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CHARNWOOD COMMUNITY SAFETY PARTNERSHIP 
24TH JANUARY 2019 

 
PRESENT: Councillor D. Taylor (Chair) – Charnwood Borough Council 
 Mr A. Bailiss – Loughborough Chamber of Trade  
 Inspector D. Barker – Leicestershire Police  
 Ms V. Charlton – Office of Police Crime Commissioner 
 Ms M. Clay – Prison and Probation Service  
 Mr P. Collin – Loughborough Chamber of Trade 
 Mr G. Feavyour – Loughborough University 
 Ms C. Traill – Charnwood Borough Council  
 Mr A. Webster – Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service 
  
OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE: 
 

Charnwood Borough Council: Ms A. Fadesco 
       Mr T. McCabe  
       Ms J. Pallett 
       Ms J. Robinson 

 
Leicestershire Police:  Inspector K. Mistry 

Sergeant M. Allingham 
 

            
APOLOGIES:  Mr C. Bolas, Mr K. Chauhan, Ms G. Dowson, Mr A. Rhodes and 

Mr M. Vyner 
 
The Chair welcomed attendees to the meeting.  In particular, she welcomed 
Sergeant Matthew Allingham, the new deputy commander of the Charnwood 
Neighbourhood Policing Area, to his first meeting of the Partnership and 
Inspector Kam Mistry of the Police’s Serious Harm Reduction Unit. 
 

1. MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 11th October 2018 were confirmed as a 
correct record and signed. 
 
The following matters arising from the minutes were discussed: 
 

(i) Minute 5(a).4 – an update on youth crime and the effectiveness of the 
new monthly meetings (the Youth JAG) was provided in the Strategic 
Group update. 
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(ii) Minute 5(b).2 – capacity issues had meant that there had not been 
progress with preparing a Partnership Drugs Strategy.  Although it 
was recognised that measures were in place relating to the issue, it 
was concluded that there was still value in preparing an overarching 
strategy for the Partnership as a whole.  Charnwood Borough Council 
officers would work on preparing a draft strategy. 

 
2. PERFORMANCE UPDATE 
 

Ms A. Fadesco gave a presentation detailing performance figures relating to the 
Partnership which can be accessed at: 
 
http://www.charnwoodtogether.com/events.html?month2331211=1&year233121
1=2019#item2331211-2337550.    
 
The following matters were discussed by the Partnership: 
 

(i) There could be spikes in all crime types and the Police needed to 
respond to those.  In general, there were increases in less serious 
crime types and reductions in more serious crime types.  The former 
was in part related to changes in how the Police recorded crimes.  The 
issue that should be of concern to the Partnership was the exploitation 
of children and vulnerable adults. 

(ii) The number of incidents of anti-social behaviour recorded by the Police 
had fallen but the number recorded on Sentinel had increased.  This 
was in part due to changes in recording as some incidents that would 
previously have been recorded by the Police as anti-social behaviour 
were now recorded as crimes.  

(iii) It was important that businesses reported incidents of anti-social 
behaviour in Loughborough town centre to support the injunction that 
was in place.  It was noted that there was currently no BID Ambassador 
in place. 

(iv) There were some patterns in the theft of motor vehicles, for example 
the theft of motorbikes in or near Loughborough town centre.  Incidents 
would be classed as burglaries, rather than thefts of motor vehicles, if a 
house was entered to steal the car keys. 

(v) Levels of shoplifting in Loughborough town centre were stable but it 
was more difficult to tackle the issue in more scattered locations.  The 
targeting of particular individuals was effective in dealing with this crime 
type. 

(vi) Incidents of cycle theft were more widespread than just the University 
campus.  Schemes such as the orange bike and providing cycle locks 
were effective at reducing cycle theft.  There was no evidence that 
Loughborough leisure centre was a hotspot for cycle theft 

(vii) The pattern of hate crime in the Borough usually mirrored events from 
the national or international news.  That was not currently the case.  
Police officers and security staff were common victims of hate crimes. 

 
 
 

http://www.charnwoodtogether.com/events.html?month2331211=1&year2331211=2019#item2331211-2337550
http://www.charnwoodtogether.com/events.html?month2331211=1&year2331211=2019#item2331211-2337550
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AGREED  
 
1. that the information be noted; 
 
2. that the Loughborough BID be contacted to restate the Partnership’s view 

of the importance of businesses reporting incidents of anti-social 
behaviour in Loughborough town centre a. 

 
a – see also resolution 4(a).2 below. 
 

3. THE MANAGEMENT OF HIGH RISK YOUNG PEOPLE 
 

A report from the Youth Offending Service regarding the management of high 
risk young people, particularly in relation to the supply of drugs was submitted 
(item 4 on the agenda) 
 
AGREED  
 
1. that, in the absence of a representative from the Youth Offending Service, 

the information be noted; 
 
2. that the Borough Council’s representative convey the Partnership’s 

concern regarding there not being a representative from the Youth 
Offending Service at the meeting; 
 

3. that the item be rescheduled to the Partnership’s meeting on 11th April 
2019. 

 
4. DELIVERY GROUP UPDATES 

 
(a) Strategic Group 
 

A report concerning the work of the Strategic Group, including a funding 
update incorporating the Partnership Locality Fund for 2018/19, was 
submitted (item 5(a) on the agenda). 

 
Mr T. McCabe drew the Partnership’s attention to the following matters: 

 
(i) The Civil Injunction relating to anti-social behaviour in 

Loughborough town centre had been extended for a further 12 
months.  The application for the extension was supported by the 
results of a community consultation.  However, it was a concern 
that there had been few responses from businesses and that 
there had been no reports of anti-social behaviour from 
businesses since October 2018.  That made it more difficult to 
argue that the community impact made the injunction necessary.   

(ii) The involvement of young people in crime continued to be a 
concern, especially in relation to issues of safeguarding and 
harm.  A Youth JAG had been set up in September and 25 
young people had initially been identified, of which between 8 
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and 10 were at the highest risk of reoffending or causing harm to 
themselves or others. Those were complex cases and were 
occupying an increasingly large proportion of officer time.  

(iii) With the additional establishment of the People Zone, it was 
important that meeting structures were able to be resourced.  
Reports on the impact of the People Zone would be provided to 
the Partnership. 

(iv) There had been a projected underspend of the Partnership 
Locality Fund and officers had therefore looked to reallocate the 
budget to ensure that all the funding was spent.  That 
reallocation would focus on the areas of risk that had been 
identified, particularly knife crime and drugs. 

  
The following matters were discussed by the Partnership: 

 
(i) It was important that representatives of the Loughborough BID 

regularly attended meetings of the Partnership. 
(ii) Councillors could be informed of the importance of reporting 

incidents of anti-social behaviour to the relevant authorities. 
(iii) It was too early to say whether the Youth JAG meetings were 

being effective.  The meetings were initially focussed on 
intelligence sharing and would need to become more focussed 
on actions.  In order for the meetings to be successful it was 
necessary for all partners to attend them.  It was noted that 
different agencies had slightly different objectives and 
performance measures and it was important that the overall goal 
of reducing the impact on the community was not lost. 

(iv) The Police and Crime Commissioner would be making funding 
available through the Partnership Locality Fund in 2019/20. 

 
 AGREED  
 

1. that the information be noted; 
 

2. that the Chair of the Partnership write to the Loughborough BID 
regarding the Partnership’s disappointment that there had been a 
low response from businesses to the consultation in respect of the 
Civil Injunction and the Public Spaces Protection Order relating to 
Loughborough town centre, asking the BID to encourage town 
centre businesses to report incidents of anti-social behaviour in 
Loughborough town centre and stressing the importance of 
representatives of the BID regularly attending Partnership meetings. 
 

 (b) JAG Delivery Group 
 

(i) A report concerning the work of the JAG Delivery Group was 
submitted (item 5(b)(i) on the agenda).  

 
Inspector D. Barker drew the Partnership’s attention to the following 
matters: 
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(i) The increase in overall recorded crime for the Partnership in 
2018/19 was higher than the force average but the position 
was better when looked at over a 2-year period. 

(ii) There had been particularly high levels of reported crime in 
October and November and there had been some return to 
lower levels following that.  The removal of a particular 
individual had had a significant effect. 

(iii) There had been a force-wide increase in burglary, focussing 
on jewellery and cars.  In Charnwood, a group had been 
active in Sileby.  That crime type was a force priority. 

(iv) There had also been increases in theft from a person, 
especially in Loughborough town centre, and theft of 
motorbikes in central Loughborough. 

(v) Changes in recording practice were still having an impact on 
the increase in crime figures. 

(vi) There had been decreases in certain crime types and, 
anecdotally, an improvement in the situation regarding knife 
crime. 

 
The following matters were discussed by the Partnership: 

 
(i) It was pleasing to note that the Partnership had not 

experienced the increase in violent crime that had been 
reported nationally b. 

(ii) There was a discussion of the importance of all agencies 
attending JAG and sub-group meetings, and efforts to 
engage with health representatives. 

(iii) Contacts had been made with Leicestershire County Council 
to try and address the different perspectives of different 
agencies attending Youth JAG meetings.  The meetings 
were generally working well but needed to be more joined 
up. 

 
AGREED that the information be noted. 

 
b: see https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-46984559.  

 
(ii) An update on progress with the Partnership’s Action Plan 2018/19 

was submitted (item 5(b)(ii) on the agenda). 
 

AGREED that the information be noted. 
 

5. PARTNERSHIP STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 2019/20 AND COMMUNITY 
SAFETY PARTNERSHIP PLAN 

 
The Partnership Strategic Assessment and the Community Safety Partnership 
Plan were submitted (item 6 on the agenda). 
 
Mr T. McCabe drew the Partnership’s attention to the following matters: 
 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-46984559
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(i) The assessment had been carried out using the SARA model 
(Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment) and had identified the 
main issues in terms of threat, risk and harm to be drugs, exploitation of 
children and vulnerable adults, youth crime and disorder, county lines 
drug distribution networks and knife-carrying. 

(ii) The plan covered a 3-year period but was reviewed annually.  The 
Partnership structure included in the plan had been amended to include 
the Youth JAG. 

(iii) The 3 themes from previous plans had been retained (Making 
Communities Safer, Protecting Vulnerable People and Improving 
Community Confidence, Engagement and Cohesion) but the number of 
priorities had been reduced to 5.  The reduction from the previous year, 
for which there had been 8 priorities, was a matter of focus and 
wording, rather than matters no longer being included. 

 
The following issues were discussed by the Partnership: 
 

(i) It had been hoped that the establishment of the Youth JAG would result 
in officers having to attend fewer meetings but that had not yet been 
the case. 

(ii) Loughborough University was not currently an area of focus for 
investigations of county lines drug distribution networks.  The pattern of 
drug distribution was fluid and the local market for drugs was being 
supplied by local and county lines networks. 

(iii) It would be helpful if the graph on page 35 of the agenda had some 
contextual information that explained that the apparent large increase 
in burglary was in part caused by a change in the definitions being used 
for that crime type. 

 
AGREED that the Partnership Strategic Assessment be endorsed and the 
Community Safety Partnership Plan be approved. 

 
6. LOUGHBOROUGH STUDENTS STREET SUPPORT SCHEME AND 

LOUGHBOROUGH UNIVERSITY UPDATE 
 

An update regarding Loughborough University matters including the Student 
Street Support scheme and a further report providing on overview of the 
provision and impact of Loughborough University Security, Community Wardens 
and the Street Support Scheme to community safety were submitted (item 7 on 
the agenda). 
 
Mr G. Feavyour drew the Partnership’s attention to the following matters: 
 

(i) There had been a reduction in the number of crimes committed on the 
University campus over the past three years.  There had been a spike 
in October 2018 relating to cycle thefts but that had reduced after an 
individual had been challenged. 

(ii) There had been a year on year reduction in the number of noise 
complaints but some residents stated that they were no longer 
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reporting incidents of excessive noise.  There was an annual pattern of 
peaks and troughs in the number of complaints that was repeated. 

(iii) The routes covered by the Street Support Scheme had been extended 
to include the Kingfisher estate.  Changes to the management of the 
Students’ Union had resulted in a period for which data about the 
scheme was not available.  However, data would be available for future 
meetings of the Partnership. 

(iv) It was difficult to evidence particular impacts of the Street Support 
Scheme but the survey conducted in 2016 had demonstrated support 
for it and that it made people feel safer.  Although the survey had not 
been repeated, it was believed that similar views were still held. 

(v) The Students’ Union was looking at its security arrangements and 
targeting the patrols of the Street Support Scheme to ensure that they 
delivered value for money.  It was noted that the costs of providing the 
scheme were increasing and the University was now providing greater 
funding to support the scheme. 

(vi) It was recognised that some students behaved poorly and that some 
student houses caused problems.  Where those problems were 
persistent the University adopted an incremental approach. 

(vii) Street noise was more difficult to deal with as a disciplinary matter 
because the individuals involved could not be identified. 

 
The following issues were discussed by the Partnership: 
 

(i) There were a number of activities undertaken by the University and the 
Students’ Union in relation to student welfare and community safety 
that provided a holistic package which was beneficial.  However, there 
was still a wish by some members of the Loughborough Campus and 
Community Liaison Group to introduce a street marshal scheme.   

(ii) It would be helpful if future updates included more detailed narrative 
information to support the numerical data that was provided, for 
example how patrols were linked to complaints that had been received, 
how complaints resulted in disciplinary action being taken and 
exception reporting of significant cases. 

(iii) It was noted that additional information about those matters was 
already shared with the Loughborough Campus and Community 
Liaison Group and that could also be provided to the Partnership. 

(iv) Concerns were expressed regarding the possible impacts of significant 
student events being held in Loughborough town centre rather than at 
the Students’ Union. 

 
AGREED  
 
1. that the information be noted; 
 
2. that future updates from the Loughborough University representative 

include the information set out above. 
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7. LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL UPDATE 
 
An update regarding Leicestershire County Council matters was submitted (item 
8 on the agenda). 
 
AGREED that, in the absence of a representative from Leicestershire County 
Council, the information be noted. 

 
8. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 No other items of business were raised. 
 
9. FORWARD PROGRAMME  
 

A report setting out the Partnership’s forward programme of work was submitted 
(item 10 on the agenda).   
 
AGREED  
 
1. that the Partnership’s forward programme of work be noted and updated 

in accordance with the decisions taken at the meeting; 
 

2. that items be scheduled or rescheduled as follows: 
 

• Draft Partnership Drugs Strategy – April 2019 

• Update from Turning Point – July 2019 

• Update on the People Zone – ongoing through Delivery Group 
Updates. 

 


