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Executive Summary

Overview

Three separate bodies of research literature demonstrate that the most harmful, prolific
domestic abuse offending is not evenly distributed across perpetrators. First, analysis of
police data indicates that the majority of harm associated with @mestic abuse that is
reported to the police can be attributed to a small minority of perpetrators. Second,
research has revealed the existence of typologies or siypes of perpetrators, with one
type responsible for more harm than the rest. Finally, lagitudinal research on criminal
careers has identified the characteristics of those perpetrators who are least likely to
desist their offending over time.In 2015, the Riority Perpetrator Identification Tool
(PPIT) was developed from this robust empiricalinsight, alongside amulti-agency
consultation process involving practitioners at both strategic and operational levels from
across the UKThe PPITcan be used by relevant agencies (Police, Criminal Justice and
Third Sector) to identify the most harmful gerpetrators and, in doing so, facilitate multi
agency efforts to reduce the most harmful consequences associated with domestic abuse.

This research reports on three innovative pilotlocated in Hampshire, Dyfed Powys and
Greater Manchestey that have inorporated the PPIT into their working practices in
order to establish a more robust identification and referral pathway for priorty domestic
abuse perpetrators. A process evaluation was undertaken between January and
November 2017 to assess the strengthand limitations of each of the three pilots,
compare the offender cohorts being identified, identify the strategies being undertaken
to manage these individuals, and gather the perceptions of those involved about the
effectiveness of these new arrangemenisThe research adopted a mixed method
approach comprising interviews with practitioners (n=18) a number of site visits and a
guantitative analysis of monitoring dataof perpetrators (n=513) coming through the
PPITpilots.

Findings

This process evaluatbn revealed some key similarities and differenceis how the PPIT
pilots operate. The most obvious similarity is the use of the PPIT within a newly
established initiative, supported by multragency collaborative arrangements enabling
access to key informabn systems, to enable a more systematic identification of a cohort
of priority perpetrators. As a consequenceall perpetrators coming into the pilots had a
level of analysis and review that would not have happened otherwise, and a wide range

5
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of actions were undertaken to try to disrupt, manage and engage with these individuals
xEOE OEA AEI 1 &£ OAAOAEI ¢ OEAEO 1T £Z£ZAT AET ¢ AT A E

Practitioners across the three sites viewed the pilots as representing an important step
change in the way he most dangerous domestic abuse perpetrators are identified and
managed across statutory and nosstatutory agencies. The focus uponsing the PPIT to
identify the risk and needs of the perpetrator was described by some interviewees as a
move towards a moe proactive approach in breaking the domestic abuse cycle of repeat
and serial victimisation. Key benefits of the PPIT highlighted by practitioners included:
(1) a focus on psychological as well as physical harm; (2) widening the mudigency focus
to include the perpetrator as well as the victim; (3) engendering a proactive and
preventative approach to identify perpetrators and break the cycle of abus&nd, (4) a
user-friendly tool that helps to inform professional judgment.

A key difference across theiots was in thereferral pathways andsourcesof information
used to identify eligible perpetrators.For example Hampshire, having been established
the longest, and being cdocated within a specialist service, gained more than a quarter
of their referrals from other community-based specialist domestic and sexual violence
services. Less reliance on police crime and incident data can be seen as a distinctive, and
positive feature of the Hampshire pilot, as it helps to counteract the widely acknowledged
limitations of police data.

These &€ ££ZAOAT O OAEAOOAT 1T AAEATEOI O Al iaAEl AA xEO
geography to produce slightvariations in the demographic profile of the perpetrators
coming through the pilots (e.g. Manchester has a somewhat youagall-male sample)
Variation in the prevalence of certainPPITitems was also apparent For example, within
OEA OOAAAT 66 OEI AZOAI Ah (AT POEEOA EAA OEA 1 AOC
and linked offending, Dyfed Powys had the largest propddn with deteriorating mental
health, and Manchester had the largest proportion responsible for highly harmful
consequences on victimsDespite these differences, there appeared to be a common core
set of PPIT items that were especially importanttopradd ET T AOO8 EOACI AT 06 AO
an individual is a priority perpetrator: offending which isactive, escalating serial and/or
linkedto other forms of violence against women; offending which producesighly harmful
consequences for victimsQ E A 1 /AgokdtaAcd @idu§and ther use ofweapons
# OOAEAI T Uh OEA 00)460 £ AOO ObPI1T OEA DPAODPAOOA
EAAT OEAU A T O0i AAO T &£ ET AEOGEAOAT O xET xI1 O A 1 OE
For those already known to agenciesising the PPIThelped practitioners determine what,
if any, additional proportionate and effective actions could be taken to try to reduce their
re-offending. Sometimes the exercise confirmed that the current arrangements were
largely satisfactory, but thd information -sharing would be beneficial (e.g. the offender
was already being managed by NPS so an update was provided to the relevant Offender
Manager). Other times, compiling the PPIT information revealed instances where
offenders were being inapproprigely managed given their level of riskln a number of
cases,sharing information contained within the PPIT had resulted in the escalation of
statutory supervision from the CRC (as a medium risk perpetrator) to the NPS (as a high
risk perpetrator). In addition, the PPIT was used to prioritise perpetrators for focussed
management and increased surveillance and/or enforcement activities byolice across
6
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all three sites, as well as triggering the use @& number of legislative toolson a more
routine basis (e.g. Domestic Violence Protection Notices/Orders and the Domestic
Violence Disclosure Schemer# 1 AOA6 O , Ax (8

Implications

This research has illustrated the many ways that practitioners can work together to create
meaningful change in how domestic abuse itackled in local areas. This is a complex area
of work, which requires partnership working across multiple agencies to address
offending that is both high volume and which can also be highly harmful to adults as well
as children. Further research is regired to systematically evaluate the full range of
outcomes that are possibldi.e. in addition tothe positive changes reported here, such as
more informed and coordinated responses in the identification and management of
priority domestic abuse perpetrators, do theactions taken within the PPIT pilots also
produce significant reductions in reoffending and corresponding improvements to
OEAOE| O an additigRAcCiate g@tBered through the monitoring databases already
in placein the pilots, future research needs to access the views of those perpetrators and
victims directly affected by these newworking arrangementsand interventions. Finally,
opportunities for mutual learning and critical reflection on practice should be provided
to support practitioners and tohelp build a community of practiceof key stakeholders
engaged in this type of work.
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Chapter 1: The current study

There has been almost no innovation in the area of work with perpetrators of domestic
violence and abuse in the past 10 yearand the key blocks to progress are the lack of
evidence about who to work with, the absence of practical tools to support the decisions
of practitioners and the confidence of areas to test new approaches. This research reports
on three innovative pilots which were designed in an attempt to change this
unsatisfactory status quo, by using a new method to systematically identify the most
harmful perpetrators and taking more proactive and holistic actions in response to their
offending.

1.1 Policy and Empirical Context

Three separate bodies of research literature demonstrate that the most harmful, prolific
domestic abuse offending is not evenly distributed across perpetrators. First, analysis of
police data indicates that the majority of harm associated with doestic abuse that is
reported to the police can be attributed to a small minority of perpetrators. Second,
researchhas revealed the existence diypologies or sub-types of perpetrators, with one
type responsible for more harm than the resg Finally, longitudinal researchon criminal
careers has identified the characteristics ofhose perpetrators who are least likely to
desist their offending over time. For example, aumber of studies show that the severity
and prevalence of violence is inversely relatetb desistances and reinforcethe point that

1 For example: Bland, M., & Ariel, B. (2015)Targeting escalation in reported denestic abuse:
Evidence from 36,000 calloutsinternational Criminal Justice Review, 25(130z753. Sechrist, S. M.
& Weil, J. D. (2017)Assessing the Impact of a Focused Deterrence Strategy to Combat Intimate
Partner Domestic ViolenceViolence Against Woen, 1-23. Sherman, L. W. (2007). The power few:
Experimental criminology and the reduction of harmJournal of Experimental Criminology, 299
321. Sherman, L. W. et al. (2016Jargeting Family Violence Reported to Western Australia Police,
2010-2015: Tre Felonious Few vs. The Miscreant Maiambridge Centre for EvidencBased
Policing.

2 For example: Johnson, M. (20087 Typology of Domestic Violence: Intimate Terrorism, Violent
Resistance, and Situational Couple Violenc&lortheastern University Press USA. Holtzworth
Munroe et al. (2003).Do subtypes of maritally violent men continue to differ over time3dournal of
Consulting Clinical Psychology, 71(#28-40.

3 For example:Caetano et al(2005). The 5 Year Course of Intimate Partner Violence Amonghite,
Black, and Hispanic Couples in the United Statekurnal of Interpersonal Violence, 20(9)039-
1057. Feld, S. L. & Straus, M. (198%scalation and desistance of wife assault in marriage.
Criminology, 27(1) 141z162. Quigley, B.M. &Leonard, K. E (1996). Desistance of husband
aggression in the early years of marriagé&/iolence & Victims, 11(4B55-70.

8
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domestic abuse perpetrators area heterogeneous group that is generally criminal rather
OEAT OOPAAEAI EOET C EI $6

In summary, etant research highlights thatdomestic abuse perpetratorsare a large,
heterogeneous group: they tend to be prolific offenders (responsible for a large
proportion of offences); they tend to commit many types of offences (both violent and
non-violent); and they have many motivations and circumstances surrounding their
offending (control/dominance, anger, seHdefence, mental health, alcohol, etchiowever,
within this large group is a smaller group that differentiates itself in terms of the
frequency, severity, and persistence of their offending. This small group is responsible for
the most harm (no matter how it is measured or with what data) and is least likely to stop
offending (without intervention).

The PPIT is underpinned by this robust empirical insight that has been revealed by many

different types of studies.Systematically andaccurately identifying these individuals and

implementing effective responses to reduce their offending is a clear priority. The need

for this proactive identification is even greater in the context of increased demand linked

to domestic abuse and the liritations of existing practice in domestic abuse risk

assessment identified by M O - AEAOOUSGO )1 OPAAGI OAOA 1T & OEA #I1
More proactive and targeted approaches to manage the risk posed from the perpetrators

of domestic abuse, most notably serial peigtrators, have been implementedn a number

of different areas’ One notable example is the Drive projeétwhich aims to provide a

AT T AETAGETT 1T &£ O006DpDI 00 A ttddonelbAsis ithpdptEatois 6 OAAOE A
identified through MARACS. All of these new British initiatives aim to coordinate a

number of different responsesin order to reduce offending, alongsidehe provision of

support for victims, embedded within strong multi-agency partnerships.

1.2 How the PPIT developed

The Integrated Offeder Management (IOM) Cymripartnership commissioned research
(within the IOM High Risk of Harm workstream) to develop the empirical evidence about

4HMIC (2014).%O0AOUT 1 A8 O AOOET AOGOq )i DOl OET C LébdAURT 1 EAA OA«
HMIC (2015)) T AOAAGET CI U A Rpkddrasds tepodt €n tha Aotk feshé€edo domestic

abuse London, UK.

5 Houses of Parliament (2015)Policing Domestic Abus&Vestminster, London: The Parliamentary

Office of Science and Technology Research Briefing 51See also Davies & Biddle (2017)

Implementing a perpetrator-focused partnership approach to tackling domestic abuse: The
opportunities and challenges of criminal justice localism.Criminology & Criminal Justigel-20.

6 Seehttp://driveproject.or g.uk/

7 See http://www.safelives.org.uk/node/775
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domestic abuse perpetratos, and in particular those that commit serial, prolific and high
risk offending. The research was the first step in helping to inform and shape the
development of an I0OMbased approach to tacklingdomestic abuse across Walesand
resulted in two research reportsthat provide background to the currentstudy.8 Following
the completion of those studies, we recommended that serial offending be considered
alongside repeat and higkrisk offending behaviour in the determination of who is a
priority perpetrator and that this determination should instigate a more intensive and
targeted multi-agency response.ln 2015, the Riority Perpetrator Identification Tool
(PPIT) was developed from a multiagency consultation process involving practitioners
at both strategic and operational levels from across the UKThe PPIT has been designed
to be used ly relevant agencies (Police, Criminal Justice and Third Sector) to identify the
most harmful perpetrators and, in doing so, facilitate multiagency efforts to reduce the
most harmful consequences associated with domestic abud@issemination of the PPIT
and engagement with key stakeholders across England and Wales took place during
2015-16 with support from an ESRAAA funded impact secondment.

As a result of those activities, three police force aredsave implemented new ways of
working that incorporate the PPIT Hampshire, Dyfed Powys and Greater Manchester
This report sets out findings of a process evaluation undertakehetween January and
November 2017, to assessthe strengths and limitations of each of the three pilots,
compare the offender cohorts bag identified, identify the strategies being undertaken
to manage these individuals, andjather the perceptions of those involved about the
effectiveness of these new arrangementsUntil very recently, an evidencebased
identification and management proces for the most dangerous domestic abuse
perpetrators has not existed The developmentof these PPIT pilotsrepresents an
important step in establishing a more robust identification and referral pathway for
priority domestic abuse perpetrators.

8 Phase one (December 2013 May 2014) consisted of a feasibility study to determine the nature
and compatibility of the data held by relevant agenciem Wales. The phase one report is available
at http://orca.cf.ac.uk/63750/ and includes qualitative research (interviews with Police,
Probation, and third sector agency representatives) along with a quantitativanalysis of n=6642
anonymised domestic abuse perpetrator records provided byecords provided by the former
Wales Probation Trust. Under the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda, Wales Probation Trust was
replaced by the National Probation Service and WaeCommunity Rehabilitation Company (CRC)
on 1 June 2014In phase two (Junez October 2014) we interrogated agency files to gather more
detailed information on a random sample of perpetrators (n=100) with the overall aim to provide
much needed empirical eidence in a rapidly developing policy landscape. The phase two report is
available athttp://orca.cf.ac.uk/67542/ .

9 Robinson, A. L. and Clancy, A. (201%)evelopment of the Priority Perpetrator Identification dol
(PPIT) for Domestic Abus&ardiff: Cardiff University http://orca.cf.ac.uk/75006/

10
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1.3 Methods and data

1.3 1 Research Questions

The overall aim of the current studyis to assess the implementation and delivery of the
PPIT pilots across the three site® We examinehow they are able to use the PPI{see
Appendix A)to devise and implementmulti-agency risk management plan$or priority
perpetrators, so that they may be understood as a new type of intervention for tackling
domestic violenceand abusethat can be adopted in other force areas

Key questions addressed by this process evaluation inale:

1 Why were the different PPIT pilots developedand what are their intended
outcomes?
1 How does each new PPIT pilot work in practice?
1 What can be learned from comparing the different PPIT pilots in the participating
police force areas?
o0 How does the prdile/characteristics of priority perpetrators compare to
those not identified as priority perpetrators?
0o What evidence and information is used by practitioners when completing

the PPIT?

o WhatareDOAAOQOEQET 1 AOOE DPAOOPAAOEOGkte T T OEA
tool?

o TEAO AAOEITO AOA AAEIT ¢ OOAA O1 -OAAOAA O
offending?

1 What recommendations arise from this research in terms of using the PPIT in
multi -agency responses to domestic abuse perpetratd?s

1.3.2Research Sites

It is important to evaluate each of the PPIT pilotwithin the context of the police force

AOAA ET xEEAE OEAU olutiidghe @ 8haracteiizdof each pilGtOOAE O 6
site is provided in Table 1.1 (next page)and shows that each of the three police forcareas

are very different in terms of the size of area covered, population and crime rate

10 Ethical approval for the research was granted by the Cardiff University School of Social Sciences
ethics committee (ref SREC/2143).

11
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force reports Peel: Police legitimacy review 2016. **Domestic abuse related statistics taken from

Table 1.1. Characteristics of each Police Force Areall
Hampshire Greater Manchester Dyfed Powys
-
X i
Force area 1,602 493 4,230
(square miles)
Population 1.94 million 2.73 million 0.52 million
Description Mostly rural with | Multicultural Large area, sparsely
coastal areas, small | metropolitan area populated, remote rural
cities, military bases communities
Ratio of police 2.6 per 1,000 4 per 1,000 population | 3.6 per 1,000
workforce to population population
population
Total recorded crime | 77.1 96.1 45.1
rate per 1,000
population
Victim-based crimes | 0.06 per person 0.07 per person 0.03 per person
Domestic abuse calls | 11 23 14
for assistance per
1,000 population**
Domestic abuse 13% 8% 10%
crime as a
percentage of all
recorded crime
Percentage of calls 3% 6% 2%
with a domestic
abuse marker from
repeat victims**
Percentage of crime 8% 16% 4%
with a domestic
abuse marker
1 Force datato 3%- AOAE c¢nmpoeh AAOAA 11 (AO -AEAOOWLBEO

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp -content/uploads/police -effectiveness
data-2016.0ds and (2014) http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp -

content/uploads/2014/03/domestic _-abuseforce-data.csv to support HMIC (2014)%O0A OUT 1 A6 O
business: Improving the police response to domestic abuse

12
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1.3.3 Data collection

The evaluatim was conducted during 2077 and adopted a mixed nethod approach
comprising interviews with project staff at both strategic and operational levels, a
number of site visits and a quantitative analysis of monitoring data collated from each of
the pilot sites.Each of these phases of the research is discussed in more detail below.

Referral and monitoring data

Each of the three sites was provided with guarterly data collection template at thestart
of the pilot in order to accurately record the number of referals, throughput and profile
of perpetrators meeting the eligibility criteria for PPIT.

Data collated from each of the pilot sites was used to develop a monitoring database which
includes initial identification criteria, PPIT item scores, referral information, and risk
managementactivities (totalling n=513 perpetrators). This database therefore includes
information about perpetrators that were judged to be priority perpetrators, as well as
those who were not, facilitating a comparative approachQuantitative analysis of these
datawill enable a cross pilot comparisomo be undertakenof the priority and non -priority
perpetrator cohorts, illustrating how the pilots are working in practice

Interviews

A total of 18 semi-structured interviews12 were conducted with 17 agency
representativesinvolved in the operational delivery ofeachinitiative as well as those with

a strategic responsibility acrosseach of thepilot sites. Interviews were digitally recorded

with the consent of participantsand were conducted letweenJanuary and July 207. The

interviews were designed to elicit parti DAT 008 OEAxO 11 (@ishtf AAT AEEO
the pilot and provide a detailed understanding of how eacnitiative works in practice.

Table 1.2 (next page)summarises the inteniews recorded.

12 14 of the 18 interviews were conducted face to face during site visits and the remaining four
interviews were conducted over the telephone. One interview was conducted jointly with two
Domestic Abuse Officers in Dyfed Powys due to a j@haring arrangement.

13
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Table 1.2. Interview respondents
Research Site Agency
Oldham T New Charter
0 1x Independent Domestic Abuse Advocate, (IDVA)
1 Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC)
0 2x Support Workers
0 1 x Team manager
i Greater Manchester Police
0 1 x Detective Chief Inspector (Public Protection)
o0 1 xPolice Constable (Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub, MASH
Hampshire 1 Hampshire Police
o 1 xIntelligence Analyst (Force Intelligence Bureau)
1 Hampton Trust
o Domestic Abuse Senior Practitioner
Aurora New Dawn
o Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
o Serial and Priority Perpetrator Co-ordinator
A (Interviewed in January and July 2017)
1 Baseline Connections
o Director
Dyfed Powys 1 Dyfed Powys Police
0  Chief Inspector (Public Protection)
0 4 x Domestic Abuse Officers, (DAOS)
0 MARAC Co-ordinator
A (Interviewed in January and July 2017)

1.4 Structure of this report

The remainder of this reportfalls into four chapters. Chapter 2 provides a descriptive
overview of the criteria and processes used by each pilot to identify and manage prityri
domestic abuse perpetrators Chapter 3 presentsan analysis of the referral, monitoring
and throughput data collected at each site. e results of the quantitative profiling
exercise of priority and non-priority perpetrators are also provided.Chapter4 highlights

DOAAOEOEI T AOOG

and its success in managingoriority perpetrators acrosseach ofthe three force areas
Finally, Chapter5 summarises the results and implications of the sidy, and provides
some recommendations for policymakers, practitioners and future research.

14
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Chapter 2: Description of the new
PPIT pilots

This chapter provides a descriptive overview of the implementation and delivery
processes in place across each ofthe pilots. More detailed analytical discussion
surrounding the benefits and challenges of each approach will be discussed in Chapter

2.1 Hampshire

The priority perpetrator pilot in Hampshire has been commissioned under the auspices
of the Domestic Ause Prevention Partnership (DAPP) The DAPP represents a
partnership between Hampshire County Council, Southampton City Council, Hampshire
Constabulary and the Office of the Police and Crime Commission&hrough the DAPPa
programme of work has been deelopedto deliver aHampshire wide approach to better
identify and assess perpetrators and introduce a wider range of support interventions.
The perpetrator pilot comprises three key third sector agencies; the Hampton Trust
(strategic lead), Aurora New [@wn and Baseline Connections Consultancythe key
functions of the pilot 4are to:

1 Create and deliver an identification and information sharing system on
perpetrators to include a single point of contact (SPOC)

1 Colocate the Serial and Priority Perpetrator Co-ordinator (SPPC)post into

Hampshire. Constabulary Offender Management Hub to lead on identifidgan and

management of priority domestic abuse perpetrators

Develop a consistent approach to perpetrator risk assessment

Deliver targeted perpetrator interventions.

Deliver an integrated victim safety service

Colocate expertise into front line services

Deliver specialist training to providers/practitioners of wider services.

= =4 =8 -4

Referrals to the DAPP arsent to the Serial and Priority Perpetrator Ceordinator (SPPC)
located in the Police Intelligence hub and aresourced from Police (mainly HRDA/
MARAG, Probation/CRC, Social Services, MARACs and Third Sector agenEikgibility
criteria for referral to the DAPPincludes serial perpetrators and also enableseferring
agencies to use their professional judgement in terms of who they deem to be a high

13 DAPP isnot commissioned to provide services for Portsmouth and Isle of Wighother services
exist in those areas

14 Adapted from DAPP Overview pilot project documentation.
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risk/priority perpetrator. Additional criteria excludes perpetrators from Portsmouth and
the Isle of Wightand familial or honour-based abuse.

A PPIT is complet¢d by the SPPC on all referrals receivedhe SPCC is based within the
Offender Management hub and has access to the Police crime and incident recording
system and also draws upon information from DASH formdylJARACmeetings, Third
Sector charities, SocialServices and mental health providers to complete the PPIA
threshold score of ten combined with the professional judgement of the SPCC is used to
determine the priority perpetrator judgement.

Non priority perpetrators are referred directly to the Hampton Trust. Any statutory

agencies working with that individual will then be contacted to initiate the engagement

process. Alternatively, the nonrpriority perpetrator will be passed to the Trust and

AT OTTTAA 11061 A OAIT 1 A AAldihgiolieyAplacE éngures tka® 08 4 E A
only perpetrators engaged with an IDVA/victim services are contacted. The IDVA is

contacted in the first instance to assess whether a call to the perpetrator would increase

risk to the victim. Generally speaking, Baselindgnitiates perpetrator engagement,

although a small subpilot involves the use of reighbourhood policing teams

Figure 2.1. Overview of the process in Hampshire

_- N  SPPC -
* DAPP agencies » Safetynet

= Survivor agencies « Completes PPITs * Tracking
* Statutory * |dentifies priority »Perp
agencies perps interventions

. » Makes referrals
Referrals .

Priority perpetrators are prioritised by the SPCC andny agenciesalready involved with

the perpetrator are contacted in the first instance by the SPCC to commence engagement.
All referrals are subsequently passed to the Hampton trust for assessment and referral
from the Hampton Trust SPPCto either the Raising Awareness of Domestic Abuse in
Relationships (RADAR) intervention or the Baseline Consultancy Individual Asset
Building intervention.

RADAR modules are delivered as group work or individually and address different types
of abuse, impact of abuse on children, parenting, adverse childiebexperiences, mental

16
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health and substance misuse. Priority perpetrators assessed as having needs which would

inhibit engagement with RADAR are referred to Baseline in the first instance. This is

essentially a mentoring and outreach servicevhich provides intense individual support

on an individual needs led basis andtonsists of a minimum ofsix sessions When

appropriate the individual can be referred back to Hampton Trust for engagement in the
RADARprogramme. ! O A O2AO0ODPAAOS AAA Qo ArisOalsd prokided 1 AUhR  OE /
an integrated victim safety service which ensures contact is made with current and ex

partners of all perpetrators accessing RADAR.

Priority perpetrators not engaged with a statutory agency or the Hampton Trust and/or
Baseline Consliancy are monitored for two months by the SPCé@nd mutual information
exchange undertaken with Police, Probation/CRC and Social Services as appropriate.

2.2 Dyfed Powys

Police intelligence administrative staff across each of the fiv®yfed Powys police
divisions (Ceredigion, North and South Powys, Pembrokeshire and Carmarthem@view
incoming DASH forms to create a list (through computer generatedd A F(FEARSsfem)
of potential referrals to the pilot with one domestic incident inthe current month and two
in the previous month. PPIT informationon eligible perpetratorsis gatheredon a monthly
basis by administrative staff and used to populate the PPIT formCompleted forms are
submitted to the Domestic Abuse Officers (DAQOSs) in each division forview and risk
grading. Each PPIT is risk assesseahd checkedthe following week by Domestic Abuse
Officers (DAOs)ET AAAE AEOEOEI T8 $!/60 AOA Al OI AAIA
include referrals not meeting the initial criteria of frequency of ofénding. No baseline
threshold score is set and insteadDAOsuse their professional judgemento make each
priority perpetrator assessment.

Figure 2.2. Overview of the process in Dyfed Powys

) - P DAOs -
* Police criteria * Case review

— DAOsjudgment * Receive PPITs * MAPPA
* MARAC from police staff * [OM/WISDOM

* |dentify priority

. perps |
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Priority perpetrators are the focus of targeted monitoringand managementand are
referred to the MARAC Cardinator located in the offender management hub for referral
to MAPPA/WISDOM/IOMS screening panel(comprising the MAPPA, IOM and WISDOM
Coordinators, MARAC Cardinator, Police and Probation) as appropriate. Priority
perpetrators are subject to ongoing monthly reviews and multi agency data sharing with
NPS/CRCNon priority perpetrators are subject to actionable intelligence.

2.3 Manchester

The Oldham pilot within - AT AEAOOAO EAO AAinROdhdd ADDOANAGEACA
whereby perpetrators who are motivated to change their behavioulre offered support

and suitable interventions to do sa Perpetrators who decline to engage and/or disengage

from the pilot are subject to increased police enforcemertacticsto manage risk.

Figure 2.3.  Overview of the process in Manchester

p : I Reframe :
* ERBP (criteria) * Engage perp

= PPIU e Receive PPITs * Enforcement
= Vulnerahility mtg from MASH * Victim support
= Spotlight » |dentify priority

perps
Referrals : - Actions

Referrals are sourced hrough Police and MARAC routeand sent to the Single Point of
Contact(SPOC)ocated within the Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH). The SPOC is
responsible for completing and scoring PPIT forms for all eligible perpetrators. Any
perpetrators not meeting the eligibility criterialé are signposted on to an appropriate

15 Multi Agency Protection Panel Arrangement (MAPPA), Integrated Offender Management (IDM
Wales Integrated Serious and Dangerous Offender Management (WISDOM).

16 Including the perpetrator has been identified as serial/high risk; not identified as perpetrating

honour based violencenot currently supervised viaMAPPA the perpetrator or victim residing in

Oldham; the perpetrator is male; and on bail. Interms of perpetrators who do not speak English,
18
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agency/police team for action. The SPOC will complete a PPIT for all eligible referrals. Any
forms scoring 10 and over will be sent to a council employed researcher located in the

MASH for multragency data collatioA’. Perpetrators identified as high risk/priority are
then reviewed by a Detective Sergeant prior to acceptance onto the pilot, whiaficludes

A 1T Ax bDPOIl EAAO Ré&rhnekperpetfadr inBdationrd The ®erpetrator
Engagemendteamin Reframeconsists of the perpetrator programme provider (CRC) and

a key worker for the victim (IDVA), supported further by a police case worker. Thaitial
visit to the perpetrator comprises ajoint visit with the purpose of engaging with both
parties (if together) and coordinated visits if separated.Risk assessmenis completed on
engagement to determine suitability for perpetrator intervention with the CRC.
Perpetrator interventions are needsled and determined on a case by case basis. There is
no set timeframe for engagementlf perpetrator refuses to engage, the individual is
subject to enforcement action and targeted policingA summary of the ley characteristics

of each PPIT pilot is provided in &ble2.1.

Table 2.1 Key features of each PPIT pilot

(Excluding
Portsmouth and Isle
of Wight)

Aurora New Dawn

Hampton Trust

Location of pilot Start date Partner Key features
agencies
(Police force area)
Hampshire Police April 2016 Multi-agency behaviour change model

Embedded wi t hin Ha mps
Abuse Prevention Partnership (DAPP),
referrals may come from Police, MARAC,
Probation Social Services and Third Sector
agencies. Professional judgement used to
refer serial and high risk of harm
perpetrators. A threshold of 10 and
professional judgement used in PPIT
assessment.

Single Point of Contact i Serial and Priority
Perpetrator Co-ordinator (SPPC) is co-located
into  Hampshire  Constabulary  Offender
Management Hub to lead on identification,
management and review of priority domestic
abuse perpetrators using the PPIT. Priority
perpetrators not engaging are tracked for two
months.

Responsible for delivery of Domestic Violence
Perpetrator Programme (Raising Awareness of
Domestic Abuse in Relationships, RADAR).
Integrated victim safety service and SPOC

each casewill be considered and where necessary an interpretewill be provided (this will be
monitored in terms of overall cos).

17 Council employed researcher has access to FramewetKUK Social Serices Case Management
system) enabling access to health and social work data on vulnerable adults and children.
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Baseline
Connections
Consultancy

assesses for referral to Baseline Assertive
Outreach Mentoring service where necessary.

Resistant and/or high risk individuals with multiple
needs are referred to the Assertive Outreach
Mentoring and Individual Asset Building
programme. On completion of this phase,
perpetrators are re-referred to the Hampton Trust
for completion of RADAR where appropriate.

Dyfed Powys

(force-wide)

December
2016

Dyfed Powys
Police

National Probation
Service (NPS)

Community
Rehabilitation
Company (CRC)

Identification and focussed management

model

PPIT information is gathered on eligible
perpetrators (based on frequency of
offending) by Police intelligence
administrative staff.

Each PPIT is risk assessed and reviewed by
Domestic Abuse Officers in each division.
Professional judgement is used by the DAOs to
make each priority perpetrator assessment.

Priority perpetrators are the focus of targeted
policing and referred to the MARAC Co-ordinator
located in the offender management hub for
referral to MAPPA/WISDOM/IOM®* cohorts as
appropriate and are subject to ongoing monthly
reviews and multi-agency data sharing with
NPS/CRC.

Greater Manchester

(Oldham district)

July 2017

Greater
Manchester Police

Community
Rehabilitation
Company

New Charter
Independent
Domestic Abuse
Advocacy (IDVA)
Service

Engage or intervene model

Referrals via Policel® and MARAC.

Referrals are sent to a SPOC in the Multi Agency
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) for multi- agency
research and PPIT completion. Threshold score
of 10 and professional judgement used in PPIT
assessment.  Perpetrators identified as high
risk/priority and meeting the pilot eligibility criteria
are referred to the Reframe team for the needs-
led perpetrator intervention. If the perpetrator
refuses to engage, the individual is subject to
enforcement action and targeted policing.

18 Multi Agency Protection Panel Arrangement (MAPPA), Integrated Offender Management (IOM),
Wales Integrated Serious and Dangerous Offender Magement (WISDOM).

19 Police Spotlight, ERPB/PPIU referral and vulnerability meetings.
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2.4 Key similarities and differences across the
pilots

As highlighted inTable 2.1, each of the pilots represents a different approach to tackling
the issue of priority domestic abuse perpetrators across the three police force areas,
which also vary widely from one another in terms of their crime rates and
geographical/socio-demographic features fecall Table 11). Nonetheless, there were
some features which were broadly similar across each of the three sites, for example:

T

1

Multi-agency partnership working and data sharing is central to the perpetrater
focussed approach taken by each of the pilots.

The PPIT is used as a tool to identify priority perpetrators for referral onto each
intervention.

While two of the three pilots (Greater Manchester and Hampshire) have adopted
a response threshold of a PPIT score of 10, eastheme also acknowledged the
importance of enabling practitioners to apply their professional judgement when
making the priority perpetrator assessment.

Priority perpetrators are subject to increased enforcement and focised
management.

Arrangements are in place to refer eligible priority perpetrators onto the
MAPPA/IOM and WISDOM (Wales only) cohorts.

Each pilot facilitates improved communication and informationrsharing between
key agencies, most notably the Police, Social Services and National Probatio
Service/Community Rehabilitation Companies.

The three pilots are integrated within the Police offender management and/or
intelligence hubs and key personnel within each of the pilots have access to police
incident and crime recording systems.

Victim safety and safeguarding is acknowledged to be a key priority for each pilot.

On the other hand, there is a degree of variation across some of the mechanisms and
characteristics underpinning the delivery of the pilots.

1

The referral eligibility criteria vary slightly across each pilot. In its early stages for
example, Dyfed Powys sourced referrals from a computer generated list based on
frequency of domestic abuse incidents reported in the current and previous
month and attendance at MARAC. This has since beexpanded to also enable
DAOs to refer cases using their professional knowledge. Similarly, both Dyfed
Powys and Greater Manchester police source referrals from Police,
Probation/CRC and MARACs as do the DAPP in Hampshire, although the
Hampshire pilot is the only initiative which also takes referrals from other
agencies(including other statutory agencies as well as fronthe third sector).
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1

1

Following completion of the PPIT, priority perpetrators are subject to an
additional layer of eligibility criteria in Greater Manchester compared withthe
other pilot sites (seefootnote 16).

A Single Point of Contact (SPOC) is responsible for completing and scoring the
PPITs in the Hampshire and Greater Manchester sites. In Dyfed Powys however,
police administrative staff in the intelligence teams complete the PPIT forms and
pass to Domestic Abuse Officers in each division for review, scoring and risk
grading. Completed PPITs are then sent to a SPOC (MARA®r@mator) in the
Dyfed Powys offender management hub for referral onto the pito

The types of perpetrator interventions vary across each site. In Hampshire and
Greater Manchester there is a focus upon changing behaviours through
perpetrator programmes and delivery of one to one support. In Dyfed Powys the
focus is on increased enfcement and management through referral to the
IOM/MAPPA and WISDOM cohorts.

Both the Manchester and Hampshire pilots represent a partnership across
statutory and third sector agencies, while the Dyfed Powys pilot is a broadly
police-led initiative.
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Chapter 3: Quantitative analysis of
the PPIT data

This chapter provides analysis and discussion of the quantitative monitoring da(@=513

perpetrators) undertaken across te pilot sites. This is predominantly derived from the

PPIT form itself, along with a@ditional data fields designed to capture some of the actions

taken in response to priority perpetrators. This first part of the chapter provides an

overview of the sample of perpetrators, their sociedemographic and offending

characteristics, and how thed ET £ Oi DPOAAOEOEI T AO0O8 EOACAI Al
ET AEOEAOAT DA OD ADDAE cofd@artfof the BraEdr PDésedtd the

available information about the strategies put in place to manage priority perpetrators.

Itis importantto reitAOAOA OEAO OEEO OOOAUB8O &I AOO EO 11 O
ET OEA PEI 10 OEOAOh OAOEAO OEAT AT AOAI GAOGEITI
these new ways of working are not formally evaluated in this report (ie. can they be

demonstrated to significantly decrease offending, improve victim safety, etc.). However

there are early indications of outcomes that undoubtedly represent improved methods of

partnership working to implement more proactive actions in response to priority

perpetrators. Although further research is required, it is reasonable texpect positive

outcomesto follow.

3.1 Sample overview

Recall that the three pilots started at different points in time: Hampshire in April 2016;
Dyfed Powys in December 2016; Manchestem July 2017. Table 3.1 shows the breakdown
of the sample across sites and across years. The total sample available for analysis for this
report is N=513 perpetrators.

Table 3.1. Number of cases for each site over time
Pilot site
Hampshire Dyfed Powys | Manchester
66 13 0
2016
% 20.1% 10.0% 0.0%
Year of referral
N 262 117 55
2017
% 79.9% 90.0% 100.0%
TOTAL N=328 N=130 N=55

Perpetrators coming through the pilots were predominantly white males in their 30s
(Table 3.2). However, the propdion of female perpetrators varied significantly across
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the sites, comprising 16% of the sample from Dyfed Powys, compared to 2% in
Hampshire. [Recall that only male perpetrators are eligible for the Manchester pilgtA
far higher percentage of perpetréors were black or minority ethnic in Manchester (13%)
compared to the other sites (8% in Hampshire and 4% in Dyfed Powys). The Manchester
sample also has a narrower age range, with a slightly younger average age overall.

Table 3.2. Demographic overview of perpetrators from each pilot site
Pilot site
Hampshire Dyfed Powys Manchester
N 6 21 0
Female
Perpetrator % 1.9% 16.2% 0.0%
sex N 309 109 55
Male
% 98.1% 83.8% 100.0%
N 256 107 48
White
Perpetrator % 91.8% 96.4% 87.3%
ethnicity N 23 4 7
Black/Asian/Mixed
% 8.2% 3.6% 12.7%
Perpetrator .
Minimum age 16 16.4 18
age
Maximum age 68 69.8 50
Average age in years 33.8 35.6 321

Referral pathways to the pilots are presented in Table 3.3. Following on fmo the
discussion of the qualitative data presented in the previous chapter, clearly the pilots
differ very much in terms of the ways in which eligible perpetrators ardeingidentified.
Specifically, two of the pilots employ analysis of police incident andrime recording
systems as one way to identify domestic abuse perpetrators that are actively offending to
A AACOAA xEEAE xAOOAT 6O A Al1T OAO I
pathway accounts for the majority of cases in Dyfed Powys, anéarly a third of cases in
Manchester. Although these two sites differ in the way they have defined their criterion
for inclusion,20 they both make systematic use of police crime and incident data as the
first step in their process of identifying priority perpetrators.

20) 17 $UEAA 01 xUOh

in previous 3 monthsand Serial offenders: 2 or more victims in previous3 months8 6
used on a monthly basis to identify perpetrators to refer to the PPIT pilot. In Manchester, the
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0011 EAA 1 OEAOQS OAEAOOAI O AAAIT 6T O &£ O 1T AAOI U
of cases in Hampshire. This category includes police officers using their professional

judgement to identify a perpetrator they feel is suitable for tle PPIT (who may not meet

the eligibility by criteria alone), along with police investigative units and safeguarding

structures (including MARAC) who are able to refer in to the pilots.

Taken together, then, policebased referralswere the dominant sourcefor all three sites,

representing 65% in Hampshire, 80% in Manchester and 100% in Dyfed Powys.

Hampshire, having been established the longest, and being-lozated within a specialist

service, gaired more than a quarter of their referrals from other community-based

OPAAEATI EOO Al i AOGOEA AT A OA@OAl OEI 1T AT AA OAOOEA
AEEI AOAT 60 OAOOGEAAOh ATi 1 01T EOU 1 AT OA1 EAAI OE
referral pathways in Hampshire was developed through multagency trairing workshops

delivered before its commencement, as well as egoing initiatives conducted to raise

awareness of the pilot across Hampshire.

Table 3.3. Referral pathways to each pilot site
Pilot site
Hampshire Dyfed Powys | Manchester
N 0 123 18
police (criteria)
% 0.0% 94.6% 32.7%
N 214 7 26
police (other)
% 65.2% 5.4% 47.3%
N 11 0 11
Referral type probation/IOM
% 3.4% 0.0% 20.0%
N 91 0 0
specialist services
% 27.7% 0.0% 0.0%
N 12 0 0
other
% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0%
AOEOAOQEIT 1T EO A Amfiblidotestion Ivéshghtidréduring tiek lifetime of being

known to the Policd AT A kel 6n aAveeRklyAbasis.
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3.2 lIdentificatio n of priority perpetrators

This section provides a description of the PPIT data for the perpetrator samples coming

through the pilots. First, the prevalence of each PPIT item is provided, along with an

analysis of how this varies across the three pilotiges. Next, he average total PPIT score

across the sites, andhe D OT BT OOET 1T A A A iy fekpet@tbrsd A MesudtOE|T OE O

&ET AT T UR ETx OEA 00)4 EOAI O ET £ Oi OEA AAAEOEI
discussed. For example, are certaifactors more strongly correlated with this decision

than others?

Recall that each of the ten PPIT items is evaluatdd relation to the perpetratord O
behaviour. Practitioners are asked to @termine whether there is evidence for the item
(O=absentor 1=present) for both recent (within past 6-months) and historic (beyond &
months) timeframes. Full results for the item scoring across the three sites are reported
in Appendix B.

Figure 31 (next page) AADEAOO OEA DPOAOGAI AT AA 1T £ AAAE EOAI
OEA DPEIT 008 #1 AAOI Uh OEA 1100 POAOADKEO EOAI O
and duration of the domestic abusé Qh A OA Al A OGffer@ingl in&@8ingAreT ¢ j O
frequency and/or severityd @ AT A OA b A @f@ndihg&ZEArT mibié Tin€hengs)O

against any single victind q8 4 EA DOAOAIT AT AA T &£ O1T 1 A EOAI O OA
sites. This is not surprising given the differences in the implementation and operation of

the pilots described earlier, particularly the difference in referrd pathways. Two notable

AgAil b1 AOG AOA Odfférdidgl againsErmdltipld € ToiCmoge)lvictim® q AT A

1 ET EAA | AmAviolkrif/abgsive béhaviour e.g.stalking, sexual violencd A OA 88 Qh

xEEAE xAOA 11T OAA 11T OA AOANORAL DHisUis likdy a( Al DOEEC
AT 1 OANOGAT AA T &£ OEAEO xiI OE AAEIT ¢ Agbl EAEOI U
DAOPAOOAOI 06 DPEIT O8 (Ai POEEOAGO i1 OA AOOAAI EOL

specialist services likely explains the greater awareness of linkeabrins of offending
behaviour.
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Figure3.1. 0OAOAIT AT AA T &£ OOAAAT 06 00) 4 EOAI O

Prevalence of PPIT items (‘recent’: <6 months)

120.0%

100.0% —_—

80.0% = = =

60.0% = = = = _

40.0% = = = = = I I =

20.0% = = = = = — — =II =

0.0‘Vg = = = :ll :II =_ = =lm = =II
PPIT1 PPIT2 PPIT3 PPIT4 PPIT5 PPIT6 F;]T|:1—7 PPIT8 PPIT9 PPIT10
active escalate repeat serial @ linked MAPPA hagrjm mental alcdrugs weapons

=Hampshire = 94.6% 88.4% 88.8% 70.1% 50.6% 9.5% 14.9% 145% 24.1% 37.8%
m Dyfed Powys 98.5% 91.5% 90.8% 22.3% 30.8% 2.5% 48.8% 46.2% 41.5% 23.1%
m Manchester 98.0% 84.0% 68.0% 14.0% 28.0% 0.0% 68.0% 6.0% 40.0% 24.0%

=Hampshire mDyfed Powys m Manchester

4EA 1T A0 EECOOA DPOAOGAT OO AT AT UOGEO 1 & OEA 00) 4
the pilots. A similar finding emerges in that active, escalating and repeat offeing are the

most prevalent items. Another clear pattern is the higher prevalence of most items for

Mancheste in contrast to the other two sites. Once again, this is likely explained by the

different set up and operation of the pilots, particularly the dteria used in Manchester

resulting in PPITs being conducted on offenders with longer criminal careers on average.

Figure32. 0OAOAI AT AA 1T &£ OEEOOI OEAS 00) 4 EOAI O

Prevalence of PPIT items (‘historic': >6 months)

120.0%

100.0%

80.0% = - =

00w S8 = f £ _ _

40.0% EI =Q =8 _ 0 = I I =

200% Z = =)} : = = I = I

0.0% = Z=ull = =al Z00 = _ ol =um =sll =
PPITL PPIT2 PPIT3 PPIT4 PPIT5 PPIT6 ';'T'? PPIT8 PPIT9 PPIT10
active escalate repeat serial @ linked MAPPA ha?m mental = alcdrugs weapons

=Hampshire = 92.1% 75.5% 85.9% 34.4% 52.7% 21.6% 8.3% 12.4% 13.3% 53.1%
m Dyfed Powys 60.0% @ 13.8% 34.6% 19.2% 285% 0.8% @ 20.3% 185% 16.2% 18.6%
m Manchester 98.0% 84.0% 92.0% 82.0% 56.0% 6.0% @ 62.0% 14.0% 38.0% 44.9%

= Hampshire m Dyfed Powys ®m Manchester

The scoring of the PPIT items can result in a total score ranging from 0 to 20. The rage
total score for each site is presente¢h Table 3.4. This varied somewhat across the sites,
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with Dyfed Powys having the lowest average (7.3), whereas Hampshire and Manchester
were more similar (9.5 and 9.9, respectively). Not surprisingly, there is aignificant
Al OOAT AGETT AAOxAAT OEA O1F OAI OAT OA AT A
DPAOPDAOOAOI 06 j EBA8 OEA EECEAO OEA OAI OAnh
this way). The variation in total score across the sites mapsnto the proportion of
perpetrators classified as priorities, with Dyfed Powys having the lowest, followed closely
by Hampshire, and then Manchester having the highest proportion (64%). As previously
mentioned, these differences can be interpreted as a ftection of the different
demographic characteristics of perpetrators and the referral pathways used across the
pilots (e.g. Manchester has a somewhat younger alale sample, a third of whom would
have met the police criteria of having at least 10 publiprotection investigations on their
records).

(@} O
T mr

Table 3.4. Total PPIT score and proportion of priority perpetrators
Pilot site
Hampshire | Dyfed Powys | Manchester

Total PPIT score ~ Minimum 2 2 5

Maximum 17 14 14

Average score 9.46 7.28 9.94
Priority N 121 58 32
perpetrators % 50.4% 49.6% 64.0%

4EA AOAOACA OI OAI

OAT OA &I O ODOEIT OEOU DAODRAOOAC

is presented in Table 3.§next page) Reinforcing the findings presented in the previous

table, the averageDT OAT OAT OA EO OECT EZAEAAT Ol U EECEAO 4
01 ®IOENl OEOU PAOPAOOAOI 008 AAOT OO Ai1l OEOAO8 4E
even with different referral criteria and pathways resulting in different perpetrator

cohorts across the sites, the PPIT helps practitioners to differentiate between those

perpetrators who should be priorities for multi-agency management, and those who

should not. Hampshire has the biggest gap between the two groups (hearly 4 points).

Manchester and Dyfed Powys have smaller gaps (approx. 2 points) for priority versus

non-priority perpetrators.
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Table 3.5. Total PPIT score for priority vs non -priority perpetrators
Pilot site
Hampshire Dyfed Powys Manchester

Priority Perps

11.30 8.48 10.88
Total PPIT  (average)
score Non-priority perps
(average) 7.61 6.39 8.39

It is also worth noting that the PPIT data revealed instances of professional judgement
being appliedwhen making the priority perpetrator assessment For example, egn in the
two sites thatadopted a response threshold of aPIT score of 10there were a number of
AAOGAOG xEAOA OEA OAT OAO xAOA 11 xAO OEAI
(n=11 in Hampshire and n=2 in Manchester, approx.-8% of cases in bth sites).

Finally, a series of bivariate and multivariate analyses were undertaken to explore the
relationships between the individual items and the priority perpetrator judgement. This
revealed a number of interesting findings.First was the salience 6 certain PPIT items
when classifying perpetrators: activegscalating serial, linked, high harm, alcohol/drugs,
and weaponsall significantly increased the likelihood of classifying a perpetrator as a
significant extent, holding constant the pilot site (i.e., the same pattern holds true for all
three sites).( T x AOAOh OEA 11 00 OOOEEETI C DPAOOAOI
time period mattered much m@OA OEAT AEA OEI OA AOOAOOAA
practitioners are paying close attention to the longevity of the offending behaviour (i.e.
the criminal careers of perpetrators). Those with longer careers are much more likely to
be judged as prrity perpetrators, across all three pilots.

3.3 Management of priority perpetrators

Analysis of the quantitative monitoring data reveals the types of activities undertaken to

p T

>

x AO

(@}
(@}

OF

AO OO,

i ATACA DOET OEOU b A-affenlidyO dnel the® aveCoeed HentifiedE O A

Broadly speaking, these maye conceptualised as types of activities which do or do not

involve direct contact with the perpetrator. NonAT T OAAO AAOEOEOEAON
work, takes place to some degree for all priority perpetrators (ad even some non

priority PAODAOOAOT OOh AAPAT AET ¢ 11T OEA OAO Ob

work can be considered the bulk of activities employed in the sites to try to reduce the
likelihood of perpetrators re-offending. Contact activiti®d ET OT 1 OA 00OP
communication with perpetrators, either within the pilot itself or via a referral from the
pilot to another intervention. More detail about the various activities undertaken in the
pilots, as recorded in their monitoring data, $ provided in Table 3.61t should be noted
that this data represents an incomplete snapshot. Only some of the key significant actions
and decisions have been recorded, rather than a comprehensive overview of all of the on
going discussions and tasks undeéaken by multiple practitioners over time. It does
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illustrate both the range of actions being used, as well as the different focus of the pilots
towards using some actions more than others.

Table 3.6. Actions taken by pilots to manage perpetrators

Pilot site
Hampshire Dyfed Powys | Manchester
N 6
Referral to MAPPA
%
N 1
Referral to IOM/WISDOM
%
N 2 3
Referral to MARAC
%
N 1 1
Notification to CRC/NPS 6
%
Application for N 15 1 1
DVPN/DVPO
%
Type of action
Application for N 20 1
DVDS/ Cl arebs
%
: . . N 2 1
Actionable intelligence
%
Referral to perp-focussed N 76 4
intervention
%
Referral to IDVA N 2 (s
%
N 9 4
Other
%

Although the numbers in the table above may seem st relative to the total number of
perpetrators, it must be remembered thatall perpetrators coming into the pilot had a
level of analysis and review that would not have happened otherwise. Research
conducted to complete the PPIT was itself a level of foeg and proactive effort on
perpetrators that went well beyond the status quo. Using this information helped
practitioners determine what, if any,additional proportionate and effective actions could
be taken to try to reduce their reoffending. Sometimes the exerciseonfirmed that the
current arrangements were largely satisfactory, but that informationsharing would be
beneficial (e.g. the offender was already being managed by NPS so an update was
provided to the relevant Offender Manager). Other times, compiling thHePIT information
revealed instances where offenders were not being managed at all, or they were being
inappropriately managed given their level of risk. For example:
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1 In Dyfed Powys.a 42-year old perpetrator was referred in via police criteria. He
scoredpt 11 OEA 00)4h xEOE ATi i1l AT OO0 ET AEAAOQEI]
ground, dragged her across the floor by hair and dragged her by her ear, causing
substantial bruising and marks to her face and body. Previous physical violence
against partner including hands around her throat. Breach of a restraining order.
Offence committed in front of a child. He is manipulative and managing to pursue
victim to allow him to stay at her address. Inteigencelog stated he made threats
made that he wanted to f*ck peofe over and he was going to kill every c*nt that
f*cked with him. And he was going to stab every c*nt that he lay his eyes on, and
he wanted to go to jail. Jealousy. Sdff A O [Tt8sdndividual was being managed
by CRC. The PPIT pilot allowed this informatn to be sent to the Offender
Manager to consider escalation of the case to NPS.

Every action recorded in Table 3.6 is indicative of the value added by the pildise. these
activities were unlikely or even impossible prior to the PPIT piloj. For example:

1 In Hampshire, a 62year old perpetrator was referred in via a Neighbourhood
Policing Team. The main issues involved frequent and escalating violence against
his partner as well as alcohol and drug misusele was arrested for a new domestic
violence offenceafter being referred into the pilot. Although he was scored a 9 on
the PPIT, and thus was below the response threshold established for the pilot, the
following actions were taken in an attempt to reduce the harm associated with his
offending. The Serial/Riority Perpetrator Coordinator attended the MARAC to
provide information. The victim received support from an IDVA, leading her to
support police action for the first time. The perpetrator was referred to Baseline.

1 In Manchester, a 49year old perpetrator was referred in via the Public Protection
Investigative Unit. He was scored as a 13 on the PPIT. Despite his history of
offending, he was currently not on license nor subject to any civil or criminal
orders. A home visit was made to explain the pilot tahe victim and perpetrator,
who were still in a relationship and living together. The victim received IDVA
support and a referral to an alcohol/drug addiction charity. The perpetrator was
referred to the Reframe project (oneto-one support) and has thus famattended
five sessions. He is considered to be engaging well.

1 In Dyfed Powys, a 36year old perpetrator was referred in via police professional
judgment. He scored 11 on the PPIT, with commenisT A E A A OGfergeriaE AO O
a history of causing serious ham against multiple previous victims and remains
capable of causing harm. Since the end of the relationship between the offender &
his most recent partner, he has continued to harass the victinde has not adhered
to bail conditions not to contact the vi¢cim whilst they are in place. This is also a
pattern of behaviour as he ha previously intimidated victims into retracting
complaints against himé 4 EOT OCE OEA PDPEI T O EA xAO EAA
perpetrator, his case reviewed and an application put forard to MAPPA. He was
accepted onto MAPPA and a referral made to WISDOM.

These examples give a glimpse into the kinds of perpetrators involved in the pilots, and

the nature of the work undertaken by various practitioners to reduce their offending.
FurtherdAOAET 11 OEA xI1 OEET ¢ POAAOEAAO xEOEET OEA
on them, is provided in the next chapter.
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Chapter4: 0 OAAOEOEI 1 AOOG
perspectives on t he implementation
process

This chapter presents findingg! that relate to the delivery process involved in the
implementation of each pilot and aims to address thkey researchquestions outlined in
section 1.3.1namely:

1  Why were the different PPIT pilots developed, and what are their intended
outcomes?

1 How does each new PPIT pilot work ipractice?

1 What can be learned from comparing the different PPIT pilots in the
participating police force areas?

The first part of the chapter focisses upon the conception and development of each
approach and examines how the PPIT is utilised in each cade the second half of the
chapter,we look at the actions taken in response to priorityand nonpriority perpetrators
across each of theilots, focussing upon any barriers or issues affecting service delivery
whilst also highlighting areas of effectivepractice.

4.1 ldentifying priority domestic abuse
perpetrators

4.11 Impetus for a new way of working

Interviewees across each of the pilot sites acknowledged the significance of the 2014

(-)# OADPI OO0 O%OAOUITABO AOOEIOAOG i)AIOBDEIAO EAIAP OCAR
focussing attention upon the problem of tackling domestic abuse in their force areas.

However, while this report was seen as an important factor in helping to direct police

resource towards the issue of serial and repeat perpetratar, staff in each of the pilot sites

reported that, (largely due to high numbers of repeat victims) they were already aware of

the need to adopt a more consistent and effective approach to dealing with their most

21 Findings presented in this chapter are based on interviews with strategic and operational staff
in each of the three pilot sites.
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serious and repeat perpetrators. The need tshift the focus from the victim to include the
perpetrator in order to break the cycle of repeat and serial victimisation was also raised.
O07A EAA A xAU 1T £ EAAT OEEUET C xEI xAO 100
then they were a name on a sheet, athvere we actually doing about them? ..MARAC

tends to take about ten minutes per case and it tends to focus on the victim and the
children. People will say that it focass on the offender and it does touch upon them

AOO UT ubdetand aliGhe i€ O AT A OOECCAOO AT A OT 1 AAT AU

ten minutes so it was about understanding well what could we do that would bring
some science | suppoehow we identify our most serious perpetrators, but also what
could we do then to address those rigks

[Interviewee #1 Dyfed Powys]

(B0, my background has always been in victim servicasd | think one of the things
that frustrated me the most, both as a frontline worker and as a manager and in terms
of strategic stuff, is the repeated namésat you would get of perpetrators with the
number of victims, usually female, attached to them... So, | had a growing frustration
AOOET C T U AAOCAAO T &£ O(ATC 11 A OAAITTAS
because we seem to be focussing a lot ofeftwrts and our resources on all of these
OEAOQOEI Oh xEEAE )8i 110 OAUET C xA OET O1 Al
these perpetrators who are just going from victim to victim and appear to be getting
AxAU xEOE EOed

[Interviewee #1 Hanpshire]
O0) OAAI CiIEOAA8888 OEAO OEAOA xAO-xisk CAD
perpetrators were for domestic abuse, and that we relied on DASH assessments, which
are very victimcentric, to make those assessments around risk. So the purpose of m
putting forward this bid was to test something around identifying perpetrators, and
how we might manage them in the community. We had HMIC, and our initial report
El @tuy xAO OEAO xA xAOAI 80 OAAACOAOAEIT ¢
of OAT AAOA OANOEOAA8 4EAT h Al Ol h OEAOABO
and for GMP, certainly around 2014; we had 68,000 incidents of domestic abuse. Our
domestic homicide rate was pretty static. So, we started questioning the value of
DASH... We we giving DVPOs and DVPNs repeatedly. We noticed that our repeat

perpetrators were serial perpetrators, and were, you know, committing offences
across @ater Manchester and moving around. There was inherent risk in that. So

7 E

6 Oh

ET

OE A
AAAT

there was a real drive thent@ OA OO O1 &£ AOO 11 PAOPAOOAOI 008

[Interviewee #1 Manchestdr

Several intervieweesalso saw the development of the pilots as representing a shift from
a reactive, largely victimcentric approach to dealing with domestic abuse to a more
preventative and proactive form of policing the issue which targeted the perpetrators
specifically.

O4EA AOOOAT O ET OAOOAT OEiI 16 OEAO AOA AOGAEI AA]

They are reactive to domestic abuse incidents, and it was about having a proactive
ADPDBOI AAE8D

[Interviewee #3 Manchester]
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O) OEET E telndre préattive Bt maré siuptive rather than wait for

Oi i AGEET ¢ O EAPPAT AT A OEAT &I O EO O AA A
ident fy ng the perpetrators maybe that, natlipped the net but these obviously have

AAAT ET -1 21# A0 O 1117ch xEAO AOA xA AT ET «

[Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys]

412 Stafftraining in use of the PPIT

Interviewees in Dyfed Powys and Hampshire reported having received relativellittle

00) 4 OOAETEIT C POET O O OEA OOAOO i &£ OEA pPEIT O8
tool tended to have been acquired from the PPIT guidance and was largely dalfight,

with practice support received from colleagues rather than superviss.

On terms of PPIT, | had absolutely nothing, it was a case of the admin who does the
PPITs the initial bits -justsd O | A OEOT OCEE B& Al AEDO OAIVET C& 6 O
EO AT ATEI U AT A xAT Oh O2ECEOh 1T EAOWID AT A )
works in the north of the county and he just explained what | had to do and | went
AOT I OEAOA OAAlI T US8OG

[Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys]

O7A OOAOOAA T1TTEEIC AO EOh OAAA OEOI OCE OEA
of sort of cefacilitati ng the workshop on the PPIT and so we both did sort of quite a
lot of reading around the background, how it was developed, you know that sort of
OO0 A&EAE8 O
[Interviewee # 3 Hampshire]

O one whatsoeverthat would just be all of us knowing, looking ahé PPIT, reading
what it is and talking to X on how she usesit. S8 AOA8 O 11 06 AAAT AT U O
)y 8 OA EAA AOI OT A OEA 00) 486

[Interviewee #5 Hampshire]

One practitioner with responsibility for completing and scoring each PPIT in the Great
Manchester site reported having received some training from her line manager, although
no other PPIT specific training had been given across the partnership.

09 AOh xEAT E (Superkisdrishavéddng th®PPHT] and we ran through
some dummyuins, just to make sure that we understood what was needed and what
O 11TTE £ O 11 OEA DPI1EAA OUOOAI 080

[Interviewee #2 Manchester]
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413 Utility of the PPIT form

Staff across the three pilot sites indicated that they felt th@PIT itemsincorporated the
appropriate combination of physical, psychological and situational risk factors andas
useful in helpingthem to accurately assess an individual as a priority perpetrator.

O) OEETE EOBO0 OAAIT U OOAAEOI 8 AOATOER BI BAADI

know DV it can and should help you pinpoint those really concerning factors that you
might not necessarily pick up on. | think often the focus is on physical harm and
actually the PPIT forces you to look at psychological harm which histlly a lot of

ACAT AEAO AOAT860 C¢iT A AO AT ETC OEAOh DAOOE,

harassment after the relationship ends. It gives you an opportunity to capture that
O000&FEE AT A EETA T £ OAATT U AOAI OAOA EOB8S

[Interviewee #2 Hampshire]

@ think because there are already tools out there to identify victims, support for
victims of domestic violence but not so much the perpétra. Our MARACS, we do
havecriteria for serial perpetrators but that goes more by the victintsot how many

ofetnd O OEAUGOA AT T A AOO ElIRem mylekperie@eEf@ET O OEA

AOOAT AET ¢ OEA -121#0h AAITATA xAO OEA OAIl Anh
perpetrator based so that would be more reactive rather thgnoactive, whereasl
feel like the PPITUT 06 OA AAET ¢ A AEO i1 OA DPOT AAOEOA

Oii AOGEET ¢ AAT 606 OEAI AAZE OA EO CAOO O -1 214

[Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys]

O 4 E AFBréedntelligence Bureauis a static risk tool looking at static factors. | said,
this is a corbination of static factors and some dynamic factors in there as well and |
OAEA 11 OEA 1 AOOE@ Ui O60A 110 i AEETC A
of dynamic factors but youareonthe PR)T OEET E OEAO08 O NOEOA
that information around what their profile looks like and a summary of what those
OEOE AZAAOI OO0 AOAS8O

[Interviewee #2 Hampshire]

Several interviewees also commented that they found the tool to be user friendly and
straightforward to complete. It was this simplicity which was felt by some to promote a
more standardised approach to dealing with perpetrators of domestic abuse, particularly
for practitioners based in agencies which have traditionally focusd upon victims as
opposed to perpetrators of abuse.

O0) OEETE EO O OAOU OEi pi As %OPAAEAIT U AAAAOD

colleague who's on maternity leave at the minute, but she'll be coming back, so
obviously I'll be training her how to do & It's a straightforward yes or no, historicro
recent, and like you've got your six month time limit. So if it's before, it's historic, if it's
not, it's recent. | think it's dead simple to use. Yes, | lilc it.

[Interviewee # 2 Manchester]
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O) 1 EEA OEA & Oi AO8 )mnbth dasdworRedirtifat sbndeORA O AT T A
like the format of it, because it reminds me of the DASH. So, as a practitioner, just
I1TTEETC AO EOh EO8O OAAITT U OOAEOI ET OEAO O
) 8 OA OAAT OEA /! all theriskAbsesbnizntsh theASARMEOE Whexeyér

they call them, and that just freaks me out as a practitioner. So, | would not go

AT UxEAOA TAAO EOS8 ) EOOO OEETE OEAOGO 1160
happily attempt a PPIT... So, as a vicpractitioner8 to look atthe® ) 4 h ) 8 A CEOA O
A CITA ¢ci ATA ))83A AA EApbPU OI 8 3T h ET OEAO
starting to assist us with a common language around perpetrators as well and that

xAGOA 11 0 MEOETGE®RAABAO DY AEADOAI P

[Interviewee #1 Hampshire]

O7EAO ) OEETE EO OOAEOI AAT OO OEA 00)4 EO O
You have R points, and it sits quite well in a system for us. ...it feels that we can manage

it within the systemas an enhancement to domestic abuse management, which is a big

issue for us around bureaucracy and demand for Police Officérdeel like it adds

value to an existing system, and at the moment it feels manageable, you know? So,
OEAOGO Ci1 8 4EAOC8O OOA A&EOI

[Interviewee #1 Manchester]

414 Alignment of the PPIT with existing processes

Several interviewees reported that they felt the PPIThad helped to focus attention upon
a population of domestic abuse perpetrators who would otherwise have feAET AA OOT AAO
OE A OQékhHeAb®dause information contained within the DASHand/or Police force

recording forms had led them to beAAOACI OEOAA AO | @ ARG OG0 AOEKD A A E

OEOE 1 £FAT AAOO xAOA 110 OOAEAAMBersOT OEA OAI A OA
GPPd ECEO EAOA OAT O OO0 1TTA 1T0O0 Oxi AT A xA EAC
OUOOAI AT A OEAO xEiI1 AA AAAAOGOA xEAT xA 111
AO T AAEOI 11 OEA $!3( A& Ois 7A AT1860 OAAOA
have omeuponourradar.3T h ) OOPDBPI OA OEAOAGI 1T DHOT AAAIT L
AT O A OAU xABOA 1106 AxAOA T £ AAAABOA OEAU Al

[Interviewee #5 Hampshire]

031 OEAU 111U 1TTE AO OEAougEnieEhistireQget $! 3( 0O
that they have to have a limit but quite a lot of the stuff | see will be medium DASH
AAAAOOA EO EAOT 8O0 AAAT OAAT OAAA pPOIT PAOI US

Ol ) T ECEO EAOA A 1171E AQlfoAvardihed e PPITA OEAT B
and then they will populate it and they produce a top ten every month which some of

OEA T £EAT AAOO OEAO )Y)B60A TTTEAA AO T ECEO AA
AT UOEET ¢ OEAO0CB8O 11 OEAO 1 EYVDI OEABPA) EKEAOGAT 60
OEAO AO xAi1 AT A OAA EZ OEAOAEO AT UOEET ¢ OEA
the Hampton Trus©

[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]
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0) 0 1 AEAO OAT OA OEAO EO xi1 O A Al O PEAE OE
procedure and by the current policies, because potentially you could identify people in

long-OA OI ET OAOOAT QET 1 x ET EOCOO x1 O1 AT80O AT iR
immediate shortterm safeguarding via police. A lot of the she#rm safeguarding is

because thereidh | AOOEOA ET AEAAT O OEAO 1T AAOOOh OAOQE
long-term perpetrator or something like that. | can see how in theory it can work leng

OAOi 806

[Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys]

By the same token, thsome individuals assessed usinthe PPIT as priority perpetrators
by were not always accepted as representing a high riskom a policing perspective.

@At the same time SPPTI ECEO OAT A Oi i AT TA ET-rikhnl OEAGO C
xA8OA OO6O0T AA AOI OT A AT ACBEEEh OBPABOALAABOH 13]
balance each other o f A A Ahk Quediohs are different. So, the PPIT has

different questions, necessarilig on the DASH form. So, even thou@®PPCmight

determine someone as a higisk serial perpetrator, he criteria is probably different

Oi OEA pPii EAA AOEOAOEAS 31T h OEAUBOA 1106 Ai
AOO xA T ECEO 1TTE AO 1060 1T £&AT AET C AT A OAU|
AT i1 AOOEA AADOOA ET OEA 1 AO@nced®inithe ladt wOEOh OEA
iT1 OEOh xEEAE OAAOAAO OEA OEOE &EOI I A DPiiEA/

[Interviewee # 5 Hampshire]

The tendency for domestic abuse perpetrators to escape charge and/or conviction for

their domestic abuse offences waalsoraised as an isge by several interviewees and it

was felt that theinformation contained withinthe 0 0) 4 EAA Al O EAI PAA Ol
on the full offence history ofthese individuals.

0) QEET E EO6 O EAAI OE/EEAAA Al AA(")A[ ﬁa@qre()'l' QAQ Q\
iIT OEA OAAAO AOO EAOA 1106 AAAT AEAOCAA AO Ol
[Interviewee# 6 Manchester]

O4EAOA" O 11T A888 (A0 EOGOO ¢ci 6 Oxi 11 EEO 0.
DAOOT AO EAA AAOAOEAAAR UT O ETT x2oOWNadE OA 1711 C
there was a history of abuse between them, and, obviously, he's assaulted her, she was

pregnant, she's lost the baby, but he doesn't feature anywhere. Well, for somebody like

that to show that level of aggression, they've just obviously not besgorted, or just

gone under the radar you know? It's quite concerning then, to be that aggressive and

not have any previous convictions, you know. So they're not managed by anyone.
AEAOA" O 11 AITTAEOQOEITOh UIT O ETTxh OEAOA O 11

[Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys]

One interviewee went on to discuss howdiscrepanciesbetween the PPIT and DASHsk
gradings have highlighted clear implications force-wide for the training and operational
practice of officers who haveresponsibility for completing and submitting the DASH
forms.
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0&1T O 60 AO Al 1 OCATEOAOGEITh EO Al 01 OEI xO »
development. What concerned us last year, when we looked at that list, is why officers

EAAT 60 OAAT OEAO8 910 EliTehhOEBRUT OBRAUDEAADBI]
$!13( OOAT AAOA OADPTI OOh TO A [T AAEOI OAPI 008
actually revisiting the officers on a personal basis to discuss through that risk with

OEAI 8 | AEE A Aéhidg triaCaEcunulatiorAaDiAcidéns) or looking across

and seeing that actually, this is a serial perpetrator. This is the first incident with this

OEAOEIHAAOO'5AO§AIIU EQ@O‘OETOA OUbPAO T £ EO
haveaoneo-i T A xEOE OEA 1T ££EAAO8H6
[Interviewee# 1 Manchester]

Once particular issue raised by several intervieweem the Dyfed Powys sitewas the
perception that the PPIT process represented a certain degree of duplication in
paperwork and resource It was suggested this could be streamlined mordfectively by
having a parallel discussionabout both the victim and perpetrator during MARAC
meetingsto determine all perpetrator referrals for PPIT assessment.

O6u look at whether the PPIT, when we go to MARAshould be discussed then.
Should the PHAI be more actively discussed in a MARAC meeting? So that we're not
constantly kind of creating just you know admin, because, you know, it does take time
and then it takes time for me not dealing with a victim then, because I'm bogged down
with the paperworik element of it. Whereas, when you're in a MARAC, you've got all
the agencies round the table, you're sharing the information there, and then, hang on;
does this one mean we need to look at a PBIT?

[Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys]

415 Evidence usgto complete the PPIT

The need for pilot staff to have access to multi agency data was highlighted by
interviewees across all three sitesln Manchester for example, the individual responsible
for scoring the PPIT forms is located within the force MultiAgency Safeguarding Hub
(MASH) and is able to access Police and Council/Social Services data to complete the PPIT
form.
0) A 11T E AO OEA OAZAOOAI A TAOEI 601U 11TTE /
again off the OPUS systems, score it as to whHatihd out. So if it scores above ten,
an email will be sent to our researcher in the MASH. She works for the council, but
she's a police researcher, and she will then go and get all the information from the

heal'gh, the chi[d sqcial care,,vgln\erab\le adst[O( WAhereve'r tpqt infprma}io\n needs to 5 o
ATT A E£OiT 18 '"AOEAO OEAO xEOEEI OEA xAAEh OAT

[Interviewee #2 Manchester]

The importance of PPIT practitioners being able to retrieve timely andreadily accessible

information from partner agency systems wasemphasised repeatedlyduring the

interviews. One police interviewee for example, reported encountering difficulties in
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accessing information relating to some of the PPIT itematrticularly mental health)
because of complexities in theirdrce recording processes and systems.

0300&F/£F 1 EEA 1 AT OAl EAAI OE EO ET EAOAT OI U EAOZ
ETT xI AACA 1T £# OEAO EI AEOEAOAI 8888 ) A& UI O A1l
OAAT OAO 1T AUAA AT A Octldrédin@ntak Headltl) EndnOt cad BB UG OA A
challenging. You can find all of that information | would say, if you look, and this is an

issue | have inDyfe@ T xUO &£O011 OO01 bh OEAOAGO O11 1 AT U
system for absolutely everything. Whereather forces maybe have one system which

holds a lot of information, DyfedPowys have lots of different systems holding little bits

I £ ET £ Of ACGET-ABT OBl & DAIOCAAOES &

[Interviewee #3 Dyfed Powys]

Another interviewee discussed howthe scoring of PPIT item #6 (MAPPA had caused

particular difficulties for staff in the Greater Manchester siteas MAPPA information is not

readily accessible to the team anihstead had to be requested. Scoring for this item also

appeared to conflict with the eligibility criteria for acceptance onto the pilot in GMP as

any MAPPA perpetrators are automatically not eligible for the intervention.
0) 0000cCccCci A xEOE OEA -100! AAAAOGOGA ) AITT O «
it's not something that's ea$y accessible on GMP systems. So, X who's in the Spotlight,
has just sent me an-mail with everybody whao's on the MAPPA, and | just go off that,
and | just rely on him to update it for me, but it's not information | get access to. If
they're on MAPPA, we not accepting them on it [pilot], because | think one of the
guestions is, are they on MAPPA? And you can score two points. But then, as well, one
of our criteria is, are they on MAPPA or not? And if they're on MAPPA, they're not
eligible. That contradcts itself to me, that, because you're trying to get them to score

high, and you can get two points from a MAPPA, yet if they're on MAPPA, they're not
Al ECEAI A8o

[Interviewee # 2 Manchester]

The implication of custodial sentences uponthe scoring@®@ 0) 4 EOAT O AO OOAAAT O
raised during the interviews. One interviewee expressed some concern that the hiatus in

offending during the custodial sentence could be interpretedn the form as representing

a reduction in risk due to the scoring offecenti £AATAAETOBAOTI 8 AOOET ¢ OEEO

@n PPIT tbecause we have historic and recent. If they've been in prison, they'll be

scoring zero for any recent, because there's nothing recent, because they've been in

prison for probably a domestic, for spears maybe, because he's stabbed her. And then

he comes out and he's still dangerous because he's stabbed his partner at the
time...What | tend to do is, | do custody checks now. If I'm getting somebody who's

come in as a high risk, butthere's nohistt8 2 AAAT O EEOOI OUh ) Al A

[Interviewee # 2 Manchester]

Otherintervieweescommented upon the importance of pilot staff being able to access the

police force recording systemsand alsoemphasised the benefits of the pilot in building a

Al i Dl AGA 1 01 OE ACAT AU DEAOOOAwhichhitedo®dadA OOAOT 00
often been lackingin the field of domestic abuse
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OSPPCwill start pulling together all then information that all the various agencies

hold independently intheir€1 T Oh AT A OEA81I 1 DHOO O1I CAOEAO A
CiTA EAAA T &£ xEAO OEEO DPAOOI 160 AAAT OB O1
OEAOB8O OI 00 T &£ TAx AT A OAOGI 1 OOGETT AOU ET OEA
everybody, a lot Ddifferent agencies, always hold a lot of information. This is

highlighted, if you were ever to sadly get invited to a domestic homicide review. All the

agencies all of them will have a history of calbuts or encounters with the victim, or

with the per)A OOA OT Oh AOO UAO OEAUSOA EAT A 11061 OE/
EFEOOO OEIi A xAGOA AAT A OI AT i PEIA AT A bpOII
OOAAEET ¢ OEAOA PAOPAOOAOI 0080

[Interviewee#4 Hampshire]

416 PPIT scoring and use of prdsional judgement

As outlined earlier (Table 2.1), two of the three pilots (Greater Manchester and
Hampshire) have adopted a baseline threshold score of 10 and over when making the
priority perpetrator judgement. The rationale for this is reported to have stemmed from
the perception that there is aneed to have a basic filter for staff to use as a guideline
Interviewees indicated that to rely only uponprofessional judgement would place too
much responsibility upon individuals and potentially decreaseconsistency in the
implementation of the tool. However, g&aff across each of thee sites reported that
although they used a threshold score when making the prioritpssessment professional
judgement would outweighthis when appropriate.

00 O AA Giddmbnt volld div@ys pip any of that. So if somebody came in at a
lower score, but professional judgement is, across the division and with partners, that
we needed to do something different, then we would bring them into the Cohort. That
would be adiscussi 1 8 7A8 O0A Al xAUO OAEA OEAO86

[Interviewee #1 Manchester]

QB30A ci 0 TTA AO OEA 111 AT O6h OEAOABO 11 AOEA
repeatedly raping the victim and she is repeatedly retracting her statement and so |

think his scoree O T 11 U AAT OO0 AZEOA 10 OE@ AOO OEAOAS
EAOI £01 AAEAOET OOh O1T )8i OOAAEET ¢ OEAO 11 A:

[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]

In Dyfed Powys however, no threshold score is used grade the PPITand instead a click
view systemis used to generate potential referralor PPIT form completion from DASH
forms with one or more domestic abuse incidents in theurrent month and two in the
previous month. DAOs in each division across the force are then responsible for using
their professional judgement to assess PPITs completed by administrative staff and make

40



Robinson & Clancy (2017% New PPITpilots

referrals to the pilot via the MARAC GCordinator. If the pilot arrangements were to

continue, going forward, one interviewee recommended centralising the PPIT completion

and review process in order to streamline the process and standardise the referrals being

received.
O) £ OEEO xAO O Ai1 O6El OA PAOO OEA PEI T 6888 )
the same. So if she was to do all the PPITs, at least they would bathe. I'd be

looking in the same place... In an ideal world, one person would be doing the
AT AOi AT 66h O1 EO" O OEA OAIT A ET AOGAOU AOAAS8S

[Interviewee #2 Dyfed Powys]

Indeed, the geographical spread of the pilot across Dyfed Powys and its integrat&cross
all force divisions represented particular challenges for this site when administering the
PPIT.

O OO6bpbPI OA OEA 1 AUAO T &£ Aiipil AGEOU EO ET OE
because the geography is that, you know there are quite a few stepbe process._

month then complete them then the DAO then looks at them and completes them,
OEAUGO0OA All OAOAA HIPOCHoEKA at GhEMA fiofnfa MARPRAOAh OEA
eligAET EOU PT ETO T £ OEAx OEAT E1 OEA EOOOOAL x
which is the MAPPA screening. That will become the IOM MAPPA joint screening and

OEAT EOB8I1I1 ¢Cci ET O OEAO 1 AT ACAT AT O OOOOAOOO0!
[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]
Researching and having access to information relating to historical offending, substance
misuse, mental health, presence of children and weapon use was also highlighted during

interviews as being of paramount importance when making thepriority perpetrator
judgement and considering the immediate safety of the victim.

O0)6A AA 1TTEEI ¢ AO EEOOI OUh Ail 1060 ETT xIAA
OEAOAGO Al xAUO DPAOOGAOI O Oi PAT Pl Adw | A£FAT AE
OEA TA@O OEEIC )86A AA 1T1TEEI G AO EO UI OO A
AiOElogE OEAOBO 11T OA POAGAT AT O 11T x OEAT EO x
AO EO AAOI U 118 4EAU x1 O01I A AA OEA OEEI CcO OEF
OEAOABO A EEOOI OU 1T &£ OEI 1T AT AA OOET ¢ xAADPI T O
y8A A1 O AA OEETEET C AAT 66 OEA OPAAEEZEA OEO
xEAOA Y8A AA OOAOOET ¢ ET I Usalegubrdiigoktbat 1 AAOO OI
OEAOQEI 86

[Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys]

However, a particular barrier for staffin Dyfed Powyswas reported to be the delays
associated with OEA OAl EAE OEAx3 & maédIA list df Aigib@AT AOAOQET
perpetrators. Instead it was suggsted thatthe DAOs should be able to uggrofessional
judgement at the initial stageof the processin order to action more timely completion of
the PPITS.
O4EA AECGCAOO Ai x1 OEAA E£Z O IA EO OEAO EO O E
PPIT is that his person has now gone onto our actionable intelligence for actions by
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other staff but it's something we had done months d&gybecause we know that this

person is dangerous and ahings that would be identified that needed to be done

through PPIT we hadlone already, so I think it comes too late.... the PPIT review is

only done once a month, isn't it, by the certain date of each month the admin staff have

to collate the inteligence8 31 UIT O AT O1 A EAOA Al ET AEAAT O
collate it on the first of the month, your incident has happened on the third of the

month. It's that delay that's the problensn't it.

I: So a PPIT needs to be completed at the time of the incident?
yI TAAEAOAT us 9A0856

In recognition of these concerns, amendments werenade to enable DAOs to use
professional judgement to reduce delays in PPIT completion and ensure perpetrators
were included in the pilot at the appropriate time. It was also anticipated that this would
increase the number of referrals into the pilot.

O 5 urtil now we've generally been using the PPIT forms as a result of the people who
are identified on the click view statistics system, whereas | think to go forward | think
xA TAAA O1T AA OOGET C POl AAOGOEI T Al EOACI AT O A«

[Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys]

4.2 Actions taken in response to priority
perpetrators

As outlined in Qhapter 2, each of the three pilotshas adopted a different approach to
working with those identified as priority perpetrators. It will be recalled that in Dyfed
Powys for example, the PPIT is used as a route for referral onto the MAP&# more
recently, the IOM/WISDOMcohorts, whereas in Greater Manchester priority perpetrators
may be referred to the Reframe project for focussed support and interventions. In
Hampshire both priority and non-priority perpetrators are eligible for referral to a third
sector agency within the partnership for perpetrator programmes together with
additional one to one outreach support for priority perpetrators assessed as havirextra
needs.Regardless of the treatment approach however, priority perpetrators in all three
areas are subject to increased monitoring and enforcement where necessaty. is
therefore possible to conceptualise the actions taken in response toiprity perpet rators
as comprisingof two main types of activiiesa) OAAEET A  @divitiesOwhidh odcdr 6
OACAOAT AGO 1T £ OEA PAODPAOGABIOODO ADI ¢ AGgdhiAAIDE OEBE
involve direct engagement of the perpetrator to address the ténding behaviour.
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42.1 Information-sharinC OAAEET A OEA OAAT AOG

The benefits of the pilots in facilitating a multiagency approach to information sharing
and aligning the work of victim and perpetrator focussed agencies more widely were
commented upon by interviewees across all three of the pilot sites. Indeed, several
interviewees highlighted that a lack of informationsharing between agencies had been
an issue in the past andelt that this improvement had impacted positivelyupon victim
safety and séeguarding.

O4EA ZAAO OEAO OEAOEI 08 ACAT AEAO AT A DPAODAC

other is a massive success already... understanding thiatagendas are actually the
same, that the intelligence that perpetrators organisations hold, couplethwictims

I OCAT EOAOETT O AAT OAAI T U DbOiT OEAA O1T i1 A ET OAOC

valuable for safeguarding victims and their childrehthink the other success of the
E)Ei 'I'C)~I§Ol1 EOG6 0O AA@T OAADDEﬂe@Eiﬁr@\@@@mo&dIQA El
)y 060 NOEOA OEIiI i Ah AOO EOGBO OAATT U ETI
[Interviewee #1 Hampshire]
The benefits of the pilot in improving information sharingand risk managementas a

result of theintegration and collaboration of the pilots with statutory agencies such as
Probation were also emphasised.

(B0 there has been some, the two cases that [CRC worker] has seen today are both

statutory cases, put theAP\ropa:[ion foicg:rAs, Ehe NPS angj t,hg CRC are imﬁpiveél A )y 6 O A
i AAA OOOA OEAOCB8O ET AT OPI OAOAA ET O OEAEO O
xI OEET ¢ ET EOI 1 AGEI TR xAGOA xi OEEIC xEOES
I AAA OI AA TETEAA E1T xEOE OEAO OA1T OAT AA bi
[Interviewee # 6 Marmchester]
6 OEA TTIATO -100! OAOCAATEIC EO ATTA 11
is a joint screening process so that the MAPPAoatdinator, WISDOM and IOM all sit
in one room and in all, every referral comes in on one form and then all the geopl
round the table, so those three @vdinators and the police and Probation make a .
AAAEOCEIT 11T xEAOAGO OEA AAOOh xEAO AOA OEA
OEAO PAOOIT DI OAOGS8O
[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]
O(Ai DOI T 4000 Cewimbrg doomusily deetr@tdrs, ilyouknow what o
y TAATh TO TTAO OEAO | AUAA AOAT 80 11 OEA OAHZ

I OAQGE «

send them over t§SPP{to do a full PPIT and make an assessmen) OEET E OEAUGS O
the more worrying ones, becauseAh BT 1 EAA AT 180 ETT x AT UOEET C

know as much as they think they do. So, that part of the process can work quite
ET 1 EOOEAAI T U8G

[Interviewee # 1 Hampshire]

However, although information-sharing was reported to be operating effectiely overall,

some interviewees talked about difficulties when requesting information from certain

agencies not directly involved in the pilot. This was partly believed to be due to a lack of
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understanding about the PPIT tool and the legal parameters for ahing information
across agenciesThese kinds of cross agency data sharing issues highlight the benefits of
pilot integration within a multi -agency hub such as the Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub in
the Manchester pilot. The instant access to Social Serscelata in particular, was
emphasised as one of the benefits stemming from this type of-tacated arrangement

Ot's [the MASH] given us a lot of information that we wouldn't know about because
people don't tell the police everything, but they tell sociabrkers. They do, because
they've got the risk of the children going if they don't give them that information, or
whatever it is, where we haven't got that. We've just got our enforcement line, which

EOT 08 7A AAT O AT AT UCHEAIQIIAGEAN 100A 08 31
[Interviewee # 2 Manchester]

One issue which came to light across two of the sites (Dyfed Powys and Greater
Manchester) andwhich was reported to be largely as a result of improved multi agency
data sharing facilitated by the pilotswas the potential for high risk perpetrators to have
previously been managed as a medium risffender under the CRC arrangement instead

of the NPS. Subsequently, in Dyfed Powys for example, the risk level had been reviewed
and the cases escalated to the®$ for management as high risk offenders.

E (

opoODPDPT OA EOGEO EAAT OEEZEAA A AEO T £ A OOA AAOD

low risk cases in the community where MAPPA automatically says and the PPIT says

this person is high or very high risk of causitgA OET OO EAOI 8 y £ OEAU OE

OEAU OEIT O1I A AA AOAAI AGET ¢ EO O 001 AAGETT A
EADPPATET Cch O1 Ai OE AAOAO AOA 11 x xEOE 0071 AA
risk has escalated. and the PPIT has diped in identifying them as a priority

perpetrator.0

[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]

O7A60A ¢ci O A 110 T A s6 DAOPAOOAOI OO ET OEA
AOO OEAU EOOO EAOGAT 60 OEA AAAOIBI AIGKDOT 8 d X
xAOOAT O OEAOh AOO OEAOAGO 1 AOET OO U AO xAgO
AAT Op Oi EECES 7A80A Cci O A OEOE AOAAI AOGEIT 1
the NPS, but there needs to be a charge or an offence to do that. 8wosk with a

170 T £ PAOPAOOAOT OO I £ $6 EI OEA #2# OEAO O
NOEOA AOEAAT O OEAO OEAOABO AOAAI AGET ¢ AAEAOI

[Interviewee #6 Manchestér

However, with the move to a celocated multi-agency arrangementfollowing the
AAOAT T Bi AT O, the SatuiodyEsuben(siorstatus of all perpetrator referralsis
now checkedwith a Probation Officer within the teamon receipt into the pilot. One
interviewee in GMPalso raised the potential fo lines of accountability to become blurred
when working with statutory offenders and made it clear that although the pilot team was
working with perpetrators currently under NPS/CRC supervision, accountability and
responsibility for risk management wouldalways remain with the statutory organisation.
The need for close communication and collaboration with such organisations was
emphasised by the interviewee to be of paramount importance.
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QO EAOA ci O OIi A AT TAAOT AAAAfebGdauéeE AOAG C
statutory organisations, Probation, they have to provide that risk management
AT A xAGOA AiTiTEITC ET ATA ) AT160 xATO
particularly with the NPS. WA OA 1 AAA OOOA OEAO xAd§O0
backtothe ©DPAOOEOETI ¢ 1T £AAEAAO AT A OEAOA

gone to meet the offender with the OffenddAT ACAO O OEAOA
that have taken placeé

" Ou

[Interviewee # 6 Manchester]

Indeed, one interviewee commented that thenulti -agency approach taken by theilot in
Hampshire had helped to facilitate amore consistent multi-agency risk language for
domestic abuse perpetrators acros®olice, Pobation/CRCand Third Sector agencies.

O7TEAOG ) Al 1 EEA AAI OO ®prébASKA @ théiwe Ard&IAU xET 8
OATEETC A AT ii11T1T OEOE 1 AT COACAs 3T h xA ETI
PDi 1l EAA | EAEEAAODEOLEBADODDAOEBRAUSOAERBCEI OAT OEAI

We all understand and have a common language and |feét EA xEOE OEEO DPE] |
AAT A OI AT OEAO i1 OA xEOE DAOPAOOAOI OO AT A

[Interviewee #1 Hampshire]

4.2.2 Disruption and enforcement activities

While the pilots tackle the issue of priority domestic abuseperpetrators slightly
differently, each utilises the PPIT to prioritise perpetrators for focused management and
increased surveillance and/or enforcement activities. In Dyfed Powys for example, the
PPIT is used to determine monthly priority nominationsfor every division across the
force. Although this practice has been in place for several years, thenas reported to
havebeen little standardisation in the decisionmaking processbehind the nominations.
Interviewees felt the PPIT tool had been particularly helpfuli encouraging crossdivision
consistencywhen focusing frontline officers upon key issuesind ensured the decision
making was defensible and evidenced.

0711 OEAO OEETI ¢ OEAO xA8OA AITA EO OEAO AOAOUL

two sets of domesticso a domestic for their area to be the domestic violence
nomination of the month. Now theamestic abuse officers and the Detectinspector

for that area will decide upoB what is our highest risk domestic couple? What do we
need the help of frontlie officers with more than anything and then that goes on

AAOGET T AAT A EI C)AIIEQAT AA AT A OEAOGO AOEAEAA

Z o~ N, NoA LA

OEAEO OEEAEO8 !.[rhkbfEnsmddodwilladkehd bepécBiaok hat

area,@vhatareyoustaffdoingaboutthlgo I x xEAO xA8OA ATTA EO OI

now become our DV nominations forthemontte AU8 1 1 OOEI 1 ¢Cci1 ET Ol

ci ETOT -100! EA OEAOBO xE Asdgfoiidewioerd ET AOO

on the ley issues as we see thém.

[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]
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Similarly in Hampshire, PPITinformation was used to inform the monthly list of police

prioriti es. Crucially, some of the offenders referred by the pilot had previously not mad

OEA 1 EOCO AO OEAU EAA AAAT COAAAA AO A Oi AAEODI &
-OA #1711 OOAAOI AU EAOCA ci O OEA &i OAA
Ci0O A OPAAEAI EOO OAOAAOAE AT A AT AI U
AAOOA uteiof reéderal 10ram®..). A1l 11 O EHAntthe RROTA OE A

p

and then they will populate it and they produce a top ten every month which sofne

OEA 1T £#FAT AAOO OEAO )Y)860A 1T1TTEAA AO T ECEO AA
AT UOEET ¢ OEAOOEADKTééAéOAaBOOOEu0|DlEAA AO
that as welld

I: So the PPIT is also feeding into the police top ten prioritisation process?

YeaB 4 EAUG OA OODPDI OAA OF AA DPAOGOAA 1T 00 O $EOC
managed in that way.... o)A T £ OEA AAOAO OEAO AOA ET OEA
passed over that would have been missed because they only bulk search for the high

OEOE OOO0&EZEZ AT A O1TT A T &£ OEA TTAOG )81 11TTEETC
be8 o

[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]

In Hampshire, the evidencepertaining to historical offending gathered during completion

of the PPIT has also prompted the pilot team to initiateonsideration of the Domestic

Violence DisclosureScheme (DVDSWwherever appropriate. Efforts are also made to

ensure that the case is referred to IOM/MAPPA as appropriate and that all partner

agencies (such as Social ServiceBrobationq AOA AO01 1 U AxAOA 1T £ OEA DA
and risk.

Perpetrators engaging with the pilot in Manchester g also subject to a very similar
information -sharing process to ensure relevant agencies are fully aware of the
DAOPAOOAOI 0860 1T £Z&AT AET ¢ EEOOI OUh ADPBPOI POEAOA ¢
kept informed via the DVDS legislation.
OASO0A 1 ATEDABOEKDC AEEI AOAT 60 OI AEAT AAOA8 )
OEA TAx PAOOT AO8 4EAOG6O0 A cOi Op AARAAEOEIT TN O
picking these people out of a pot and saying these are the high risks, where there is

stongpdd OEAEI EOU T £ AEOEAO AT I AOOiiderfeiind. EAEAA T C
That would happen anyway, but for each case on an individual basis, what they were

OAUET ¢ EOh EOOO OOAOO O1T AEET C ObP8 91 O80A EI
[Interviewee # 3 Manchester]

The added value ofhe PPIT in bringing together multiagency data in one place to enable

all agencies to gather a more holistic picture of the offender was repeatedly emphasised

by interviewees. Police particularly valied the victim perspective offered by information

gathered by the Third Sector and commented that this was not always represented on

Police systems due to the unwillingness of some victims to talk to police.
OO0 AT AOGT 80 OADPI AAA dAtb WHAENVE hirgduy kBoy ado@ D& EET A 1
PDAOOIT TO OiTi AOEI A0 xA TECEO 110 ETTx AAT OO
the information from the PPIT. So, [SF] at her end, if she comes across someone

46



Robinson & Clancy (2017% New PPITpilots

OEAOGB8 O AITA
Ai AEl OAUEI
O0b AO EEGE
worried about. .5 OET ¢ O E A o
ET £ Oi AGET 1T OEAT xA E

A OEMR T0E£EQOED MOEGDA &IAI
E

i
OE £E
00)48 1T O EABO ci O Ail1AAOI
0) 48 @EPRAAIGOGatheOhdreA OET A O
A

AA OEEO PAOPAOOAOI 08

OAnh AOPAAEAI T U EA OEA«

A 110 T &£ Al il AOGOEA AAOOA OEAOQOEI O x11680 1T AAAOC

open to a charity helping them. So, sometimes we rigive scored a perpetrator on 3
I 00 I AOGOE® AT A ciTAh O09AOh OEAUS8OA OEOEUhLG
offender. However, iiPPCsends us a PPIT with all the information on and actually

OEAG8O ¢I AAT AA 11 OA Eith&cankiddotchahge se0dpihionOEA O OE /

IO 1T OO0 OAT OETI C T £/ OEAO PDAODPAOOAOIT 086
[Interviewee #5 Hampshire]

Interviewees also highlighted the need for police and other agencies to make full and
consistent use of the legislative tools available to them, sucks Domestic Violence
Protection Notices/Orders (DVPN/Os) and the DVPS. One issue for the Hampshire pilot
in particular, was the limited capacity of theSPPQo undertake more frequent monitoring

of cases, as the scheme was currently limited to a fortnigitreview of high risk cases and
monthly review of medium risk cases.

@ think, also, what would help would be sort of improving how we do the tracking,

ARAAAOOA AO OEA 11T ATO )80A T1T1U ¢i O OEIi A OI

risk ones | look aionce every two weeks, and the medium risk ones | look at once a

iTTO0ER AOO AT UOEET ¢ AT OIA ¢i 11 ET OEAO PAOE

about it, unless other people are contacting me with the information. Ideally, | would

like to see a uiiorm approach to perpetrators in terms of, you know, have we
considered a DVPN or DVPO? Have we considered a DVPS, and not having to justify
OEA OAAOITO xEUh AAAAOOA ) OEETE OEAOAGO
protect victims that justaA 1 6 O AKBET ¢ OOAAS

[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]

OnOAOUI T A OEAOB8O OAIT OET ¢ OAT h AOGAT EAZE Uil O Al
il O xEAOAOAO OAAOGITh TTA T &£ OEA OEEI CO OEAC
terms of if these people arelsS®WET ¢ AO OEAO 1 AOGAI h EOB8O0 OEAI
xT Ol AT6O0 AT 1 OAAO OEA PAOOT AO AT UxAu AT A OAU
DAOOT AO EAO DPOAOGEIT OO $6 xEOE A DPOAOEI OO0 PAO
going to do was add that onto the tooEtA 08 O OOAA O1 11 ¢ AOAOUOEEI

and everything, we actually wanted it adding on as part of the process map, if you like,
to have it acknowledged that it was done. In terms of that, yes it [PPIT] definitely has

raised something which probably T 01 AT 6 0 EAOA AAAT EAAT OEAEAA

[Interviewee # 5 Manchester]

4.23 Multi-agency perspectives on workingith perpetrators

Interviewees indicated that when the pilots initially commenced they had met with a
certain degree of wariness and/orscepticism from some partner agencies, particularly
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victim services. However, as the pilots have developed and awareness of their work has
grown, this was reported to have largely dissipatedlhe following quote is representative

of the similar experienees discussed by practitioners working with community based
victim agencies in both Hampshireand Manchester.

041 OOAOO xEOEh AAAEI OA xA OOAOOAAR xEAT xAdA
A 1TEOOI A AEO 1 A£8) OODD hireably sextuf OhinkAadtd OAADOE
NOEAEI U8Tix ¢r)s$6!yY EAO AAAT OAOU CiTA xEOE
AAAOOR O) AAT Al A ETEIT O OEOEO8 91 0 OAI1T 11
think that has given the confidence to the existing IDVA®\anE 086 O 1 E i

EAh
O06h Ul &6 xAT 6 OEA OAI A OEET C86 31 h OEAO NOEA
[Interviewee # 3 Manchester]

Indeed, the positive regard with which community agencies now held the work of the
pilots in Hampshire was evidenced by one interviewe who commented upon the
popularity of the PPIT training events across a wide range of service providers.

0!Tu OEIi A ) 001 A 00)4 OOAETET C AOAT Oh
O0O0DpDPT OAA O AA gyt DI AAAO AT jist bedads®dpgeople C

1 EEA EO O i OAE8 ) OEETE OEAU OEETE E
risk. So normally | have Police, Youth Offending Service, Probafidn, A # E E |
3AO0EAAO8 YBAOEATOA/M DA@dIDE vidilmA eyiight 6
AAAT xEOE DPAOPAOOAOI OOh AT A OI 1T A AcCAIl

EOB O
OAARAA
60
0O

)>z O > O’

OO —
OO

822,

A
E
EAC

[Interviewee #2 Hampshire]

The importance of embedding the work of the pilots with communitybased service

providers in order to meet the wide range of needs experienced by both perpetrators and

their victims was also highlighted during the interviews and on the whole, these

arrangements were felt to be working very well.
O7A x1T OE A1l 1T OAIT U xEOE All OEA EI hasimgc OAAI O
teams. All the homelessness and prevention of homelessness shelters, all the Drug and
'TATETT 4AAT Oh 1T AOET OO1 Uh OEA #7111 01 EOU - AT «
important strategic alliances with all these partner agencies so we can workselo
Of CAOEAO AT A xi OE AAOGOAO OI CAOEAO ) 0680 AAI &
agencies, as much as building a relationship with the offender themselves, which is the
secret to what we da.

[Interviewee #4 Hampshirg

@ just think very quekly everybody worked really well together. The information
OEAOET ¢ EAO AAAT OEAOAN OEAUBOA AAAT 100
OAZACOAOAET ¢ AT 1T ZAOAT AA AT A xA xAT O OEAOA Al
services, so as much as | thoughtnay take a long time for people to understand and

ETTx xEAO OEA 2AEOAI Ah AO OEAUS8OA AAITAA EO
OAOU NOEAEI Uh xEEAE EO CiTAh O1 EOB60 OAI EAA
really well. Everybody tODEA OAT A OT 11 EAO x1 OEAA xAl 18 41
OEAOET ¢ch xEEAE EO EAUh EOT 80 EOe

[Interviewee #3 Manchester]
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O7TA OA Cci &6 OAOU CiT A PAOOT AOO ET Al1l ACAT AE”
the police; we were the first to be docated with Probation. We were doing all these

things so for us it's probably better in the sense that there's an actual formalised

DOl AAAOGOA T &£ xEAO xA" OA 1T AUAA Al xAUuO AT 1A86

[Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys]
In Dyfed Powys and GreateManchesterhowever, the need to ensure there was adequate

provision for some of the perpetrators experiencing more complex need¢and indeed
their victims) was raised.

O0) OEETE OEA AEAITATCAO xEI1 AA OEA AiibiAg

iEA | AT OA1 EAAI OEh AOOCOTAI AT ETI T h AADPAT AEI ¢

OEAUR AT A AAI xA AAOOAT T U AT OIT 1T A ET OAOOAT OE
[Interviewee #1 Manchester]

O 7 A 8 OsingA tihe Gighest risk repeat offerds, victims which have probably the

i1T0060 ATi Pl Ag 1TAARAAG AO xAl1 6AT A TT A ACAT AU A/

[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]

It is also important to acknowledge that while the pilot in Dyfed Powys was largely a
Police driven initiative in comparison with the other site areas, thénterventions available

to perpetrators were still viewed as representing a multiagency service; through referral

to IOM and in particular, WISDOM, the pilot aimed to address the root cause of the
offending behaviour with a particular focus upon mental health needs.

OBEA AEAT CA POT AAAT U £ O 1 060 PilEA&INg £ZEEAAOO
I'T OAAT1T OGEAOCEIT T &£ O1106i A AOEIi Ah EOB80O CIETC
this person reoffending fromA AT i AOOEA AAOQOOA DI ET O 1T £ OERA
61 AAOOOAT AET C OEA OOECCAOO & O | £&AT AET C AA,
we do to help that person from doing that, from taking alcohol? Ddeawean that

they need supportPthink the fundingincludes enhanced mental health services so if

o1 i AATAUBO A OAA )/ - TO A OAA 7)3s$/-h AAAAOC
once a month there should be a muligency case conference which is called a MACC.

Now that should be attended by a forsit clinician for mental health as well as

00T AAGETT AT A DPIiTEAA AT A OEAO8O xEAO A 1160
WISDOM bid for funding is around mental headth

[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]

424 05D AOT T 06 Al Clepdirbtdkd O x1 OE xEOE b

Although participation in the Hampshire and Greater Manchester pilots is essentially
voluntary, interviewees in both sites commented upon the high level of engagement
amongst the priority perpetrators who had been offered the intervention. Much of tis

success was attributed to the nature of the one to one support on offer, which aimed to
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address the individual needs of the perpetrator.Engaging with perpetrators in
communities (e.g., coffee shops, local parks,etc.) instead of traditional law
enforcement/probation establishments has also proved effective in promoting
engagementin Manchester.

O7EAO #2# AOA OAUEI ¢ EO OEAO Oi AAOh OEA O
OAou EAAT O1 AT cCAcAnh AT A OEAU OAfdnbt O1 OE
necessarily having to sit in a group, and having a really tailored response to their

DAOOEADI AO TAAAO AT A EOOOAOS8HG

[Interviewee #1 Manchester]

(hese are people who historically have not been able to engage with mainstream

services. So wdo assertive outreach and mentoring, and the mentoring sometimes

AACET O xEOE CclI ETC¢c O OI i AATAUBO EI OOAh AOACC
OEAO 1 AAOET ¢ OEAUSOA Cci O xEOE ET OOEIC8 " OO
for them, doing thingd xEOE OEAi 8 " 0O ETEOEAI T Uh OEAOD
OANOEOAA O1 CcAO OEA AAI1l OITIETC8 4EAOABO OC
engaging with housing, with substance misuse, with community mental health teams,

et cetera. We try to idetify what that thing is, and we try to overcome it.WA & O A

looking at more than 30 cases right now. We have 100 per cent retention rate. Once

x A8 OA OOAOOAA x1 OEET ¢ xEOE Oi1 i AAT Auh xA EAO!

[Interviewee #4 Hampshire]

Although interviewees acknowledged that disengagement from the pilot would have
repercussions for perpetrators in the form of increased monitoring and enforcement,

DOAAOGEOQGET T AOO AT AAAOT OOAA Ol ET AOAAOA DPAOPAOO.
clear the berefits of participation from the outset.
0) 660 i1 OEOAOEITAI ET OAOOEAxEI ¢ OAATT U AT A
4EA CiT A OEEITC AATI OO OEEO PEITO EO xAB8OA

OOOAEGCEOAI OxAOANh OEAWI Ix A AO JOBDAUEA @O GH T TAG A

EETA 1T £ AOGOAAETI AT O ET OAOI O T &£ AliETC AO EO
Ui 66 0A AT ET ¢ OEEOO6S8
[Interviewee #6Manchester]

@n[tially, when we started off, it has been completely voluntary. Theyédo be on

OEAA xEOE xAT OEi ¢ O xi1 OE xEOE OOh T EAUe .1
engagement with BPP as part of the conditionsO.EA OS5 O Al OAAAU AAEOAO Ot
Ol x1 OE xEOE OO ETEOEAI T Uh ATA f@rEe.&onAI(; C;A i A
OEAi 8 4EAU TAAA O AA ET OAOOAA ET xEAO OEAUS

I xT Cci1iTA86

[Interviewee # 4 Hampshire]

Although practitioners reported no issues with initial uptake of the service, sustaining

that compliance in he community was acknowledged to be more difficultin Manchester,
#EEI AOAT 60O 31 AEAT #AOA EAOA AAATIT A A
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perpetrators to engage (e.g. CSC will consider statutory plans on the basis of the
DAOPAOOAOT édndnidh the lsabiehn@ . ADiminishing engagement was counteracted
by practitioners subjecting perpetrators to increased monitoring and where appropriate,
making them aware of this.

0O 60A AROOAET T U AAAT OAEAT AAAAE Awith ET x AAOU
EO8 4EAT xEAOB8O EADPDPAT AA EOh OEAUBOA EAA Al
If we portray this as a purely voluntary project, compliance is going to be a nightmare.

) OEETE xEAO xA 1T AAA OI Al OECeé&nQage®meriti OEA T ¢
orit® AT &£ OAAI A1 0856

[Interviewee #5 Manchestgr

4.2.5 Referrals to services/interventions

'l OET OCE Ai1l OEOAA DPEIT OO OAEA A OAOU AEEEAOAT

each scheme draws upon services provided in the canunity. In Hampshire for example,

although the pilot offers an inhouse RADAR perpetrator programme, offenders

experiencing issues which may prohibit their engagement with the intervention, such as

homelessness, substance misuse and/or mental health proles, are referred on to the

"AOAT ETA 1T OOOAAAE AAOT AAAU OAAI 8 4EEO OAOI 6 1A

of community-based service providers and appropriate referrals are made to ensure

needs are met, and the offender is stabilised ready fangagement with the inrhouse

RADAR programme.
O0!'11 OEA DPOiICOAiiT AOG AOA ET DI AAA Al OAAAU E
mental health difficulties, substance misuse, housing rizaffe identify where the
problems are with this person. We overcome thpgoblAT 08 7A80A AAOQET C
advocates.we try to overcome those hurdles, okay? Those barriers to recovery. Then,
we actually get the persons involved with the alreadyisting programmes that are
ET OEA AiiiOTEOU8 7A30A 11 Qoes, oriwkatnegtal 0T OADI
EAAT OE OAAI AT AOh T 0O xEAO OOAOOAT AA [T EOBOA
Ol i AATAu O1 OEAIih xEI 680 OAAAURh xEI1TEITCh Al
EEOOT OEAATT U EAO 110 ATEIT UAA AT U DPAOET A T £ .
programme that | deliver. We just do a lot of individual, ot@one work with the
offenders, trying to overcome whatever barriers there are, and the resistance to

engaging with mainstream services. Then, when we stabilise somebody to a certain
degreex AG OA AAT A O AKOH ADEA2! i 21 DOOEGOA8 S

[Interviewee # 6 Hampshire]

Similarly, although the CRC staff in GMP are trained to deliver the accredited
Probation/CRC perpetrator programmes, the team acknowledged that the sessimmay
need to be adapted to meet individual needs. Services offered by communiigsed
agencies are also drawn upon to deliver a tailored package of support as appropriate.

07 A 1 AAEA®DoneAbespokeAprogramme basically that is based on the
programmes that we deliver in Probation and the CRC which are the accredited
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DOI COAi T AOS8 31 OEAOABO ""2 j"OEIAETC "AOOA

is a lower intensityintervention, that we deliver, which is locally accredited. But what

wewanttodoOEEO EO8 EOB8O bPi OOEAI A OEAO OEAU AT Ol

do a full programme, bufCRC worker 1and [CRC worker 2&re trained to really spot
the oneto-one treatment need of that individual, rather than offer a more generic

00T COAT | AR EOB0O AAI. Obis ikl ompiitpiol swean gl 1 AAA O
with them until we feel OEAO OEAOABO AAAT OiiA EiDOI OF

Ol AAOOOAT AET ¢ T 0O O00OiTT ¢ AT CACAI AT 08 &

[Interviewee # 6 Manchester]

O4EA 1T OEAOOCBE®DI ®OABGARBIOA xEEAE ) OEETE EO Ol EI

offering is oneto-one. Group work can be daunting for a lot of people... The initial

AOOAOOI AT O OEAO xABOA CcieEIC OF AA AT EITGC EO
xEAO8 O ADOORIBC )OEAEET AA AAPAT AAT O OAAIT1T U O

is very much to that individual, so that there will be some things that will be covered

ET ""2 T0O0 xEAOAOGAO DbOi COAIii A OEAO AAOOAIIT U

that, and 1 think trAO8 O AT T OEAO OOOAT COE8 ! O xA8OA OAAI

had contact with, individually what seems to be the issues are so different in each case,

AT A OITiT A TTOA ATibplAg ) x1 Ol A OAU OEAT 1T OEA
timeframe on fow long the intervention would be. It will also depend on if they work,
AAT OEAU ATiT A TTAA A xAAEh OxEAA A xAAEeo

[Interviewee # 5 Manchester]

Conversely, limitations were identified in the referral options available to the pilot in
Dyfed Powys. Fom the commencement of the pilot until the point of interview (July 2017)
IOM and MAPPA were the only referral routes available for priority perpetrator and while
these options are intended to provide a full package of support, not all perpetrators
assessd as a priority using the PPIT would have been eligible for referral.

O/TA EOOOA xA" 6OA EAAhRh AAAAOOA OAAI 1T UHh ODP Al

as an option to refer them to, and obviously some of them that are high risk didn't
have the relevanA AOOET T T O AT 1T OEAOEITh A #AO x8
can do with them. And they've come through again, and I'm like, well, there's still no
conviction, still no caution..They would be the ones for WISDOM now. But up until
T1Tx8 E ®éBuabpéckage. But | think that's a bit of a risk then. If something
was to happen, it shows, yes, you've identified this person as a high risk, but what have
you done withit?0

[Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys]

However, from July 2017, the WISDOM pkage of support and intervention commenced,
providing an additional referral route for domestic abuse perpetrators not eligible for
management through MAPPA.

3

h

O4EA 00)4h OEAT OEAO EO AAA OEAT ET O OEA 7)

multi-ageng/ umbrella then, of integrated management of serious and dangerous

offenders..... A lot of MAPPA is statutory offences whereas WISDOM also covers non

statutory offences and violent offences because, | don't know, you see we don't work

under MAPPA we onlyavk on the victim safety and MAPPA for us, we wouldn't until

this point. ...You couldn't just refer into MAPPA because MAPPA referrals are based on
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sentence, aren't they, like if someone gets a certain sentence or whatever....Yes.
Whereas WISDOM waan rekr people in so it's a tool for managing people that are
not managed from the conviction.

[Interviewee # 6 Dyfed Powys]

426 Victim support andsafeguarding

Interviewees from across the three pilots were unanimous in their views that victim
safety and support was of paramount importance. Staff from each pilot reported having
mechanisms and policies in place to ensure victims were safeguarded for the duration of

OEA DPAODAOOAOT 008 Al \gchingdpécilid sbrvicestEpdiidedddy fe DET 1

pilots were varied and included inhouse programmes, such as the Freedom programme,
IDVA support and links with community-based service providers.

Ve [IDVAs]will obviously work with that victim, and the CRC would work with the
perpetrator....we are lookig at doing oneto-one support, advocacy support,
institutional advocacy with other agencies, attending meetings such as that, making
ITxAOA OECI bl OOAA OAEAOOATI O O xEAOAOGAO
in there, firstly identify the risk what risk is posed, and obviously try and put some
actions in there to counteract that risk, and whether we have to signpost to other
agencies for some other things...we do deliver the Freedom Programme. We also had
the Sanctuary scheme, which is the sof target hardening stuff. So, trying to keep
people safe within their own homes, and trying to prevent the upset of leaving if they
ATT1T8680 xAT O OI 1 AAOGAS8O

[Interviewee # 4 Manchester]

In Dyfed Powys in particular, the shift to include a perpetrair-focussed approach in the
work of the DAOswas viewed with some apprehension by the team as the DAO role had
previously centred upon providing support and services to the victim. The advantage of
the police-led approach in Dyfed Powys however, was thate DAOs responsible for
driving pilot referrals and assessing the PPIT forms were also required to deliver victim
support and safeguarding from the date of the abusive incident.

O % would make contact with all medium risk victims whether it's by telepleoar
letter and offer sign posting to support in third sector.So whether it's drug and
alcohol or GPs or, you know.sometimes the IDVA will work with usor have them
comefor support work as we will do joint visits with them. And we also ofert our
alarms and our rapid deployment kits and things, yes we give them to high, but we
would equally offer them to medium risk victings.

[Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys]

However, some of the interviewees in Dyfed Powys who had previously fulfilletiore of
a victim-centric role expressed that they felt the change to the more perpetrator focussed
function of the pilot represented a certain degree of conflict with their previous work.
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Oy main concern with all of this is how you can intervene with therpetrator

without putting victims at risk?..& T O I A EO8 O xEAOEAO OEAOA xEI
offenders that can actually be worked with safely, that could have then a positive

impact on the victims. This is the thing as a DAO; very much my roleféegsarding

the victims. | do struggle to see whether the knemk safeguarding for the victims is

CIETC OF ATiI A £OI.) 66®) Ah 1AL CAIl ABTI EHG®8 A 1 A
AT A ) OEETE OEAO0B3O0 @i ETC O AA PAOO 1T £ EOh I

[Interviewee #3 Dyfed Powys]

Indeed, staffin all three of the pilots acknowledged that by contacting the perpetrator
there was an inevitable element of risk to the victim/s. However, each pilot had invested
a great deal of effort into developing their approachd the perpetrators while minimising
risk to the victims.

O) OEETE xEAOA EO AT AO AAOOA OEOE Oi OE
Al ETAEAAT O OEAO EAO ATi A O1 bPil1TEAA AO
domestic, police get dked there, the offender knows from the word go. But if the
victim is reporting it, or obviously, any contact with an IDVA or Women's Aid, and then
it's coming to us from an external referral into MARAC, and it obviously comes to our
attention then, | think that's when maybe the risk element would raise for the victim,
AAAAOOA EO xi1 O1I A Al A0OO OEA T £FA1T AAOS8SOG

O mr

[Interviewee #4 Dyfed Powys]

O % would not make a move, in terms of engaging with, or even approaching, a

domestic abuse perpetrator, okay? Wéwi AT 8 O AOAT 1 AEA OEA ET EOI
we had a sigroff from the Hampton Trustvictim support service worker. The

Hampton4 0000 xEI 1 EAOA |1 AAA OOOA OEAO OEAOEI &
PDAOOT T h AT A OEAUBS OA Adns. SoAfdr hstande lindBlar®,imdnk T £ T OC
AAOAORh OEAOABO AT ) $6! 8 offeAgaging \ith that ger€on AT AT UOE
or approaching that person, the offender, until we have their blessings.. So we always

make sure, before we do anything, the vintimust come first, and we have to make

OO00OA8 Y61 CciEIc O OAU OEAR AAAAOOA EOGBO 0O
EAO &£01I1 OO0bPI OO0 1 AAEATEOI O ET biI AAMAR AT A O

[Interviewee #4 Hampshire]

Interviewees in Dyfed Powys also highlighted the potential for increased risk following

victim contact for cases not reported to thgolice. On these occasions, a certain degree of

OO01T AAOAT OAO6 x1 OE xAO OADPI OOAA OI dratdrAAAOOAOU
Ol OEA OEAOEiI 860 AT CACAi AT O xEOE OEA PEI | O8

(hey've been together since 2009, and there was a history of abuse between them,
and, obviously, he's assaulted her, she was pregnant, she's lost the baby, but he doesn't
feature anywhere. Well, for snebody like that to show that level of aggression,
they've just obviously not been reported, or just gone under the radar you know? It's
quite concerning then, to be that aggressive and not have any previous convictions,
you know. So they're not managed bnyone. Say I've done a joint visit with a Gwalia
Housing officer, to see a victim, because obviously they've got concerns, I'll go with the
El OOET ¢ch 11 OEA DPOAOAT AAOh EZ EA O OEAOAhL )
I'm not showing thatl i A BT 1 EAA T Z£ZZEAAOh AAAAOOA 1 OEAO
got to have that plan, you know. If he's not there, | am a domestic abuse officer. If he's
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there, I'm just a housing officer, just seeing, just checking everything's okay in the
housed
[Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys]

One interviewee in GMRulsoraised the point that the risk to victims may increase in the
event the perpetrators disengaged from the pilot and were subject to increased
enforcement activity from the police.

| think if peopke start disengaging, for whatever reason, and just how they're going to
deal with getting them back on board, and how that's going to affect the victims
really? Because ifve start enforcing on our offenders who are enforcing our victims
basically, howsEAO CI ET C Ol e 4EAO xiI Ol A AT 1T AAOT 1 A8«

[Interviewee # 2 Manchester]

4.2.7 Actions taken for norpriority perpetrators

The actions taken for perpetrators not assessed to be a priority varied across the pilots.

In Dyfed Powys and Manchester forexamipAh  OEA OOOAAOGI AT O AOG OODAI &

for these individuals, whereby the force would police them as they would any other

domestic abuse perpetrator wto had come to their attention.
OF OEAUBOA 1106 A DPOEI OEOU oBeOdiedsrfodd O OEAIT
referral onto the WISDOM programme or MAPPA or anyone else. Obviously, if they
AOAh OEAT OEAUBOA CciEITC O AA 1161 EAA AO AO

[Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys]

Oust make sure positive action has betaken or, you know, in relation to breaches of
bail or further offending or associates and we try and manage them then through
other routeso

[Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys]

The need for there to be some form of intervention/approach available forall
perpetrators assessed by the PPIT as both priority and nepriority was emphasised by
staff in Manchester. While it was acknowledged that there may not yet be appropriate
provision for every perpetrator, it was hoped that the pilot would help to feus local
authority attention upon any gaps in service going forward.

(B0 through DASH, MARAC, I0OM, that by applying the PPIT, we want to make sure that

OEAOA EO Oi i AOGEET ¢ EIT AQEOOAT AA &I O AOAOUAI
below 10, whathave we got in existence in the local authority to offer something to

OEAOA ET AEOEAOAI Oe 31 )61 EITPEITch AO OEA Al
achieved with the higher risk, but actually, what have you got to offer people who

might not quite bethere, but we recognise there might be something that we need to

AT xEOE OEAI 8 31 xABOA EIPEIC OEAO EO xEI 1 E
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[Interviewee #1 Manchester]

TheHampshire pilot endeavoured to engage with all perpetratorseferred to the scheme,

whether assessed by the PPIT as priority or nepriority. However, staff acknowledged

that those not already engaged with an agency would be allocated to a waiting list and

would be less likely to receive a treatment interventiordue to the high level of demand

for the service. Nonetheless, aligh and medium riskperpetrators would still be subject

to increased tracking and monitoring by theSPPGor up to two months.
O&L£ ) Ai180 OAI OA OEAI AOssAddighCoveAto DOET OEOU
Hampton Trust and if they can find an agency engaged then they will approach them
to get the referral and if not it goes in a cold call list which, in reality, is probably never
CITETC O AA Oi OAEAA AR Ahadidah haebdet @férkd CTI O 1 AC
over. So what | try and do is if they are a priority perpetrator | will try and approach
the agency for referral before we pass it over to the Hampton T&ust

[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]

4.2.8 Key challenges going forwd

A number ofconcernswere highlighted by interviewees as presenting challenges for the
pilots going forward. Each pilot reported experiencing different issues, which was not
overly surprising considering the different ways in which each pilot was confgured and
delivered.

Capacity was raised as a particular issue for tr&PPGn Hampshire, who was responsible
for researching multi agency data pertaining to eaclperpetrator and completing and
scoring all PPITs. The implications of this upon resources rapt that tracking and
monitoring of perpetrators was time limited to a maximum of two months and the use of
professional judgements for PPITs falling beneath the score threshold had ceased.

Qust sort of having to really prioritise those cases. So whsrkefore, if something

i AUAA OAT OAA A TETA 11 OEA 00)4h ) xI O1I A EA
EAOET ¢ OF Al 1T OA OEAI 1i1x8 3i AT UOEEIC OEAOS
OEAOG0 vt AT A TOAO i1 OEdbnconting4wouldiaveoOAT EE (

ci AAAE O OEA OAZEAOOAO AT A OAUh O) AiI 180 E/
[Interviewee #2 Hampshire]

Interviewees in all three sitesdiscussedissues arising from the different contexts and
geographies in which the pilots vere delivered. In Dyfed Powys for example, the size and
spread of the force area presented particular challenges in relation to the completion of
and subsequent updates toPPITs while ensuring this information aligned with the
tracking of perpetrators across the different divisions.

O4EAOAB8O OEEIT CO xA TAAA o1 AAA 11061 OEA 00¢
MAPPA referral, yes or no so | put no but sometimes | want to put a comment as to
why.” ARKAGOA )81 110 CIiEITC Oi O®fholohchdnd AOAOU
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review because, for example, one has come up as high risk today so when | went to

AEAAE EA EA xAO 1 ATACAA AU #2# 10 001 AAQEIT 1
xAEOET ¢ O1 AA OAT OAT ARAA TA@O xAAEO OCT KIAC x1 1

O AA T ATACAA AU O ) TAAA Oi QIAAAA§8Q888
AOAA O1 OEA 111U EOOOBA OEAO AOET cCcO O E /£
EOAh OEAU x1180 OEI x AAMAAOOA EEAE

#AOi AOOEAT OE

OEAUBOA ATTA A 00)4 AAZE OABO
[Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys]

Interviewees also talked abouthow the nature of domestic abuse offencewaried

according tothe socio demographic characteristics of the area. In Hampshire for example,

much of the forceAOAA EO OOOAI xEEAE EAO Ei Pl EAAOGEIT O

many of which involve weapon usewhich when combined with the military presence in
the areameans a notableproportion of the population may have legitimate access to
firearms.

O) k@eéoBraphically because we have some quite heavily populated cities that have

Ci O OEAEO 1T x1 EOOOAO AT A OEAU EAOA O1T i1 A OAAI
kind of issues as well so yeah I think for me | had delivered some training and someone
ssEA O) AiT60 OEETE ¢Oi AOEi A6O AT EOOOA EIT (
that you maybe would get in inner city Londap) AT 1380 OEETE OEAO0G60O
(Al POEEOA AOO ) OAEA xABOA ci 60 A EOCA 101 A
legitimatelU 1T x1 AEOAAOI 6 AT A ) OAEA xA8OA ci O A E
xEOE AAAAOO O1 EEOAAOI 0846
[Interviewee # 2 Hampshire]

Similarly interviewees in Dyfed Powys noted that the dispersed naturef the population

and distance between neighbourdgn many of the rural communities in Dyfed Powys

meant that it was easier for domestic abuse to remain hidden, particularly among the

older generation who may be less likely to selfeport the abuse.
®olicing in rural areas is different, inherently, btie actual crimes and offences that
AOA Aii i EOOAAR OEA OEAOEI O AT A OEA PAOPAOOA
around those situations and people that change, which just means that it can be
hidden a bit more really. Like | said in the meetinga@ut Powys and Ceredigion having
A 1T xAO0 ACA coOi 6pbh OI I A OEAOG3O EOOO AAAAOQDC
population living in rural areas, the stigma of domestic violence in the older
CAT AOAOGEIT EO OOEI|l OAOU EBAAAT hOEAdBEl OOBARD
AAAAOOA EOGBEO OOOAT h EOB8O0 1106 CAOOGET ¢ OADPI OC

streetd
[Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys]

Interviewees in Dyfed Powys also talked about the need to ensure there was adequate
provision for all priority perpetrators identified through the pilot, particularly those not
currently eligible for the statutory domestic abuse programmes delivered by the
NPS/CRC.
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(ne of the key challenges for us is to have a diversionary scheme so that when the

WISDOM and IOM officers go and see these perpetrators then what do we have in

OAOI O T £ AT OOOAOKh 1 EEA GuEIngHEetelRBIidnshihST OEAOAA
with CRC or Probation, but some of these would be unconvicted so what can we do to

support them?..§ EO6 O AAT 6O xEAO AEOAOOEI T AOU OAE
funding is there available so that we can have a scheme all over from Dyfed Powys

where you can refer these people in and they can whatever type of course it is to
understand the inpact of their offending.

[Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys]

The ethnically diverse communities of Oldham also represented issues for the pilot in

Manchester Honourbased abuse was highlighted as a particular challenge for this site

and staff acknowedgedthat they had neither the specialist knowledgenor resources to

deal with this issue. A policy decision was therefore taken at the start of the pilot to

signpost andrefer on any honourbased abuse cases to appropriate agencies in the

community.
Qve have honowh AOAA AAOOA EAOA8 )OO0 A OAOU AEOA
Al OAAAU EAA TTA AAOA OAEAOOAWuseddbie, &dE OEA 0
xAgOA EAA O OAOAAT OEAO 100 AAAAOOA xAdOA
complexites of dA1 ET ¢ xEOE Oi i AOEET ¢ OEAO EO DPAOEAD(
beliefs, and are you actually trying to manage a perpetrator, or have you got the wider
issues of the community?

[Interviewee #1 Manchester]
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Chapter 5: Discussion

5.1 Summary of main findings

Impetus for the development of the pilots and their intended outcomes: Practitioners
across the three sites viewed the pilots as representing an important step change in the
way the most dangerous domestic abuse perpettars are identified and managed across
statutory and non-statutory agencies. The focus upon addressing the risk and needs of the
perpetrator was described by some interviewees as a move towards a more proactive
approach in breaking the domestic abuse cyclef repeat and serial victimisation.
Although interviewees across each of the sites acknowledged the significance of the 2014
(-)# OADPI OO0 O%OAOUITABO AOOETI AOOq )i pOIT OET ¢ OE
focussing attention upon the problem of takling domestic abuse in their force areas, the
high numbers of repeat victims had already raised awareness of the need to adopt a more
consistent and effective approach to dealing with the most serious and repeat
perpetrators.

Key similarities and differe nces across thepilots: Along with the strong motivation to
change the unsatisfactory status quo just described, the sites shared other commonalities
(Table 5.1). The most obvious of these is the use of the PPIT within a newly established
initiative, supported by multi-agency collaborative arrangements enabling access to key
information systems, to enable a more systematic identification of a cohort of priority
perpetrators. As a consequenceall perpetrators coming into the pilots had a level of
analysis and review that would not have happened otherwise, and a wide range of actions
were undertaken to try to disrupt, manage and engage with these individuals with the
aim of reducing their offending and increasing victimésafety.

Table 5.1 Comparative overv iew of the processes implemented in the pilots

Similarities

Differences

Systematic identification of a cohort of priority
perpetrators via the PPIT.

Use of police crime recording systems to identify
suitable cohort for completion of the PPIT.

Pilots integrated within  police  offender
management/intelligence hubs and key personnel
have access to police crime recording systems.

Number and type of practitioners involved in
completing PPITs in each site.

Priority perpetrators are subject to increased
enforcement and focussed management.

Some variation in the prevalence of PPIT scores
and the use of professional judgment.
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Arrangements are in place to refer eligible priority | Geographic spread of pilot and number of partner
perpetrators onto the MAPPA/IOM and WISDOM | agencies involved.
(Wales only) cohorts.

Multi-agency partnership working and data | Range of actions/tactics used to manage
sharing is central to the perpetrator-focussed | perpetrator behaviour; availability of perpetrator
approach taken by each of the pilots. interventions.

Significant differences were apparent in the referral sources used to identify eligible
perpetrators across the three pilots. Although policebased referralswere the dominant
source for all three sites, representing 65% in Hampste, 80% in Manchester and 100%

in Dyfed Powys, different referral pathwayswere involved. Furthermore, Hampshire,
having been established the longest, and being -tocated within a specialist service,
gained more than a quarter of their referrals from other community-based specialist
domestic and sexual violence services. Less reliance on police crime and incident data can
be seen as a distinctive, and positive feature of the Hampshire pilot, as it helps to
counteract the widely acknowledged limitations ofpolice data.

Using the PPIT to identify priority perpetrators: Given the differences in the

implementation and operation of the pilots just described, and the somewhat different

demographic profile of the perpetrators involved (e.g. Manchester has a somat

younger alFmale sample, a third of whom would have met the police criteria of having at

least 10 public protection investigations on their records) it is perhaps not surprising

that analysis of the PPIT data revealed variation in the prevalence ofrtain items. For
AoAi bl Ah xEOEET OEA OOAAAT 68 OEI AEOAI Ah (Al D
perpetrators with serial and linked offending, Dyfed Powys had the largest proportion

with deteriorating mental health, and Manchester had the largest propoitn responsible

for highly harmful consequences on victims.

Despite these differences, there appeared to be a common core set of PPIT items that were
AOPAAEATI T U Ei b1 OOAT O O DPOAAOGEOEI T AOOGSE EOACIH Al
perpetrator: active, escalating serial, linked, high harm, alcohol/drugs, and weapons
&OOOEAOI T OAh OEA OEEOOI OEAAI 8 OEI AEOAI A Al 01 A
all sites when it came to classifying perpetrators (i.e. longer criminal careers were

indicative of priority perpetrators).

Recognising the importance of a shared understanding of the PPIT and how it is scared
steps were taken in each of the sites to maximise consistency in tapproaches used to
gather the evidence needed to complete the PPI{.g. by relying on one particular
individual, as is the case in Hampshire and Manchester, or holding workshops where
practitioners jointly score on the same cases and reflect on this exercise). Clearly, both
approaches have advantages and disadvantagesd will potentially require further
refinements as the pilots continue to be embedded into local areas

Practitioner perspectives of the PPIT: As discussedthe PPIT wadeing used in the pilots
to identify eligible priority perpetrators for inclusion in t he various interventions. Staff
across the three sites generally viewed the PPIT positively anodicated that they felt the
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PPIT items incorporated the appropriate combination of physical, psychological and

situational risk factors, which helpedthem to accurately assess an individual as a priority

perpetrator. The need for practitioners to have access to multi agency datavhen

completing the PPITwas highlighted by interviewees across all three sitednterviewees

also emphasised the utility of the PPITni building a complete multi agency picture of
DPAOPAOOAOI 006 EEOOI OEAO AT A OEOEh xEEAE EEOEA
domestic abuseKey benefits of the PPIT highlighted by practitioners included

9 afocus on psychological as well as physil harm;

1 widening the multi-agency focus to include the perpetrator as well as the victim

1 engendering a proactive and preventative approach to identify perpetrators and
break the cycleof abuse;

1 auser-friendly tool that helps to inform professional pdgment.

This enabled practitioners to use a combination of the threshold algorithm and their

professional judgement, encouraging a standardised and muléigency approach across

both victim and perpetrator focussed agencies# OOAEAT 1 Uh OEAnte0) 480 Al
DAOPAOOAOT 060 EOI 1 1T £ZEAT AR EEOOI OU EAA EAI PAA
xI O1 A 1T OEAOXxEOA EAOA OAI AET AA OO1 AAO OEA OAAAO
within the DASH and/or Police force recording forms had led them to be categsed as

Ol AAEOI 8 OEOEh 1 0O AAAAOOA POET O OI OEA PEI T 060N
OEA OAI A OAOOOET U AO OEECEGS OEOE 1 £Z#A1 AAOOS
Actions taken to manage priority and non -priority perpetrators: Although each pilot

differed in their approaches,the actions taken in response to priority perpetratorscan be

broadly described across all three sites as comprising of two main types of activities: a)

OAREET A OEA OAAT AOG6 AAOEOEOEAOh xEEAE 1 AAOO O
with the pilil 6 AT A AqQq OOP &£01 1 08 AAOEOEOEAO xEEAE
PDPAOPAOOAOI O OT AAAOAOGO OEA 1T £#A1T AET ¢ AAEAOET OO
first, the benefits of the pilots in facilitating a multragency approach to information

sharing and aligning the work of victim and perpetrator focussed agencies more widely

were commented upon by interviewees across all three of the pilot sites and many

indicated that they felt this improvement had impacted positively upon victim safety and

safeguading (in some cases prior to a MARAC referral being madédih a number of cases,

information contained within the PPIT had been shared with partner agencies in the

OOAOOO0OT OU OAAOI On OEEO EAA OAOOI OAA ET AEAT C/
subsequent escalation of statutory supervision from the CRC (as a medium risk

perpetrator) to the NPS (as a high risk perpetrator).The PPIT was used to prioritise

perpetrators for focussed management and increased surveillance and/or enforcement

activities by Police across all three sites Intwo of the sites Dyfed Powysand Hampshire)

the PPIT was also used to determine monthly priority nominations for the force. Police

and partner agencies across the pilot sites also made use of a number of legislative tools

available to them, such as Domestic Vexhce Protection Notices/Ordersand the Domestic

ViolenceDisclosureScheme #1 AOABP O , Ax

4001 ET ¢ O OODP A&£0I 10 AAOEOEOEA0dGaserkideddrnd OCE Al |
interventions, the need to embel the work of the pilots with community-based service

providers in order to meet the wide range of needs experienced by both perpetrators and
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their victims was highlighted during the interviews. Interviewees from across the three

pilots were also unanimousin their views that victim safety and support was of

paramount importance, although many acknowledged that by contacting the perpetrator

there was an inevitable element of risk to the victim/s. Staff from each pilot reported

having mechanisms and policie in place to offset this risk and ensure victims were
OAEACOAOAAA A1 O OEA AOOAOGEIT 1T A&# OEA PAOPAOOAOD
specific services provided by the pilots were varied and included thouse programmes,

such as the Freedom programméeDVA support and links with community-based service

providers.

Key challenges going forward: Finally, a number of concerns were highlighted by

interviewees as presenting challenges for the pilots going forwardnterviewees in all

three sites discussedssues arising from the different contexts and geographies in which

the pilots were delivered. Capacity was presented as a particular issue for the SPPC in

Hampshire, who was solely responsible for researching and completing all PPIT forms for

each referralto the pilot} OEEO | ECEO DBOIT OA O1 AA A OEI EI AO
recently implemented pilot as it gains momentum)In Dyfed Powys, the size and spread

of the force area presented particular challenges in relation to the completion of and
subsequentupdates/tracking of the PPITsInterviewees also talked about the nature and

risk level of domestic abuse offences varying according to the socio demographic
characteristics of the area.For example, he dispersed nature of the population and

distance betveen neighbours in many of the rural communities in Dyfed Powys means

that it is often easier for domestic abuse to remain unreported. Similarlyn Hampshire,

OEA T EI EOAOU DPOAOGAT AA AT A pibldi AOEOU T £ AT 01 00
have ledtimate access to firearms. In Manchester, the ethnically diverse population poses

different challenges for the pilot staff not just in terms of a potential language barrier, but

also in dealing with issues such as honotrased abuse.

5.2 Examples of best practice

Despite the relative recency with whichall of the pilots have been implemented (even the
most established initiative in Hampshire has been running little more than one year), it is
notable the range of available examples illustrating the comnment and resourcefulness
of the practitioners involved in their implementation (Table 5.2, next page)
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Table 5.2.

New PPITpilots

Examples of best practice in each of the pilots

Hampshire

Dyfed Powys

Manchester

Investment in awareness raising
activities about the pilot and how

Careful implementation of a
manageable initiative into a new

Development work to test the
ERBP data tool against the PPIT

partners covering statutory and
voluntary sector agencies.

understanding and scoring of
the PPIT across different
divisions.

partner agencies can be | force-wide investigative hub. prior to the pilot going live.
involved.
Large number of referral | Workshops to promote shared | Maximising relevant  multi-

agency information available in
the MASH to support the pilot.

Single point of contact to accept
referrals and undertake the
PPIT, with access to multiple
data systems.

Co-location of pilot personnel
within new investigative hub to

agree shared actions in
response to priority
perpetrators.

Co-location of pilot personnel
within police station to make
timely decisions in response to
priority perpetrators.

A range of  perpetrator
interventions available for both

Expanding referral sources to
include professional judgement

Design of a new perpetrator
intervention embedded within

proactively to both priority and
non-priority perpetrators.

Nomi nationsd ea

statutory and non-statutory | of Domestic Abuse Officers. the pilot, and making use of non-

cases. traditional locations for
engaging with perpetrators.

The use of professional | Using PPIT information to | Close joint working between

judgement to respond [systemati cal | y | dedicated pilot IDVAs and the

new perpetrator workers.

5.3 Recommendations and future directions

This research has illustratedhe many ways that practiioners can work together to create
meaningful change in how domestic abuse is tackled in local ared@his is a complex area

of work, which requires partnership working across multiple agencies to address

offending that is both high volume and which canlao be highly harmful to adults as well

as children. The new ways of working evident in the sites are the result of the investment

of considerable time and energyhus far; these investments kould beallowed to continue
to grow so that the impacts they ag making can be fully evidenced

The key recommendation arising from this research is that all sites continue to
operate the pilots for a two year period minimum to enable a robust evaluation

of outcomesto complement this process evaluation .

Further research is required to systematically evaluate the full range of outcomes thate
possible. Some examples of outcomes already evidenced from these pilots include:
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(1) Changed organisational practice across a range of relevant agencies, specifically
more informed and coordinated responses in the identification and management of
priority domestic abuse perpetrators; and

(2) New policies and protocols to incorporate the PPIT and establish a more
coordinated response to these perpetrators in local areas.

Further research is required to identify to what extent the following additional outcomes
are achieved:
) DAAOCAAOGAO ET 1T £F#AT AAOOS OAAEAEOEOI A0 xAlIl
their offending;
@)1 BOT OAI AT OO ET OE Aéifgjabdd OAEAOU AT A xAl |
(5) Improvement in the safety and welbeing of their children.

In addition to data gathered through the monitoring databases already in place, future
research needs to access the views of those perpetrators and victims directly affected by
thesenew arrangements.

Finally, opportunities for mutual learning and critical reflection on practice should be
scheduled to support practitioners working in the pilots. This could include internal
events for each pilot as well as shared events that bring togethelndse working in the
different pilots. Key activities could include exercises to highlight convergence and
divergence in PPIT scoring, and creating a toolkit of effective actions to take in response
to priority perpetrators. To build a community of practiceor network of relevant
stakeholderswho engage in a process of collective learningould be highly beneficial at
this stage and would support the overall goal omaximising effective practice to break
the cycle of domestic abuse
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Appendix A: The PPIT

Unique reference #

PPIT-PRIORITY PERPETRATOR IDENTIFICATION TOOL

November 2016 (version 10)

This tool has been designed to aid practitioners in the identification of domestic abuse perpetrators who
will be considered priority targets for multi-agency monitoring and management within a local partnershig

Please refer to the additional guidance at the end of this document before using the PPIT.

PPIT Instructions: Evaluate each of the following items in relation to this domestic abuse
perpetrator. Determine whether there is evidence for the item [0=absent and 1=present,) for both
recent (within past 6-months) and historic (beyond 6-months) timeframes. Note additional
information and supporting evidence on the next page, giving details of significant/critical 1’
scores.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OFFENDING

RECENT | HISTORIC

<6 mos. 6+ mos.

1) ACTIVE: Onset and duration of the domestic abuse 0 1 0 1
Identify whether the offending is recent, historical, or both.

2) ESCALATION: Offending increasing in frequency and/or severity 0 1 0 1

Consider situational triggers e.g., relationship breakup, pregnancy, eic.

3) REPEAT: Offending (2 or more incidents) against any single victim 0 1 0 1
Is there a pattern of physical and/or psychological abuse?

4) SERIAL: Offending against multiple (2 or more) victims 0 1 0 1
Has the offending affected more than one victim?
5) LINKED forms of offending (other violent/abusive behaviour) 0 1 0 1

For example, stalking, sexual violence, child abuse, elder abuse, HBV, etc.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OFFENDER

RECENT | HISTORIC

<6 mos. | 6+ mos.

6) Subject of a MAPPA 0 1 0 1
Consider the reason for the referral and the outcomes.

7) Highly harmful to victims (psychological and/or physical abuse) 0 1 0 1
Events with significant consequences for victims; also consider MARAC.

8) MNoticeable worsening of mental health 0 1 0 1
Evidence of suicidality, PTSD, personality disorders, etc.

9) Noticeable increase in alcohol and/or drug misuse 0 1 0 1
Changes in the frequency and/or type of substance used.

10) Known history and/or current access to weapons 0 1 0 1
Threats and/or past use of any objects or weapons, including arson.

What are your primary concerns in relation to this perpetrator? (e.g. coercive control)

TOTAL SCORE
(ranging from O minimum to 20 maximum)
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SUPPORTING EVIDENCE: Note here specific examples, considering the robustness of the

available information, and clarify when information was limited or missing.

1) ACTIVE DA OFFENDING

2) ESCALATING DA
OFFENDING

3) REPEAT DA OFFENDING

4) SERIAL DA OFFENDING

5) LINKED OFFENDING
(RELEVANT TO DA)

6) MAPPA (NOTE
WHETHER DA-RELATED)

7) HIGHLY HARMFUL DA

8) MENTAL HEALTH

9) ALC/DRUG MISUSE

10) WEAPONS

In your professional judgement,
is this a PRIORITY
PERPETRATOR?

YES NO UNSURE

Date of Completion
{dd/mm/yy)

Your Name

Your Agency
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Unigue reference #

General Guidance for using the PPIT Wales:

Purpose: The PPIT is not a predictive risk assessment tool but can be used to focus agency resources on
those individuals whose offending behaviour requires priority action (e.g., through multi-agency risk

management and safeguarding structures).

Perpetrators of domestic abuse: The PPIT has adopted the Home Office definition of domestic abuse: “any
incident or pattern of incidents of controlling, coercive, threatening behaviour, violence or abuse between
those aged 16 or over who are, or have been, intimate partners or family members regardless of gender or
sexuality. The abuse can encompass, but is not limited to: psychological, physical, sexual, financial and/or
emotional.”* Therefore, the PPIT should be applied to perpetrators who are intimate partners as well as
family members of their victims. Young perpetrators (aged 16 and 17) are also covered by the revised
definition and should be considered eligible for the PPIT.

The definitional scope of the PPIT is broad in order to facilitate more ‘joined up’ thinking about those
perpetrating violence/abuse against their intimate partners and ex-partners as well as other forms of
domestic abuse and ‘linked’ offending (PPIT item #5). This should enable the PPIT to be used across
different safeguarding structures, including those that focus on domestic abuse (e.g., MARAC) as well as
those which incorporate domestic abuse alongside other forms of offending (e.g., MAPPA and MASH).

Despite the broad scope of the PPIT, it is envisioned as a tool to be used primarily with perpetrators who
have committed domestic abuse against their current or former intimate partners. Where this is not the
case, and the perpetrator has no known offending of this type, partner agencies will need to agree and
implement a shared approach for dealing with these perpetrators (which may or may not involve the use
of the PPIT).

Priority perpetrators: Domestic abuse perpetrators (using the current Home Office definition) who, by
virtue of their past and current offending behaviour, should be considered priority targets for multi-agency
monitoring and management.

Professional judgment: Practitioners will need to use their specialist expertise and experience in relation
to domestic abuse when completing the PPIT (i.e., the total score should be used as a prompt, in addition
to the practitioner’s own specialist knowledge, expertise and assessment of an individual perpetrator). This
is a multi-agency tool and thus a range of practitioners will be evaluating the items against their agency's
information and applying a score. Professional judgment should be used in order to promote the
identification of those individuals considered to be most dangerous and thus requiring multi-agency

monitoring and management.

Previous development?® and testing® of the PPIT revealed that some of the ten items are perceived to be
particularly important by practitioners when judging whether a perpetrator should be considered a

! For more information, visit the Home Office website: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/domestic-viclence-and-abuse

2 Robinson, A. L. and Clancy, A. (2015). Development of the Priority Perpetrator identification Tool (PPIT) for Domestic Abuse.
Cardiff: Cardiff University. Available at: http://orca.cf.ac.uk/75006/

* Robinson, A. L. and Clancy, A. (2016). All-Wales Implementation Testing of the Priority Perpetrator Identification Tool (PPIT) for
Domestic Abuse. Cardiff: Cardiff University. Available at: http://orca.cf.ac.uk/92141/
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‘priority’ for multi-agency intervention. These include #1 recent, #2 escalating, #5 related/linked and #7

highly harmful offending.*

Applicable information: The full intelligence picture held about a particular individual's offending
behaviour should be used to complete the PPIT. This should include domestic abuse as well as related
forms of ‘linked’ offending (e.g., other forms of violence against women and girls, see item #5). The
information considered should net be restricted to criminal justice outcomes such as arrests and
convictions. Experiences of victims also should inform the scoring of the PPIT and as such the input from

voluntary sector organisations (advocates and IDVAs) is particularly important.

Harm: Serious harm can be defined as an event, which is life-threatening and/or traumatic, from which

recovery, whether physical or psychological, can be expected to be difficult or impossible.®

Coercive control: Section 76 of the Serious Crime Act 2015 created a new offence of controlling or coercive
behaviour in an intimate or family relationship. The new offence, which does not have retrospective effect,
came into force on 29 December 2015. Coercive behaviour is an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats,
humiliation and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten their victim.
Controlling behaviour is a range of acts designed to make a person subordinate and/or dependent by
isolating them from sources of support, exploiting their resources and capacities for personal gain,
depriving them of the means needed for independence, resistance and escape and regulating their

everyday behaviour.®

Evidence-Base for Items in PPIT Wales:

There is ample evidence to support the inclusion of each item, as all are strong correlates of repeated
further violence and/or homicide; only select studies have been included here.

1) Active domestic abuse offending: The onset and duration of offending is one of the strongest
correlates of any future offending. This item also indicates whether an individual is actively engaged
in offending, which is a vital consideration when deciding whether and to what extent the
perpetrator should be considered a target for multi-agency management. Other areas in the US,
England and Scotland also use recency as a central domain to consider when targeting resources
(e.g. the recency-gravity-frequency framework). Also see the SARA Manual (past physical assault,
past assault of family members).

2) Escalating offending: Indicates a dynamic situation that is worsening and requires attention. Also
see SARA Manual (recent escalation in frequency or severity of assault). Non-physical forms of
abuse (jealous/controlling behaviours and stalking) have been linked to further physical assault
(Robinson & Howarth, 2012), a reminder that escalation can take non-physical forms.

% See MAPPA guidance section 5 on risk assessment (p. 39), http://www.n-
! : [
® For mere information, see the Home Office Statutory Guidance available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/482528/Controlling or coercive behaviour -
statutory puidance.pdf and CPS Domestic Abuse Legal Guidance at
http://www.cps.gov.uk/legal/d to g/domestic abuse guidelines for prosecutors/#a92
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Repeat offending: Domestic abuse is defined by its repetitive nature; the issue therefore it to
impose a threshold that signifies the need for priority intervention. The DV perpetrator intervention
in High Point North Carolina uses a threshold of 3 or more charges.

Serial offending: Recent research in Wales (Robinson et al., 2014) and in England (Hester and
Westmarland, 2007) shows that a sizeable minority of domestic abuse offenders in contact with
criminal justice agencies at any one time will be serial offenders (roughly 1 in 5). Robinson et al.
2014 found that nearly all serial perpetrators were also repeat offenders.

Linked types of offending: Domestic abuse is but one type of offending that disproportionately
affects women and girls. Other types of gender-based offending (sexual violence and exploitation,
honour-based violence, stalking) and offending against vulnerable groups (child abuse, elder abuse)
must be considered alongside the domestic abuse otherwise the most dangerous offenders will be
missed. Research clearly documents the multiple forms of offending of some serious domestic
abusers (Richards, 2004; ACPO 2009) and the links to child abuse (Hester et al., 2007). Past sexual
abuse correlated with further physical viclence in a large sample of UK victims accessing IDVA
services (Robinson & Howarth, 2012). The SARA tool also includes items related to sexual violence
(past sexual assault, sexual violence in the index offence), in recognition of its relevance to
domestic abuse.

MAPPA: Those who have ever been subject to MAPPA have been deemed to be high-risk offenders
and this should be considered in the determination of who the priority perpetrators are in local
areas. Information about the reason for the MAPPA (i.e. is it specifically related to domestic abuse)
as well as the category and level of the MAPPA should be considered.

Highly harmful to victims: This item indicates those perpetrators whose offending behaviour has
previously caused significant harm to one or more domestic abuse victims. This harm could be
caused from the commission of any type of abuse (e.g., coercive control, stalking, physical assault,
sexual violence) or a combination of abusive experiences. The role of coercive control and stalking
has been documented in prior research as an important correlate of serious further violence and
homicide (Home Office, 2013; Monckton Smith et al., 2014; Richards, 2004). Re-analysis of the
Crime Survey for England and Wales found that women who experienced coercive control suffered
significantly more physical assaults, physical and emotional injuries, and disruption to their working
lives compared to women who did not (Myhill, 2015). Research has shown the importance of
significant injuries in predicting future abuse (Robinson & Howarth, 2012). The perpetrator
previously attempting to strangle/choke the victim is also a significant risk factor for further
violence. The SARA Manual also includes similar items (severe violence in the index offence).
MARAC referrals and the minutes of MARAC meetings might provide useful evidence of the harm
caused by a particular offender to previous victim/s and should be considered (as well as the DASH
for which would inform MARAC referrals).

Mental health issues: Are strongly correlated with serious incidents and have featured in domestic

violence homicide reviews. The SARA tool includes several items related to mental health

(suicidality, recent psychotic or manic symptoms, personality disorder).
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9) Alcohol/drug problems: Research with Welsh victims indicated that the perpetrator’s drug use was
correlated with more serious injuries (Robinson, 2003). US research shows that prior alcohol and
drug crimes are linked to high-rates of domestic violence arrests (Richards et al., 2013). Also see the
SARA Manual (recent substance abuse/dependence).

10) Access to weapons: The importance of evaluating the perpetrator’s access to, prior use of, and/or
making credible threats to use weapons is clear from research (Richards, 2004; Robinson &
Howarth, 2012) and included in UK tools (DASH, SARA items on past use of weapons, use of a
weapon in the index offence) as well as US risk tools (Campbell’s Lethality Assessment Program).
Apply a broad interpretation of what constitutes a weapon when scoring this item, including
household objects, cars, tools, ropes, knives or guns. Previous fire-setting and/or threats to commit
arson should also be considered.

Frequently Asked Questions:

1) What is the PPIT?

The PPIT is a tool for the identification of domestic abuse perpetrators who, by virtue of their past and
current offending behaviour, should be considered priority targets for multi-agency menitoring and
management. The PPIT is not a predictive risk assessment tool but can be used to focus agency resources
on those individuals whose offending behaviour requires priority action.

2) How was the PPIT developed?

The PPIT was developed from a two-stage consultation exercise that took place in Wales in 2015.
Representatives from Police, Probation, and the Third Sector were involved. The full report is available
here: http://orca.cf.ac.uk/75006/. The PPIT was then used by practitioners in different agencies (police,
probation and IDVAs) against historical cases in their agency. This testing exercise resulted in some further
refinements to the PPIT. The full report is available here: http://orca.cf.ac.uk/92141/.

3) What types of perpetrators are covered by the PPIT?

The PPIT has adopted the Home Office definition of domestic abuse: “any incident or pattern of incidents
of controlling, coercive, threatening behaviour, violence or abuse between those aged 16 or over who are,
or have been, intimate partners or family members regardless of gender or sexuality. The abuse can
encompass, but is not limited to: psychological, physical, sexual, financial and/or emotional.” Thus, the
PPIT should be applied to perpetrators who are intimate partners as well as family members of their
victims. Young perpetrators (aged 16 and 17) are also covered by the revised definition and should be
considered eligible for the PPIT.

4) How long is the PPIT?

The first page of the PPIT contains the 10 items to be scored. The second page is for noting the information
used to determine the item scoring and the overall decision.

5) What is the rationale behind each of the 10 PPIT items?

There is ample evidence to support the inclusion of each item, as all are strong correlates of repeated
further violence and/or homicide. Some of the research underpinning these items is included in this
document.
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