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1. The policy context 

1.1 Needs analysis in the territorial context 

Liepaja Municipality has the lowest amount of crimes among the 7 biggest Latvian cities in 2022 (129,1 on 

10 000 inhabitants). Meanwhile, when asked about general safety feeling, in Latvia only 45% of inhabitants 

feel secure while 24% feel insecure and it is related to age – if a person is older it feels more insecure. In the 

inhabitants survey, organised by Liepaja Municipality, when comparing the year 2020 and 2023, inhabitants 

have indicated that development of public order and safety has increased, but it has increased less in 2023 

(73%) than in 2020 (82%), as well the negative tendency has been increased more in 2023 (22%) than in 

2020 (12%). These are few of the indicators that show that the fear of crime / safety decreases and there is 

a need to do some actions to increase the safety feeling. 

Youth safety in Liepāja is shaped by a combination of demographic shifts, local crime dynamics, and social 

vulnerability factors, including the impact of bad conditions at home (conflicts, emotional tension, lack of 

support, poor living conditions, substance abuse, lack of supervision, etc.) - often hidden from public view but 

strongly influencing young people’s well‑being. Such circumstances frequently push youth to spend as much 

time as possible outside the household, leading them to populate public spaces where prolonged presence 

can heighten their exposure to risk, deviance, and victimization across public, school, and online 

environments. 

School‑based violence and bullying remain key safety concern in Liepāja. A Latvia‑wide study across 127 

schools found that 40.2% of students experienced bullying within two months, and 21.8% experienced 

cyberbullying - risks that are highly relevant for Liepāja school‑aged youth in general education. These 

patterns reinforce the need for preventive measures that address both physical and digital environments. 

Local surveys indicate that 28% of Liepāja young people do not see their future in the city - often citing limited 

opportunities - highlighting a sense of detachment that can increase exposure to unsafe behaviours or 

environments. 

Municipal services already address many of these issues. The Mentor Service for social‑risk youth has 

supported young people (13-25) with consultations, targeting school engagement, addiction risks, and family 

relations. In addition, Liepāja involvement in the Secure Kids project shows commitment to strengthening 

youth‑centred emergency preparedness and safe‑city practices. 

Taken together, indicators show a clear need for integrated youth‑safety policies that respond to: 

) high bullying and cyberbullying prevalence, 

) youth disengagement and socio‑economic vulnerability, 

) the need for coordinated prevention across education, policing, social services and urban planning, 

taking in account the gender-sensitive prevention and support. 

This territorial context underlines the importance of cross‑sector, youth‑inclusive safety strategies to ensure 

that Liepāja’s young people can grow, learn and participate in a secure and supportive environment. 

1.2 The policy response 

Liepaja city and Dienvidkurzeme County municipality have jointly established a development program 
spanning from 2022 to 2027. This program includes an action plan featuring concrete investment projects 
and activities, with specific emphasis on enhancing safety measures and fostering participatory engagement 
among residents. Furthermore, relevant regional strategies include the Kurzeme region sustainable 
development strategy until 2030, as well as the Kurzeme region development program covering the years 



 

 

2021 to 2027. At the national level, Latvia has formulated policy documents within the safety sector that align 
with the objectives of the CITISENSE network. These include the Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia 
until 2030 and the National Development Plan of Latvia for the period 2021 to 2027. These national 
frameworks provide further guidance and support for the city's efforts in enhancing urban security and 
promoting citizen involvement in safety initiatives. 
 



 

 

2. The investment proposal 

2.1 Background to the proposal 

Liepāja’s investment proposal is developed within the framework of the CITISENSE URBACT Innovation 

Transfer Network, which aims to transfer, adapt, and embed the innovative urban security practices 

originally developed under the UIA project “Be Secure – Feel Secure” (BSFS). The BSFS model 

provides an integrated approach to urban security, combining: 

) Collaborative governance structures, centred around the Local Council for Crime Prevention (LCCP) 

) Digital solutions for evidence‑based urban risk management, including the CURiM ICT platform 

) Social and spatial interventions, based on participatory and CPTED‑informed approaches 

CITISENSE supports partner cities - including Liepāja - in analysing their local conditions, identifying 

transferable elements of the BSFS model, and preparing Investment Plans that strengthen urban safety 

and reduce fear of crime. The initiative aligns with Liepāja’s strategic planning framework, which 

emphasises public safety, citizen participation, and youth well-being as key development priorities.  

Local surveys and national indicators show that while Liepāja experiences comparatively low crime levels, 

perceived insecurity is increasing, with worsening safety sentiment between 2020 and 2023. Youth face 

particular vulnerabilities related to bullying, cyberbullying, and social detachment, which reinforce the 

need for preventative, community‑based, and cross‑sectoral interventions. 

The proposal therefore builds on the BSFS transfer framework and Liepāja’s local needs, forming a clear 

rationale for targeted investments. 

2.2 Our starting point 

At the outset of the CITISENSE process, Liepāja identified several specific challenges relevant to the 

BSFS model: 

) Low social cohesion 

o Economic pressures, geopolitical tensions, and the COVID 19 pandemic contributed to 

declining social cohesion and increased intolerance among some segments of the population. 

) Increased fear of crime despite low actual crime levels 

o Liepāja has the lowest crime rate among Latvia’s major cities, yet national and local surveys 

show growing feelings of insecurity, particularly among older residents. Inhabitants report 

declining perceptions of improvement in public order and rising negative evaluations. 

) Urban and environmental degradation in certain areas 

o Some peripheral or less accessible areas—including forests—suffer from illegal waste 

disposal and degraded conditions. 

) Weak cross-sectoral collaboration 

o While many institutions operate programs relevant to safety and youth well‑being, 

collaboration is often informal and lacks written procedures or structured channels. 

These starting conditions demonstrate why Liepāja is well‑positioned to adopt BSFS innovations: the city 

needs integrated, participatory, and data‑informed tools to support urban safety governance. 



 

 

Furthermore, Liepāja's strategic documents—including the 2035 development strategy, the 2022–2027 

programme, and regional/national safety policies—already emphasise safety, participation, and 

sustainable urban development, providing a solid foundation for the investment plan. 

2.3 The adapted version of the innovative practice 

Liepāja adapts the BSFS practice into three investment areas, fully aligned with the transfer potential 

described in the URBACT application. 

) Digital Visualisation and Analysis of Data 

o Based on the BSFS CURiM digital component, Liepāja aims to establish an integrated digital 

environment that consolidates: 

▪ police incident data 

▪ GIS layers 

▪ CCTV metadata 

▪ citizen reports 

o This adaptation supports evidence‑based decision‑making and improves risk‑analysis 

capacity. The approach reflects BSFS’s cyber layer, which emphasises data aggregation, 

real‑time monitoring, and evidence‑driven urban security policymaking. 

) Creation of a Youth Advisory Board 

o Inspired by BSFS’s collaborative governance dimension—particularly the Local Council for 

Crime Prevention—Liepāja adapts the participatory governance model to its specific needs by 

establishing a Youth Advisory Board. 
o This board will: 

▪ institutionalise youth participation 

▪ promote structured dialogue between youth and institutions (police, rescuers, NGOs, 

municipality) 

▪ co‑create awareness activities and pilot interventions 

o The emphasis on broad stakeholder engagement is consistent with BSFS’s governance 

approach, which prioritises inclusive, multi‑actor participation. 

) Creation of Youth Centres 

o While BSFS focused on social/spatial interventions in public spaces (e.g., beautification, 

restorations, citizens’ involvement), Liepāja translates this dimension into a locally relevant 

model: safe, inclusive, youth‑friendly centres shaped by and for young people. 

o These centres emphasise capacity‑building, autonomy, and personal development, offering: 

▪ empowering activities that strengthen life skills, critical thinking, and self‑confidence 

▪ safe gathering spaces where youth can meet, create, and organise with minimal 

stigma 

▪ prevention and skill‑building programmes grounded in positive youth development 

▪ opportunities for voluntary interaction with trusted adults and authorities, fostering 

dialogue without imposing excessive supervision 



 

 

o This adaptation remains faithful to BSFS's social and spatial action logic, combining CPTED-

informed spatial improvements with community-based engagement, while ensuring that safety 

interventions do not become overly controlling or push youth away. The Youth Centres will 

apply CPTED principles to their physical environment through good lighting, clear visibility, 

attractive and well-maintained premises, safe access routes, and spatial layouts that support 

natural surveillance and positive use of space. These design measures will be complemented 

by youth development activities and community engagement initiatives that address broader 

social and well-being needs. Rather than imposing excessive supervision, the centres operate 

as supportive, autonomy-respecting environments that draw young people in by responding 

to their needs and interests. 

o Liepāja prioritises Youth Centres because local youth safety challenges are closely linked to 

a need for supportive, non-judgmental spaces where young people can decompress, build 

skills, and form positive networks. Many young people spend extended time in public areas, 

often due to stress or difficult conditions at home, and therefore benefit from semi-structured 

environments where they retain agency and choice rather than traditional supervision models 

that may feel restrictive. 

o By focusing on empowerment, co-creation, and accessible safe spaces, the Youth Centres 

become a practical and culturally relevant tool that aligns with BSFS objectives while 

respecting how young people navigate their everyday urban realities. 

Rationale for Prioritisation 

) Liepāja selected these three components because they directly correspond to its starting challenges: 

o Digital system – addresses inconsistent data use and weak cross-sectoral coordination 

o Youth Advisory Board – addresses poor youth engagement and rising insecurity among 

young people 

o Youth Centres – address the lack of safe spaces and prevention-focused infrastructure 

2.4 The integrated approach and the participative process 

The investment proposal fully aligns with the URBACT integrated approach, which combines governance, 

social, technological, and spatial dimensions. Both the Investment Plan and the CITISENSE Application 

stress: 

) cross‑sectoral collaboration 

) inclusive decision‑making 

) participatory processes 

) combining social, spatial, and technological tools 
 
Integration Across Investments 
 

The three components reinforce each other: 

) The digital platform supports hotspot identification, allowing targeted spatial and social actions. 

) The Youth Advisory Board ensures youth priorities shape interventions and provides continuous 

feedback. 



 

 

) The Youth Centres operationalise the social and spatial dimensions of safety work, creating concrete 

locations where prevention and trust‑building occur. 

 
Participatory process 

The Urban Local Group (ULG) in Liepāja involves: 

) Municipal departments (Education, Social, Youth centre, Culture, etc.) 

) State stakeholders (State Police, Probation services, etc.) 

) NGOs (Youth oriented, such as You+, House of Hope, Patvērums ģimenei, etc. and local community 

organizations, such as Jaunliepāja, etc.) 

) Youth representatives (youth taking part in the youth NGOs activities, from various schools and sports 

clubs, etc. involving them as direct contributors) 

) Safety and social-service institutions (support organizations offering mental-health, employment, or 

mentorship services, i.e. Proti un Dari 2.0, etc.” 

This ensures continuous input throughout the planning, design, and implementation phases, mirroring 

BSFS’s multi‑stakeholder governance model. 

The participatory process ensures that insights from citizens - especially youth - are integrated across all 

three investments. The Urban Local Group (ULG), which includes NGOs, youth representatives, municipal 

departments, and safety institutions, serves as the main mechanism for gathering and incorporating user 

perspectives. 

) Digital Platform: Youth and NGO representatives in the ULG will provide input on which safety issues and 

data sources matter most to citizens, ensuring the platform reflects real community needs. 

) Youth Advisory Board: Youth already participating in the ULG will shape how the board is established, 

what topics it prioritises, and how it engages with municipal and safety institutions. 

) Youth Centres: Through the ULG, young people and NGOs contribute insights on what types of spaces, 

programmes, and support are needed, ensuring centres match actual user expectations. 

Across all components, ULG discussions and feedback are continuously documented and feed directly into 

design and implementation decisions, ensuring that citizen insights are systematically included. 

 

 
 



 

 

3. The adapted innovation project 

3.1 The Value Proposition 

Main objective: Reduce the perception of the insecurity in Liepaja by creating safe and inclusive 
places for youth around the city. 
Specific objectives: 

- Create Youth Advisory Board consisting mainly of youth, 
- Introduce a digital solution to improve the data analysis regarding safety in Liepaja, 
- Improve availability of gathering and spending quality time for youth around the suburbs 

based on youth actual needs, 
- Cooperate and provide support for NGO’s that are working with youth. 

3.2 The workplan 

Investment 1 – Digital visualisation and analysis of data 

) Description of the action - As part of the CITISENSE Innovation Transfer Network, Liepāja Municipal 

Police aims to strengthen data-driven urban security through the development and deployment of 

enhanced digital visualisation and analytical capabilities. This action builds directly on the proven 

digital tools transferred from the Be Secure – Feel Secure (BSFS) project, notably the CURiM urban 

risk management platform, which integrates police data, citizen reporting, and environmental 

indicators into a single analytical environment. By identifying long-term patterns and trends in incident 

data, the platform will provide municipal leaders with actionable insights to support evidence-based 

decisions on public safety, prevention measures, youth services, and urban environment 

improvements. Municipal leaders will be engaged through regular dashboard reviews, thematic 

briefings, and strategic planning processes, ensuring that the platform's outputs are directly integrated 

into policy development, investment planning, and resource allocation. 

) The relevant baseline, output and result indicators: 

Baseline indicators - Establish the “as-is” situation to enable meaningful change measurement and avoid 

attribution bias. 

▪ Counts of existing datasets (number of datasets) 

▪ Inventory of existing data sources (number of datasets) 

o Output indicators: 

▪ Integrated data sources connected (number of data sources, at least 3 data sources 

integrated, i.e. police incident data, police call logs, citizen-reporting channels, GIS 

layers) 

▪ Staff trained in data-driven policing (at least 15 staff members trained (police, municipal 

analysts, community‑safety coordinators) 

o Result indicators: 

▪ Data-informed deployments of police patrols (percentage of patrol‑deployment 

decisions based on platform insights, at least 50% of deployments data‑informed by 

Month 24) 

▪ Data‑informed policy planning and strategic decisions (number of municipal strategic 

decisions referencing system insights, at least 6 policy or planning decisions per year, 



 

 

i.e., resource allocation, youth‑services investment, hotspot interventions, CPTED 

modifications) 

) Risk analysis – There are various risks across technical, data protection/ethics, operational, 

governance, and financial dimensions. One of the risks is difficulty connecting key datasets as well 

the data quality. Other risks include the GDPR non-compliance, so there is a need to limit the usage 

of personal data in these dataset integrations. Important risk is the cybersecurity of the tool. Last but 

not least – proper analysis of the data. These risks can be mitigated by establishing common data 

standards, ensuring GDPR‑compliant anonymisation, strengthening cybersecurity measures, 

providing staff training for accurate data interpretation, and setting clear governance and funding 

structures to maintain the tool sustainably. 

) Time frames and phasing 

Phase Timeline Key Activities Milestones 

1. Initiation & funding M0–M2 Funding 

confirmation, 

governance setup 

Project charter 

approved 

2. Procurement & 

contracting 

M2–M4 Vendor 

procurement, DPIA 

outline 

Contracts signed 

3. Infrastructure setup M3–M5 Server/software 

installation 

Environment 

operational 

4. Data inventory & 

governance 

M3–M6 Catalogue datasets, 

governance SOP 

Approved data 

catalogue 

5. Integration Wave 1 M5–M10 Customization, 

connect ≥4 sources, 

training 

Functional 

dashboard, 4 

sources live 

6. Pilot & audit M10–M12 Pilot use, 

security/GDPR 

audit 

Pilot sign‑off 

7. Integration Wave 2 M12–M22 Add ≥2 new 

sources, staff 

training 

≥6 sources, ≥15 

staff trained 

8. Adoption M22–M24 Operational 

embedding 

30–40% 

data‑informed 

patrols 

 
 
Investment 2 – Creation of Youth Advisory Board 

) Description of the action – Establishment of a Youth Advisory Board in Liepaja aims to engage young 

residents in shaping local urban security. The board will provide a structured platform for young people 

to share safety concerns, contribute ideas, and participate in awareness‑raising actions. This 

approach reflects the CITISENSE and BSFS focus on community involvement, inclusive governance, 

and social initiatives that strengthen both actual and perceived safety. The Youth Advisory Board will 

meet regularly with politician, police, rescuer and other relevant stakeholder representatives, offer 

feedback on local safety issues, and co‑create small pilot interventions. Its work will help embed youth 

perspectives into broader multi‑stakeholder coordination efforts, supporting the transfer of 

people‑centred security practices. 



 

 

) The relevant baseline, output and result indicators 

o Baseline indicators 

▪ Youth engagement level (% of young people (14-25) reporting involvement in safety-

related discussions or municipal initiatives prior the action) 

▪ Existing youth-police interaction (number of structured meetings or consultations 

between youth groups and Liepaja Municipal Police) 

▪ Existing youth-politicians interaction (number of structured meetings or consultations 

between youth groups and Liepaja politicians) 

o Output indicators: 

▪ Youth Advisory Board established (number of members recruited and formally part of 

the board – 20 members by month 12, +10 members by month 24) 

▪ Meetings held (number of board meetings, workshops and other sessions conducted 

– 10 meetings by month 12, 22 by month 24) 

▪ Youth-led safety initiatives (number of awareness raising activities, campaigns, 

solutions provided, etc – with / by youth representatives – at least 4 by month 12, at 

least 10 by month 24) 

▪ City Council decision on establishing Youth Advisory Board (1 decision) 

o Result indicators: 

▪ Improved perception of safety among youth (surveys before and after establishment 

of the board) 

▪ Increased youth involvement in safety governance (% change in governance 

participation) 

▪ Integration of youth feedback into police practice (number of municipal police and 

municipality decisions informed by youth input - at least 6 decisions by month 24) 

▪ Formally established Youth Advisory Board as official body in Liepaja municipality 

▪ Youth co-creation and co-management influence (number of board processes, 

initiatives or decisions co-designed by youth – at least 4 co-created processes by 

month 24) 

) Risk analysis – Low interest of youth to participate in Youth Advisory Board and difficulty to recruit a 

diverse group of young people (especially young people who are currently less engaged in civic, 

educational, or community activities). Inconsistent meeting attendance by youth and other 

stakeholders. Lack of clarity around roles and expectations and not taking seriously by professionals 

the Youth Advisory Board initiatives. Other risk is the insufficient time or capacity from municipal police 

and other stakeholders to be involved in various activities. Sensitivity of topics raised by youth and 

safeguarding concerns of Youth Advisory Board members (youth representatives). The City Council 

does not want to formally establish the Youth Advisory Board. Long term risk is that the Youth Advisory 

Board becomes symbolic rather than impactful. These risks can be mitigated by proactive outreach 

through schools, NGOs, and youth workers to attract diverse participants; offering flexible meeting 

formats and small incentives to improve attendance; establishing clear roles and expectations through 

a simple mandate or Terms of Reference; ensuring professionals receive guidance on youth‑inclusive 

practice; allocating dedicated coordination time across municipal stakeholders; putting in place 



 

 

safeguarding protocols and trained support staff; working early with City Council representatives to 

secure political commitment; and embedding co‑creation, decision‑making power, and visible impact 

so the Youth Advisory Board remains meaningful rather than symbolic. 

) Time frames and phasing 

Phase Timeline Key Activities Milestones 

1. Co‑design & mandate M0–M2 Define TOR, 

safeguarding, board 

decision draft 

Draft decision ready 

2. Outreach & recruitment M2–M4 Information 

campaign, 

recruitment 

≥20 members 

identified 

3. Formalization & 

onboarding 

M4–M6 Board decision 

adopted, training 

Board constituted 

4. Year 1 operations M6–M12 Monthly meetings, 

≥4 initiatives 

10 meetings, 4 

initiatives, decision 

adopted 

5. Year 2 scale‑up M12–M24 +10 members, 22 

meetings, ≥10 

initiatives 

Second decision 

adopted 

6. Results & learning Bi‑annual Surveys, integration 

tracking 

Youth safety +10%, 

engagement +30% 

 
 
Investment 3 – Various initiatives for youth to improve local safety – Creation of youth centres 

) Description of the action - As part of the CITISENSE project, Liepaja Municipal Police will support the 

creation of various safe and inclusive Youth Centres in the suburbs of Liepaja as spaces that would 

be co‑designed and co‑managed with young people to ensure relevance, ownership, and long‑term 

engagement. The centres translate the BSFS social-spatial approach into locally tailored model that 

prioritises capacity building, empowerment, and self-determination. The centres will offer empowering 

activities that strengthen life skills, critical thinking, and confidence through structured environments 

for youth to participate in prevention‑focused workshops, educational activities (i.e. preparing food 

(thus having possibility to have warm meal themselves)), digital literacy sessions, and dialogue with 

municipal and other stakeholder representatives. These spaces will help reduce risk behaviours, 

improve trust between youth and local authorities, and contribute to a more resilient urban community. 

A minimal, but supportive level of supervision will be maintained, while ensuring that young people 

shape activities, contribute to decision-making, and take active roles in organising and leading 

initiatives. By providing accessible, youth‑driven spaces where young people can decompress, 

connect, and participate in meaningful co‑creation, the Youth Centres will help reduce risk behaviours, 

foster trust between youth and institutions, and support CITISENSE goals of strengthening social 

inclusion, improving perceptions of safety, and building resilient urban communities.  

) The relevant baseline, output and result indicators 

o Relevant baseline: 

▪ Availability of safe youth spaces (number of existing places) 

▪ Youth participation in structured activities (number of youth attending Youth centres) 

o Output indicators: 



 

 

▪ Youth centres established or upgraded (number of established or upgraded youth 

centres - 2) 

▪ Programmes provided – delivered (number of programmes per year – at least 10 

regarding skills, creative labs, peer support, etc.) 

▪ Participation levels (number of attendees – at least 200 unique participants) 

▪ Available resources, possibilities and staff trained / involved (number at least 8 trained 

staff – youth workers, mentors, coordinators) 

o Result indicators: 

▪ Increased youth engagement (% increase of youth participating compared to baseline 

– at least 40% increase over 2 years) 

▪ Reduction in youth-related incidents (% change in police-recorded youth-related 

incidents in areas served by youth centres – at least 10% reduction over 2 years) 

▪ Sustained use of youth centres (% of returning youth – at least 60% returning youth 

users per month) 

) Risk analysis – Low / uneven youth uptake, that does attract few participants or only certain groups. 

As well the activity misfit may be a risk, that lowers the interest of youth to visit the youth centres. 

Problems of attracting appropriate staff or the staff has insufficient training and skills. Major risk is to 

fail safeguarding youth visiting the centres and allowing bullying and harassment by peers. Lacking 

safety at facilities. Resistance from the communities as they do fear noise or disorder in the 

neighbourhood – stigma / labelling as the centres would be perceived as serving only a limited group 

of young people. Concerns may rise with following the GDPR compliance. Sustainability of the centres 

by having proper and steady funding for upkeeping and development of the centres may be a major 

risk. These risks can be mitigated through sustained outreach via schools, NGOs, youth workers, and 

peer‑to‑peer ambassadors to ensure diverse youth participation; co‑designing activities with young 

people to prevent programme misfit and build genuine ownership; and recruiting qualified staff 

supported by continuous training in youth work, inclusion, and trauma‑informed practice. Strong 

safeguarding protocols, clear behaviour standards, and adequate supervision will help prevent 

bullying, harassment, and safety issues within the facilities. Community concerns can be addressed 

through transparent communication, neighbourhood briefings, and involving local residents in 

planning to minimise stigma and prevent the centres from being perceived as passive youth spaces. 

GDPR‑related risks will be managed through strict data‑minimisation, anonymisation, and staff 

training. Finally, long‑term sustainability will rely on establishing a stable funding model that combines 

municipal resources, partnerships with NGOs and local businesses, and periodic access to national 

or EU support to ensure the centres remain functional, safe, and relevant over time. 

) Time frames and phasing 

Phase Timeline Key Activities Milestones 

1. Site & concept M0–M3 Select suburb, 

concept note 

Site approved 

2. Funding & procurement M2–M6 Funding model, 

procurement 

Contracts awarded 

3. Renovation / fit‑out M6–M12 Interior works Centre completed 

4. Equip & staff M10–M12 Equipment install, 

hiring 

Operationally ready 



 

 

5. Launch & Year 1 M12–M18 ≥2 programs, ≥10 

regular attendees 

Centre #1 meets 

M12 targets 

6. Year 2 consolidation M18–M24 ≥6 programs, ≥25 

attendees 

Sustained use, 

impact data 

7. Long‑term sustainability 

& operational model 

M24–M48 After Year 2, the Youth Centres will enter 

a long‑term sustainability phase (Years 3–

4), during which the municipality and 

partners will establish a stable operational 

model combining municipal budgeting, 

NGO collaboration, and periodic 

project‑based funding. Staffing structures 

will be formalised, youth co‑management 

roles introduced, and programmes 

updated annually based on user feedback. 

By securing a dedicated funding line and 

embedding youth participation in 

governance, the centres can function as 

lasting community assets beyond the initial 

investment period. Opening of new youth 

centres based on the existing models. 

 

3.3 Governance and delivery model 

The governance and delivery model for the Liepāja Municipal Police Investment Plan is designed to ensure 
coordinated, transparent, and efficient implementation while enabling gradual ownership by relevant 
municipal departments and local partners as the investments mature. 
 
Governance structure: 
Lead authority – Liepaja Municipal Police together with the ULG members are responsible for the initiative, 
overall coordination, strategic planning, and reporting of the investment plan implementation. At any point 
the function could be handed over to respective municipal institution. 
 
Key Municipal Departments involved: 

- Youth department, 
- Society participation department, 
- Liepaja Youth house, 
- Development department. 

 

Supporting Bodies: 
- Liepaja Municipal Police established Urban Local Group (ULG) consisting of various stakeholders 

including State representatives (State Police, Probation services, etc.), Municipal representatives 
(Liepaja Municipal Police, Liepaja Employment projects, Liepaja Youth House, etc.), NGO’s (House 
of Hope, You+, etc) and youth representatives. The ULG will continue as a permanent advisory and 
participatory body supporting continuation of creating a safer Liepaja. 

 

The ownership of the created investments will vary based on the investment type: 
- Investment 1 – Digital visualisation and analysis of data 

o Will be owned and run by Liepaja Municipal Police, 
- Investment 2 – Creation of Youth Advisory Board 



 

 

o Will be owned by Liepaja Municipality, but with an oversight of Liepaja Municipal Police and 
ULG, 

- Investment 3 – Creation of youth centres 
o Will be owned by various actors (depending on the specific centre) – Liepaja Municipality or 

NGO. 

3.4 Overall project schedule 

The overall project schedule covers the 24‑month implementation period, beginning in Month 0 and 

concluding in Month 24. The schedule integrates the three planned investments - (1) Digital Visualisation 

& Data Analysis, (2) Youth Advisory Board, and (3) Youth Centres - into a coherent, phased programme 

of work. Activities are sequenced to ensure logical dependencies, optimal resource use, and alignment 

with the output and result indicators defined in the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. 

Summary of Key Milestones (Month 0–24) 

) Year 1 (Months 0–12) 

o Investment 1 – Digital Data & Visualisation 

▪ Project setup, procurement, and infrastructure installation 

▪ Initial data governance and dataset mapping 

▪ Customization and integration of at least 4 data sources 

▪ Launch of functional dashboard and pilot use 

o Investment 2 – Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Co‑design and recruitment of youth members 

▪ City Council decision establishing the board 

▪ Monthly meetings (target: 10 meetings) 

▪ At least 4 youth-led safety initiatives 

o Investment 3 – Youth Centres 

▪ Site selection and concept planning for the first centre 

▪ Procurement and renovation works 

▪ Opening of the first Youth Centre 

▪ First programs launched (minimum 2 programs, 10 regular attendees) 

) Year 2 (Months 12–24) 

o Investment 1 – Digital Data & Visualisation 

▪ Integration of two or more additional datasets (target: 6 total) 

▪ Continued training (minimum 15 staff trained) 

▪ Data‑informed tasking embedded in police operations (target: 30–40% of patrol 

deployment) 

o Investment 2 – Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Expansion of the board (+10 new members) 



 

 

▪ Continued monthly meetings (target: 22 by Month 24) 

▪ At least 10 youth-led initiatives in total 

▪ Second City Council decision granting enhanced mandate 

o Investment 3 – Youth Centres 

▪ Establishment of two additional Youth Centres 

▪ Program expansion to 6 programs per centre 

▪ Growth to 25 regular attendees per centre 

▪ Contribution to reduction in youth-related incidents (target: 10% decrease) 

Critical Path 

1. Data infrastructure (Inv. 1) must be functional by Month 10 to inform hotspot analysis influencing 

placement and programs of Youth Centres. 

2. Youth Advisory Board formalisation (Inv. 2) by Month 6 is essential for meaningful youth feedback 

integrated into Centres #1–#3 design and program planning. 

3. Renovation and procurement cycles (Inv. 3) require early sequencing due to long lead times; 

delays could impact Year 2 targets. 

Expected Completion 

) By Month 24, the city will have: 

o A fully operational digital safety-data system used in Liepaja Municipal police deployment. 

o A formally established and empowered Youth Advisory Board with sustained activity. 

o Three Youth Centres operating with strong youth engagement and measurable safety 

improvements. 

) To secure the long‑term impact of the investments, a sustainability and consolidation phase is 

foreseen for Years 3–5 (Months 24–60). During this period: 

o The digital data system (Investment 1) will transition from pilot use to permanent operational 

infrastructure, supported through dedicated municipal funding lines, routine system 

maintenance, and periodic dataset expansion.  

o The Youth Advisory Board (Investment 2) will be institutionalised as a stable municipal body 

with annual member renewal cycles, co‑creation responsibilities, and a modest recurring 

budget to ensure continuity, youth empowerment, and meaningful influence on local 

decision‑making. 

o The Youth Centres (Investment 3) will enter a long‑term operational model combining 

municipal financing, NGO partnerships, community involvement, and project‑based 

supplements; staffing contracts will be stabilised, programmes updated based on youth 

feedback, and youth co‑management progressively embedded. 

) This extended timeframe ensures the three investments not only function beyond Month 24 but 

become durable elements of Liepāja’s safety, youth, and urban‑wellbeing ecosystem, supported by 

secure funding, ongoing adaptation, and institutional ownership. 
 



 

 

4. Budget 

4.1 Project costs 

Investment 1 – Digital visualisation and analysis of data 

No. Investment Title Description Estimated Budget 

(EUR) 

Time period 

1 Infrastructure Server, software, 

licences, compliance, 

security 

30 000 EUR Once 

2 Digital solution customization Adoption of the existing 

solution for local needs 

15 000 EUR Once 

3 Data set selection Data integration 

(incidents, GIS, CCTV 

metadata, citizens app, 

etc) 

30 000 EUR Once 

4 Training On how to work with the 

system and analysis 

15 000 EUR Once 

5 Upkeep of the system Platform maintenance, 

updates, security 

patches, data integration 

maintenance, server 

infrastructure 

25 000 EUR Per year 

6 Personnel costs Additional tasks for IT 

support and technical 

maintenance (part time) 

10 000 EUR Per year 

7 Regular training Regular training of staff 

for analysis tools 

1 000 EUR Per year 

The total investment of Digital visualisation and analysis of data is 90 000 EUR that would be one time 

expense. The upkeep of the system would be integrated into the daily expenses ~ 36 000 EUR per year 

(platform maintenance, updates, security patches, data integration maintenance, server infrastructure - 

~25 000 EUR, IT support and technical maintenance - ~10 000 EUR, regular training for analysis - ~1 000 

EUR) of Liepaja Municipal Police. 

There are two possible ways of funding: 

- Own budget (required from Liepaja Municipality) 

- EU project funding (co-finance is needed) 

Based on the funding availability, the investment could be started already in 2026. 

 
Investment 2 – Creation of Youth Advisory Board 

No. Investment Title Description Estimated Budget 

(EUR) 

Time period 

1 Informative campaign Need of information 

campaign to reach target 

audience (youth) that 

could become the Youth 

Advisory Board members 

5 000 EUR Once while 

establishing 

2 Training Need to train the new 

members about various 

5 000 EUR Per year 



 

 

topics (democracy, 

safety, policy, etc.) 

3 Organizing Youth Advisory 

Board 

Upkeep of the board 

(beverages and snacks 

for meetings, and other 

costs) 

20 000 EUR Per year 

4 Personnel costs Part time board 

coordinator 

10 000 EUR Per year 

The total investment of Creation of Youth Advisory Board is 40 000 EUR per year. The funding could be 

minimalized, but then the effect could be less, with less participants, thus becoming inefficient. 

Possible ways of funding: 

- Liepaja Municipal budget 

- Cooperation between NGO’s 

- Local company initiatives 

- EU project funding (co-finance is needed) 

Based on the funding availability, the investment could be started already in 2026. 

 
Investment 3 – Creation of youth centres (of one centre) 

No. Investment Title Description Estimated 

Budget (EUR) 

Time 

period 

1 Renovation of the 

Youth centre 

interior work and customization costs 350 000 EUR  

  Structural repairs 90 000 EUR  

Electrical, lighting, ventilation 40 000 EUR 

Plumbing and sanitary installations 25 000 EUR 

Safety installations (fire exits, alarms, 

sensors) 

20 000 EUR 

Interior redesign (zoning, partitions, acoustic 

treatment) 

60 000 EUR 

Painting and finishing 30 000 EUR 

Outdoor improvements (entrance, bicycle 

parking, lighting) 

20 000 EUR 

Accessibility adaptations 25 000 EUR 

Professional services (design, architecture, 

engineer) 

40 000 EUR 

2 Equipping the Youth 

centre 

Furniture, kitchen utilities, IT solutions, 

audio/visual equipment, safety equipment, 

equipment for various hobbies 

100 000 EUR  

 General furniture 25 000 EUR  

Kitchen equipment 15 000 EUR 

IT equipment 20 000 EUR 

 Audio-visual equipment 10 000 EUR  

Safety equipment 10 000 EUR 

Hobbies and makerspace tools 15 000 EUR 

Initial consumables and materials 5 000 EUR 

3 Upkeeping the Youth 

centre 

Rent, communal services, administrative 

costs, various activities 

50 000 EUR Per year 

 Rent costs 15 000 EUR  



 

 

Communal services 12 000 EUR 

Cleaning and maintenance 8 000 EUR 

Administrative costs 5 000 EUR 

Programme activity budget 10 000 EUR 

4 Personnel costs 1 centre coordinator 

2 youth workers, partial technical worker 

70 000 EUR Per year 

 Youth centre coordinator 25 000 EUR  

Youth worker 1 20 000 EUR 

Youth worker 2 20 000 EUR 

Technical worker 5 000 EUR 

The total investment of Creation of youth centres (of one centre) is 570 000 EUR. Creation of the centre 

would be 450 000 EUR, but the upkeep would be 120 000 EUR per year. Creation of any additional new 

Youth centre would cost the same. 

Possible ways of funding: 

- Liepaja Municipal budget 

- Local company initiatives 

- EU project funding (co-finance is needed) 

Based on the funding availability, the investment could be started already in 2026 with one centre and in 

future few centres per year. 

4.2 Investment sources 

) A sustainable financing strategy for the three investments must combine EU funding, national and 

municipal resources, and non‑EU sources such as philanthropy and private‑sector support. To 

strengthen funding realism and reduce reliance on a single mechanism, the various sources are 

differentiated below according to eligibility, likelihood of receiving support, and the specific 

components of the investments they can finance. This approach recognises that some costs - such 

as long‑term maintenance, staffing, and recurring programme budgets - are typically not supported 

by EU investment programmes and therefore must be covered through stable municipal, national, or 

partner resources. 

) To ensure practical implementation, the plan distinguishes between resources already 

available/committed and those that must be secured through competitive calls, tenders, or 

co‑financing agreements. This clarity supports financial risk management and provides a realistic 

pathway toward implementation and sustainability beyond the project period. 

) The three investments will require a multi-source financing model that differentiates clearly between 

what EU programmes can support, what must be funded through municipal or national budgets, and 

what can realistically be leveraged from private or philanthropic partners. EU funds (ERDF, ESF+, 

Interreg, EUI, Erasmus+, EEA/Norway Grants) can mainly support initial investments, pilots, digital 

systems, training, and programme activities, but typically do not cover long‑term staffing or operational 

costs. These recurring expenses must be secured through municipal budget allocations, supported 

where possible by national programmes and NGO co-financing. 

) Additional contributions from private sector CSR, local foundations, and philanthropic sources can 

complement public funding, especially for equipment, activities, or youth‑led initiatives. 

) This diversified approach ensures the financial stability of the digital system, the Youth Advisory 

Board, and the Youth Centres beyond Month 24 and aligns each investment with the most appropriate 

and attainable source of funding.  



 

 

) Regarding EU project funding, there are various project calls, that could be appropriate for needed 

investments (NB: Next EU Project Planning Periods is 2028-2034 with different priorities): 

- European Urban Initiative (Investments 1, 2 and 3) 

- ERDF – Latvia Cohesion Policy (Investment 1) 

- Interreg IV-B Baltic Sea Region (Investments 1, 2 and 3) 

- ESF+ (Investments 2 and 3) 

- Erasmus+ (Investments 2 and 3) 

- EEA/Norway Grants (Investments 1, 2 and 3) 

Identification of Funding Gaps: 

- Despite the availability of EU, national, and municipal funding streams, several funding gaps remain 

for the planned investments of Liepaja Municipal Police: 

o Many EU funds require co‑financing (10–20%) and pre‑payment, which may create temporary 

financing needs 

▪ Municipal match funding capacity for larger digital and youth infrastructure projects 

▪ Cash‑flow for pre-financing before reimbursement  

o Digital Visualisation & Analysis of Data 

▪ Most EU programmes primarily support planning, piloting, and capacity‑building, but 

not full-scale implementation or long‑term maintenance 

▪ Ongoing operational costs (software licences, cloud hosting, cybersecurity audits) 

▪ Full integration of all municipal data sources (advanced CCTV, real-time analytics) 

▪ Long-term staff capacity for data analysis 

o Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Funding sources support participation and training, but not stable institutionalisation 

▪ Sustainable annual coordination costs 

▪ Compensation for youth engagement (transport, participation support) 

▪ Resources for youth‑led micro‑initiatives beyond small grant limits 

▪ Formal municipal decision to establish the Youth Advisory Board as a permanent 

structure, ensuring its mandate continues beyond project funding 

▪ Board’s coordination may be taken over by existing municipal units already involved in 

youth engagement, thus, giving the Youth Advisory Board its independence 

▪ Small recurring budget from municipality budget to cover coordination, meetings and 

youth participation support 

▪ Ongoing renewal of members – annually recruiting that should be part of the Youth 

Advisory Boards tasks, ensuring continuity, diversity and regular inflow of new youth 

in the board 

o Youth Centres 



 

 

▪ While funding opportunities may support activities and social programmes, they rarely 

cover major facility investments 

▪ Capital investments for building renovation or space adaptation 

▪ Upfront equipment purchases for multifunctional rooms 

▪ Long-term operational costs (utilities, staffing), which exceed typical project-based 

funding cycles 

 

 

) Funding Sources Summary Table: 

 

Funding 

Source 

Eligible Actions Likelihood 

of Support 

What This 

Source 

Should Cover 

Funding 

Status 

Municipal 

Budget 

(Liepāja City) 

Staffing, 

operations, Youth 

Advisory Board 

coordination, 

programme 

funding 

Medium Recurrent 

costs (staff, 

utilities, 

activities), 

Youth Advisory 

Board 

continuity 

Needs political 

support 

National Funds 

(Latvia) 

Social services, 

youth work 

strengthening, 

digital co‑funding 

Medium Co‑financing 

for digital 

system, youth 

work capacity-

building 

Needs 

application - 

Competitive 

calls 

EU Cohesion 

Policy (ERDF / 

ESF+) 

Digitalisation, 

training, youth 

inclusion 

programmes 

Medium–

High 

Digital system, 

training, youth 

programmes 

Competitive 

calls 

Interreg 

Programmes 

Cross‑border 

pilots, 

cooperation, 

innovation 

Medium Piloting Youth 

Advisory Board 

or digital 

components 

Competitive 

calls 

Erasmus+ Youth 

participation, 

mobility, training 

Medium Training for 

youth workers, 

leadership 

development 

Competitive 

calls 

EUI – 

European 

Urban Initiative 

Innovative urban 

interventions 

Low–

Medium 

Advanced 

digital tools or 

pilots 

Competitive 

calls 

EEA/Norway 

Grants 

Social inclusion, 

youth 

empowerment 

Medium Partial Youth 

Centre 

financing, 

youth safety 

structures 

Competitive 

calls 



 

 

Private Sector 

(CSR) 

Equipment, 

sponsorships, 

programmes 

Low–

Medium 

Equipment, 

programme 

costs, small 

grants 

Partnership 

building 

needed 

Philanthropy / 

Foundations 

Youth wellbeing, 

inclusion 

Low–

Medium 

Youth 

programmes, 

micro‑grants 

Proposal-

based 

NGO 

Partnerships 

Staff support, 

programme 

delivery, co-

management 

High Shared 

staffing, 

co‑designed 

activities 

Partially 

available 

 



 

 

5. Monitoring and Evaluation 

5.1 The Monitoring and evaluation approach 

Progress Monitoring 

) Project progress will be monitored through regular internal reviews led by Liepaja Municipal Police 

and relevant municipal partners. Monitoring will follow a structured approach that includes: 

o Quarterly checks of output indicators (e.g., activities delivered, participation, system 

deployment steps). 

o Bi‑annual reviews of result indicators (e.g., behavioural change, improved capacity, enhanced 

safety perception). 

o Routine documentation through meeting minutes, progress logs, and indicator tracking sheets. 

o This ensures that implementation challenges are identified early and adjustments are made 

in a timely manner. 

) Cumulative or Summative Approach 

o The project will use a cumulative monitoring approach, meaning data will be collected and 

aggregated throughout the project lifespan to observe trends and progress over time. 

o At the end of the project, a summative assessment will consolidate all achievements, evaluate 

effectiveness against objectives, and inform future policy recommendations. 

) External Evaluation 

o Given the project’s scale and scope, no external evaluator is planned. 

Monitoring and evaluation will be carried out internally by the project team, with support from municipal 

planning and youth/participation specialists where needed. Internal capacity is considered sufficient for 

assessing progress, documenting learning, and ensuring accountability. 

5.2 The monitoring and evaluation framework  

Output Indicators (with baseline and targets) - These indicators track what the project delivers and are 

monitored quarterly. 

) Investment 1 – Digital visualisation and analysis of data 

o Integrated data sources connected 

▪ Baseline: no data sources connected 

▪ Target (Month 12): Functional dashboard with 4 integrated data sources 

▪ Target (Month 24): Dashboards actively used internally with at least 6 integrated data 

sources 

o Staff trained in data-driven policing 

▪ Baseline: No specialised training has been delivered 

▪ Target (Month 12): Developed training course for digital tools analysis 

▪ Target (Month 24): At least 15 staff trained in digital tools analysis 



 

 

o Data-informed deployments of police patrols 

▪ Baseline: No data-informed deployments of police patrols 

▪ Target (Month 12): 10% of all deployments of police patrols are based on data-

informed analysis decisions 

▪ Target (Month 24): 30–40% of all deployments of police patrols are based on data-

informed analysis decisions 

o Data‑informed policy planning and strategic decisions 

▪ Baseline: No data-informed policy planning and strategic decisions 

▪ Target (Month 12): at least 1 policy or planning decisions, i.e., hotspot interventions 

▪ Target (Month 24): at least 6 policy or planning decisions, i.e., resource allocation, 

youth‑services investment, hotspot interventions, CPTED modifications) 

) Investment 2 – Creation of Youth Advisory Board 

o Youth Advisory Board established (number of members recruited and formally part of the 

board) 

▪ Baseline: no youth involved in Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Target (Month 12): 20 active Youth Advisory Board members 

▪ Target (Month 24): New 10 active Youth Advisory Board members 

o Meetings held (number of board meetings, workshops and other sessions conducted) 

▪ Baseline: 0 Youth Advisory Board meetings 

▪ Target (Month 12): 10 Youth Advisory Board meetings (one per month) 

▪ Target (Month 24): 22 Youth Advisory Board meetings (one per month) 

o Youth-led safety initiatives (number of awareness raising activities, campaigns, solutions 

provided, etc – with / by youth representatives) 

▪ Baseline: 0 Youth Advisory Board initiatives 

▪ Target (Month 12): 4 Youth Advisory Board initiatives 

▪ Target (Month 24): 10 Youth Advisory Board initiatives  

o City Council decision on establishing Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Baseline: 0 City Council decision on establishing Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Target (Month 12): 1  City Council decision on establishing Youth Advisory Board 

▪ Target (Month 24): 2 City Council decision on establishing Youth Advisory Board (given 

more power) 

o Foundational governance document developed 

▪ Baseline: No governing document exists 

▪ Target (Month 12): A draft governance framework co‑created with youth 

representatives, outlining the board’s purpose, membership rules, decision‑making 

processes, safeguarding principles, and roles of institutional partners 



 

 

▪ Target (Month 24): A formally adopted and operational governance framework used in 

practice - supporting transparent processes, enabling youth‑led actions, and ensuring 

continuity of the board’s work beyond project cycles 

) Investment 3 – Various initiatives for youth to improve local safety – Creation of youth centres 

o Youth centres established or upgraded 

▪ Baseline: 0 New Youth Centres 

▪ Target (Month 12): 1 New Youth Centre 

▪ Target (Month 24): 3 New Youth Centre 

o Programmes provided – delivered 

▪ Baseline: 0 programmes New Youth Centres 

▪ Target (Month 12): 2 programmes New Youth Centre (per centre) 

▪ Target (Month 24): 6 programmes New Youth Centre (per centre) 

o Participation levels (number of attendees) 

▪ Baseline: 0 in New Youth Centres 

▪ Target (Month 12): 10 regular attendees in New Youth Centre (per centre) 

▪ Target (Month 24): 25 regular attendees in New Youth Centre (per centre) 

o Available resources, possibilities and staff trained / involved (number) 

▪ Baseline: 0 resources New Youth Centres 

▪ Target (Month 12): 2 resources New Youth Centre (per centre) 

▪ Target (Month 24): 6 resources New Youth Centre (per centre) 

 

Investment Output 

Indicator 

Baseline Target (Month 

12) 

Target (Month 

24) 

Investment 1 – 

Digital 

visualisation 

and analysis of 

data 

Integrated data 

sources 

connected 

0 data sources 

connected 

4 integrated 

sources 

6 integrated 

sources 

Staff trained in 

data‑driven 

policing 

No training 

delivered 

Training course 

developed 

15 staff trained 

Data-informed 

deployments of 

police patrols 

No data-

informed 

deployments of 

police patrols 

10% of all 

deployments of 

police patrols 

are based on 

data-informed 

analysis 

decisions 

30–40% of all 

deployments of 

police patrols 

are based on 

data-informed 

analysis 

decisions 

Data‑informed 

policy planning 

and strategic 

decisions 

No data-

informed policy 

planning and 

at least 1 policy 

or planning 

decisions, i.e., 

at least 6 policy 

or planning 

decisions, i.e., 

resource 



 

 

strategic 

decisions 

hotspot 

interventions 

allocation, 

youth‑services 

investment, 

hotspot 

interventions, 

CPTED 

modifications) 

Investment 2 – 

Youth Advisory 

Board 

Youth Advisory 

Board 

established 

0 youth 

involved 

20 members 30 members 

Meetings held 0 meetings 10 meetings 22 meetings 

Youth‑led 

safety 

initiatives 

0 initiatives 4 initiatives 10 initiatives 

City Council 

decision 

establishing 

the board 

0 decisions 1 decision 2 decisions 

Foundational 

governance 

document 

developed 

No document 

exists 

Draft 

governance 

framework 

Adopted 

operational 

framework 

Investment 3 – 

Youth Centres 

Youth centres 

established or 

upgraded 

0 centres 1 centre 3 centres 

Programmes 

delivered 

0 programmes 2 programmes 

per centre 

6 programmes 

per centre 

Participation 

levels 

0 attendees 10 attendees 

per centre 

25 attendees 

per centre 

Available 

resources & 

staff 

0 resources 2 resources per 

centre 

6 resources per 

centre 

 

Result Indicators (with baseline and targets) - These indicators track the change produced by the 

project. They are measured bi-annually and through an endline assessment. 

) Investment 1 – Digital visualisation and analysis of data 

o Reduction in incidents at identified hotspots 

▪ Baseline: Average number of incidents at priority hotspots before platform deployment 

▪ Target (Month 24): 10% reduction in police-recorded incidents at hotspots where data-

informed interventions are applied 

o Improved perception of safety in targeted areas 

▪ Baseline: Resident survey results in selected intervention areas 

▪ Target (Month 24): 5-10% improvement in residents reporting feeling safe 

) Investment 2 – Creation of Youth Advisory Board 



 

 

o Improved perception of safety among youth (surveys before and after establishment of the 

board) 

▪ Baseline: Baseline survey value (e.g., % of youth who “feel safe” in public spaces) 

▪ Target (Month 24): 10% increase compared to baseline 

o Increased youth involvement in safety governance 

▪ Baseline: Very limited or irregular youth engagement 

▪ Target (Month 24): 30% increase in youth involvement compared to baseline survey 

o Integration of youth feedback into police practice 

▪ Baseline: Very limited or irregular youth feedback integration 

▪ Target (Month 24): 30% increase in youth feedback integration compared to baseline 

analysis 

o Formally established Youth Advisory Board as official body in Liepaja municipality 

▪ Baseline: No official decision of Youth Advisory Board in Liepaja municipality 

▪ Target (Month 24): 1 Liepaja City Council decision that Youth Advisory Board is part 

of Liepaja municipality 

) Investment 3 – Various initiatives for youth to improve local safety – Creation of youth centres 

o Increased youth engagement 

▪ Baseline: Very limited or irregular youth engagement in specific suburbs 

▪ Target (Month 24): at least 40% increase in youth engagement in specific suburbs 

compared to baseline survey 

o Reduction in youth-related incidents 

▪ Baseline: Calls to police and police data related to the youth-related incidents 

▪ Target (Month 24): 10% decrease in police-recorded youth-related incidents in areas 

served by youth centres compared to baseline 

o Sustained use of youth centres 

▪ Baseline: Number of returning and unique youth centre users per month 

▪ Target (Month 24): 60% returning and 5% unique youth centre users per month 

 

Investment Result Indicator Baseline Target (Month 24) 

Investment 1 – 

Digital 

visualisation 

and analysis of 

data 

Reduction in incidents 

at identified hotspots 

Average 

number of 

incidents at 

priority hotspots 

before platform 

deployment 

10% reduction in police-

recorded incidents at hotspots 

where data-informed 

interventions are applied 

Improved perception 

of safety in targeted 

areas 

Resident survey 

results in 

selected 

5-10% improvement in 

residents reporting feeling safe 



 

 

intervention 

areas 

Investment 2 – 

Youth Advisory 

Board 

Improved perception 

of safety among youth 

Baseline survey 

value 

10% increase 

Increased youth 

involvement in safety 

governance 

Limited/irregular 

engagement 

30% increase 

Integration of youth 

feedback into police 

practice 

Very limited 

feedback 

integration 

30% increase 

Youth Advisory Board 

formally established 

No official 

status 

1 City Council decision 

establishing the Youth Advisory 

Board 

Investment 3 – 

Youth Centres 

Increased youth 

engagement 

Very 

limited/irregular 

engagement 

At least 40% increase 

Reduction in youth-

related incidents 

Police baseline 

data 

10% decrease 

Sustained use of 

youth centres 

Baseline 

monthly users 

60% returning and 5% unique 

users per month 

  


