
APPENDIX A

THE POLICE FOUNDATION

REPORT TO:  Safer Slough Partnership     DATE:  8 September 2015

CONTACT OFFICER:  John Chapman, The Police Foundation 
(john.chapman@police-foundation.org.uk)

Purpose of Report

To provide Safer Slough Partnership (SSP) with a progress update on the Violence 
Multi-Agency Panel (VMAP) initiative, including preliminary findings from the 
concluding project evaluation process.

1.0 OVERVIEW

1.1 At the previous SSP meeting in May 2015, the Police Foundation reported 
on progress with the VMAP initiative. 

1.2 This summarised findings from the 2nd evaluation and progress review of 
VMAP, conducted in March 2015. 

1.3 This latest report provides a further update on project developments, 
focussing on initial findings from the 3rd and final wave of VMAP evaluation 
conducted in July, as well as outcomes from the recent meeting with VMAP 
Key Leads. 

2.0 BACKGROUND TO THE FINAL VMAP EVALUATION

2.1 The VMAP project has been run as a 12-month pilot, with the 26th 
consecutive fortnightly meeting on 6 August 2015 representing the 
culmination of the pilot period. 

2.2 From the outset, evaluation of the project was scheduled to be undertaken in 
three separate waves over the course of the pilot period. The first evaluation 
and progress review of VMAP was conducted in October 2014, followed by 
the second wave in March 2015. 

2.3 The third and final evaluation of VMAP was conducted during July/early 
August 2015. Initial findings from this were fed back to key project leads from 
Slough Borough Council and Thames Valley Police at a meeting with Police 
Foundation staff on 28 August. 

2.4 Evaluation activity has focussed on two distinct elements - ‘process’ and 
‘impact’. The process evaluation aims to document developments over the 
course of the project, including capturing the experience and learning of 
those involved. This has been achieved through regular observation of 



VMAP meetings, analysis of VMAP subject records, in-depth interviews with 
practitioners, as well as three separate waves of practitioner surveys. The 
impact evaluation assessed available evidence as to the effectiveness of 
VMAP - i.e. did it work?

3.0 PROJECT DEVELOPMENTS AND KEY EVALUATION FINDINGS

3.1 Project timeline

‘Getting going’ (Aug-Oct 2014)

3.1.1 The first evaluation reviewed the initial three months of the initiative. It found 
that there was good buy-in to the principles of VMAP from the outset. Whilst 
time-consuming, VMAP was seen as a valuable use of time by practitioners. 

3.1.2 Encouragingly, the VMAP process was also shown to be further 
strengthening practitioner collaboration in Slough, building on an already 
solid foundation of partnership working. 

3.1.3 Perhaps unsurprisingly, the evaluation did reveal some initial teething 
frustrations with the VMAP process, including intermittent attendance by 
some services and agencies. Problems were also identified with the flow of 
meetings and managing the caseload.

Refinements to VMAP model (late 2014)

3.1.4 In response to these problems, some refinements to the VMAP model were 
agreed with the VMAP Chair and Co-Chair in late 2014. These looked to 
bring more of a structure to VMAP meetings, through the incorporation of 
dedicated timed sections. There was also a move towards enhancing the 
ownership of cases by VMAP attendees. 

3.1.5 Reflecting practitioner concerns about the demands of the existing VMAP 
schedule, a realignment of the meeting cycle was also initiated which 
increased the number of days for case research and preparation. 

3.1.6 These refinements were further complemented by other changes, including 
the introduction of a triage process (to review, and where appropriate, 
rationalise the caseload in advance of meetings) and improvements to the 
format and content of case paperwork. 

‘Finding its feet’ (Nov 2014-Feb 2015)

3.1.7 The second VMAP evaluation conducted in March this year reviewed 
progress since November 2014. It showed that many of the previous issues 
with the flow and administration of meetings had been largely alleviated by 
the aforementioned re-structuring of VMAP and case management 
improvements put in place. Practitioners noted widespread improvements.

3.1.8 There was also growing acknowledgement from practitioners that VMAP 
outputs had improved, as evidenced by survey findings. 



3.1.9 Positively, the 2nd evaluation also saw improved agency representation at 
VMAP meetings, and found that participants were increasingly committed to 
and supportive of VMAP as a mechanism for effective partnership working, 
foreseeing long-term benefits.

3.1.10 In terms of the principal outcome of reducing violence, however, analysis 
was unable to determine any impact to a statistically robust level.

‘Settling down’ (Mar-Jul 2015)

3.1.11 The most recent evaluation conducted in July 2015 found that the latter third 
of the VMAP pilot was marked by stability, both in terms of commitment from 
attendees but also attendance levels. The benefits of continued engagement 
in VMAP remain fundamentally tangible to many practitioners. 

3.1.12 However, the evaluation found that there were growing questions over some 
attributes of the VMAP process. Survey findings suggested a creeping sense 
of doubt emerging amongst some practitioners as to whether the time and 
resource investment in the current VMAP process should be retained. 

3.1.13 Questions about the depth of problem solving capabilities of the current 
VMAP process, and frustrations around case recurrence and the inability of 
VMAP to find resolutions to problems, were also raised by some 
interviewees. 

3.2 ‘Programme fidelity’ enablers

3.2.1 There has been an array of strong enablers which have helped maintain the 
fidelity and integrity of the VMAP initiative over its pilot period.

3.2.2 Resilience has been aided by the iterative nature of VMAP and the way this 
enables involvement in and commitment to the process to become a routine 
aspect of practitioner’s activity. There has also been minimal turnover in 
project leadership or key VMAP support staff.

3.2.3 There is also a prevailing sense that VMAP is a shared objective relevant to 
many, and that multi-agency collaboration is not just important but also 
expected.

3.2.4 The style and tone of VMAP meetings, in particular how they are chaired, 
has also generated a strong sense of inclusiveness and cooperation 
amongst attendees.

3.3 Attendance and representation 

3.3.1 As part of the evaluation analysis, data on attendance and representation 
from all 26 fortnightly VMAP meetings in the pilot period were reviewed.

3.3.2 VMAP has seen a mean average of 14 attendees per meeting over this 
timeframe, a turnout trend which has remained stable.



3.3.3 In total, there have been 97 different attendees at VMAP. Over half of these 
have attended only once, an indication of churn and ‘self-selection’. 
However, this turnover has been balanced by a strong core group of 
attendees, 13 of whom have attended at least half of all meetings.

3.4 Benefits of VMAP

3.4.1 A number of benefits have emerged from the VMAP process, both for 
individuals and service delivery as a whole.

3.4.2 As outlined earlier, VMAP has catalysed a general improvement in 
partnership working, a finding which is reflected in feedback received from 
practitioners. VMAP has also encouraged broad participation and has 
involved organisations that perhaps don’t traditionally attend other multi-
agency forums – a development welcomed by practitioners.

3.4.3 VMAP has also opened up an alternative route for getting those individuals 
into supportive services that were not necessarily being picked up by 
conventional referral channels. 

3.4.4 It is also evident that VMAP has improved information and intelligence flows 
both in and out of neighbourhood policing. This in turn has served to 
enhance contextual case knowledge amongst practitioners

3.4.5 As feedback from interviews attests, VMAP has also improved case 
coordination, allowing practitioners to identify which other agencies are 
working with an individual. It has also helped reduce duplication, enabling 
more streamlined and consistent engagement with service users. 

3.5 Emerging issues/challenges

3.5.1 As VMAP has developed, there is increasing recognition that problem-
solving is a difficult endeavour. The underlying drivers of violence are often 
complex, and a number of individuals in the VMAP caseload have been 
highly recurrent and display entrenched needs and behaviours. Practitioners 
feel that achieving real progress requires quality engagement with 
individuals, but this is likely to prove challenging as resources get ever 
tighter in the current austerity climate.

3.5.2 Practitioners also expressed uncertainty as to the extent to which the current 
VMAP approach can explore and resolve the deeper causal issues at the 
root of recurrent violence. 

3.5.3 There are also emerging doubts about whether VMAP makes the best use of 
everybody’s time. This appears to be linked to a subtle shift in what is 
happening during meetings, and whether they offer sufficient scope for 
problem solving, or are more oriented towards case coordination processes.

3.5.4 Such issues are in a way linked to the operation and functioning of VMAP, 
and it has been a challenge to get some parts of the model right. Problem 



solving slots in VMAP meetings, for example, were designed to be dedicated 
spaces allowing for cases to be revisited a second time in order to review 
additional information and explore possible resolutions. However, in reality, 
there has been increasingly little distinction between problem solving slots 
and subsequent open case discussions/updates. 

3.5.5 That is not to say that VMAP has not achieved some positive or at least 
promising case outcomes, enabled by multi-agency coordination and 
collaboration and elements of problem solving. A number of good case 
studies have been identified as part of the evaluation process. 

3.6 Formal VMAP outputs and case statistics

3.6.1 As part of the most recent VMAP evaluation, an initial sample of 135 
available case records were analysed, reflecting those individuals coming to 
notice in the first half of the pilot year.

3.6.2 In terms of actions set for these cases, analysis showed that close to two-
thirds (64%) were ‘information’ actions, with most of these being simple case 
updates. This is indicative of VMAP primarily adopting a case monitoring 
role, rather than actions being representative of problem solving activity. 

3.6.3 In terms of case ownership, Thames Valley Police were ascribed 40% of 
actions, with a significant proportion of these taken by the South 
Neighbourhood Inspector. Overall, just under one-third of actions within the 
caseload remained incomplete. 

3.6.4 Across the full 12-months of the pilot period, there have been 298 individuals 
considered by VMAP – two thirds of who were attributable to Chalvey and 
Upton wards in the South neighbourhood policing area. The age 
demographic for VMAP cases shows a strong orientation towards younger 
age groups, which is perhaps unsurprising. 

3.6.5 In terms of recurrence statistics, research shows that the VMAP caseload is 
predominantly comprised of individuals who have come to notice twice in the 
last year. Just under a third (approximately 30%) have come to notice three 
or more times. 

3.6.6 58% of the VMAP caseload were suspects/offenders, and 42% victims. 
VMAP offenders were noticeably more likely to be perpetrators of non-
domestic violence. 

3.6.7 Analysis also showed the significant overlap between the different roles 
adopted by VMAP subjects. Of particular interest is the finding that one-third 
of domestic violence victims also presented as domestic violence offenders, 
blurring any notion of regimented victim/offender typology. 



3.6.8 Mental health problems are mentioned as a need or issue for more than one- 
third of VMAP individuals. Drug and alcohol issues are also noticeably 
prevalent amongst the VMAP cohort.

3.7 Impact analysis findings

3.7.1 In evaluating the impact of VMAP, the Police Foundation has tried to use the 
most robust available measures, given the scale and design of the initiative. 
Two methods have been employed. 

3.7.2 The first metric looks at the rate of ‘subsequent occurrence’1 within the 
VMAP caseload compared to previous years and against non-VMAP wards 
in Slough, and is a further development from subsequent occurrence 
measures presented in previous interim VMAP evaluation reports. The 
second measure takes a ‘cohort study’ approach, which tracks VMAP 
subjects over a standardised period (120 days) and compares what happens 
to them with a similar ‘control group’ not subject to VMAP. 

3.7.3 Calculations show that in terms of the rate of subsequent occurrence, 
performance in the VMAP wards reflected the mean average rate of 
subsequent occurrences for the previous 8 years. The rate for the 12-month 
VMAP pilot period was also higher than seen in non-VMAP wards. On this 
basis, there was no evidence to support that VMAP had had a positive 
impact on the rate of recurrent violence.

3.7.4 In terms of the cohort comparison measure, it was shown that a greater 
proportion of the VMAP cohort came to notice again than the equivalent 
group from the rest of Slough, although the difference was not statistically 
significant. Analysis did show that the VMAP cohort took longer to come 
back to notice during the study period, but again, any difference was not 
statistically significant. 

3.7.5 The cohort study did show that the VMAP cohort contained noticeably more 
highly recurrent individuals than the rest of Slough comparator group. This 
would appear to validate the selection of the intervention wards used for the 
VMAP process, but also serves to highlight that the VMAP cohort are likely 
to represent a more challenging and complex group of individuals to work 
with. 

3.7.6 Further detail on impact analysis and outcomes will be included in the final 
VMAP evaluation and project findings report. 

1 A Subsequent Occurrence is a violent offence that involves either a victim or offender who, prior to 
that offence, had previously met the criteria for consideration by VMAP; it is therefore specifically the 
subset of offences that VMAP sets out to prevent/reduce.



3.8 Practitioner views on the future of VMAP 

3.8.1 Irrespective of current evidence as to its apparent ineffectiveness in relation 
to reducing recurrent violence, practitioner’s attitudes towards VMAP – as 
demonstrated through the findings of evaluation interviews – remain 
somewhat undaunted. There are those participants that instinctively feel that 
VMAP is the ‘right’ thing to do. Others recognise that the impact of VMAP is 
unlikely to be felt so early on, and that it needs greater longevity to fully 
realise its crime reduction potential.

3.8.2 Recent survey findings further reveal a discernible appetite amongst 
practitioners to continue with VMAP, with nearly 90% of respondents 
agreeing that the initiative has a future.

3.8.3 Extending the current caseload was not favoured, however, with nearly 
three-quarters of respondents disagreeing that VMAP could take on more 
than it does. Views on whether VMAP meetings should be less frequent 
were equivocal.

3.8.4 There were also mixed views on potential changes to VMAP case selection 
– whether that was in relation to cases warranting greater attention than 
those currently discussed at VMAP, or whether the caseload should be 
chosen in a different way.

4.0 DISCUSSION WITH KEY LEADS REGARDING EVALUATION FINDINGS 
AND VMAP LEGACY

4.1 The Police Foundation met with local VMAP Key Leads on 28 August to 
deliver initial findings from the concluding evaluation, and to discuss the 
future of the VMAP project.

4.2 It is clear that VMAP continues to benefit from strong local advocacy, and 
key personnel, including the VMAP Chair, are keen to retain the initiative. A 
multi-agency working group was set up to discuss taking VMAP forward 
beyond its pilot year – a process which included consideration of possible 
changes to the current model – and continuity arrangements have since 
been put in place to transition to a revised approach. 

4.3 The Police Foundation made a number of suggestions to Key Leads relating 
to VMAP legacy, including elements of the process that should be retained, 
and aspects that could be improved. The latter included a shift away from 
focussing on VMAP meetings, with a greater emphasis on case conferences 
between meetings, more robust case ownership, and a more intensive focus 
on fewer cases. Increasing the scope for ‘deeper’ problem solving within 
meetings, as well as meetings being used for oversight and ‘holding-to-
account’ was also advocated. There appears to be an appetite amongst Key 
Leads and the VMAP Chair to incorporate some of these modifications within 
a revised VMAP approach. 



4.4 There were also discussions about the scope for undertaking further analysis 
to determine the possible effectiveness of VMAP beyond those outcome 
measures already considered. Key Leads were particularly keen to 
understand which (if any) groups of individuals VMAP ‘worked best for’, in 
order that case selection might be better targeted towards those individuals.

4.5 To complete the evaluation process, the Police Foundation had previously 
committed to completing an in-depth review of the full VMAP caseload, and 
in addition, explore the feasibility of assessing the impact of VMAP on 
service demand. Following the meeting with Key Leads, the Police 
Foundation have also agreed to re-visit the ‘subsequent occurrence’ impact 
analysis for a number of different subgroups, to identify any evidence that 
VMAP saw more positive outcomes for particular groups of cases.

4.6 Whilst the above analysis may yield some useful supplementary evidence, 
there are limitations as to what can be achieved. In particular, it is unlikely –
due to methodological considerations – that the wider ‘subsequent 
occurrence' impact research will provide any definitive insight around 
identifying target groups that may be particularly suitable for VMAP 
intervention. This cautionary note, and the need to kerb expectations of what 
further analysis may (or may not) reveal, has been fed-back to Key Leads 
and the VMAP Chair. 

5.0 NEXT STEPS FOR THE POLICE FOUNDATION

5.1 Alongside the remaining analysis to be undertaken, the Police Foundation 
has scheduled a series of interviews with Key Leads in order to capture 
strategic reflections on the VMAP project. These are to be held in mid-
September. 

5.2 Completion of the full project findings report for Slough will follow, with a 
publication date of late 2015 initially earmarked. 

 


