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1 Background 
 

1.1 Sussex Violence Reduction Partnership 

The Home Office funds 18 Violence Reduction Units which invest in initiatives that test approaches in 
tackling and preventing serious violence. The government definition of serious violence is set out in the 
Serious Violence Strategy (2018): 
 
“Specific types of crime such as homicide, knife crime, and gun crime and areas of criminality where 
serious violence or its threat is inherent, such as in gangs and county lines drug dealing. It also includes 
emerging crime threats faced in some areas of the country such as the use of corrosive substances as a 
weapon.” 
 
The VRU in Sussex is known as the Violence Reduction Partnership (VRP) as it reflects the partnership 
model of delivery. The VRP has a hub and spoke model, with a central hub Steering Group, and three 
spoke VRPs in each of the three areas of Sussex: West Sussex, East Sussex and Brighton and Hove. This 
has enabled local commissioning of interventions that meet the specific needs of those areas. The VRP 
produces an annual Problem Profile which provides an overview of Serious Violence in Sussex and the 
prevalence of associated risk factors.   
 

1.2 Sussex Violence Reduction Partnership Evaluation 

The Sussex VRP selected three projects to be evaluated, one in each of the spoke areas.  The projects 
are: 

• West Sussex: Schools Exclusion Programme 

• East Sussex: MACE Family Key Work Service 

• Brighton and Hove: ‘REPRESENT’ Arts Engagement Project. 
 
Five key aims for the evaluation were agreed: 

1. To validate the project Theory of Change models 
2. To assess the projects in the context of the Public Health Approach to serious violence 
3. To assess the impact of the projects on the young people engaged 
4. To assess the Social Return on Investment of the projects 
5. To contribute to what is known about ‘what works’ in tackling serious violence. 

 
The evaluation scope is limited to the three selected projects.  The areas that are specifically out of scope 
are: 

• The overall VRP programme and how it is organised and managed 

• The selection process for which projects receive funding 

• The VRP projects which were not selected for evaluation. 
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2 Methodology 
 
The evaluation methodology comprised the following research strands: 

• Validation of the Theory of Change models 

• Stakeholder engagement through interviews and surveys 

• Project monitoring and impact data 

• Social return on investment assessment. 
 

2.1 Validation of the Theory of Change models 

Workshops were facilitated with each of the project teams to review and update the draft Theory of 
Change documents.  Two additional columns were added to the template; an enablers column that 
captures the factors which will influence the success of the interventions, and an intermediate outcomes 
column that captures the softer outcomes which will demonstrate that the individuals are on the right 
trajectory to achieving the harder outcomes. 
 
The updated versions are included in Appendix 1.  
 

2.2 Stakeholder engagement 

Stakeholder views were sought for each project from strategic, operational, and end user perspectives. 
The strategic and operational stakeholders were interviewed using a semi-structured approach based 
around the four stages of the Public Health Approach to Serious Violence and covered each of the five 
Cs. The end user interviews were more open in structure, to allow the participants to express in their 
own words their experience of the project. 
 
A total of 64 interviews across the three projects have been completed. A summary is provided in the 
table below: 
 
Table 1: VRP and project stakeholders engaged 

Overarching interviews covering all three projects (10) 

Strategic: Steering Group (10) Police (2), OPCC (1), Local Authorities (4), Health (1), Community 
/ Youth Organisations (2) 

West Sussex: Schools Exclusions Interviews (34) 

Operational: Delivery Team (4) Local Authority Leads (2), Embedded Co-ordinators (2) 

Operational: School Stakeholders (9) Senior Leadership Team Representatives (4), Pastoral Leads (5) 

End users (21) Pupils (19), Parents (2) 

East Sussex: MACE Family Key Work Service (12) 

Operational: Delivery Team (4) Local Authority Lead (1), Service Manager (1), Lead Professional 
(1), Key Worker (1) 

Operational: System Stakeholders (4) Social Workers (2), Youth Offending Team Worker (1), Under 19 
Substance Misuse Team Worker (1) 

End users (4) Parents (3), Young Person (1) 

Brighton and Hove: REPRESENT (8) 

Operational: Delivery Team (3) Commissioning Lead (1), Project Lead (1), Project Manager (1) 

Operational: System Stakeholders (2) Probation Officers (2) 

End users (3) Participants (3) 
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Online surveys for each of the projects were open during the second half of the evaluation.  The surveys 
were open to all young people who had participated in the three projects to capture their views, 
especially for those participants who did not wish to speak to the evaluators directly, but still wanted to 
offer their views.   
 

2.3 Monitoring and impact data 

The projects provide a monthly service user monitoring form to the VRP, which was shared with the 
evaluation.   
 
Project impact data was provided by each of the projects.  This varies in content due to the nature of 
the projects. For example, the Schools Exclusions project and MACE Family Key Work Service were able 
to provide hard evidence of progress through tangible measures (e.g. number of detentions, number of 
missing episodes etc.), whereas the REPRESENT project was able to provide more narrative impact 
information on the softer outcomes achieved by the participants.  
  

2.4 Social Return on Investment Assessment 

The social return on investment assessment enables us to draw together the shorter-term impacts 
achieved by the projects within the delivery timeframe to those longer-term outcomes of reducing 
serious violence.  The approach and calculations are explained in full in the SROI chapter. 
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3 Findings 
 
The findings bring together the evidence obtained from the various research strands: 

• Monthly service user monitoring data 

• Qualitative interviews (completed between October 2021 and March 2022) 

• Online surveys (completed between January 2022 and March 2022) 

• Project impact data.  
  

3.1 West Sussex: Schools Exclusions Programme 

3.1.1 Project description 

The West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme was developed by West Sussex County Council and Adur 
and Worthing Councils to address local issues around school exclusions and linked behaviour in the 
community. The project is delivered by the Sid Youth, a not-for-profit Community Interest Group, in five 
secondary schools:  

• The Angmering School 

• Bohunt School 

• Durrington High School 

• Sir Robert Woodard Academy 

• Worthing High School. 
 
The five participating schools attended the Trauma Informed Therapeutic Approaches training prior to 
the start of the project, and the schools had access to a limited number of consultancy days for additional 
support in implementing the approaches.  The individual schools’ approaches to discipline and 
behaviour will vary, and it is important to recognise therefore that the schools engaged with the 
programme from different starting points in relation to therapeutic approaches.   
 
The programme is delivered by two Embedded Co-ordinators and consists of three strands of work 
which are designed to support different types of pupils:  

• High level support: Embedded Co-ordinator support is provided to pupils considered at highest 
risk of permanent exclusion. 

• Medium level support: Mentoring is provided to pupils who are showing the signs that they are 
likely to become at risk of permanent exclusion if their behaviour continues to escalate. 

• Universal level support: RealTalk workshops are provided to pupils who are starting to come to 
the attention of the school. 

 
The initial target cohorts were set at 50-75 pupils at risk of exclusion, and 72 pupils for the RealTalk 
Workshops. The actual figures at the close of the evaluation period in March 2022 were that 48 pupils 
had been supported through the embedded co-ordinator support and mentoring work, and 79 pupils 
have attended the RealTalk Workshops (including the girls only safe space group).   
 
The target cohort, particularly for the Embedded Co-ordinator support, are the most challenging pupils 
in the schools. They are likely to have had a number of other interventions and other types of support, 
and some may have refused to engage with other forms of support. Many are on their last chance within 
the schools and are very close to being excluded.   
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There was support for the continuation of the project from school and Local Authority stakeholders, and 
an extension of funding was agreed to ensure the pupils could continue to receive support until the end 
of the school year, rather than having to stop in March 2022. It was felt that the support complements 
the school pastoral systems and provides something different, that cannot be delivered by school staff. 
The partnership between the Sid Youth and the schools continues to develop and embed. 
 

Embedded Co-ordinator Support 
Pupils considered at highest risk of permanent exclusion are referred for Embedded Co-ordinator 
support. In most cases, the behaviour will have been escalating over a long period of time and will be 
engrained, although there are a couple of cases where behaviour has escalated rapidly who have also 
been referred. 
 
For the project period July 2021 to March 2022, 24 pupils across the five schools have received 
Embedded Co-ordinator support. A further 3 pupils were referred but did not go on to receive support 
(one because the school retracted the referral, one because the parent did not agree to the support and 
one because a higher need case came in before the Embedded Coordinator had met with the pupil). 
From those 24 pupils, six have now been permanently excluded. 
 
The majority of the pupils receiving Embedded Co-ordinator support are aged 14 years old (9, 38%) or 
13 years old (7, 29%), with a smaller number aged 12 years old (6, 25%) and a couple aged 15 years old 
(2, 8%).  There were no pupils referred to Embedded Co-ordinator support aged 10, 11 or 16 years old.  
Of the 24 pupils, 12 were female (50%) and 12 were male (50%). 
 
The majority of the pupils referred to the Embedded Co-ordinator support were white (20, 83%), with a 
small number from mixed or multiple ethnic groups (4, 17%). In terms of the initial risk category, three 
quarters of the pupils referred to the Embedded Co-ordinator support were considered a potential risk 
(18, 75%) whilst a quarter were considered to be a known risk (6, 25%). No pupils were considered to 
be universal, and no pupils were considered to be involved in violence or crime. 
 

Mentoring 
Pupils considered at some risk of permanent exclusion are referred to mentoring support. Behaviour 
may have started to deteriorate, or may have been identified as beginning to show the signs of potential 
deterioration. Examples of the types of pupils receiving mentoring support are those transitioning from 
Year 6 to Year 7 who require additional support to settle in, or those towards the end of secondary 
school who need some additional support to get through to the end of the year. 
 
For the project period July 2021 to March 2022, 24 pupils across the five schools have received 
mentoring support.  This includes one pupil who had received Embedded Co-ordinator support earlier 
in the school year, but was later re-referred for mentoring support. The pupils receiving mentoring 
support at the younger age range are mostly 11 years old (6, 25%) and 12 years old (5, 21%), with some 
aged 10 years old (3, 13%).  At the older age range, the majority were aged 14 years old (5, 21%) or 15 
years old (4, 17%) and one aged 16 years old (1, 4%).  Of the 24 pupils, 16 were male (67%) and 8 were 
female (33%). 
 
The majority of the pupils receiving mentoring were white (20, 83%), with a small number from mixed 
or multiple ethnic groups (3, 13%), and one black/ African/ Caribbean/ Black British pupil (1, 4%). In 
terms of the initial risk category, there was a spread between the categories with the majority 
considered either universal (7, 29%) or a potential risk (14, 58%), and the remaining pupils either a 
known risk (2, 8%) or involved in violence or crime (1, 4%). 
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RealTalk Workshops 
The RealTalk workshops have been completed by 10 groups of young people (total of 71 pupils).  The 
RealTalk workshops cover a range of topics including anti-social behaviour, knife crime, exploitation, and 
grooming.  The workshops include core content but are also adaptable to meet the needs of the pupils 
present and respond to their key concerns.  The workshops are delivered weekly over a six-week period.  
The delivery was impacted slightly by Covid for a couple of groups, who missed one session due to the 
year group being sent home as a result of staffing issues. The content was caught up in the following 
sessions. 
 
In addition to the RealTalk Workshops, the Embedded Co-ordinators are running a Girls Only Safe Space 
group (total of 8 pupils). This is a five-session programme that runs once a week, and is aimed at any 
girls who are struggling, especially those that have been impacted by recent youth violence in the area. 
Feedback from some of the girls the team were engaged with was that they were scared to go out, so 
the group would provide a safe space to talk, learn and have some fun. The sessions provide 
opportunities to educate the girls around exploitation, grooming, and positive relationships to lessen 
their vulnerability with increased awareness. 
 

3.1.2 How well has the project applied the public health approach to serious 
violence? 

The diagram below summarises the feedback from the project stakeholders on the four stages of the 
Public Health Approach to Serious Violence. 
 
Figure 1: West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme Public Health approach to serious violence summary 

 
 
  



 

13 
 

The public health approach to serious violence sets out five ‘C’s which are intended to support the 
development of projects and initiatives with a focus on improving long-term outcomes.  The project 
delivery teams and stakeholders reviewed each of the Cs and commented on how well they felt the 
project met each one. 
 

Collaboration 
The key partners engaged in the project are West Sussex County Council, Adur and Worthing Councils, 
the five participating schools, the Sid Youth and the young people and their families. In general, it was 
felt that there has been good engagement from all partners, however, there is room for improvement.  
It has been challenging to arrange meetings at times when all partners are able to attend. As a pilot 
programme, it has taken some time to refine and agree the most appropriate communication channels, 
and for the Sid Youth to work with the schools to embed a working approach that suits each setting.  
The learning from this year will be important for the continuation of the programme, and particularly in 
setting out the commitment required and ways of working for any additional schools that may join the 
programme in the future. 
 

Co-production 
Co-production was recognised as a challenge during the design of the programme. Due to the time 
constraints between being notified that the project could go ahead and getting it started, there was not 
time to undertake a full co-production approach. However, the design was informed by some 
engagement work where the Councils spoke to some young people to understand their experiences of 
exclusion, and also by previous work undertaken by the Sid Youth. It is acknowledged that co-production 
could be strengthened, and the programme would like to build in the ‘you said we did’ loop to 
demonstrate where action has been taken as a result of their input. Whilst co-production in the design 
was not as strong as it could have been, the young people are active in the delivery of the interventions. 
Each session is led by the young person, and tailored to their needs and their interests. 
 

Community Consensus 
The topic of school exclusions is high profile locally and on social media, and the project is a response to 
the community need for this to be addressed. Explicit community engagement has not taken place. The 
Sid Youth are closely linked to the Sidney Walter Community Centre, and have a base there. They have 
strong connections to local activity groups and are familiar with the area and the groups of young people 
that are present.  Through the various activities on offer, the support aims to get the pupils engaged in 
the community in a positive way. 
 

Co-operation in data and intelligence 
Data is important in monitoring the progress of the pupils and the schools regularly review data around 
fixed term exclusions, detentions, internal isolations, attendance and behaviour points. A future 
development could be increased cooperation in linking activity occurring in the community and 
identifying the individuals involved.  
 
One of the challenges for the project has been establishing an agreed method of capture for case notes.  
In the first half of the project the Embedded Co-ordinators were sharing case updates as a weekly 
summary, with a look back over progress at the end of each half term.  They have now progressed this 
to a case software system which means that the schools can log in and see the case notes as and when 
they need to, and everything is captured in a secure and consistent format. The transfer of case notes 
occurred over the Christmas break, and was embedded during the second half of the project. 
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Counter-narratives 
The creation of development opportunities and alternatives to criminal activity is central to the design 
of the project.  The interventions ensure that the pupils are exposed to different opportunities that they 
might not otherwise have been able to access, and activities like gym memberships and boxing club have 
been particularly popular.  The Embedded Co-ordinators themselves are positive role models for the 
pupils, and they have been able to form trusted relationships with the majority of the young people. 
 

3.1.3 What impact has the project had in addressing serious violence? 

 

Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Risk Factors 
The service user monitoring form captures the main presenting risk factors for each individual. This 
provides a baseline for the types of challenges that the support is aiming to address. The main presenting 
risk factors for the Embedded Co-ordinator and mentoring cases are displayed in the graphs below.  
 
The most common risk factors amongst the 24 pupils referred for Embedded Co-ordinator support were 
low educational attainment (22, 92%), mental health (22, 92%), inappropriate peer groups (17, 71%) and 
family relationships (15, 63%).  Other risk factors of concern include exploitation (10, 42%), persistent 
absence from school (10, 42%) and Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) (9, 38%). 
 
The most common risk factors amongst the 24 pupils referred for mentoring were mental health (15, 
63%), family relationships (11, 46%), low educational attainment (10, 42%) and inappropriate peer group 
(9, 38%). 
 
Figure 2: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Main presenting risk factors 

 
 
The table below provides the full breakdown of all of the identified risk factors for the Embedded Co-
ordinator and mentoring cohorts. 
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Table 2: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Main presenting risk factors 

Risk Category Mentoring Embedded Co-ordinator 

Relationship 11 (46%) 15 (63%) 

Child in need 1 (4%) 3 (13%) 

Looked after child 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 

Poor parenting 2 (8%) 2 (8%) 

ACEs 5 (21%) 9 (38%) 

Poverty 1 (4%) 5 (21%) 

Housing need 1 (4%) 2 (8%) 

Family (Other) - 1 (4%) 

Inappropriate peer group 9 (38%) 17 (71%) 

Exploitation 6 (25%) 10 (42%) 

Youth offending 1 (4%) - 

Youth ASB 3 (13%) 8 (33%) 

County Lines 1 (4%) - 

Victim of crime 1 (4%) 2 (8%) 

Knife possession 1 (4%) 2 (8%) 

Other (Offending) 6 (25%) 3 (13%) 

Mental Health 15 (63%) 22 (92%) 

Physical Health - 1 (4%) 

Drug Misuse 3 (13%) 4 (17%) 

Alcohol misuse 1 (4%) - 

Persistent absence from school 6 (25%) 10 (42%) 

Low educational attainment 10 (42%) 22 (92%) 

Special or Additional Educational Need 4 (17%) 4 (17%) 

Other (Education) 5 (21%) 6 (25%) 

 
 

Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Outcomes 
Of the 48 pupils who received 1-1 support either through the Embedded Co-ordinator support or 
mentoring support, six (13%) have been permanently excluded.   
 
The service user monitoring form captures the outcomes achieved for the pupils. The most frequently 
achieved outcomes for the 24 pupils referred for Embedded Co-ordinator support were better 
knowledge/ awareness of crime/ violence (8, 33%), improved mental health and wellbeing (6, 25%) and 
improved attendance/ behaviour/ progress at school or college (5, 21%).  The most common outcomes 
for the pupils referred for mentoring were improved attendance/ behaviour/ progress at school or 
college (15, 63%) and improved mental health and wellbeing (11, 46%). 
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Figure 3: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Outcomes 

 
 
Table 3: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Outcomes 

Outcomes Mentoring Embedded Co-ordinator 

Improved attendance/ behaviour/ progress 
at school/ college 

15 (63%) 5 (21%) 

Improved mental health/ wellbeing 11 (46%) 6 (25%) 

Better knowledge/ awareness of 
crime/violence 

3 (13%) 8 (33%) 

Reduced offending/ victimisation 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 

Improved general/ physical health 3 (13%) 3 (13%) 

Reduced involvement with statutory 
services 

- 1 (4%) 

Other 1 (4%) - 

 
The Embedded Co-ordinators also provided a narrative update on each case to capture some of the 
broader outcomes achieved.  The additional outcomes achieved by the pupils receiving Embedded Co-
ordinator support included accessing positive activities (e.g. clubs/sports) outside of school (7), being 
supported with CVs/job applications and college placements (5), and being signposted to other relevant 
support e.g. counselling (1) or food support through BEATS (1).  There were two Embedded Co-ordinator 
cases and that closed with limited outcomes, due to poor engagement after Christmas. 
 
Additional outcomes achieved by the pupils receiving mentoring support included accessing positive 
activities (e.g. clubs/sports) outside of school (7), successful transition from primary school and settling 
into secondary school (3), being supported with CVs/job applications and college applications (3).  There 
were 2 mentoring cases that closed with limited outcomes, the first was closed due to poor engagement 
and the second was closed as the pupil had involvement from multiple other professionals. 
 
Through the online survey, we asked participants to indicate the changes they felt they have seen in 
themselves as a result of the Embedded Co-ordinator or mentoring support. A multiple-choice list was 
provided and respondents could select as many options as they felt applied.   
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Of the 24 Embedded Co-ordinator cases, nine (38%) responded to the online survey. Of the 24 mentoring 
cases, four (17%) responded to the online survey. The most noticed changes by the participants 
themselves were increased understanding of actions leading to consequences, improved self-
awareness, improved relationship with teachers and engaging more in lessons. 
 
Figure 4: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Participant view of outcomes 

 
 
The table below provides the full breakdown of all of the improvements the respondents felt they had 
achieved as a result of the Embedded Co-ordinator and mentoring support. 
 
Table 4: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: Participant view of outcomes 

Category Mentoring Embedded Co-ordinator 

Improved self-awareness  2 (50%) 5 (56%) 

Improved sense of wellbeing  1 (25%) 3 (33%)  

Increased confidence  - 6 (67%) 

Increased motivation 2 (50%) 3 (33%) 

Increased understanding of actions leading 
to consequences  2 (50%) 8 (89%) 

More positive friendships 2 (50%) 4 (44%) 

Positive changes to your family life 2 (50%) 4 (44%) 

Progress towards achieving personal goals 1 (25%) 1 (11%) 

Feeling more positive about the future 1 (25%) 5 (56%) 

Engaging more in lessons  3 (75%) 4 (44%) 

Less disruptive in lessons  1 (25%) 3 (33%) 

Improved relationship with teachers  1 (25%) 6 (67%) 

Improved relationship with other pupils  1 (25%) 3 (33%) 

Increased positive feedback from teachers 2 (50%) 4 (44%) 

Increased empathy for others 1 (25%) 4 (44%) 

Feeling safer in school  - 3 (33%) 

Feeling safer at home  - 3 (33%) 

Feeling safer in the community  1 (25%) 2 (22%) 

 
The online survey also asked to what extent the pupils agreed that participating in the project has made 
them better equipped to avoid becoming involved in serious violence in the future. For the Embedded 
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Co-ordinator cases, 5 (56%) agreed, and 4 (44%) neither agreed nor disagreed. For the Mentoring cases, 
1 (25%) strongly agreed, 1 (25%) agreed and 2 (50%) neither agreed not disagreed. 
 
In terms of the harder outcome measures (e.g. fixed term exclusions, detentions, behaviour points, 
attendance), the data does not provide a clear view of progress. It can be difficult to track impact over 
a relatively short period as behaviour is not linear, and it is common to see improvements over a number 
of weeks followed by a sudden setback or deterioration of behaviour. 
 
The pupils receiving support are typically struggling with a number of challenging behaviours, and the 
support looks at addressing these one at a time so that the pupils are motivated and focused to achieve 
their goals as they will feel more manageable than tackling everything at once.  For example, a child may 
have poor attendance, and when in school, may be disruptive in class or fail to complete homework. The 
support may address the attendance first, and so the pupil profile will show an improvement in 
attendance, but potentially an increase in detentions for failure to complete homework as they are now 
more present.   
 
In addition, the data only provides numbers, not context. For example, a pupil may receive an average 
of 10 detentions per half term. They may have been receiving those for behaviours like fighting and 
stealing and that may have been the focus of their work with the Embedded Co-ordinators. In the next 
half term, they may still receive 10 detentions but for other behaviour (e.g. failure to complete 
homework or disruption in class).    
 
A further complicating factor is that the young people may be heavily impacted by external factors.  This 
can be as a result of things like violent incidents in the community, uncertainty around global events, 
and the increased pressure on families due to the rising cost of living. These factors can have a significant 
impact on a young person’s wellbeing and consequent behaviour. We would expect that with the 
support of the Embedded Co-ordinators the pupils build their resilience to the influence of external 
factors, and become better equipped to recover from setbacks, but the impact cannot be completely 
avoided. 
 
These considerations should be kept in mind when reviewing the data, and it should be reviewed 
alongside the qualitative feedback and progress on softer measures to give a more holistic view of pupil 
progress and trajectory.   
 
The table below summarises the project impact data provided by the schools. There are some gaps in 
the data for some pupils where it was unavailable, and these are noted.  Of the 24 Embedded Co-
ordinator cases, data was provided for 21 pupils, and of the 24 mentoring cases, data was provided for 
20 of the cases. 
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Table 5: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: School impact data 

Category Mentoring Embedded Co-ordinator 

Attendance From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 0 cases had clear improvement in 
attendance %, but 2 cases had 
improvement from the baseline to close 
although they went up and down 
through the project period.  

• 4 cases had a drop in attendance %, and 
a further 3 cases had a drop from the 
baseline to close although they went up 
and down through the project period.  

• 3 cases retained the same attendance 
from baseline to close but went up and 
down through the project period. 

8 records were incomplete/not provided. 

From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 4 cases had clear improvement in 
attendance %, and a further 3 had 
improvement from the baseline to close 
although they went up and down 
through the project period.  

• 4 cases had a drop in attendance %, and 
a further 2 cases had a drop from the 
baseline to close although they went up 
and down through the project period.  

• 1 case retained the same attendance 
from baseline to close but went up and 
down through the project period. 

7 records were incomplete/not provided. 

Positive 
Behaviour 
Points 

From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 1 case received no positive behaviour 
points during the project period. 

• 3 cases received an increased number 
of points, and a further 3 cases saw 
improvement from baseline to project 
close but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 3 cases received the same number of 
points each half term, and a further 1 
case received the same number at 
baseline and project close but went up 
and down during the project period.  

• 3 cases received a decreased number of 
points, and a further 4 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

2 records were incomplete/not provided. 

From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 3 cases received no positive behaviour 
points during the project period. 

• 4 cases received an increased number 
of points, and a further 1 case saw 
improvement from baseline to project 
close but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 2 cases received the same number at 
baseline and project close but went up 
and down during the project period.  

• 1 case received a decreased number of 
points, and a further 5 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

5 records were incomplete/not provided. 
 
 

Negative 
Behaviour 
Points 

From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 1 case received no negative behaviour 
points during the project period. 

• 2 cases received an increased number 
of points, and a further 8 cases saw an 
increase from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 1 case received the same number of 
points each half term.  

• 0 cases received a decreased number of 
points, but a further 3 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

4 records were incomplete/not provided. 
 

From the baseline measure to project 
close: 

• 0 cases received no negative behaviour 
points during the project period. 

• 3 cases received an increased number 
of points, and a further 6 cases saw an 
increase from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 2 cases received a decreased number of 
points, but a further 6 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

4 records were incomplete/not provided. 
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Detentions Total for the project period: 38 

Highest per pupil: 27, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 3 cases received no detentions. 

• 1 case received an increased number of 
detentions, and a further 6 cases saw an 
increase from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 2 cases received a decreased number of 
detentions, and a further 1 case saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

7 records were incomplete/not provided. 

Total for the project period: 619  
Highest per pupil: 60, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 0 cases received no detentions. 

• 2 cases received an increased number 
of detentions, and a further 5 cases saw 
an increase from baseline to project 
close but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 1 case received the same number of 
detentions each half term.  

• 5 cases received a decreased number of 
detentions, and a further 2 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

6 records were incomplete/not provided. 

Internal 
Isolations 

Total for project period: 48 

Highest per pupil: 7, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 4 cases received no isolations. 

• 0 cases received an increased number 
of isolations, but 2 cases saw an 
increase from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 1 case received the same number of 
isolations but went up and down during 
the project period.  

• 2 cases received a decreased number of 
isolations, and a further 2 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

9 records were incomplete/not provided. 

Total for project period: 146 

Highest per pupil: 23, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 1 case received no isolations. 

• 2 cases received an increased number 
of isolations, and a further 3 cases saw 
an increase from baseline to project 
close but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 1 case received the same number of 
isolations but went up and down during 
the project period.  

• 3 cases received a decreased number of 
isolations, and a further 4 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

7 records were incomplete/not provided. 

Fixed Term 
Exclusions 

Total for project period: 20 

Highest per pupil: 5, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 7 cases received no fixed term 
exclusions. 

• 3 cases received an increased number 
of exclusions, and a further 2 cases saw 
an increase from baseline to project 
close but went up and down during the 
project period.  

• 5 cases received the same number of 
exclusions (0) between baseline and 
project close but received at least one 
exclusion during the project period.  

• 2 cases received a decreased number of 
fixed term exclusions.  

1 record was incomplete/not provided. 

Total for project period: 41 

Highest per pupil: 6, Lowest per pupil: 0 

• 6 cases received no fixed term 
exclusions. 

• 4 cases received an increased number 
of exclusions. 

• 4 cases received the same number of 
exclusions (0) between baseline and 
project close but received at least one 
exclusion during the project period.  

• 2 cases received a decreased number of 
exclusions, and a further 2 cases saw a 
decline from baseline to project close 
but went up and down during the 
project period.  

3 records were incomplete/not provided. 
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The pupils expressed the impact they feel the project has had on them: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
  

“I feel like I get treated differently by teachers 
because of my background, but Ryan treats me the 
same as he treats anyone else” 

Pupil receiving Embedded Co-ordinator Support 

“I think my attitude is improving. I used to get in trouble a lot for 
wandering around the school when I should have been in lessons, I 
don’t do that at all now so that’s a change.” 
Pupil receiving Embedded Co-ordinator Support 

 

“I started seeing Paul because when I got angry, I didn’t know what to do. Since the support started I’ve been getting angry less. 
The number of positive behaviour points I get has been increasing and I’ve found it really helpful having small targets to work 
towards. It’s helping a lot.”   
Pupil receiving Embedded Co-ordinator Support 

 

“I started to get support from Ryan because of not going to 
lessons or walking out of lessons. I go to most of my lessons 
now and I’ve only walked out once this term when last term 
I walked out every day for 2 months. I think working with 
Ryan is part of the reason I go to classes now, but also other 
things like starting my college course has helped as I enjoy 
the course.  ”   
Pupil receiving Mentoring 

 

“I was referred by the school because of my mental health. It’s nice to have someone like Ryan to talk to. What I like about it is 
that no one knows what we talk about.  I don’t know him on a personal level so I can talk and I know that what I’ve said won’t 
be brought up outside. Like if I talked to a friend instead then they would be asking am I ok all the time and I don’t want that. 
The support has been great, and I think it’s working well.”   
Pupil receiving Mentoring 

 

“I get support because of my behaviour, things like messing 
around and talking too much, and also my attendance as I 
haven’t done a full week of school since the start of term. I 
like that Paul is not from school. I wouldn’t want to talk to 
someone from the school. I enjoy the sessions and I’ve 
started being on time more, and Paul has set me a target of 
being in school for a full week.”   
Pupil receiving Mentoring 

 

“I was on my last chance at school. I was in trouble a lot and had a bad attitude. When I started with Paul we did a lot on who I 
am and he took the time to get to know me. It’s been really good having someone to talk to, and he helps me if I’m having a 
bad day. It’s definitely changed my behaviour. I haven’t been suspended once since I started with Paul and I can control my 
anger much better. Before, I would just see red and kick off, but Paul’s taught me how to deal with things in a better way. I was 
on PSP but I’m off that now.  What’s best about it is that it is someone from outside school, who didn’t already know me so 
we’re starting fresh. It’s confidential and he’s always there for me. It’s helped me so much.  I just got my mock results and I did 
well, when a few months ago I didn’t think I’d even do the mocks. Paul took me to the Youth Employment Hub, which is usually 
for over 18s but he got them to see me, and the woman there really helped me and talked to me about apprenticeships and 
how to get into them. Paul also got me into the gym and I go 6 days a week, I’m really committed to it. It’s got me out into the 
community and doing something positive. I’m very thankful for everything Paul has done.”   
Pupil receiving Embedded Co-ordinator Support 

 

“I was on PSP report which is the last step before exclusion. I was getting into trouble for being late, swearing, missing 
lessons. In each session Ryan asks me what I want to do or talk about and he has some activity and game options too so I 
can choose from those. There was one teacher in particular I thought just didn’t like me but they’re saying I’ve really 
improved. Ryan’s really nice, really easy to get on with and it’s really helped me.”   
Pupil receiving Mentoring 

 



 

22 
 

RealTalk Workshops: Outcomes 
The Embedded Co-ordinators have completed the RealTalk Workshops with 10 groups (total of 71 
pupils), across the five schools.  The pupils complete an evaluation as part of the sessions thinking about 
each of the key topic areas and whether they knew about the topics before the sessions, and then 
whether they feel they know about the topics after completing the sessions.  The pupils also have the 
opportunity to offer any further comments on the sessions. 
 
The key results from the evaluations are shown in the graphs below. A total of 44 pupils completed the 
evaluation survey. Prior to the RealTalk workshops the majority of pupils did not know about the key 
topics, whereas after completing the sessions the majority felt they now did know about those topics, 
and were more confident about them.  
 
Figure 5: RealTalk participant baseline 

 
 
Figure 6: RealTalk participant outcomes 
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The online survey also asked to what extent the pupils agreed that participating in the project has made 
them better equipped to avoid becoming involved in serious violence in the future. For the RealTalk 
cohort, 1 (10%) strongly agreed, 8 (80%) agreed and 1 (10%) disagreed.  
 
The pupils provided some further feedback on their experience of the RealTalk Workshops and the 
impact they feel it has had on them: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.1.4 What has the project contributed to our understanding of what works well 
in tackling serious violence? 

This is the first year that the project has run and there many elements of the delivery which have been 
successful, and a number of areas for future improvements.  
 

What works well: Participant view 
Through the online survey, we asked participants to indicate what they felt was good about the support, 
and what they felt could be improved.  A multiple-choice list was provided and respondents could select 
as many options as they felt applied.   
 
Of the 24 embedded co-ordinator cases, 9 responded to the online survey. Of the 24 mentoring cases, 
4 responded to the online survey. The most selected options by the participants were that they felt 
listened to, and they could talk honestly and openly.  
 
  

“This has made me want to 
change my behaviour at school.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“I think I will be more careful who I 
hang around with.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“This programme has made me realise that if I see 
something bad happen I should report it.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“I really enjoyed learning about things that school doesn't 
teach you.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“I will now think more before 
acting.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“I wish the programme lasted longer so we 
could cover even more.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“The sessions were fun and I 
learnt a lot.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“I spoke to a mate about people he was 
hanging with, and I wouldn’t do that before.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“We learnt what and what not to 
do in situations.”   
RealTalk Workshop Participant 

“We could talk 
about anything 
and learnt about 
actual life stuff.”   
RealTalk Workshop 
Participant 
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Figure 7: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: What was good about the support? 

 
 
Table 6: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: What was good about the support? 

Category Embedded Co-ordinator Mentoring 

Talk honestly and openly 7 (78%) 3 (75%) 

Feel listened to 8 (89%) 2 (50%) 

Feel valued 5 (56%) 2 (50%) 

Helped me to understand myself 5 (56%) 2 (50%) 

Made me think about things 5 (56%) 3 (75%) 

Made me reassess friendships 6 (67%) 1 (25%) 

Made me see things differently 6 (67%) 3 (75%) 

Supported me to make changes in my life 6 (67%) 3 (75%) 

 
In terms of improvements, the only improvements selected were that participants would have liked 
more sessions, and for the sessions to be more frequent. 
 
Figure 8: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: What could be improved? 
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Table 7: Embedded Co-ordinator and Mentoring Cases: What could be improved? 

Category Embedded Co-ordinator Mentoring 

Didn’t feel listened to - - 

Didn’t feel valued - - 

Didn’t help me  - - 

Needed fewer sessions - - 

Needed more sessions 6 (67%) - 

Needed less frequent sessions - - 

Needed more frequent sessions 7 (78%) 1 (25%) 

 
Of the 71 RealTalk participants, 10 responded to the online survey. The most selected options by the 
participants were that the content of the sessions was interesting, and it made them aware of things 
they didn’t know before. 
 
Figure 9: RealTalk participants: What was good about the sessions? 

 
 
Table 8: RealTalk participants: What was good about the sessions? 

Category RealTalk participants 

Presenter was engaging 4 (40%) 

Content was easy to follow 5 (50%) 

Content was interesting 7 (70%) 

Content made me aware of things I didn’t know before 6 (60%) 

Sessions were the right length of time 3 (30%) 

The right number of topics were covered 3 (30%) 

Made me think about things in my life 5 (50%) 

Made me see things differently 3 (30%) 

 
In terms of improvements, the most selected improvements were that participants would have liked 
more topics covering, and that sessions were too short. One participant thought the sessions were too 
long and one found the content of the anti-social behaviour session boring. 
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Figure 10: RealTalk participants: What could be improved? 

 
 
Table 9: RealTalk participants: What could be improved? 

Category RealTalk participants 

Presenter was boring - 

Content was hard to follow  - 

Content was boring 1 (10%) 

Content was all things I already know - 

Sessions were too long 1 (10%) 

Sessions were too short 3 (30%) 

Would have liked more topics covering 4 (40%) 

Would have liked fewer topics covering - 

 

What works well: Consolidated view 
There has been some variation in the implementation of the programme across the five schools. For 
example, for the mentoring support, some schools have been more prescriptive in reserving this support 
for pupils specifically in Year 7, whilst others have used it for capacity when the Embedded Co-ordinator 
support slots were full. Similarly in the selection of pupils for the RealTalk workshops, schools have been 
able to define the criteria to some extent.  This has been beneficial for the pilot year as it means different 
approaches have been tested, and the Embedded Co-ordinators have been flexible in responding to the 
schools’ preferences.  
 
Delivery Team: 

• The pupils interviewed felt that the most important element of the support is the independence 
of the Embedded Co-ordinators from the school. This was echoed by the school stakeholders 
interviewed.  The pupils felt that they could engage more honestly as the Embedded Co-
ordinators are not teachers, and there was no history between them.  The Embedded Co-
ordinators did not have to pick up on any infringements of school policy (e.g. wearing the wrong 
colour socks) which a teacher would have to pick up on, and this meant that the pupil’s time 
with the Embedded Co-ordinators was focused on them and their experiences that week. The 
pupils felt that the Embedded Co-ordinators were there for them, would listen to their side and 
support them in understanding their behaviour and thinking about how they could handle 
situations in a different way.  The Embedded Co-ordinators are therefore able to offer support 
in a way that school staff can’t, and the interventions therefore complement rather than 
replicate the existing support provided by pastoral teams. 
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• The Embedded Co-ordinators are locally known and trusted.  They know the schools, teachers 
and the local area well.  This means that the bedding in time was accelerated. They have access 
to local resources, services and contacts which has ensured the pupils are provided with a wide 
variety of activity options to meet their needs. 

• The Embedded Co-ordinators themselves are recognised as a great asset to the programme. 
Their approachable and balanced manner means that they have been able to develop trusted 
relationships with some of the most challenging pupils, many of whom have refused support 
from other staff members or services.  

 
Schools: 

• The Embedded Co-ordinator support has been targeted for pupils at Key Stage 3, where there 
is no alternative provision available. Where there are limited options for these pupils, providing 
them with the Embedded Co-ordinator support is hoped to enable them to remain in 
mainstream education until they reach Key Stage 4, at which point a number of other options 
open up. 

• The communication approach between the Embedded Co-ordinators and the schools is 
important. There needs to be regular, dedicated time set aside to ensure both sides are up to 
date with the current situation for each pupil. This will ensure consistency of approach and 
messaging for the pupils.  

• Where possible, it has been beneficial for the Embedded Co-ordinators to have a semi-regular 
room in school so that there is some consistency for pupils in where they are meeting. Larger 
rooms with windows for natural light are preferred (again, where possible). All schools have 
been supportive in managing the logistics of the programme. 

• It is important that there is a consistent approach between the Embedded Co-ordinators and 
the wider school staff. The positive reinforcement of good behaviour and celebration of small 
wins helps to build the pupil’s relationship with school staff and by recognising the small changes 
in behaviour, this can give the pupil confidence to continue to improve rather than feeling like 
they are constantly being told off. Support cannot be effective in isolation and needs to be part 
of a package of support involving the family, school and other agencies as appropriate. 

 
Delivery Model: 

• The approach is structured, through the use of the personal plan, yet maintains a level of 
flexibility that ensures the sessions can be tailored to the needs and interests of the pupils on 
that day.  This means that the pupils progress towards their agreed goals whilst building a 
trusted relationship with the Embedded Co-ordinators. 

• The same approaches will not necessarily work for every pupil. The Embedded Co-ordinator and 
mentoring sessions have a variety of activities that can be used to support the discussions so 
the pupils can select options that best suit them.  The pupils interviewed enjoyed the games and 
found that it was a less pressured way to talk through what was going on for them. 

• The sessions encourage the pupils to reflect on what has gone well that week as well as what 
may have been challenging.  This celebration of small wins, begins to build confidence and break 
down the negative connotations that school has for many of these pupils. For example, where 
pupil attendance has been poor, they may have forgotten to bring in homework, but they did 
attend all lessons on time.  Many of the pupils felt that their interactions at school are just being 
told off all the time, so looking for the positives can begin to rebuild confidence. 

• Many of the pupils engaged with the programme are also active in the community and are at 
risk of exploitation. By engaging the pupils in diversionary activities, it supports them to become 
a positive member of the community, and reduces their availability for other potentially 
damaging activities. Popular choices were gym membership, boxing club, football. 
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Future Opportunities: 

• Increasing the capacity of the Embedded Co-ordinator team and considering the inclusion of a 
female worker who may be able to better connect with the girls referred to the programme. 

• Increasing early engagement for pupils who are already displaying the warning signs in primary 
school. 

• Review the frequency of sessions of those receiving Embedded Co-ordinator support and 
mentoring to assess whether any amendments are required.  

• Increasing support to parents and families to ensure support is triangulated between the school, 
pupil and their family, as well as linking in further with Early Help, social workers and other 
services involved with the families. 

• Reviewing the case notes system once it has been embedded and thinking through whether 
more formal feedback from the wider teaching staff to the pupils could be built in to reinforce 
the messaging and celebrate the small wins the pupils have been working towards. 

• Reviewing the data collection process and ensuring that a realistic baseline can be agreed (e.g. 
looking at data from the 6 weeks prior to the referral rather than looking at a whole year). Using 
the same referral form for Embedded Co-ordinator support and mentoring cases would be 
beneficial as it will provide consistent measures across the cohorts.  Consider continuing to 
collect data for a period after a case closes to ensure positive changes have been sustained. 

• The RealTalk workshops have been well regarded by the school staff and enjoyed by the pupils. 
The next step for the workshops would be to think about how the content can be revisited and 
embedded to ensure it is impactful over a long period of time. 
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3.2 East Sussex: MACE Family Key Work 

The MACE Family Key Work service is an intensive case work model which works with young people and 
their families, who are at risk of criminal or sexual exploitation. It is a Level 4 service and works with 
young people aged up to age of 18.  Young people are referred to the MACE Panel and the professionals 
involved with the family discuss what support is needed and decide whether Key Worker support is 
required. If approved, the family is allocated a Key Worker and the Key Worker will work with the young 
person and their family to begin addressing the issues they are facing.  
 
The service is delivered by a team of four, a Lead Professional and three Key Workers.  During the data 
collection period, the team were reduced in number due to one member being on maternity leave and 
another team member having left.  Recruitment was underway to replace the team member who had 
left. The maximum capacity for the team is 24 families (6 families per worker) at any one time, however 
with the reduced staffing in the team this will be lower this year. 
 
For the active period from July 2021 to March 2022, the MACE Family Key Work Service has supported 
30 young people and their families, with 10 of those coming to a close within the period. Of the 30 young 
people supported, 20 (67%) were male and 10 (33%) were female. 
 
The age of the young people engaged ranges from 12 to 17. Of the 30 young people supported, seven 
(26%) were aged 14, six (22%) were aged 15, six (22%) were aged 16 and five (19%) were aged 17. At the 
younger end of the age range, there were three (11%) aged 12 and three (11%) aged 13. 
 
The majority of the young people engaged with the MACE Family Key Work Service were white (25, 
83%), with a small number from mixed or multiple ethnic groups (3, 10%) and Black/ African/ Caribbean/ 
Black British groups (2, 7%). 
 
In terms of the initial risk category, 12 (40%) were considered a known risk and 11 (37%) were considered 
a potential risk. The remaining young people were considered involved in violence/crime (7, 23%).  The 
predominant delivery model for the interventions was desistence (17, 65%), with some early 
intervention (6, 23%) and some therapeutic (3, 12%).  
 

3.2.1 How well has the project applied the public health approach to serious 
violence? 

The diagram below summarises the feedback from the project stakeholders on the four stages of the 
Public Health Approach to Serious Violence. 
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Figure 11: East Sussex MACE Family Key Work Service Public Health Approach to serious violence summary 

 

 
 
The public health approach to serious violence sets out five ‘C’s which are intended to support the 
development of projects and initiatives with a focus on improving long term outcomes.  The project 
delivery teams and stakeholders reviewed each of the Cs and commented on how well they felt the 
project met each one. 
 

Collaboration 
The MACE Key Workers cannot open or maintain cases without at least one other professional being 
involved in the case. The Key Workers have good relationships with other agencies involved with young 
people, including the social workers, youth offending team workers and the Under 19 substance misuse 
team workers. The team is co-located with Children’s Services in East Sussex County Council and is 
viewed as an integral part of the system. 
 

Co-production 
Young people were not involved in the design of the service however the delivery of the service is guided 
by the young people through the tailored nature of the support and responsiveness to the individual 
needs of the families. The family complete the assessment with the Key Worker and the action plan is 
developed together. 
 

Community Consensus 
Many of the individuals who receive support through the MACE Family Key Work service are engaged in 
anti-social behaviour in their local areas and the service is therefore a response to a community need. 
Exploitation impacts on whole communities, not just the individuals involved.  
 
The team engage widely with the community through their contextual safeguarding work. Often young 
people feel safe at home but not when they are out in the community. The team talk to the young people 
about the areas they go to and what areas they feel safe in and what areas they don’t and why. The 
reasons can be because they have witnessed something there previously or because there is a specific 
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group of people who hang around certain areas.  The Key Workers then undertake peer mapping to see 
what can be done about it and work with businesses in the local area to make them aware. 
 

Co-operation in data and intelligence 
Data is essential to the service. It defines who will be referred for support, is used to monitor their 
progress, and is a critical factor in deciding when to close a case.  Data is provided monthly and is 
reviewed by the MACE Panel, and includes the number of 111 and 999 calls made, school attendance, 
RAG rating on MACE (or VARP), number of A&E attendances, number of missing episodes and the 
number of arrests.  The Key Workers also pass on intelligence directly to Sussex Police. 
 

Counter-narratives 
The team focus on supporting the young people to identify their strengths, and then support them to 
find activities and opportunities that involve those strengths. For example, many are interested in music, 
and they have been connected to Audio Active. The Key Workers are seen as positive role models and 
they work hard to build positive, trusted relationships with the young people.    
 

3.2.2 What impact has the project had in addressing serious violence? 

 
MACE Family Key Work Service Cases: Risk Factors 
The service user monitoring form captures the main presenting risk factors for each individual. This 
provides a baseline for the types of challenges that the support is aiming to address. The main presenting 
risk factors for the young people are displayed in the graph below. The most common risk factors were 
exploitation (27, 90%) and drug misuse (22, 73%).  Other common risk factors were poor parenting (20, 
67%), mental health (16, 53%), persistent absence from school (12, 40%), Child in Need (12, 40%), youth 
offending (12, 40%) and ACEs (11, 37%). 
 
Figure 12: MACE Family Key Work Service: Main presenting risk factors 

 
 
The table below provides the full breakdown of all of the identified risk factors for the MACE Family Key 
Work Service cohort. 
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Table 10: MACE Family Key Work Service: Main presenting risk factors 

Risk Category Frequency % 

ACEs 11 37% 

Looked After Child 4 13% 

Child in Need 12 40% 

Poor Parenting 20 67% 

Relationship 10 33% 

Poverty 1 3% 

Other (Family) 1 3% 

Youth ASB 7 23% 

Exploitation/Gangs/County Lines 27 90% 

Victim of Crime 2 7% 

Knife Possession 3 10% 

Youth Offending 12 40% 

Inappropriate Peer Group 3 10% 

Drug Misuse 22 73% 

Mental Health 16 53% 

Alcohol Misuse 2 7% 

Physical Health 3 10% 

Other (Health) 1 3% 

Persistent Absence from school 12 40% 

Excluded from school 4 13% 

Not in Education, Employment or Training 7 23% 

Special or Additional Educational Need 4 13% 

Low Educational Attainment 4 13% 

Other (Education) 2 7% 

Finances (Poverty/ Deprivation) 1 3% 

Social Media awareness 1 3% 

Housing need 1 3% 

 

MACE Family Key Work Service Cases: Outcomes 
Of the 30 young people who received support from the MACE Family Key Work Service, 10 cases were 
closed during the project period.  Of these 10, four cases were closed due to non-engagement.  The 
other six closed cases reported positive outcomes, captured by the service user monitoring form. One 
of those cases would have continued for longer, however the participant turned 18 and the case had to 
be closed. 
 
The outcomes recorded for the six closed cases were: reduced offending/victimisation (6), better 
knowledge/awareness of crime/violence (4) and improved employability (1).  
 
Figure 13: MACE Family Key Work Service: Outcomes 
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Table 11: MACE Family Key Work Service: Outcomes 

Outcomes Frequency % 

Reduced offending/ victimisation 6 100% 

Better knowledge/ awareness of crime/ 
violence 

4 67% 

Improved employability 1 17% 

 
The online survey also asked to what extent the young people/family agreed that participating in the 
project has made them better equipped to avoid becoming involved in serious violence in the future, 
and two (67%) respondents strongly agreed, and one (33%) respondent agreed. 
 
In terms of the harder outcome measures (e.g. missing episodes, arrests), the data does not provide a 
clear view of progress. It can be difficult to track impact over a relatively short period as behaviour is not 
linear, and it is common to see improvements over a number of weeks followed by a setback or 
deterioration of behaviour.  The cohort are likely to be impacted by external factors (e.g. violent 
incidents in the community or the increased pressure on families due to the rising cost of living). These 
factors can have a significant impact on a young person’s wellbeing and consequent behaviour. We 
would expect that with the support of the MACE Family Key Workers the young people will build their 
resilience to the influence of external factors, and become better equipped to recover from setbacks, 
but the impact cannot be completely avoided. 
 
These considerations should be kept in mind when reviewing the data, and it should be reviewed 
alongside the qualitative feedback and progress on softer measures to give a more holistic view of the 
young people’s progress and trajectory.   
 
The table below summarises the project impact data provided by the MACE Family Key Work monthly 
audit. There are some gaps in the data for some pupils where it was unavailable, and these are noted. 
The monthly audit figures from July 2021 to February 2022 were provided for 17 of the MACE Family 
Key Work cases. This provides us with an overview of the activity and the progress that the young people 
can make.  The figures demonstrate that progress is rarely linear, and the profile of each case is different. 
The figures also provide insight into the demand these cases place on different services. 
 
Table 12: MACE Family Key Work Service: Audit Summary 

MACE Family Key Work Audit 
Category 

Total Range 

Missing episodes 74 Of the 17 cases, 13 experienced at least 1 missing episode during 
the project period.  There were two cases which experienced 
significantly higher missing episodes; one experienced 24 missing 
episodes over 8 months, and one experienced 18 missing episodes 
over 2 months.  

Police Intel submitted 38 Of the 17 cases, 11 led to police intelligence submissions.  The 
breakdown was: 

• Three cases had four separate police intel submissions 

• Two cases had six separate police intel submissions 

• Two cases had two separate police intel submissions 

• Two cases had one police intel submission 

• One case had five separate police intel submissions 

• One case had three separate police intel submissions. 
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Arrests 27 Of the 17 cases, nine were arrested at some point during the 

engagement.  The breakdown was: 

• Three cases had four arrests 

• Three cases had one arrest 

• Two cases had two arrests 

• One case had eight arrests. 

101 calls 13 Of the 17 cases, eight recorded a 101 call during the engagement. 
The breakdown was: 

• Four cases had one 101 calls 

• Three cases had two 101 calls 

• One case had three 101 calls. 

A&E attendances 5 Of the 17 cases, three recorded an A&E attendance during the 
engagement. The breakdown was: 

• Two cases had one A&E attendance 

• One cases had three A&E attendances. 

999 calls 1 Of the 17 cases, only one case recorded one 999 call during the 
engagement. 

School attendance N/A Of the 17 cases, nine saw improvements to their education or 
employment situation. The breakdown was: 

• Six cases saw improvements to their school attendance 
% 

• Four cases moved from NEET into either college, training 
or work. 

 
There were four cases that were NEET when engagement started 
and remain NEET at the close of the project period, and one case 
that was in school and became NEET during the project period. A 
further case was not engaging following a period on online 
learning.  
 
The final case was new and therefore there is not yet a visible 
trajectory. 

 
There are also a number of softer outcomes that the project aims to achieve.  These include:  

• Parents feel better able to support and protect their child 

• Improved engagement with other professionals and ability to form relationships with trusted 
adults 

• Feeling safer in the community. 
 
Through the online survey, we asked participants to indicate the changes they felt they have seen in 
themselves as a result of their engagement with the MACE Family Key Work service. A multiple-choice 
list was provided and respondents could select as many options as they felt applied.   
 
Of the 30 families engaged with the service, 3 responded to the online survey. The most noticed changes 
by the participants themselves were increased motivation and confidence, improved self-awareness and 
sense of wellbeing and feeling more positive about the future. 
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Figure 14: MACE Family Key Work Service: Participant view of outcomes 

 
 
The table below provides the full breakdown of all of the changes the respondents felt they had 
achieved. 
 
Table 13: MACE Family Key Work Service: Participant view of outcomes 

Category MACE Family Key Work Participants 

Improved self-awareness 2 (67%) 

Improved sense of wellbeing 3 (100%) 

Increased confidence 3 (100%) 

Increased motivation 3 (100%) 

Increased understanding of actions leading to consequences 1 (33%) 

More resilient 1 (33%) 

Positive changes to family life 2 (67%) 

Positive changes to school life 1 (33%) 

Feeling more positive about the future 3 (100%) 

Improved relationships with others 2 (67%) 

Increased empathy for others 1 (33%) 

Feeling safer in school - 

Feeling safer at home 2 (67%) 

Feeling safer in the community 2 (67%) 

 
Some feedback on the service from the stakeholders and families demonstrate the impact: 
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Q. Since working with the MACE Family Key Work Service, would you say you have 
noticed any of these changes in yourself?

“The family is like a different family. The mum’s parenting capacity has improved and her ability to protect and parent 
her daughter has increased.  The relationship between mum and daughter has also improved and the daughter is back 
in education full time after being on a reduced timetable. One of the key things we did was to disrupt the negative 
relationships the daughter had, but once she stopped seeing those friends, she felt lonely and isolated so it was 
important to replace that contact and social environment with a more positive one and the diversionary activities Jo 
organised were great.” 
Social Worker 

“For some young people, their behaviour is so entrenched it’s hard for 
them to change, but the key workers can give them nuggets of 
information they may retain, even if they don’t totally change their 
behaviour we can equip them with the tools, strategies and capacity to 
think and support them to feel safer.” 
Social Worker 

“I’ve had such great experiences 
working with the team.  They are like 
bouncing tiggers, so full of energy 
and care, they are gold dust.” 
Social Worker 
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3.2.3 What has the project contributed to our understanding of what works well 
in tackling serious violence? 

The project has been running since the inception of the VRP, and this is therefore the third year that the 
project has received VRP funding.  The delivery model has developed over that time period and it is now 
well established and embedded in the East Sussex system, and the team are highly valued by their 
colleagues in statutory services. 
 

What works well: Participant view 
Through the online survey, we asked participants to indicate what they felt was good about the support, 
and what they felt could be improved.  A multiple-choice list was provided and respondents could select 
as many options as they felt applied.  Of the 30 participants who engaged with the service, 3 responded 
to the online survey. In terms of what they thought was good about the project, the respondents felt 
valued, listened to and supported, it helped them to understand themselves, reassess areas of their lives 
and make changes. 
 

“Our son was completely out of control.  He’d been groomed by a local group but we didn’t know that was what was 
going on initially. We lost him. He wasn’t allowing us to be his parents. He was making his own decisions and making 
bad ones. He was being told by the school that he was bad, and he lived up to that. It was so frightening while we were 
in it. We couldn’t put our finger on what was wrong, why it was happening, why he had changed. Louise put into words 
what was happening and gave us the mental strength and the tools to help him. She’s seen it before and was able to 
help us to stay positive. Things started to change when we moved schools, it was at that point the Key Worker started 
working with us and from that point on it was us, the school, the social worker and Louise all singing from the same 
hymn sheet. Louise did things like take him out for coffee, have 1-1 time with him, it was a good distraction for him 
and the car journeys in particular were really valuable as he was more comfortable talking to her as there was no eye 
contact. She was superb with him. Now he has got a job, and he’s happy. It’s an absolute transformation. We’d 
forgotten what our chatty boy was like but he’s back again. In terms of improvements, I suppose I wonder what would 
have happened if we’d have had support 6 months earlier.” 
Parent 

“The best thing has been getting my daughter back into school.  She wasn’t attending at all, but has now been in 
full time for the last two terms. She doesn’t hang around with the older group at all anymore and doesn’t stay 
out. She communicates with me and lets me know where she is. I call the workers (MACE Family Key Worker, 
social worker and the other worker) my Charlie’s Angels as this change wouldn’t have been possible without 
them.” 
Parent 

“Jo used to come over in the mornings to help me 
go to school.  It was really good having someone 
there to support and encourage me to go in. I feel 
much better about school and my friends now, 
it’s really helped. I intend to finish school. It’s 
brough me and my mum closer together as well, 
we’ve got a good relationship now.” 
Young Person  

“I feel safer in the community and at my house. I am behaving 
well going to school even when it can be difficult sometimes 
or I am having a bad day. I feel positive and happy about the 
future and want to be an air hostess. I didn’t think I could go 
and do this but now I think I can.” 
Young Person  
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Figure 15: MACE Family Key Work Service: What is good about the service? 

 
 
Table 14: MACE Family Key Work Service: What is good about the service? 

Category MACE Family Key Work participants 

I felt listened to 3 (100%) 

I felt valued 3 (100%) 

I felt supported 3 (100%) 

It helped me to understand myself 3 (100%) 

It made me reassess different areas of my life 3 (100%) 

It supported me to make changes in my life 3 (100%) 

It supported me to engage with school 1 (33%) 

It inspired me to get involved in activities in the community 2 (67%) 

 
In terms of improvements, the only selected improvement was that participants would have liked 
support to start sooner. 
 
Figure 16: MACE Family Key Work Service: What could be improved? 

 
 
Table 15: MACE Family Key Work Service: What could be improved? 

Category MACE Family Key Work participants 

I didn’t feel listened to - 

I didn’t feel valued - 

I would have liked support to have started sooner 2 (67%) 

I would have liked support to have continued for longer - 

I would have liked support to have stopped sooner - 
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Q. What do you think was good about the MACE Family Key Work Service?
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Q. What could be improved about the MACE Family Key Work service?
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What works well: Consolidated view 
 
Delivery Team: 

• The team are highly regarded professionals with unrivalled specialist knowledge. They are 
continually refreshing their understanding to stay up to date with developments on the key topic 
areas. The individuals in the team were highly praised, and their ability to get in at ground level 
and make a connection with these young people is a significant skill. 

 
Delivery Model:  

• The Key Worker support is provided to both the young person and to the family. Some sessions 
are with the young person, some are with the family, and some are joint. This ensures the family 
is fully engaged and empowered to better support their child.  

• The support is flexible and tailored to the individuals involved, and the team take the time to 
get to know the family, and work with the young person to understand their interests and what 
is important to them. Support can happen in the home, or out in the community. Support can 
be every day, or every few days, and can involve check ins on the phone as well as face to face 
visits. 

• The intensive nature of the support means that the Key Worker provides a level of consistency 
for families, which is important when dealing with multiple agencies, and they become the 
trusted professional who can continually reinforce the messages. Once the trust has been 
established, the young person is more likely to disclose things that they wouldn’t share with 
another worker, they are more receptive to challenge about their behaviour, and they are able 
to be vulnerable and drop their guard. 

• The Key Workers aim to get young people involved in activities in the community, and to provide 
them with opportunities they might not otherwise be able to access.  

• Some of the young people have experienced trauma over many years and it can’t be turned 
around in a short space of time, they need consistent support over a longer period of time. 
Taking small steps and celebrating them, for example if a young person attends school one day 
when they usually wouldn’t then that is a big achievement for them and recognising that small 
win is beneficial in motivating the young person to continue improving. 

• The support is independent of statutory services, and whilst they work closely together, this 
separation can be important to families. There can be negative connotations to being engaged 
with statutory services which can make it more challenging for families to open up and be honest 
about their situation. As the Key Work service is not a statutory service, this is less of a barrier. 

• The contextual safeguarding work that the service undertakes has been very well received, and 
the contextual safeguarding assessment undertaken in Uckfield in partnership with Sussex 
Police to address anti social behaviour was the winner of the neighbourhoods category of the 
2020/21 Tilley Awards, set up by the Home Office to celebrate successful problem-orientated 
projects.  

 
Additional Funding: 

• The service has been able to secure additional funding which was used to set up support groups 
for parents called Collaboration Against Child Exploitation (CACE). The groups bring together 
parents from the local area who are experiencing their child being exploited. The group receive 
six sessions led by the Key Workers, and the groups then continue to meet and support each 
other once the formal sessions are completed. This demonstrates the service’s ability to build 
on it’s strengths and extend the scope and reach of the service.  
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Future Developments: 

• The MACE Family Key Work service is a Level 4 response. As such, it is commissioned to support 
those already identified as at high risk of exploitation or already involved in risk taking 
behaviour. Increased capacity to support more early intervention work may be effective in 
reducing the number of young people that escalate to Level 4, and may prevent behaviours from 
becoming entrenched. Many parents do not know what the signs of exploitation are and 
therefore do not recognise what is happening until too late. 

• Consider the inclusion of a male worker who may be able to better connect with the boys 
referred to the service if they have refused to engage. 
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3.3 Brighton and Hove: REPRESENT  

 

3.3.1 Project description 

The Brighton and Hove REPRESENT project was commissioned by The Trust for Developing Communities 
(TDC), and is delivered by Brighton Dome and Festival. The project uses creativity as a stimulus to 
support personal development and to create an output that can be shared back to the community, 
where young people’s voices can be heard. The target cohort for the project was young men aged 
between 18 – 25 years old who were on probation.  
 
The project was scheduled to run for 13 weeks, from 23rd September to 16th December. Prior to the start 
of the project, the delivery team (including the project manager and the artists/mentors) attended the 
probation office to meet young men and talk to them about the project. The project produced  
promotional leaflets that were made available in the probation office. Each weekly session was 5 hours 
long (3.5 hours with the participants, with planning time before the session and a debrief after the 
session for the delivery team).  The creative activities for each session were decided by the group and 
options included: song writing, rapping, singing, music production, film scoring, acting, filming, directing, 
storyboarding.  The creative activity is used to draw out challenging conversations and explore the 
individual’s personal experiences. 
  
The project aimed to recruit eight to 10 young men, and although the project achieved the target 
number of referrals, not all of those referred went on to attend the project. A total of five participants 
attended the project sessions. Three of the five (3, 60%) were within the target age range, and two of 
the five (2, 40%) were over the age range. The majority of the participants were white (4, 80%), with one 
participant from mixed or multiple ethnic groups (1, 20%). In terms of the initial risk category, all of the 
participants were on probation, therefore they were considered to be involved in violence and/or crime, 
and none were considered as a known or potential risk. 
 
The key challenge the project faced was the recruitment and retention of the young men. There was 
acknowledgement from the delivery team, participants and probation officers through the interview 
process that this cohort is very challenging to engage with. Many have chaotic lives and are facing a 
number of broader challenges including mental health, drug abuse and housing issues. This has meant 
that the group was smaller than anticipated, and once engaged, the participants did not all attend all of 
the sessions. However, the delivery team worked well with the participants present, and reported good 
collaboration between the participants and the artists/mentors, as well as with the other participants.   
 
Following the close of the main project activity in December, the team have continued to provide 
mentoring support to the participants for the period January to March 2022.  
 
The presentation back to the community that was initially scheduled for December 2021 was postponed 
due to Covid.  However, two of the REPRESENT participants were able to share their experience of the 
project at the VRP conference in early 2022. 
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3.3.2 How well has the project applied the public health approach to serious 
violence? 

The diagram below summarises the feedback from the project stakeholders on the four stages of the 
Public Health Approach to Serious Violence. 
 
Figure 17: REPRESENT Public Approach to serious violence summary 

 
 
The public health approach to serious violence sets out five ‘C’s which are intended to support the 
development of projects and initiatives with a focus on improving long term outcomes.  The project 
delivery teams and stakeholders reviewed each of the Cs and commented on how well they felt the 
project met each one. 
 

Collaboration 
The key partners engaged in the project are TDC as the commissioners, Brighton Dome and Festival as 
the delivery organisation, the project manager and the team of artists/mentors, probation service and 
the young men participating in the project. The relationship between the partners was generally felt to 
be good, with positive, responsive relationships.  The artists within the delivery team were felt to be a 
great blend of expertise and lived experience and the team, alongside the project manager, were able 
to form strong relationships with the project participants.  The area highlighted for improvement was 
between the project team and the probation service, specifically around working together to improve 
the recruitment process.   
 

Co-production 
Co-production was recognised as a challenge during the design of the project. Due to the time 
constraints between being notified that the project could go ahead and getting it started, there was not 
time to undertake a full co-production approach. However, the design was informed by the previous 
experience of Brighton Dome and Festival in running similar work with young women (Miss Represented 
project). In terms of delivery, the participants take the lead on setting out what they want to do during 
each session, and the project delivery team provide a framework around it for the participants to express 
themselves within, ensuring that the final output is led by the participants. 
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Community Consensus 
As with co-production, there was not time during the project design phase to engage widely with 
community groups, however the central premise of the project, to use creativity to support young men 
who have been involved in crime and/or serious violence to find positive pathways and reduce re-
offending is of great benefit to the wider community.  The project intended to share the creative output 
from the project with the community, with the aim of sparking wider conversations around root causes, 
building empathy, supporting the young men to be understood and helping the community to see them 
in a different light.  This was postponed due to Covid but the team are exploring how this could be done 
at a later date. 
 

Co-operation in data and intelligence 
The main data for the project was through the referral form provided by probation. The level of detail 
included varied by participant, however it is difficult to track progress and distance travelled without the 
baseline data. Future iterations of the project would need to review and update the referral form and 
process.  Many of the outcomes for the project will be softer measures, around mental health and 
wellbeing, and supporting the participants in their next steps. It was recognised through the interviews 
with both the delivery team and the probation officers that a strength of the project is in supporting 
these young men to build their confidence and that having had a positive experience on this project, 
they will be better prepared to engage in other activities and projects. 
 

Counter-narratives 
The creation of development opportunities and alternatives to criminal activity is central to the design 
of the project.  The project supports the young men to explore their experiences and to process their 
experiences in a different way. The project has facilitated access to the local creative community for the 
young men and means that they can continue to pursue their creative ambitions beyond the end of the 
project.  
 

3.3.3 What impact has the project had in addressing serious violence? 

The main delivery of the project was completed in December 2021, and the participants have continued 
to receive support from the project team since January 2022 through the availability of mentoring 
sessions.  
 

REPRESENT Participants: Risk Factors 
The service user monitoring form captures the main presenting risk factors for each individual. This 
provides a baseline for the types of challenges that the support is aiming to address. The main presenting 
risk factors for the participants are displayed in the graph below. For the five participants, the most 
common risk factors amongst the group were offending behaviour (4, 80%), mental health (4, 80%), 
housing need (3, 60%) and drug misuse (3, 60%).  
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Figure 18: REPRESENT: Main presenting  risk factors 

 

 
 
Table 16: REPRESENT: Main presenting risk factors 

Risk Category Frequency % 

Offending Behaviour 4 80% 

Mental Health 4 80% 

Housing Need 3 60% 

Drug Misuse 3 60% 

Inappropriate Peer Group 2 40% 

Relationship 1 20% 

ACEs 1 20% 

Special or Additional Need 1 20% 

NEET 1 20% 

 
 

REPRESENT Participants: Outcomes  
Of the five participants who engaged with REPRESENT, three completed the project.  The service user 
monitoring form captures the outcomes achieved by the participants. The most frequently achieved 
outcome for the five participants at the close of the main delivery of the project was improved mental 
health and wellbeing (5, 100%). Further outcomes include the forming of positive relationships (2, 40%), 
improved employability (2, 40%) and feeling optimistic about the future (1, 20%). 
 
Figure 19: REPRESENT: Outcomes 
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Table 17: REPRESENT: Outcomes 

Outcomes Frequency % 

Improved Mental Health/ Wellbeing 5 100% 

Positive Relationships 2 40% 

Improved Employability 2 40% 

Optimistic About the Future 1 20% 

 
The participants were asked to complete an online survey which asked them to self-assess against eight 
key areas. This provided a baseline for how they felt prior to starting the project, and how they felt at 
the close of the project.  This was completed by two of the three participants who completed the project.  
The participants’ responses indicate positive improvements for all eight categories: confidence, 
motivation, self-worth, ambition, empathy, relationship with authority, relationship with friends and 
family and relationship with the wider community. The greatest improvements were in their relationship 
with authority, confidence and self-worth, and their relationship with the wider community. 
 
Figure 20: REPRESENT: Participant A Self-assessment 

 
 
Figure 21: REPRESENT: Participant B Self-assessment 
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The self-assessment by the participants is supported by the observations of the project team, who 
commented on the achievement of these broader soft outcomes, including growth in confidence, 
ambition, emotional maturity and regulation particularly in relation to anger and how they deal with the 
triggers for their anger. Some of the men have experienced significant trauma and whilst the project has 
led to improvements in their mental health and wellbeing, it is recognised that continued, specialist 
support will be necessary in a number of cases.  
 
The online survey also asked to what extent the participants agreed that participating in the project has 
made them better equipped to avoid becoming involved in serious violence in the future, and both 
(100%) respondents strongly agreed. 
 
The three participants that completed the project and continued with the mentoring sessions have 
reported positive outcomes: 

• One participant is working on his music and the project has supported this by providing studio 
time. In addition, he is attending university 2 days a week and has been approached to write a 
monthly article for a prison publication.  

• One participant is working on his music and the project is supporting this by providing studio 
time.  In addition, he has moved to a new flat, given up smoking and drinking, and is attending 
university. 

• One participant has got a job and is doing well. 
 
The participants expressed the impact they feel the project has had on them: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3.4 What has the project contributed to our understanding of what works well 
in tackling serious violence? 

This is the first year that the project has run and there are a number of successes in the delivery that are 
important to capture, and a number of potential future improvements. 
 

  

“Prison took away my confidence and the project 
is helping me get back to being me. I’ve got more 
understanding now on where to turn when I 
need support.” 
Participant 

 

“For me, the best thing about it has 
been being in a space with like-minded 
people who are really supportive. 
They look out for everyone and that is 
really nice, it’s a community of artists. 
I feel less anxious because I know the 
support is here. I’m less worried about 
things.” 
Participant 

 

“Since I’ve been coming I feel more confident, I want to do 
stuff and I’m in a better mood. There aren’t many things like 
this on offer, something like this would usually cost a lot of 
money. It’s made me a better person and better motivated.”   
Participant 

 

“Before I went, I wasn’t confident. I didn’t show my music to anyone. 
The project has really built my confidence. Since I started, I’ve not 
been in trouble with the police at all. I could have easily not went and 
I’m glad I did. If others are unsure about going I’d say just talk to 
Bobby, because as soon as I spoke to Bobby I could tell we were on 
the same page, he’s in charge but he’s also a support and I can talk 
to him. I got on well with the other participants too, there’s one guy 
we’ve got a strong friendship off the back of it. I can’t sing it’s praises 
enough, the project has been amazing for me.”   
Participant 
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What works well: Participant view 
Through the online survey, we asked participants to indicate what they felt was good about the support, 
and what they felt could be improved.  A multiple choice list was provided and respondents could select 
as many options as they felt applied.  Of the 3 participants who completed the project, 2 responded to 
the online survey. Both respondents selected all of the options provided, and one added an additional 
comment to say: “The REPRESENT project has helped me get my life back on track.” 
 
Figure 22: REPRESENT: What was good about the project? 

 
 
Table 18: REPRESENT: What was good about the project? 

Category REPRESENT participants 

I could express myself  2 (100%) 

It was a judgement free space  2 (100%) 

I enjoyed being creative  2 (100%) 

I enjoyed learning new skills  2 (100%) 

I enjoyed working with the artists 2 (100%) 

I enjoyed working with the other participants 2 (100%) 

I felt listened to 2 (100%) 

I felt valued 2 (100%) 

It helped me to understand myself 2 (100%) 

It made me think about things  2 (100%) 

It made me reassess different areas of my life  2 (100%) 

It supported me to make changes in my life  2 (100%) 

It inspired me to get involved in the creative arts in the future  2 (100%) 

I felt a sense of achievement about what we created as a group 2 (100%) 

 
In terms of improvements, the only selected improvement was to have had more sessions. 
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Figure 23: REPRESENT: What could be improved? 

 
 
Table 19: REPRESENT: What could be improved? 

Category REPRESENT participants 

I didn’t feel listened to  - 

I didn’t feel valued  - 

I would have liked fewer sessions  - 

I would have liked more sessions  2 (100%) 

I would have liked the sessions to be longer - 

I would have liked the sessions to be shorter - 

 

What works well: Consolidated view 
 
Recruitment and Retention: 

• Recruitment for this cohort is challenging and a longer lead in time is needed at the start. The 
team left leaflets in the probation office, and attended a number of times to meet the young 
men. This needs to be done over a number of weeks as the men do not always attend their 
appointments. The project can be best explained by the delivery team, and it’s important for 
the young men to meet the team so that they know who they will be working with. Recruitment  

• Retention for this cohort is challenging due to the often chaotic and complicated nature of their 
lives at this point and the impact of external factors. Many are experiencing mental health, drug 
abuse and housing issues which make regular attendance difficult. The team ensured an open 
door policy and if participants missed a session the Project Manager would check in with them 
and ensure they knew that they were welcome to return when they were ready. Project 
attendance is not mandatory as part of the conditions of their probation, therefore the team 
were careful to ensure the participants were contacted to check they were ok, but not 
pressured.  

 
Delivery Team: 

• The delivery team are a strong asset of the project. They are familiar with working with this 
cohort, and are sensitive to the situation many of these people find themselves in. They are 
skilled at drawing people out of their shell and making them feel comfortable.  Some of the 
participants who were interested in the project but cautious to join, were convinced once they 
met the team.  
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Delivery Model: 

• The environment created by the team is a judgement free, safe space. This ensured that the 
participants felt supported and comfortable to share their experiences and express themselves 
creatively without fear of repercussions. This also supported the development of the 
relationships between the participants and the delivery team, and the participants with each 
other, leading to increased collaboration and relationship building.  

• The format of the sessions lets the participants take the lead on what they want to do during 
each session, supported by the artists/mentors. This empowers the participants to be creative, 
supports their personal and emotional development, and builds self-awareness and confidence.  

• The participants in this specific group focused mostly on music and song writing, with the 
acting/performance elements being more challenging and stretching for them. This may be 
different for different groups.  

• Due to the slow start and inconsistent attendance, a longer period with the artists/mentors 
would be beneficial to manage those challenges.  

• The availability of the mentoring  sessions following the close of the main project was 
appreciated by the participants and provided a degree of continuity and support for them to 
continue with their creative pursuits. 

 
Future Opportunities: 

• The recruitment process would benefit from a longer lead in time, with greater presence from 
the team to reinforce the message that this is a project delivered by an independent 
organisation, not by probation themselves. The young men respond well to visuals, and a video 
that gives an indication of what the project will be like could be persuasive during the 
recruitment process.  

• The project is able to capture feedback on the softer outcomes achieved by the participants. 
The team could work with probation colleagues to define what harder outcome measures could 
be tracked for these individuals as well to complement the softer measures. 

• The project could be delivered to a broader range of age groups. The groups would remain 
limited in size to prevent the risk of conflict between participants.  The team would need to 
consider the relative strengths and weaknesses of running groups with wide age range against 
running groups with defined age boundaries (i.e. a youth group and adult group). 
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4 Social Return on Investment 

4.1 Overview of the approach 

In developing this estimation of the social return on investment (SROI) the evaluation has: 

• Involved stakeholders including the project delivery teams, the end users (young people and 
their families) and the wider system stakeholders such as the Police, Local Authorities and 
Health. 

• Gathered information to clearly articulate the changes delivered by the interventions and 
understanding positive and negative changes as well as those that are intended and unintended. 

• Focused on the things that matter to the stakeholders and decision makers in the context of the 
Violence Reduction Partnership’s aims. 

• Focused on impacts which are material, which can be measured wherever possible, and which 
give a true and fair picture, to support stakeholders in drawing reasonable conclusions about 
the absolute and relative impact of different interventions. 

• Taken a prudent approach to avoid over-claiming benefits for the outcomes which the 
interventions have delivered; notably avoiding double-counting, acknowledging deadweight1, 
and the possible drop-off over time on the benefits delivered that can be attributed to the 
intervention. 

• Used reliable publicly available data sets or sources combined with inputs generated from the 
primary research of this evaluation project to give a transparent approach which demonstrates 
an accurate and honest assessment of the interventions’ impacts. 

 

4.1.1 Stakeholders 

The stakeholders consulted for the evaluation are listed in Section 2.2 of the Methodology on 
stakeholder engagement. 
 

4.1.2 Data gathered on the impact of interventions 

The data gathered on the impact of the evaluations is listed in Section 2.3 of the Methodology on 
monitoring and impact data, and included in further detail in the Section 3 Findings. 
 

4.1.3 Focusing on the things that matter and are material 

The assessment of the SROI has focused, principally, on a reduction in violence and the impact this has 
on society, demand for local authority services, the criminal justice system and the local health system.  
To this end the assessment is based on the benefits set out in the benefits register table below.  There 
are other benefits which have been identified but have been discounted because: 

• They are a subset of those listed in the benefits register 

• They are unlikely to inform stakeholders or improve their decision making 

• They are too small or uncertain in value to change the outcome or inform decision making. 
 
  

 
1 A measure of the amount of outcome that would have happened even if the activity had not taken place 



 

50 
 

Table 20: Benefits register 

Ref. Benefit Area Description Type of Benefit Beneficiary / Recipient  

BEN-01 Reduction in the cost of APC provision Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority / Education 

BEN-02 Reduction in the cost of Social Worker time Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority Social Care 

BEN-03 Reduction in the cost of Youth Justice 
Worker time 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority Social Care 

BEN-04 Reduction in the cost of Mental Health 
Services 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority Social Care / 
Health System 

BEN-05 Reduction in Substance mis-use worker time Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority Social Care / 
Health System 

BEN-06 Reduction in the cost of an A&E hospital 
attendance 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Health System 

BEN-07 Reduction in the cost of a missing episode Non-cash 
releasing 

Criminal Justice System 

BEN-08 Reduction in the cost of keeping a child in 
care 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Local Authority Social Care 

BEN-09 Additional GVA generated through 
employment 

Cash releasing Local economic system 

BEN-10 Reduction in anticipation costs of violence 
with injury crimes 

Societal Local society 

BEN-11 Reduction in anticipation costs of violence 
without injury crimes 

Societal Local society 

BEN-12 Reduction in consequence costs of violence 
with injury crimes 

Societal Local society 

BEN-13 Reduction in consequence costs of violence 
without injury crimes 

Societal Local society 

BEN-14 Reduction in response costs of violence with 
injury crimes 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Criminal Justice System 

BEN-15 Reduction in response costs of violence 
without injury crimes 

Non-cash 
releasing 

Criminal Justice System 

BEN-16 Improved quality of life Qualitative Participant 

 

4.1.4 Benefit classification based on HM Treasury’s Green Book2 

Cash releasing benefits 
Cash releasing benefits are benefits that will directly reduce a budget.  In other words, they reduce the 
cost to organisations in such a way that the resources can be completely re-allocated elsewhere, or the 
value can be removed from a budget.  This can be staff or material assets.  The definition also includes 
increased income, which is generated from outside the public sector, for this evaluation this relates only 
to the additional gross value added (GVA) which can be generated through employment.  
 

Non-cash releasing benefits 
Non-cash releasing benefits are benefits that will result in an efficiency but not necessarily a budget 
reduction.  In other words, they provide economic value through efficiency savings, but do not release 
money back to budgets.  
 

  

 
2 HM Treasury Green Book 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1063330/Green_Book_2022.pdf
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Societal benefits 
Societal benefits provide monetised economic value but are realised outside of the immediate system 
(immediate systems for the VRP include e.g. schools, social services, CJS, health), for example by 
members of the public, private organisations/businesses, research, improvements to UK gross domestic 
production (GDP) and as distributional benefits (equity improvements). 
 
Societal benefits are an important part of the economic analysis, as for any public-sector investment the 
overall economic benefits need to be comparable across sectors.  Whilst the valuation of societal 
benefits is important to enable a full appraisal of the interventions, control over realisation of such 
benefits may largely be out of the hands of the programme.  
 

Qualitative benefits 
Qualitative benefits are benefits which cannot be quantified or monetised but which convey the change 
being made or describe desirable outputs (of the change).  They are therefore useful and should be 
described in narrative form to make the case for change more compelling or to more fully leverage 
stakeholders to embrace the change. 
 

4.1.5 Taking a prudent approach 

Avoiding double-counting 
Double counting of benefits is a risk in evaluating the impacts of interventions.  To minimise this risk the 
evaluation has focused on fewer, higher-level benefits which are distinguishable from one another; this 
reduces the risk that one benefit is a subset of another. 

 
Allowing for uncertainty of attribution, displacement and deadweight3 
Given the nature of the topic, the small sample sizes and scope for uncertain future trajectories of 
behaviour we cannot be certain of future benefits; it is difficult to assess how much of the outcome has 
displaced other outcomes (displacement4); it is also difficult to assess the amount of outcome that would 
have happened even if the intervention had not taken place (the deadweight).  To allow for this 
uncertainty and other externalities using a structured, consistent, and transparent framework, 
calculations of benefit value are subject to confidence ratings which have reduced their value to mitigate 
the risk of over-claiming. 
 
Benefits used in the SROI calculation have been assessed using empirical evidence supporting a logical 
chain of causality (the top row of the confidence grid below).  Given the extent to which benefits could 
be affected by external factors (societal, familial, economic and so on), benefits have been rated as 
“Medium” for dependencies, risks and issues.  This combination in the confidence grid gives a range of 
50% - 70%; SROI calculations have been based on the low end (50%) for prudence, but this could change 
in future studies, as more data is gathered for larger volumes over time. 
 
  

 
3 HM Treasury Green Book 

4 How much of the outcome has displaced other outcomes 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1063330/Green_Book_2022.pdf
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Table 21: Confidence Grid (likelihood of benefit being realised) 

 Dependencies, Risk & Issues 
Possibility of external factors affecting benefits 

realisation 

High Medium Low None 

A
ss

u
m

p
ti

o
n

s 

Empirical evidence supporting the chain 
of causality 

30-50% 50-70% 70-90% 90-100% 

Logical argument for the chain of 
causality; some evidence, could be tested 
over time 

10-30% 30-50% 50-70% 70-90% 

Logical argument for chain of causality; no 
evidence, hard to test 

0-10% 10-30% 30-50% 50-70% 

 
Confidence ratings should be revisited over time and can be expected to improve beyond this initial 
assessment through measures to increase confidence in the likelihood of realisation.  This will be 
achieved, for example, by future measurement of outcomes and participants behaviour, by gathering 
evidence to reduce assumptions (through desk-based research, site visits, validation audits, stakeholder 
engagement, etc.), by mitigating risks and dependencies. 
 

Drop-off (or deterioration) 
The evaluation cannot be certain of the duration of the benefits which can be attributed to the 
intervention and whether they will be fully sustained in future years.  To mitigate this risk the evaluation 
has calculated the SROI over a relatively short period of 5 years, and we have scaled down the amount 
of benefit to be claimed over those from five years on a straight-line basis, from 100% in year 1 to 20% 
in the fifth year.  Given the nature of the interventions and the scope for lifelong changes in behaviours 
and outcomes this is a prudent duration and scaling down, which avoids over-claiming.    
 
A 5-year SROI horizon risks under-representing the potential value through benefits seen over a much 
longer period; however, given the uncertainty of later years’ value and the increasingly distant 
connection to the intervention it is deemed a prudent trade-off.  As with confidence ratings, the rate of 
drop-off should be revisited and adjusted considering improved information on participant trajectories, 
behaviour, experiences and so on. 
 
Sensitivity analysis is used to assess the impact of a greater rate of benefit drop-off and whether it 
changes the outcome significantly. 
 

4.1.6 Using publicly available datasets and transparent data sources, and 
information gathered through primary research on this evaluation project 

The SROI assessment has used a range of data sources all of which are referenced and accessible for 
transparency.   The primary source of data for the impact of the interventions has been research 
undertaken by this evaluation; there are no other sources available that can be reliably attributed to 
these interventions.  The main sources of data used for attributing value to these impacts are as follows: 
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Table 22: SROI sources 

Description Source reference hyperlink 

The economic and social costs of crime, July 2018. Costs of crime report 

Office for National Statistics - Subregional productivity: 
labour productivity indices by UK ITL2 and ITL3 
subregions data table.  Used to inform the gross value 
add5 of a worker in the Sussex region. 

GVA for Brighton and Hove, East Sussex and West 
Sussex 

Cost of a Social Worker per year per case subject Social Worker salary source 

Cost of a Youth Justice Worker per year per case subject Youth Justice Worker salary source 

Cost of a Substance Mis-use Worker per year per case 
subject 

Substance mis-use Worker salary source 

Cost of alternative provision place (FT academic year) Alternative provision market analysis Research 
report October 2018 

Cost of an A&E hospital attendance Kings Fund Facts and Figures 

Cost of a missing episode Missingpersons.police.uk report 

Cost of a child in care (per year) Guardian Article 

Assessing impact volumes of the interventions The impact volumes of the interventions, such as 
the reduction in violent incidents, the reduced 
requirement for social worker support and so on, 
have been estimated by the evaluation project’s 
Lead Researcher based on the evidence compiled 
including data, anecdotes, interviews and surveys.  
This is subjective, but as with other data sources 
the analysis has been prudent. 

 
 

4.2 Summary findings 

This section sets out the summary calculations and findings for the SROI of the three interventions 
evaluated.  This has been calculated on the basis described above, using best available, prudent 
assumptions or factual inputs to arrive at a transparent, substantiated and reasonable assessment of 
the SROI of the interventions.   Further information is included in Appendix 2: Breakdown of the 
summary benefits by intervention. 
 
Table 23: Summary findings 

 5-year net present value of 1 
year of operation 

Benefit Cost Ratio 

West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme £205k 4.9 

MACE Family Key Work Service £172k 2.9 

REPRESENT   £75k 4.2 

 

4.2.1 West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme  

The West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme cost £53,000 in FY 2021/2022 and supported a cohort 
of 22 participants (average cost per participant £2,409), if it prevents 1 incidence of a child needing to 
be taken into care and 2 incidents of children requiring alternative places it will have paid for itself.  The 
evaluation of the project indicates it has exceeded this.   
 

 
5 Gross value added is the value generated by any unit engaged in the production of goods and services 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/954485/the-economic-and-social-costs-of-crime-horr99.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/labourproductivity/datasets/subregionalproductivitylabourproductivitygvaperhourworkedandgvaperfilledjobindicesbyuknuts2andnuts3subregions
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/labourproductivity/datasets/subregionalproductivitylabourproductivitygvaperhourworkedandgvaperfilledjobindicesbyuknuts2andnuts3subregions
https://uk.indeed.com/cmp/West-Sussex-County-Council/salaries/Social-Worker
https://www.lgjobs.com/vacancies/198936?ga_client_id=8d215f17-7a4e-4157-93f9-98416173a55d&search=82d1686f4a791da61f9cecad6155162006522627273a03c6edcacc92ae01a610
https://uk.indeed.com/jobs?q=Substance+Misuse&l=West+Sussex&vjk=d65536c957584e6f
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/752548/Alternative_Provision_Market_Analysis.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/752548/Alternative_Provision_Market_Analysis.pdf
https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/audio-video/key-facts-figures-nhs
https://missingpersons.police.uk/cy-gb/resources/research/cost-of-missing-investigations
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/jan/08/rise-in-children-taken-into-care
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossvalueaddedgva


 

54 
 

The cohort size for the SROI calculation has been set at 22 as this reflects the number of pupils engaged 
on Embedded Co-ordinator support for the majority of the project period.  These are the pupils who 
were most at risk, and therefore most likely to have engaged in violent activity.  The additional 
Embedded Co-ordinator cases that joined the programme in the latter half of the project period have 
not been included in the cohort size as they will not have received the full benefit of participation as the 
duration has been much shorter for them. 
 
The table below sets out the SROI calculation for the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme: 
 
Table 24: West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme SROI calculation 

 
 
One year of the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme delivers a positive net present value of 
about £205k over 5 years and is expected to payback the investment in the year of operation.  The 
benefit cost ratio (BCR) of 4.9 indicates a strong return on investment. 

 
Sensitivity analysis 

Impact volume sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact volumes must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost), for West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme 
the impact volumes, e.g. the number of violent incidents prevented, would need to reduce by about 
four fifths (80%) before the BCR becomes 1.  The table below sets out the SROI calculation for the West 
Sussex Schools Project having applied the reduced impact volumes: 
 
Table 25: West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme SROI impact volume sensitivity 

 
 
Impact value sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact value must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost), for the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme 
to achieve a BCR of 1, the values attributable to the impact of the intervention, e.g. the number of violent 
incidents prevented, would need to reduce by about three quarters (76%) whilst simultaneously 
increasing the rate of drop-off from 100% attribution in year 1 to 75% attribution in year 2, 50% 
attribution in year 3, 25 % attribution in year 4 and no benefits recognised in year 5.  The table below 
sets out the SROI calculation for the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme having applied the 
reduced impact values and steeper rate of benefit drop-off: 
 
Table 26: West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme SROI impact value sensitivity 

 
 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 95,286£             73,651£             53,370£             23,996£             11,592£              £          257,895 

Present cost of support 53,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             53,000 

Net present value 42,286£             73,651£             53,370£             23,996£             11,592£              £          204,895 4.9                    

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to 

Cost Ratio

Present value of benefits 19,057£             14,730£             10,674£             4,799£               2,318£                £             51,579 

Present cost of support 53,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             53,000 

Net present value 33,943-£             14,730£             10,674£             4,799£               2,318£               -£              1,421 1.0                 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 22,869£             16,571£             10,674£             3,599£               -£                    £             53,714 

Present cost of support 53,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             53,000 

Net present value 30,131-£             16,571£             10,674£             3,599£               -£                    £                  714 1.0                        
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Sensitivity analysis conclusion 
Based on the sensitivity analysis it can be concluded that the impact volumes and values would have to 
change significantly before the net present value of the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme 
turned negative. 
 
 

Explaining the impact and the SROI of the West Sussex Schools project through scenarios of 
possible outcomes 

To help bring the analysis to life and relate it to real-world examples, further analysis has been done on 
a range of scenarios to demonstrate through narrative and numerically what impact the interventions 
could have on individuals and wider society. 
 
Scenario 1: If no intervention is provided (the baseline) 
Candidate A is at high risk of permanent exclusion and is on a Pastoral Support Plan. In the next 12 
months, Candidate A’s pattern of behaviour continues, and they are excluded from mainstream school.  
Candidate A is placed in an Alternative Provision College.  Candidate A does not achieve any 
qualifications and does not intend to continue with education.  Candidate A’s parents struggle to cope 
with the behaviour and their mental health, family life and employment is impacted. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate A struggles to access employment opportunities and they have a series of 
short term, cash in hand jobs.  They are reliant on universal credit to be able to afford rent, food and 
basic utilities.  Their challenging financial situation means that criminal activity can look like an appealing 
option. 
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate A will suffer from poor mental and physical health, have insecure 
housing, limited employment opportunities and poor relationships with friends and families.  
 
Scenario 2: Embedded Co-ordinator Case 
Candidate B is at high risk of permanent exclusion and is on a Pastoral Support Plan.  Candidate B is 
having regular meetings with the pastoral team and is on a reduced timetable.  Candidate B's behaviour 
includes physical assault of other students, verbal abuse and threatening behaviour towards teachers, 
persistent disruptive behaviour and low aspirations. Candidate B is referred for Embedded Co-ordinator 
support, and agrees to engage with the support. 
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate B's overall school attendance has improved and whilst they have been 
in trouble for being late and not completing set work, they have not been in trouble for physical or verbal 
abuse.  Candidate B has not had any further fixed term exclusions.  Candidate B is committed to 
completing Year 9 then moving on to college to complete a college course.  The pastoral team continue 
to have meetings with Candidate B, but less frequently. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate B completes their apprenticeship and goes on to get a job in their chosen 
field.  They are more resilient to the external factors that may impact their life, and know where and 
how to seek help when needed. 
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate B continues to progress in their life and all life options are open to 
them in terms of education, employment and relationships. 
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Scenario 3: Mentoring Case 
Candidate C is at medium risk of permanent exclusion.  Candidate C is having regular meetings with the 
pastoral team.  Candidate C's behaviour includes persistent disruptive behaviour, poor attendance and 
walking out of lessons and/or school. Candidate C is referred for Mentoring support, and agrees to 
engage with the support. 
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate C's overall school attendance has improved, and they have not walked 
out of a lesson since mentoring support began.  Candidate C is committed to completing their 
qualifications and intends to go on to do an apprenticeship.  The pastoral team no longer need to have 
weekly meetings with Candidate C, and they are fully reintegrated within the mainstream system. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate C completes their apprenticeship and goes on to get a job in their chosen 
field.  They are resilient to the external factors that may impact their life and know where and how to 
seek help when needed. 
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate C continues to progress in their life and all life options are open to 
them in terms of education, employment and relationships. 
 
West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme scenario summary 
Taking the scenarios above and what this might mean for different benefits and the relative SROIs which 
might be anticipated, the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme has a significantly positive SROI 
compared to a baseline of no intervention, calculated below at approximately £100k or more differential 
between the baseline no intervention and a successful West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme 
intervention. 
 
Table 27: West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme SROI scenario summary 

 
 

4.2.2 MACE Family Key Work Service 

The MACE Family Key Work service cost £90,000 in FY 2021/2022 and supported a cohort of 16 
participants (average cost per participant £5,625, if it prevents 3 incidents of violence with injury, 3 
incidents of violence without injury and 3 incidents of robbery it will have paid for itself.  The evaluation 
of the project indicates it has exceeded this.   
 
  

5-Year Total

Candidate 

A

Candidate 

B

Candidate 

C

Cost of the intervention -£           2,409£       2,409£       

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence with injury 22,225-£     22,225£     22,225£     

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence without injury 9,374-£       3,125£       9,374£       

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of criminal damage 2,703-£       142£           2,703£       

Does / does not require a Social Worker 817-£           48-£             337£           

Does  / does not require a Youth Justice Worker 481-£           40-£             280£           

Does / does not need alterntaive provision place 22,763-£     22,763£     22,763£     

Better able to secure regular employment after 18 -£           7,791£       7,791£       

Programme 5 yr total net social (cost) / benefit 58,363-£     58,366£     67,882£     

Programme 5 yr total net present social (cost) / benefit 56,111-£     55,308£     64,761£     
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The cohort size for the SROI calculation has been set at 16 as this reflects the number of young people 
engaged for the majority of the project period.  The additional cases that joined the project in the latter 
half of the project period have not been included in the cohort size as they will not have received the 
full benefit of participation as the duration has been much shorter for them. 
 
The project cost of £90,000 is the proportion of the overall cost that the VRP funds.  East Sussex 
Children’s Services contribute an additional £58,355 to the delivery of the service.  For the purpose of 
the SROI, we have focused on the impact the VRP proportion is likely to have, and the benefit volumes 
have been adjusted accordingly. 
 
The table below sets out the SROI calculation for MACE Family Key Work Service: 
 
Table 28: MACE Family Key Work Service SROI calculation 

 
 
One year of the MACE Family Key Work Service delivers a positive net present value of about £172k over 
5 years and is expected to payback the investment in the year following delivery (year 2).  The benefit 
cost ratio (BCR) of 2.9 indicates a good return on investment. 
 

Sensitivity analysis 

Impact volume sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact volumes must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost), for MACE Family Key Work Service the impact 
volumes, e.g. the number of violent incidents prevented, would need to reduce by about two thirds 
(65%) before the BCR becomes 1.  The table below sets out the SROI calculation for MACE Family Key 
Work Service having applied the reduced impact volumes: 
 
Table 29: MACE Family Key Work Service SROI impact volume sensitivity 

 
 
Impact value sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact value must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost), for MACE Family Key Work Service to achieve a 
BCR of 1, the values attributable to the impact of the intervention, e.g. the number of violent incidents 
prevented, would need to reduce by over half (59%) whilst simultaneously increasing the rate of drop-
off from 100% attribution in year 1 to 75% attribution in year 2, 50% attribution in year 3, 25 % 
attribution in year 4 and no benefits recognised in year 5.  The table below sets out the SROI calculation 
for MACE Family Key Work Service having applied the reduced impact values and steeper rate of benefit 
drop-off: 
 
  

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 82,683£             63,909£             46,311£             46,808£             22,547£              £          262,258 

Present cost of support 90,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             90,000 

Net present value 7,317-£               63,909£             46,311£             46,808£             22,547£              £          172,258 2.9                    

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to 

Cost Ratio

Present value of benefits 28,939£             22,368£             16,209£             16,383£             7,892£                £             91,790 

Present cost of support 90,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             90,000 

Net present value 61,061-£             22,368£             16,209£             16,383£             7,892£                £               1,790 1.0                 
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Table 30: MACE Family Key Work Service SROI impact value sensitivity 

 
 
Sensitivity analysis conclusion 
Based on the sensitivity analysis it can be concluded that the impact volumes and values would have to 
change significantly before the net present value of the MACE Family Key Work Service turned negative. 

 
Explaining the impact and the SROI of the MACE Family Key Work Service through scenarios of 
possible outcomes 
To help bring the analysis to life and relate it to real-world examples, further analysis has been done on 
a range of scenarios to demonstrate through narrative and numerically what impact the interventions 
could have on individuals and wider society. 
 
Scenario 1: If no intervention is provided (the baseline) 
Candidate A is rated as RED by the Multi-Agency Child Exploitation (MACE) Panel.  Candidate A is open 
to Children’s Services and the Substance Misuse Team but is not engaging and does not have a MACE 
Family Key Worker.  
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate A will continue their involvement in anti-social behaviour and criminal 
damage.  Candidate A experiences frequent missing episodes and is returned to the family home by the 
police multiple times per month.  Candidate A is a drug user and habitual knife carrier and has visited 
A&E several times for injuries caused in knife attacks.  Candidate A is excluded from school due to their 
risk-taking behaviour and non-attendance and does not achieve any qualifications.  Candidate A’s 
parents struggle to cope with the behaviour and their mental health, family life and employment is 
impacted. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate A continues to be involved in escalating criminal activity including drug 
dealing and gang related crime.  They experience the effects of serious violence as both victim and 
perpetrator, and they are likely to progress to exploiting other young people.  Candidate A’s parents can 
no longer cope with their behaviour and Candidate A goes into care.  Without qualifications, Candidate 
A struggles to access employment opportunities. 
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate A will suffer from poor mental and physical health, have insecure 
housing, limited employment opportunities and poor relationships with friends and families.  They are 
in constant involvement with police and justice services and the pattern of offending leads to a series of 
custodial sentences into adulthood. 
 
Scenario 2: MACE Family Key Worker Case 
Candidate B is rated RED by the Multi-Agency Exploitation (MACE) Panel.  Candidate B is open to 
Children’s Services and the Substance Misuse Team and is assigned a MACE Family Key Worker. 
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate B is initially reluctant to engage, and support focuses on the parents.  
The parents feel supported and empowered by their Key Worker and other professionals and 
communication begins to improve with Candidate B. Candidate B starts to engage and small changes 
begin to be seen.  There is a reduction in the number of missing episodes and there are periods of better 
engagement with school.  Candidate B continues to use drugs but is engaging positively with the 
Substance Misuse Team.  Candidate B’s behaviour can still be erratic, and there are some setbacks, 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 33,900£             24,565£             15,823£             11,994£             -£                    £             86,283 

Present cost of support 90,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             90,000 

Net present value 56,100-£             24,565£             15,823£             11,994£             -£                   -£              3,717 1.0                        
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however the parents and wider family are better equipped to deal with these setbacks and are able to 
recover from these faster than previously.  Candidate B’s MACE Panel rating remains at Red. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate B continues to make progress and has gradually distanced themselves 
from negative friendships.  Their relationship with their parents remains positive and communication 
channels are open.  Candidate B is not yet back at school full time but is on a reduced timetable with 
ambition to sit selected qualifications to enable them to progress to their desired next stage (e.g. college, 
apprenticeship or employment).  Candidate B’s MACE Panel rating is reduced to Amber.  
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate B continues to progress in their life and all options are open to them.
    
 
Scenario 3: MACE Family Key Worker Case 
Candidate C is rated RED by the Multi-Agency Exploitation (MACE) Panel.  Candidate C is open to 
Children’s Services and the Substance Misuse Team and is assigned a MACE Family Key Worker. 
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate C is supported by their Key Worker and other professionals to re-
assess their friendships and decisions.  They begin to withdraw from negative friendships and re-engage 
with school, and they no longer go missing from home.  They participate positively in activities in the 
community and are less available to those that were trying to exploit them.  Their relationship with their 
parents and family members begins to improve.  They form a trusted relationship with their MACE 
Family Key Worker and share their experiences which allows the Key Worker to submit important 
intelligence to the police on exploitation activity in the area.  Their MACE Panel rating is reduced to 
Amber. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate C’s MACE Panel rating is reduced to Green, and their support ends.  
Candidate C goes on to achieve the qualifications they wanted and progress to their desired next stage 
(e.g. college, apprenticeship or employment).  Candidate C supports the prosecution of those that were 
exploiting them.  This results in a reduction in anti-social activity in the area, protecting other children 
from being exploited and make the community feel safer.  
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate C continues to progress in their life and all life options are open to 
them in terms of education, employment and relationships. 
 
MACE scenario summary 
Taking the scenarios above and what this might mean for different benefits and the relative SROIs which 
might be anticipated, MACE Family Key Work Service has a significantly positive SROI compared to a 
baseline of no intervention, calculated below at up to approximately £100k differential between the 
baseline no intervention and a successful MACE Family Key Work intervention. 
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Table 31: MACE Family Key Work Service SROI scenario summary 

 
 
 

4.2.3 REPRESENT 

The REPRESENT project cost £23,000 in FY 2021/2022 and supported a cohort of 5 participants (average 
cost per participant £4,600), if it prevents 1 incidence of violence with injury, 1 incidence of violence 
without injury and 1 incidence of criminal damage, it will have paid for itself.  The evaluation of the 
project indicates it has exceeded this.   
 
It should be noted that REPRESENT had the capacity to support a cohort of 8 participants at no additional 
cost; if it is able to achieve this in future, the cost per participant reduces to £2,875 and more 
importantly, with more participants, we could expect the benefits to increase proportionately.  The table 
below sets out the SROI calculation for REPRESENT: 
 
Table 32: REPRESENT SROI calculation 

 
 
One year of the REPRESENT project delivers a positive net present value of £75k over 5 years and is 
expected to payback the investment in the year of operation.  The benefit cost ratio (BCR) of 4.2 
indicates a strong return on investment. 
 

Sensitivity analysis 

Impact volume sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact volumes must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost).  For REPRESENT the impact volumes, e.g. the 
number of violent incidents prevented, would need to reduce by about three quarters (77%) before the 
BCR becomes 1.  The table below sets out the SROI calculation for REPRESENT having applied the 
reduced impact volumes: 

5-Year Total

Candidate 

A

Candidate 

B

Candidate 

C

Cost of the intervention -£          5,625-£      5,625-£      

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence with injury 22,225-£   22,225£   22,225£   

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence without injury 9,374-£      9,374£      9,374£      

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of robbery 17,894-£   5,965£      17,894£   

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of criminal damage 2,134-£      711£         2,134£      

Does / does not require a Social Worker 577-£         289-£         96£           

Does  / does not require a Youth Justice Worker 481-£         240-£         80£           

Does / does not require a Substance Misuse Worker 449-£         150-£         150£         

Does / does not have 1 missing episode 2,639-£      528-£         880£         

Does / does not have 1 A&E attendance 539-£         108-£         180£         

Better able to secure regular employment after 18 -£          1,298£      7,791£      

Programme 5 yr total net social (cost) / benefit 56,311-£   32,634£   55,178£   

Programme 5 yr total net present social (cost) / benefit 53,860-£   30,100£   51,876£   

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 34,051£             26,319£             19,072£             12,285£             5,935£                £             97,661 

Present cost of support 23,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             23,000 

Net present value 11,051£             26,319£             19,072£             12,285£             5,935£                £             74,661 4.2                    



 

61 
 

 
Table 33: REPRESENT SROI impact volume sensitivity 

 
 
 
Impact value sensitivity 
This tests the extent to which the impact value must change to affect the BCR and make the project 
marginal in value.  Common practice is to identify the change required in one or more assumptions to 
achieve a BCR of 1 (1 unit of benefit for 1 unit of cost).  For REPRESENT to achieve a BCR of 1, the values 
attributable to the impact of the intervention would need to be reduced, e.g. the number of violent 
incidents prevented, would need to reduce by about three quarters (73%) whilst simultaneously 
increasing the rate of drop-off from 100% attribution in year 1 to 75% attribution in year 2, 50% 
attribution in year 3, 25 % attribution in year 4 and no benefits recognised in year 5.  The table below 
sets out the SROI calculation for REPRESENT having applied the reduced impact values and steeper rate 
of benefit drop-off: 
 
Table 34: REPRESENT SROI impact value sensitivity 

 
 
Sensitivity analysis conclusion 
Based on the sensitivity analysis it can be concluded that the impact volumes and values would have to 
change significantly before the net present value of the REPRESENT Project turned negative. 
 

Explaining the impact and the SROI of the REPRESENT project through scenarios of possible 
outcomes 
To help bring the analysis to life and relate it to real-world examples, further analysis has been done on 
a range of scenarios to demonstrate through narrative and numerically what impact the interventions 
could have on individuals and wider society. 
 
Scenario 1: If no intervention is provided (the baseline) 
Candidate A is on probation and has not engaged with any projects or activities offered.  
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate A meets their probation officer infrequently.  They suffer from poor 
mental health, anxiety and substance misuse issues.  They struggle to rebuild damaged relationships 
from their previous behaviour and the personal impacts of that behaviour.  They do not feel confident 
or motivated to access education or employment opportunities and have a precarious housing situation. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate A feels isolated and unable to reconnect to their community.  They 
struggle to find regular employment and do not know where to go to access support for their mental 
health or substance misuse issues.  They are emotionally and financially struggling, leading to a high risk 
of re-offending. 
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate A suffers from poor mental and physical health.  Candidate A has 
fallen into a pattern of re-offending and feels there is no other option for them. 
 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to 

Cost Ratio

Present value of benefits 7,832£               6,053£               4,387£               2,825£               1,365£                £             22,462 

Present cost of support 23,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             23,000 

Net present value 15,168-£             6,053£               4,387£               2,825£               1,365£               -£                  538 1.0                 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

Present value of benefits 9,194£               6,662£               4,291£               2,073£               -£                    £             22,220 

Present cost of support 23,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             23,000 

Net present value 13,806-£             6,662£               4,291£               2,073£               -£                   -£                  780 1.0                        
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Scenario 2: REPRESENT  
Candidate B is on probation, and they have been referred to the REPRESENT project by their probation 
officer.  
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate B forms trusted relationships with the project delivery team and fellow 
project participants.  Candidate B feels heard and valued and has a more positive outlook on their future.  
They are supported to seek help for their mental health and substance misuse issues. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate B feels better equipped to progress with their life and limit the impact 
that their previous behaviour has on their future.  They attend further groups, engage better with their 
probation officer, and feel supported to access education and employment opportunities.  
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate B is more resilient to the external factors that may impact their life 
and knows where to seek help when experiencing challenging situations. 
 
Scenario 3: REPRESENT 
Candidate C is on probation, and they have been referred to the REPRESENT project by their probation 
officer.  
 
In the next 12 months, Candidate C forms trusted relationships with the project delivery team and fellow 
project participants.  Candidate C is supported to feel heard and valued and has a more positive outlook 
on their future.  They are supported to engage with the creative community in Brighton and pursue their 
creative ambitions. 
 
In the next 5 years, Candidate C feels better equipped to progress with their life and limit the impact 
that their previous behaviour has on their future.  They continue to pursue their creative ambitions and 
can make a living in their chosen field.   
 
Beyond the next 5 years, Candidate C is more resilient to the external factors that may impact their life, 
and actively supports other young people who have had similar experiences to access the creative 
community. 
 
REPRESENT scenario summary 
Taking the scenarios above and what this might mean for different benefits and the relative SROIs which 
might be anticipated, REPRESENT has a significantly positive SROI compared to a baseline of no 
intervention, calculated below at up to approximately £85k differential between the baseline no 
intervention and a successful REPRESENT intervention. 
 
Table 35: REPRESENT SROI scenario summary 

 
 

  

5-Year Total

Candidate 

A

Candidate 

B

Candidate 

C

Cost of the intervention -£         4,600-£     4,600-£     

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence with injury 22,225-£   22,225£   22,225£   

Is / is not invovled in 1 act of violence without injury 9,374-£     9,374£     9,374£     

Better able to secure regular employment after 18 -£         11,686£   32,462£   

Programme 5 yr total net social (cost) / benefit 31,599-£   38,685£   59,461£   

Programme 5 yr total net present social (cost) / benefit 30,210-£   36,194£   56,359£   
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5 Conclusions 
 

• All three projects have had good qualitative feedback from the interviews from the young 

people/families participating and they as individuals felt that they were beginning to see 

changes in themselves as a result of the interventions.  

 

• All three projects received praise from stakeholders and participants for their delivery teams. 

The teams were felt to be the right people to deliver this work – knowledgeable, able to form 

trusted relationships, and well connected locally. 

 

• The Schools Exclusions Project and the REPRESENT project provide a strong social return on 

investment, and the MACE Family Key Work Service provides a good social return on investment.  

The supporting scenario narratives demonstrate that there are also potential broader benefits 

for each project that could be included in the assessment if further evidence is collected through 

the continued running of the projects. 

 

• The successes of the projects were felt to be partly due to the independence of the delivery 

teams: independence from schools, independence from statutory services, and independence 

from probation. As independent services they are able to other something different, something 

that isn’t currently being provided, and something that complements the work of existing 

services. 

 

• The successes of the MACE Family Key Work project and the Schools Exclusions project were 

felt to be partly due to the whole family approaches. The delivery teams support both the young 

person and their parent(s)/carer/family which ensures consistency.   

 

• The data captured for the MACE Family Key Work project and the Schools Exclusions project 

demonstrate that improvement is not linear, or fast to achieve. Each individual may be facing a 

number of challenges and these cannot be tackled all at once. So whilst the teams can see 

improvements in focusing on one area for improvement, this may not be visible if looking at 

data in isolation. It is therefore important to complement the data with the qualitative progress 

updates for each case, and to consider continuing to monitor data in the medium term beyond 

the close of cases to ensure change is sustained. 

 

• The public health approach has broadly been met by each project. The original designs have 

been based on evidence from similar models elsewhere whilst being tailored to local need. In 

terms of the 5Cs, all three projects strongly support the development of counter-narratives, 

whilst co-production and community engagement was more challenging due to the fast set up 

times, but is being brought in iteratively. For the two pilot projects, the partner relationships 

and ways of working are being developed and the data capture and sharing processes are being 

refined. For MACE, the partner relationships and data capture are much more embedded and 

the service is seen as an integral part of the East Sussex system. 

 



 

64 
 

• The cohorts that each project is working with are recognised to be complex. Improvement does 

not occur along a linear trajectory and the individuals are highly affected by external factors that 

may cause relapses of behaviour along the way.  One of the aims of the interventions is to better 

equip young people to be resilient to those external factors and bounce back from setbacks 

faster.  To support this, the interventions cannot work in isolation and there needs to be wider 

support both from direct stakeholders (e.g. school staff) and other services (e.g. referrals for 

mental health support) to have a system approach. 

 

• All three projects are working with young people who are either at significant risk, or are already 

engaged in criminal activity or exploitation. We need services that support people during these 

situations, however all commented that if support could be provided at an earlier point some 

may not have escalated to where they are now. There needs to be a balance of support.  

 

• Schools Exclusions Programme and MACE Family Key Work have used other funding pots to 

complement their delivery. This demonstrates the wider value that the projects can bring as 

these additional pieces of work would not be possible without the core projects being in place.  
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6 Recommendations 
 

For the Violence Reduction Partnership: 
 

• The VRP needs to look across the portfolio of commissioned projects, alongside the broader 

services available across Sussex, to ensure there is a balance of interventions; ensuring that 

there are some providing early intervention, as well as support for those that have already 

become engaged in challenging or criminal behaviours. 

 

• The VRP partners, in collaboration with the project teams, need to think through what 

mechanisms could be put in place for tracking participants long term.  This will need to have full 

consideration of participant consent. 

 

• The Schools Exclusions Programme would benefit from being re-commissioned so that the 

approach can be further tested, using the learning from this year to adjust and improve delivery 

and continue to build their evidence of impact. 

 

• The MACE Family Key Work project has been running for 3 years with VRP funding and the 

delivery model is stable and embedded. MACE Family Key Work could now look to use the social 

return on investment assessment to begin defining what a future sustainable model could look 

like. 

 

• The REPRESENT project would benefit from being re-commissioned so that the approach can 

be further tested, using the learning from this year to improve recruitment and data collection 

and continue to build their evidence of impact.  

  

 

For the West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme: 
 

• The project delivery team should work with their school stakeholder partners to refine the data 

collection process.  This should include the alignment of the referral forms for the Embedded 

Co-ordinator and Mentoring Support; a review of the content to ensure all categories are 

relevant and can be collected by all schools; agreement with the schools as to the frequency of 

data collection (e.g. half termly updates to monitor progress); and agreement with the schools 

as to whether data can continue to be collected following the successful closure of cases to 

provide evidence of sustained improvements. 

 

• The project delivery team should work with their school stakeholder partners to refine the 

communication and delivery approach.  This should ensure the project is set up in a way that is 

workable for both the Sid Youth and the schools, and that there is commitment on both sides 

to a successful engagement.  This could include things like: defined project lead per school with 

a regular catch up session in the diary, half termly review meetings, agreed case management 

process.  This will become increasingly important if more schools come on to the project. 
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• The project delivery team should consider whether there is potential to vary the frequency of 

sessions. The feedback from the young people that responded to the survey was that they would 

like more frequent sessions.  This should be considered as part of the refresh of the delivery 

model. 

 
 

For the MACE Family Key Worker Service: 

 

• The project delivery team should consider whether data can continue to be collected following 

the successful closure of cases to provide evidence of sustained improvements.  This would 

mean continuing to collect audit data for an agreed period after each case closes. 

 

• The project delivery team should consider whether support could be provided to families 

sooner.  The feedback from the young people and families was that they would have liked 

support to have begun sooner.  This is a Level 4 service so there may be some limitations to that 

but a valuable development to the service would be undertaking that earlier intervention work. 

 
 

For the REPRESENT project: 

 

• The project delivery team should work with their probation service colleagues to strengthen 

the data capture process.  This should include agreeing the data categories to be captured, with 

an appropriate mix and harder and softer measures.  This could involve refining the referral 

form to be completed by probation, and introducing the participant self-assessment of softer 

measures at the start of the project, so that an accurate baseline can be set and progress 

measured. 

 

• The project delivery team should work with their probation service colleagues to refine the 

recruitment process. The team were most successful when they were able to speak to the 

potential participants directly, and be really clear about their independence from the probation 

service.  The team should explore how the output from the pilot year could be shared with 

prospective participants to showcase the work and encourage future participants.  

 

• The project delivery team should work with other stakeholders to explore the feasibility of 

running the REPRESENT project with other cohort groups e.g. men in the younger age range 

who are engaged with the Youth Offending Team,  young women who are either on probation 

or engaged with the Youth Offending Team. 

 

• The project delivery team should consider whether there is potential to increase the number of 

sessions for the main delivery of the project. The feedback from the young men who responded 

to the survey, and in the qualitative interviews, was that they would have liked the sessions to 

have continued for a longer period of time.  This should be considered as part of the refresh of 

the delivery model. 
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• The project team should consider how relationships with the participants are managed in the 

medium term beyond the close of the project.  The mentoring sessions on offer have been well 

received by the young men. The team to consider over what period of time it is possible for that 

to continue to ensure the young men are supported to sustain the changes they have made. 
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Appendix 1: Theory of Change Documents 
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Appendix 2: Breakdown of summary benefits by intervention 
 

West Sussex Schools Exclusions Programme 
 
Key benefits with their associated unit values, volume and duration assumptions: 

  
 
Calculation of the SROI and benefit cost ratio 

 
 

 
 
East Sussex MACE Family Key Work Service 
 
Key benefits with their associated unit values, volume and duration assumptions 

  
 
Calculation of the SROI and benefit cost ratio 

West Sussex schools Number of year's benefit can be claimed Volume Unit value Benefit value

Year 1 

attribution

Year 2 

attribution

Year 3 

attribution

Year 4 

attribution

Year 5 

attribution

Reduction in incidence of violence with injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 1 7,408£          7,408£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of violence without injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 4 3,125£          12,498£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of criminal damage 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 8 711£              5,691£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction in requirement for a Social Worker 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 6 240£              1,443£           100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Reduction in requirement for a Youth Justice Worker 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 4 200£              801£              100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Prevention of the need for a child to be taken in to care 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 1 29,507£        29,507£        100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Prevention of an alterntaive provision place 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 4 9,484£          37,938£        100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Increased likelihood of employment after 18 Final two years of the 5 yr benefit period 3 13,638£        40,915£        0% 0% 0% 40% 20%

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

7,408£               5,726£               4,149£               2,673£               1,291£               

12,498£             9,661£               7,000£               4,509£               2,178£               

5,691£               4,399£               3,187£               2,053£               992£                  

1,443£               1,115£               808£                  -£                   -£                   

801£                  619£                  449£                  -£                   -£                   

29,507£             22,807£             16,527£             -£                   -£                   

37,938£             29,324£             21,249£             -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   14,761£             7,131£               

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

Present value of benefits 95,286£             73,651£             53,370£             23,996£             11,592£              £          257,895 

Present cost of support 53,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             53,000 

Net present value 42,286£             73,651£             53,370£             23,996£             11,592£              £          204,895 4.9                    

MACE Number of year's benefit can be claimed Volume Unit value Benefit value

Year 1 

attribution

Year 2 

attribution

Year 3 

attribution

Year 4 

attribution

Year 5 

attribution

Reduction in incidence of violence with injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 2 7,408£          14,817£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of violence without injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 2 3,125£          6,249£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of robbery 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 2 5,965£          11,929£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of criminal damage 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 4 711£              2,845£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction in requirement for a Social Worker 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 14 240£              3,366£           100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Reduction in requirement for a Youth Justice Worker 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 8 200£              1,602£           100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Reduction in requirement for a Substance Misuse Worker 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 4 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 19) 2 187£              374£              100% 80% 60% 40% 0%

Prevention of the need for a child to be taken in to care 3 yrs - assumes this cost would be stopped anyway on average after 3 yrs (e.g average age 15 stops at 18) 1 29,507£        29,507£        100% 80% 60% 0% 0%

Reduction in missing episodes 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 12 880£              10,557£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction in A&E attendances 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 8 180£              1,436£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Increased likelihood of employment after 18 Final two years of the 5 yr benefit period 8 10,192£        81,534£        0% 0% 0% 40% 20%
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Brighton and Hove REPRESENT Project 
 
Key benefits with their associated unit values, volume and duration assumptions 

 
Calculation of the SROI and benefit cost ratio 

 
  

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

14,817£             11,453£             8,299£               5,346£               2,582£               

6,249£               4,830£               3,500£               2,255£               1,089£               

11,929£             9,221£               6,682£               4,304£               2,079£               

2,845£               2,199£               1,594£               1,027£               496£                  

3,366£               2,602£               1,885£               -£                   -£                   

1,602£               1,239£               897£                  -£                   -£                   

374£                  289£                  209£                  135£                  -£                   

29,507£             22,807£             16,527£             -£                   -£                   

10,557£             8,160£               5,913£               3,809£               1,840£               

1,436£               1,110£               804£                  518£                  250£                  

-£                   -£                   -£                   29,416£             14,210£             

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

-£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                   

Present value of benefits 82,683£             63,909£             46,311£             46,808£             22,547£              £          262,258 

Present cost of support 90,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             90,000 

Net present value 7,317-£               63,909£             46,311£             46,808£             22,547£              £          172,258 2.9                    

Represent Number of year's benefit can be claimed Volume Unit value Benefit value

Year 1 

attribution

Year 2 

attribution

Year 3 

attribution

Year 4 

attribution

Year 5 

attribution

Reduction in incidence of violence with injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 2 7,408£          14,817£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Reduction of incidence of violence without injury 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 2 3,125£          6,249£           100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

Move from unemployment to employment 5 yrs - on-going benefit compared to baseline 1 12,985£        12,985£        100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 5 yr Total

Benefit to Cost 

Ratio

 14,817£             11,453£             8,299£               5,346£               2,582£               

6,249£               4,830£               3,500£               2,255£               1,089£               

12,985£             10,036£             7,273£               4,685£               2,263£               

Present value of benefits 34,051£             26,319£             19,072£             12,285£             5,935£                £             97,661 

Present cost of support 23,000£             -£                   -£                   -£                   -£                    £             23,000 

Net present value 11,051£             26,319£             19,072£             12,285£             5,935£                £             74,661 4.2                    
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Appendix 3: Social Return on Investment Glossary 
 

Term Definition 

Attribution An assessment of how much of the outcome was caused by the contribution of 
other organisations or people 

Benefit Cost Ratio The present value of the benefits expected from the intervention divided by the 
present value of the cost of the intervention 

Deadweight A measure of the amount of outcome that would have happened even if the 
activity had not taken place 

Discounting The process by which future financial costs and benefits are recalculated to 
present-day values 

Discount Rate The interest rate used to discount future costs and benefits to a present value 
(3.5%) 

Displacement An assessment of how much of the outcome has displaced other outcomes 

Drop-off The deterioration of an outcome over time 

Duration How long (usually in years) an outcome lasts after the intervention, such as length 
of time a participant remains uninvolved in criminal activity 

Impact The difference between the outcome for participants, considering what would 
have happened anyway, the contribution of others and the length of time the 
outcomes last 

Material / materiality Information is material if its omission has the potential to affect the readers’ or 
stakeholders’ decisions 

Net present value The value in today’s terms of money that is expected in the future minus the 
investment required to generate it 

Payback Time in months or years for the value of the impact to exceed the investment 

Sensitivity analysis Process by which the sensitivity of an SROI model to changes in different variables 
is assessed 

 
 
 


