained trauma and adults with developmental needs are fully able to comprehend

the conditions of their SVRO?

c. People who have never held a weapon could face a criminal punishment for

breaching an SVRO. The bill only requires that “another person who committed the

offence” had a weapon on them, and they “ought to have known that this would be the

case”. This means people run the risk of facing a criminal punishment for their reaction to the

police or failing to meet the conditions of a SVRO without ever having handled a weapon

before.
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