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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 domestic 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 sub-types of perpetrators, with one 

type responsible for more harm than the rest.  Finally, longitudinal research on criminal 

careers has identified the characteristics of those perpetrators who are least likely to 

desist their offending over time. In 2015, the Priority Perpetrator Identification Tool 

(PPIT) was developed from this robust empirical insight, alongside a multi -agency 

consultation process involving practitioners at both strategic and operational levels from 

across the UK. The PPIT can be used by relevant agencies (Police, Criminal Justice and 

Third Sector) to identify the most harmful perpetrators and, in doing so, facilitate multi-

agency efforts to reduce the most harmful consequences associated with domestic abuse.  

This research reports on three innovative pilots (located in Hampshire, Dyfed Powys and 

Greater Manchester) that have incorporated the PPIT into their working practices in 

order to establish a more robust identification and referral pathway for priority domestic 

abuse perpetrators. A process evaluation was undertaken between January and 

November 2017 to assess the strengths and 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 arrangements. The research adopted a mixed method 

approach comprising interviews with practitioners (n=18) a number of site visits and a 

quantitative analysis of monitoring data of perpetrators (n=513) coming through the 

PPIT pilot s.   

 

Findings 
 

This process evaluation revealed some key similarities and differences in how the PPIT 

pilots operate. The most obvious similarity 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 consequence, all perpetrators coming into the pilots had a 

level of analysis and review that would not have happened otherwise, and a wide range 
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of actions were undertaken to try to disrupt, manage and engage with these individuals 

×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÉÍ ÏÆ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȭ ÓÁÆÅÔÙȢ 

Practitioners across the three sites viewed the pilots as representing an important step 

change in the way the most dangerous domestic abuse perpetrators are identified and 

managed across statutory and non-statutory agencies. The focus upon using the PPIT to 

identify  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 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 multi-agency 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 abuse; and, (4) a 

user-friendly tool that helps to inform professional judgment.  

A key difference across the pilots was in the referral pathways and sources of information 

used to identify eligible perpetrators. For example, Hampshire, having been established 

the longest, and being co-located 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 dÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÅÁÃÈ ÐÉÌÏÔȭÓ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ and 

geography to produce slight variations in the demographic profile of the perpetrators 

coming through the pilots (e.g. Manchester has a somewhat younger all-male sample). 

Variation in the prevalence of certain PPIT items was also apparent. For example, within 

ÔÈÅ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭ ÔÉÍÅÆÒÁÍÅȟ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÅÒÉÁÌ 

and linked offending, Dyfed Powys had the largest proportion with deteriorating mental 

health, and Manchester had the largest proportion responsible for highly harmful 

consequences on victims. Despite these differences, there appeared to be a common core 

set of PPIT items that were especially important to practiÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÊÕÄÇÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ 

an individual is a priority perpetrator: offending which is active, escalating, serial and/or 

linked to other forms of violence against women; offending which produces highly harmful 

consequences for victims; ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒȭÓ substance misuse; and their use of weapons.   

#ÒÕÃÉÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȭÓ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÆÕÌÌ ÏÆÆÅÎÃÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÈÁÄ ÈÅÌÐÅÄ ÔÏ 

ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ Á ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ×ÈÏ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÅÄ ȬÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒȭȢ 

For those already known to agencies, using the PPIT helped 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 that 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 inappropriately managed given their level of risk. In 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 by police across 
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all three sites, as well as triggering the use of a number of legislative tools on a more 

routine basis (e.g. Domestic Violence Protection Notices/Orders and the Domestic 

Violence Disclosure Scheme or #ÌÁÒÅȭÓ ,Á×ɊȢ  

 

Implications 
 

This research has illustrated the many ways that practitioners can work together to create 

meaningful change in how domestic abuse is tackled 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 required to systematically evaluate the full range of 

outcomes that are possible (i.e. in addition to the positive changes reported here, such as 

more informed and coordinated responses in the identification and management of 

priority domestic abuse perpetrators, do the actions taken within the PPIT pilots also 

produce significant reductions in re-offending and corresponding improvements to 

ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȭ ÓÁÆÅÔÙȩɊȢ In addition to data gathered through the monitoring databases already 

in place in the pilots, future research needs to access the views of those perpetrators and 

victims directly affected by these new working arrangements and interventions. Finally, 

opportunities for mutual learning and critical reflection on practice should be provided 

to support practiti oners and to help build a community of practice of 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 years, and 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 domestic abuse that is 

reported to the police can be attributed to a small minority of perpetrators.1 Second, 

research has revealed the existence of typologies or sub-types of perpetrators, with one 

type responsible for more harm than the rest.2 Finally, longitudinal research on criminal 

careers has identified the characteristics of those perpetrators who are least likely to 

desist their offending over time. For example, a number of studies show that the severity 

and prevalence of violence is inversely related to desistance,3 and reinforce the point that 

                                                             

1 For example: Bland, M., & Ariel, B. (2015). Targeting escalation in reported domestic abuse: 

Evidence from 36,000 callouts. International Criminal Justice Review, 25(1), 30ɀ53. Sechrist, S. M. 

& Weil, J. D. (2017). Assessing the Impact of a Focused Deterrence Strategy to Combat Intimate 

Partner Domestic Violence. Violence Against Women, 1-23. Sherman, L. W. (2007). The power few: 

Experimental criminology and the reduction of harm. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 3, 299ɀ

321. Sherman, L. W. et al. (2016). Targeting Family Violence Reported to Western Australia Police, 

2010-2015: The Felonious Few vs. The Miscreant Many. Cambridge Centre for Evidence-Based 

Policing. 

2 For example: Johnson, M. (2008). A Typology of Domestic Violence: Intimate Terrorism, Violent 

Resistance, and Situational Couple Violence. Northeastern University Press, USA. Holtzworth-

Munroe et al. (2003). Do subtypes of maritally violent men continue to differ over time? Journal of 

Consulting Clinical Psychology, 71(4), 728-40. 

3 For example: Caetano et al. (2005). The 5-Year Course of Intimate Partner Violence Among White, 

Black, and Hispanic Couples in the United States. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20(9), 1039-

1057. Feld, S. L. & Straus, M. (1989). Escalation and desistance of wife assault in marriage. 

Criminology, 27(1), 141ɀ162. Quigley, B.M. & Leonard, K. E. (1996). Desistance of husband 

aggression in the early years of marriage. Violence & Victims, 11(4), 355-70. 
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domestic abuse perpetrators are a heterogeneous group that is generally criminal rather 

ÔÈÁÎ ȬÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÉÓÉÎÇ ÉÎ $6ȭȢ 

In summary, extant research highlights that domestic abuse perpetrators are 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, self-defence, mental health, alcohol, etc.). However, 

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 and accurately 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 limitations of existing practice in domestic abuse risk 

assessment identified by HÅÒ -ÁÊÅÓÔÙȭÓ )ÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÎÓÔÁÂÕÌÁÒÙ.4 

More proactive and targeted approaches to manage the risk posed from the perpetrators 

of domestic abuse, most notably serial perpetrators, have been implemented in a number 

of different areas.5 One notable example is the Drive project,6 which aims to provide a 

ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ ȬÄÉÓÒÕÐÔÉÏÎȭ ÔÁÃÔÉÃÓ ÏÎ Á ÏÎÅ-to-one basis with perpetrators 

identified through MARACs.7 All of these new British initiatives aim to coordinate a 

number of different responses in order to reduce offending, alongside the provision of 

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

 

1.2  How the PPIT developed  
 

The Integrated Offender Management (IOM) Cymru partnership commissioned research 

(within the IOM High Risk of Harm work-stream) to develop the empirical evidence about 

                                                             

4 HMIC (2014). %ÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȡ )ÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅ. London, UK. 

HMIC (2015). )ÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇÌÙ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȡ A progress report on the police response to domestic 

abuse. London, UK. 

5 Houses of Parliament (2015). Policing Domestic Abuse. Westminster, London: The Parliamentary 

Office of Science and Technology Research Briefing 515. See also Davies & Biddle (2017) 

Implementing a perpetrator-focused partnership approach to tackling domestic abuse: The 

opportunities and challenges of criminal justice localism. Criminology & Criminal Justice, 1-20. 

6 See http://driveproject.or g.uk/   

7 See http://www.safelives.org.uk/node/775   

http://driveproject.org.uk/
http://www.safelives.org.uk/node/775
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domestic abuse perpetrators, 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 IOM-based approach to tackling domestic abuse across Wales, and 

resulted in two research reports that provide background to the current study.8 Following 

the completion of those studies, we recommended that serial offending be considered 

alongside repeat and high-risk 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. In 2015, the Priority Perpetrator Identification Tool 

(PPIT) was developed from a multi-agency consultation process involving practitioners 

at both strategic and operational levels from across the UK.9  The PPIT has been designed 

to be used by relevant agencies (Police, Criminal Justice and Third Sector) to identify the 

most harmful perpetrators and, in doing so, facilitate multi-agency efforts to reduce the 

most harmful consequences associated with domestic abuse. Dissemination of the PPIT 

and engagement with key stakeholders across England and Wales took place during 

2015-16 with support from an ESRC-IAA funded impact secondment.  

As a result of those activities, three police force areas have implemented new ways of 

working that incorporate the PPIT: Hampshire, Dyfed Powys and Greater Manchester. 

This report sets out findings of a process evaluation undertaken between January and 

November 2017, to assess the strengths and 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 arrangements. Until very recently, an evidence-based 

identification and management process for the most dangerous domestic abuse 

perpetrators has not existed. The development of these PPIT pilots represents an 

important step in establishing a more robust identification and referral pathway for 

priority domestic abuse perpetrators. 

                                                             

8 Phase one (December 2013 ɀ May 2014) consisted of a feasibility study to determine the nature 

and compatibility of the data held by relevant agencies in 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 quantitative analysis of n=6642 

anonymised domestic abuse perpetrator records provided by records provided by the former 

Wales Probation Trust.  Under the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda, Wales Probation Trust was 

replaced by the National Probation Service and Wales Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC) 

on 1 June 2014. In phase two (June ɀ 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 evidence in a rapidly developing policy landscape. The phase two report is 

available at http://orca.cf.ac.uk/67542/ . 

9 Robinson, A. L. and Clancy, A. (2015). Development of the Priority Perpetrator Identification Tool 

(PPIT) for Domestic Abuse. Cardiff: Cardiff University. http://orca.cf.ac.uk/75006/     

http://orca.cf.ac.uk/63750/
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/67542/
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/75006/
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1.3  Methods and data 
 

1.3.1 Research Questions 
 

The overall aim of the current study is to assess the implementation and delivery of the 

PPIT pilots across the three sites.10 We examine how they are able to use the PPIT (see 

Appendix A) to devise and implement multi -agency risk management plans for priority 

perpetrators, so that they may be understood as a new type of intervention for tackling 

domestic violence and abuse that can be adopted in other force areas. 

Key questions addressed by this process evaluation include:  

¶ Why were the different PPIT pilots developed, and what are their intended 

outcomes? 

¶ How does each new PPIT pilot work in practice?  

¶ What can be learned from comparing the different PPIT pilots in the participating 

police force areas? 

o How does the profile/characteristics of priority perpetrators compare to 

those not identified as priority perpetrators?   

o What evidence and information is used by practitioners when completing 

the PPIT? 

o What are ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÔÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÔÙ of the 

tool? 

o 7ÈÁÔ ÁÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÉËÅÌÉÈÏÏÄ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÒÅ-

offending? 

¶ What recommendations arise from this research in terms of using the PPIT in 

multi -agency responses to domestic abuse perpetrators? 

 

1.3.2 Research Sites 
 

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

ÁÒÅÁ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅÙ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÅȢ ! ȬÐÅÎ ÐÏÒÔÒÁÉÔȭ outlining the key characteristics of each pilot 

site is provided in Table 1.1 (next page) and shows that each of the three police force areas 

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). 
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Table 1.1.  Characteristics of each Police Force Area11 

 Hampshire 

 

Greater Manchester 

 

Dyfed Powys 

 

Force area      

(square miles) 

1,602 493 4,230 

Population 1.94 million 2.73 million 0.52 million 

Description Mostly rural with 

coastal areas, small 

cities, military bases 

Multicultural 

metropolitan area 

Large area, sparsely 

populated, remote rural 

communities 

Ratio of police 

workforce to 

population 

2.6 per 1,000 

population 

4 per 1,000 population 3.6 per 1,000 

population 

Total recorded crime 

rate per 1,000 

population  

77.1 96.1 45.1 

Victim-based crimes 0.06 per person 0.07 per person 0.03 per person 

Domestic abuse calls 

for assistance per 

1,000 population**  

11 23 14 

Domestic abuse 

crime as a 

percentage of all 

recorded crime 

13% 8% 10% 

Percentage of calls 

with a domestic 

abuse marker from 

repeat victims** 

3% 6% 2% 

Percentage of crime 

with a domestic 

abuse marker 

8% 16% 4% 

                                                             

11 Force data to 31st -ÁÒÃÈ ςπρφȟ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ (ÅÒ -ÁÊÅÓÔÙȭÓ )ÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÁÔÅ #ÏÎÓÔÁÂÕÌÁÒÉÅÓ ɉ(-)#Ɋ11 

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

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp -content/uploads/police -effectiveness-

data-2016.ods  and (2014) http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp -

content/uploads/2014/03/domestic -abuse-force-data.csv  to support HMIC (2014) %ÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ 

business: Improving the police response to domestic abuse.  

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/police-effectiveness-data-2016.ods
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/police-effectiveness-data-2016.ods
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/domestic-abuse-force-data.csv
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/domestic-abuse-force-data.csv
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1.3.3 Data collection 
 

The evaluation was conducted during 2017 and adopted a mixed method 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 a quarterly data collection template at the start 

of the pilot in order to accurately record the number of referrals, 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 

management activities (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 approach. Quantitative analysis of these 

data will enable a cross pilot comparison to be undertaken of the priority and non-priority 

perpetrator  cohorts, illustrating how the pilots are working in practice. 

Interviews  

A total of 18 semi-structured interviews 12 were conducted with 17 agency 

representatives involved in the operational delivery of each initiative as well as those with 

a strategic responsibility across each of the pilot sites. Interviews were digitally recorded 

with the consent of participants and were conducted between January and July 2017. The 

interviews were designed to elicit particÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÌÉÍÉÔÁÔions of 

the pilot  and provide a detailed understanding of how each initiative  works in practice. 

Table 1.2 (next page) summarises the interviews 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 job-sharing arrangement. 
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Table 1.2.  Interview respondents  

Research Site Agency 

Oldham ¶ New Charter  

o 1 x  Independent Domestic Abuse Advocate, (IDVA)  

¶ Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC)   

o 2x  Support Workers 

o 1 x Team manager 

¶ Greater Manchester Police  

o 1 x Detective Chief Inspector (Public Protection) 

o 1 x Police Constable (Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub, MASH 

Hampshire ¶ Hampshire Police  

o 1 x Intelligence Analyst (Force Intelligence Bureau) 

¶ Hampton Trust 

o Domestic Abuse Senior Practitioner  

¶ Aurora New Dawn 

o Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 

o Serial and Priority Perpetrator Co-ordinator  

Á (Interviewed in January and July 2017) 

¶ Baseline Connections 

o Director 

Dyfed Powys ¶ Dyfed Powys Police 

o  Chief Inspector (Public Protection) 

o 4  x Domestic Abuse Officers, (DAOs)  

o MARAC Co-ordinator 

Á (Interviewed in January and July 2017) 

 

 

1.4  Structure of this report  
 

The remainder of this report falls into four chapters. Chapter 2 provides a descriptive 

overview of the criteria and processes used by each pilot to identify and manage priority 

domestic abuse perpetrators. Chapter 3 presents an analysis of the referral, monitoring 

and throughput data collected at each site. The results of the quantitative profiling 

exercise of priority and non-priority perpetrators are also provided. Chapter 4 highlights 

ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ implementation and delivery of the PPIT pilot 

and its success in managing priority  perpetrators across each of the three force areas. 

Finally, Chapter 5 summarises the results and implications of the study, and provides 

some recommendations for policy-makers, practitioners and future research.   
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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 of the pilots. More detailed analytical discussion 

surrounding the benefits and challenges of each approach will be discussed in Chapter 4. 

 

2.1  Hampshire  
 

The priority perpetrator pilot in Hampshire has been commissioned under the auspices 

of the Domestic Abuse Prevention Partnership (DAPP).13 The DAPP represents a 

partnership between Hampshire County Council, Southampton City Council, Hampshire 

Constabulary and the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner. Through the DAPP, a 

programme of work has been developed to deliver a Hampshire 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 Dawn and Baseline Connections Consultancy. The key 

functions of the pilot 14are to: 

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

¶ Co-locate the Serial and Priority Perpetrator Co-ordinator (SPPC) post into 
Hampshire. Constabulary Offender Management Hub to lead on identification 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. 
¶ Co-locate expertise into front line services. 
¶ Deliver specialist training to providers/practitioners of wider services. 

Referrals to the DAPP are sent to the Serial and Priority Perpetrator Co-ordinator (SPPC) 

located in the Police Intelligence hub and are sourced from Police (mainly HRDA/ 

MARAC), Probation/CRC, Social Services, MARACs and Third Sector agencies. Eligibility 

criteria for referral to the DAPP includes serial perpetrators and also enables referring 

agencies to use their professional judgement in terms of who they deem to be a high 

                                                             

13 DAPP is not commissioned to provide services for Portsmouth and Isle of Wight; other 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 Wight and familial or honour-based abuse.  

A PPIT is completed by the SPPC on all referrals received. The 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 forms, MARAC meetings, Third 

Sector charities, Social Services and mental health providers to complete the PPIT. A 

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 non-priority perpetrator will be passed to the Trust and 

ÅÎÒÏÌÌÅÄ ÏÎÔÏ Á ȬÃÏÌÄ ÃÁÌÌȭ ×ÁÉÔÉÎÇ ÌÉÓÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍ ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒding policy in place ensures that 

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, Baseline initiates perpetrator engagement, 

although a small sub-pilot involves the use of neighbourhood policing teams.  

 

Figure 2.1.  Overview of the process in Hampshire  

 

 

Priority perpetrators are prioritised by the SPCC and any agencies already 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 SPPC to 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 childhood experiences, mental 
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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 service, which provides intense individual support 

on an individual needs led basis and consists of a minimum of six sessions. When 

appropriate the individual can be referred back to Hampton Trust for engagement in the 

RADAR programme.  !Ó Á Ȭ2ÅÓÐÅÃÔȭ ÁÃÃÒÅÄÉÔÅÄ ÁÇÅÎÃÙȟ ÔÈÅ (ÁÍÐton Trust also provides 

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 Consultancy are monitored for two months by the SPCC and 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 five Dyfed Powys police 

divisions (Ceredigion, North and South Powys, Pembrokeshire and Carmarthen) review 

incoming DASH forms to create a list (through a computer generated ȬÃÌÉÃË-ÖÉÅ×ȭ system) 

of potential referrals to the pilot with one domestic incident in the current month and two 

in the previous month. PPIT information on eligible perpetrators is gathered on a monthly 

basis by administrative staff and used to populate the PPIT form. Completed forms are 

submitted to the Domestic Abuse Officers (DAOs) in each division for review and risk 

grading. Each PPIT is risk assessed and checked the following week by Domestic Abuse 

Officers (DAOs) ÉÎ ÅÁÃÈ ÄÉÖÉÓÉÏÎȢ $!/ȭÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÕÓÅ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÔÏ 

include referrals not meeting the initial criteria of frequency of offending. No baseline 

threshold score is set and instead DAOs use their professional judgement to make each 

priority perpetrator assessment.   

 

Figure 2.2.  Overview of the process in Dyfed Powys  
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Priority perpetrators are the focus of targeted monitoring and management and are 

referred to the MARAC Co-ordinator located in the offender management hub for referral 

to MAPPA/WISDOM/IOM15 screening panel (comprising the MAPPA, IOM and WISDOM 

Co-ordinators, MARAC Co-ordinator, Police and Probation) as appropriate. Priority 

perpetrators are subject to ongoing monthly reviews and multi agency data sharing with 

NPS/CRC. Non priority perpetrators are subject to actionable intelligence. 

 

2.3  Manchester  
 

The Oldham pilot within -ÁÎÃÈÅÓÔÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÁÎ ȬÅÎÇÁÇÅ ÏÒ interveneȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ 

whereby perpetrators who are motivated to change their behaviour are offered support 

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

from the pilot are subject to increased police enforcement tactics to manage risk.  

Figure 2.3.  Overview of the process in Manchester  

 

Referrals are sourced through Police and MARAC routes and sent to the Single Point of 

Contact (SPOC) located 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 criteria 16 are signposted on to an appropriate 

                                                             

15 Multi Agency Protection Panel Arrangement (MAPPA), Integrated Offender Management (IOM), 

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 violence; not currently supervised via MAPPA; the perpetrator or victim residing in 

Oldham; the perpetrator is male; and on bail. In terms of perpetrators who do not speak English, 
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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 multi-agency data collation17. Perpetrators identified as high risk/priority are 

then reviewed by a Detective Sergeant prior to acceptance onto the pilot, which includes 

Á ÎÅ× ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬReframeȭ perpetrator intervention. The ȬPerpetrator 

Engagementȭ team in Reframe consists of the perpetrator programme provider (CRC) and 

a key worker for the victim (IDVA), supported further by a police case worker. The initial 

visit to the perpetrator comprises a joint visit with the purpose of engaging with both 

parties (if together) and co-ordinated visits if separated. Risk assessment is completed on 

engagement to determine suitability for perpetrator intervention with the CRC. 

Perpetrator interventions are needs-led and determined on a case by case basis. There is 

no set timeframe for engagement. If perpetrator refuses to engage, the individual is 

subject to enforcement action and targeted policing. A summary of the key characteristics 

of each PPIT pilot is provided in Table 2.1. 

 
Table 2.1   Key features of each PPIT pilot   

Location of pilot 

(Police force area) 

Start date Partner 

agencies 

Key features 

Hampshire Police 

(Excluding 

Portsmouth and Isle 

of Wight) 

April 2016   

 

 

 

 

 

Aurora New Dawn 

 

 

 

Hampton Trust 

 

 

Multi-agency behaviour change model 

Embedded within Hampshireôs Domestic 
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 ï 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 case will  be considered and where necessary an interpreter will be provided (this will be 

monitored in terms of overall cost). 

17 Council employed researcher has access to Framework-I (UK Social Services 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/IOM18 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 Police19 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 Management (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 in Table 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 (recall Table 1.1). Nonetheless, there were 

some features which were broadly similar across each of the three sites, for example: 

¶ Multi -agency partnership working and data sharing is central to the perpetrator-

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, each scheme 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 focussed 

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 information-sharing between 

key agencies, most notably the Police, Social Services and National Probation 

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.  

¶ 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 been expanded 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 from the third sector).  
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¶ Following completion of the PPIT, priority perpetrators are subject to an 

additional layer of eligibility criteria in Greater Manchester compared with the 

other pilot sites (see footnote 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 (MARAC Co-ordinator) in the 

Dyfed Powys offender management hub for referral onto the pilot.  

¶ 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 enforcement 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 data (n=513 

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

PPIT form itself, along with additional 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 socio-demographic and offending 

characteristics, and how thesÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÊÕÄÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎ 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÉÓ Á ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙȭ or not. The second part of the chapter presents the 

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

It is important to reitÅÒÁÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÉÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÓ ÎÅ× ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÓÉÔÅÓȟ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÁÎ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓȭ ÏÆ 

these new ways of working are not formally evaluated in this report (i.e. 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 to expect positive 

outcomes to 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; Manchester in 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 

Year of referral 

2016 
N 66 13 0 

% 20.1% 10.0% 0.0% 

2017 
N 262 117 55 

% 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 proportion 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 pilot.] A 

far higher percentage of perpetrators 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 

Perpetrator 

sex 

Female 
N 6 21 0 

% 1.9% 16.2% 0.0% 

Male 
N 309 109 55 

% 98.1% 83.8% 100.0% 

      

Perpetrator 

ethnicity 

White 
N 256 107 48 

% 91.8% 96.4% 87.3% 

Black/Asian/Mixed  
N 23 4 7 

% 8.2% 3.6% 12.7% 

      

Perpetrator 

age 

Minimum age  16 16.4 18 

 Maximum age  68 69.8 50 

      

 Average age in years  33.8 35.6 32.1 

      

 
 

Referral pathways to the pilots are presented in Table 3.3. Following on from 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 are being identified. 

Specifically, two of the pilots employ analysis of police incident and crime recording 

systems as one way to identify domestic abuse perpetrators that are actively offending to 

Á ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÁÒÒÁÎÔÓ Á ÃÌÏÓÅÒ ÌÏÏË ÖÉÁ ÔÈÅ 00)4Ȣ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÐÏÌÉÃÅ ɉÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁɊȭ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌ 

pathway accounts for the majority of cases in Dyfed Powys, and nearly 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 )Î $ÙÆÅÄ 0Ï×ÙÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ ȬRepeat offenders: 1 incident in current month and 2 

in previous 3 months and Serial offenders: 2 or more victims in previous 3 monthsȢȭ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÏÏÌ ÉÓ 

used on a monthly basis to identify perpetrators to refer to the PPIT pilot. In Manchester, the 
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Ȭ0ÏÌÉÃÅ ɉÏÔÈÅÒɊȭ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÎÅÁÒÌÙ ÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -ÁÎÃÈÅÓÔÅÒ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÁÎÄ Ô×Ï ÔÈÉÒÄÓ 

of cases in Hampshire. This category includes police officers using their professional 

judgement to identify a perpetrator they feel is suitable for the 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, police-based referrals were the dominant source for all three sites, 

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

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

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

ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÉÓÔ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÓÅØÕÁÌ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ȬÏÔÈÅÒȭ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ 

ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȟ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ×ÉÄÅ ÒÁÎÇÅ ÏÆ 

referral pathways in Hampshire was developed through multi-agency training workshops 

delivered before its commencement, as well as on-going 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 

Referral type 

police (criteria) 
N 0 123 18 

% 0.0% 94.6% 32.7% 

police (other) 
N 214 7 26 

% 65.2% 5.4% 47.3% 

probation/IOM 
N 11 0 11 

% 3.4% 0.0% 20.0% 

specialist services 
N 91 0 0 

% 27.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

other 
N 12 0 0 

% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                             

ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÍÁÌÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ 10 Public Protection Investigations during their lifetime of being 

known to the Policeȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÃÈÅÃked on a weekly basis. 
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3.2 Identificatio 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 pilot sites. Next, the average total PPIT score 

across the sites, and the ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÄÅÅÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔy perpetratorsȭ ÉÓ Ðresented. 

&ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÈÏ× ÔÈÅ 00)4 ÉÔÅÍÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÙ Á ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÁÓ ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙȭ ÉÓ 

discussed. For example, are certain factors more strongly correlated with this decision 

than others? 

 

Recall that each of the ten PPIT items is evaluated in relation to the perpetratorȭÓ 

behaviour. Practitioners are asked to determine whether there is evidence for the item 

(0=absent or 1=present) for both recent (within past 6-months) and historic (beyond 6-

months) timeframes. Full results for the item scoring across the three sites are reported 

in Appendix B.  

 

Figure 3.1 (next page) ÄÅÐÉÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÅÁÃÈ ÉÔÅÍ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭ ÔÉÍÅÆÒÁÍÅ ÆÏr 

ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔÓȢ #ÌÅÁÒÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÐÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÉÔÅÍÓ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÁÌÌ ÐÉÌÏÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ɉȬOnset 

and duration of the domestic abuseȭɊȟ ÅÓÃÁÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ɉȬOffending increasing in 

frequency and/or severityȭɊ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÐÅÁÔ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ɉȬOffending (2 or more incidents) 

against any single victimȭɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÔÅÍÓ ÖÁÒÉÅÄ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÔÈÅ 

sites. This is not surprising given the differences in the implementation and operation of 

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

ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÓÅÒÉÁÌ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ɉȬOffending against multiple (2 or more) victimsȭɊ ÁÎÄ 

ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ɉȬ/ther violent/abusive behaviour e.g. stalking, sexual violenceȟ ÅÔÃȢȭɊȟ 

×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÉÎ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅȭÓ 00)4 ÆÏÒms. This is likely a 

ÃÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ×ÏÒË ÂÅÉÎÇ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔÌÙ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÁÓ Á ȬÓÅÒÉÁÌȾÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭ ÐÉÌÏÔȢ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅȭÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ×ÉÄÅÒ ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ 

specialist services likely explains the greater awareness of linked forms of offending 

behaviour. 
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Figure 3.1.  0ÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭ 00)4 ÉÔÅÍÓ 

 
 

4ÈÅ ÎÅØÔ ÆÉÇÕÒÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 00)4 ÉÔÅÍÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌȭ ÔÉÍÅ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ 

the pilots. A similar finding emerges in that active, escalating and repeat offending are the 

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

Manchester 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 criteria used in Manchester 

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

 

Figure 3.2.  0ÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ȬÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃȭ 00)4 ÉÔÅÍÓ 

 
 

 

The scoring of the PPIT items can result in a total score ranging from 0 to 20. The average 

total score for each site is presented in 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 a significant 

ÃÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÁÓ Á ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭ ɉÉȢÅȢ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÉÅÄ ÉÎ 

this way). The variation in total score across the sites maps onto 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 reflection of the different 

demographic characteristics of perpetrators and the referral pathways used across the 

pilots (e.g. Manchester has a somewhat younger all-male sample, a third of whom would 

have met the police criteria of having at least 10 public protection investigations on their 

records). 

 

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 

perpetrators 

 
N 

% 

121 

50.4% 

58 

49.6% 

32 

64.0% 

 
 

4ÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÆÏÒ ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÎÏÎ-ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ 

is presented in Table 3.5 (next page). Reinforcing the findings presented in the previous 

table, the average ÔÏÔÁÌ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÉÓ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÆÏÒ ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ 

ÔÏ ȬÎÏÎ-ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÁÌÌ ÓÉÔÅÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ÉÌÌÕÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÈÏ×ȟ 

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 (nearly 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 

Total PPIT 

score 

Priority Perps 

(average) 
 11.30 8.48 10.88 

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 applied when making the priority perpetrator assessment. For example, even in the 

two sites that adopted a response threshold of a PPIT score of 10, there were a number of 

ÃÁÓÅÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ρπ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ×ÁÓ ÄÅÅÍÅÄ Á ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙȭ 

(n=11 in Hampshire and n=2 in Manchester, approx. 3-4% of cases in both 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 of certain PPIT items 

when classifying perpetrators: active, escalating, serial, linked, high harm, alcohol/drugs, 

and weapons all significantly increased the likelihood of classifying a perpetrator as a 

ȬÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙȭ. Thus, most of the PPIT items are correlated with this decision to a statistically 

significant extent, holding constant the pilot site (i.e., the same pattern holds true for all 

three sites). (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÓÔÒÉËÉÎÇ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔÅÍÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌȭ 

time period mattered much moÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÄÉÄ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

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 priority perpetrators, across all three pilots.   

 

 

3.3 Management of priority perpetrators  
 

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

ÍÁÎÁÇÅ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÒÉÓË ÏÆ ÒÅ-offending, once they have been identified. 

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

involve direct contact with the perpetrator. Non-ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÏÒ ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ 

work, takes place to some degree for all priority perpetrators (and even some non-

priority ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÔ ÕÐ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔɊȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ 
work can be considered the bulk of activities employed in the sites to try to reduce the 

likelihood of perpetrators re-offending. Contact activitieÓ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ȬÕÐ ÆÒÏÎÔȭ ÄÉÒÅÃÔ 

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, is provided in Table 3.6. It 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 undertaken 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 

Type of action 

Referral to MAPPA 
N  6  

%    

Referral to IOM/WISDOM 
N  1  

%    

Referral to MARAC 
N 2 3  

%    

Notification to CRC/NPS 
N  16 1 

%    

Application for  
DVPN/DVPO 

N 15 1 1 

%    

Application for 
DVDS/Clareôs Law 

N 20  1 

%    

Actionable intelligence 
N  2 1 

%    

Referral to perp-focussed 
intervention 

N 76  4 

%    

Referral to IDVA 
N  2 13 

%    

Other 
N 9 4  

%    

 
 

Although the numbers in the table above may seem small relative to the total number of 

perpetrators, it must be remembered that all 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 focus 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 re-offending. Sometimes the exercise confirmed that the 

current arrangements were largely satisfactory, but that 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 not being managed at all, or they were being 

inappropriately managed given their level of risk. For example:  
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¶ In Dyfed Powys, a 42-year old perpetrator was referred in via police criteria. He 

scored ρτ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÈÅ ÐÕÓÈÅÄ ÖÉÃÔÉÍ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

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. Intelligence log stated he made threats 

made that he wanted to f*ck people 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. Self-ÈÁÒÍȢȱ This individual was being managed 

by CRC. The PPIT pilot allowed this information 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 pilots (i.e. these 

activities were unlikely or even impossible prior to the PPIT pilot). For example: 

¶ In Hampshire, a 62-year 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 misuse. He was arrested for a new domestic 

violence offence after 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/Priority 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. 

¶ In Manchester, a 49-year 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 to the 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 (one-to-one support) and has thus far attended 

five sessions. He is considered to be engaging well. 

¶ In Dyfed Powys, a 30-year old perpetrator was referred in via police professional 
judgment. He scored 11 on the PPIT, with comments ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ȰOffender has 

a history of causing serious harm 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 victim.  He has not adhered 

to bail conditions not to contact the victim whilst they are in place. This is also a 

pattern of behaviour as he has previously intimidated victims into retracting 

complaints against him.ȱ 4ÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ 

perpetrator, his case reviewed and an application put forward 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. 

Further dÅÔÁÉÌ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ 

on them, is provided in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4:  0ÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ 

perspectives on t he implementation 

process 
 

This chapter presents findings21 that relate to the delivery process involved in the 

implementation of each pilot and aims to address the key research questions outlined in 

section 1.3.1 namely:  

¶ Why were the different PPIT pilots developed, and what are their intended 

outcomes? 

¶ How does each new PPIT pilot work in practice?  

¶ What can be learned from comparing the different PPIT pilots in the 

participating police force areas? 

The first part of the chapter focusses upon the conception and development of each 

approach and examines how the PPIT is utilised in each case. In the second half of the 

chapter, we look at the actions taken in response to priority and non-priority perpetrators 

across each of the pilot s, focussing upon any barriers or issues affecting service delivery 

whilst also highlighting areas of effective practice. 

 

4.1  Identifying priority domestic abuse 

perpetrators  
 

4.1.1 Impetus for a new way of working  
 

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

(-)# ÒÅÐÏÒÔ Ȭ%ÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȡ )ÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅȭ ÉÎ 

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 perpetrators, 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 to shift the focus from the victim to include the 

perpetrator in order to break the cycle of repeat and serial victimisation was also raised. 

Ȱ7Å ÈÁÄ Á ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ×ÈÏ ×ÁÓ ÏÕÒ ÒÅÐÅÁÔ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ÂÕÔ 
then they were a name on a sheet, what were 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 focusses on the offender and it does touch upon them 
ÂÕÔ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎȭÔ understand all the risËÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÉÇÇÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 
ten minutes, so it was about understanding well what could we do that would bring 
some science I suppose to how we identify our most serious perpetrators, but also what 
could we do then to address those risksȩȱ   

       [Interviewee #1 Dyfed Powys] 

ȰSo, my background has always been in victim services... and I 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 names that you would get of perpetrators with the 
number of victims, usually female, attached to them... So, I had a growing frustration 
ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÍÙ ÃÁÒÅÅÒ ÏÆȟ Ȱ(ÁÎÇ ÏÎ Á ÓÅÃÏÎÄȢ  7ÈÙ ÁÒÅ ×Å ÎÏÔ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ 
because we seem to be focussing a lot of our efforts and our resources on all of these 
ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ×Å ÓÈÏÕÌÄÎȭÔȟ ÂÕÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÅÖÅÒ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ 
these perpetrators who are just going from victim to victim and appear to be getting 
Á×ÁÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÔȩȱ    

       [Interviewee #1 Hampshire] 

Ȱ) ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÄȢȢȢȢ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ Á ÇÁÐ ÉÎ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ×ÈÏ ÏÕÒ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓȟ ÈÉÇÈ-risk 
perpetrators were for domestic abuse, and that we relied on DASH assessments, which 
are very victim-centric, to make those assessments around risk. So the purpose of me 
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 
ÉÎ φτυψ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ×ÅÒÅÎȭÔ ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȟ ÁÎÄ ×Å ×ÅÒÅȟ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆȟ ÂÅÌÏ× ÔÈÅ ËÉÎÄ 
of sÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȢ 4ÈÅÎȟ ÁÌÓÏȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÎ ÉÍÐÅÔÕÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÍÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȟ 
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 were giving DVPOs and DVPNs repeatedly. We noticed that our repeat 
perpetrators were serial perpetrators, and were, you know, committing offences 
across Greater Manchester, and moving around. There was inherent risk in that. So 
there was a real drive then to ÓÔÁÒÔ ÔÏ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

Several interviewees also saw the development of the pilots as representing a shift from 

a reactive, largely victim-centric approach to dealing with domestic abuse to a more 

preventative and proactive form of policing the issue which targeted the perpetrators 

specifically. 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÅÎÆÏÒÃÅÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÍÅÎÔȢ 
They are reactive to domestic abuse incidents, and it was about having a proactive 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #3 Manchester] 
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Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔÓ ÁÉÍ ÉÓ ÔÏ be more proactive and more disruptive rather than wait for 
ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÈÁÐÐÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÉÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ -!00! ÏÒ -!2!# ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ 
identifying the perpetrators maybe that, not slipped the net but these obviously have 
ÂÅÅÎ ÉÎ -!2!# ÆÏÒ ÓÏ ÌÏÎÇȟ ×ÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ×Å ÄÏÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍȩȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys] 

 

4.1.2 Staff training in use of the PPIT  

  
Interviewees in Dyfed Powys and Hampshire reported having received relatively little 

00)4 ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȢ /Î ÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅȟ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

tool tended to have been acquired from the PPIT guidance and was largely self-taught, 

with practice support received from colleagues rather than supervisors.  

ȰIn terms of PPIT, I had absolutely nothing, it was a case of the admin who does the 
PPITs - the initial bits - just seÎÔ ÍÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÔ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ ȰÔÈÉÓ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÄÏÉÎÇȢȱ ) ÌÏÏËÅÄ 
ÉÔ ÂÌÁÎËÌÙ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÎÔȟ Ȱ2ÉÇÈÔȟ ÏËÁÙȟȱ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ $AO who 
works in the north of the county and he just explained what I had to do and I went 
ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ7Å ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÉÔȟ ÒÅÁÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÅÎ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÓË 
of sort of co-facilitati 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 
ÓÔÕÆÆȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Hampshire] 

Ȱ.one whatsoever; that would just be all of us knowing, looking at the PPIT, reading 
what it is and talking to X on how she uses it.  So, no, ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÎÙ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ 
)ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ 00)4Ȣȱ 

       [Interviewee #5 Hampshire] 

One practitioner with responsibility for completing and scoring each PPIT in the Greater 

Manchester site reported having received some training from her line manager, although 

no other PPIT specific training had been given across the partnership.  

Ȱ9ÅÓȟ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÉÎȟ [Supervisor] showed me the PPIT, and we ran through 
some dummy runs, just to make sure that we understood what was needed and what 
ÔÏ ÌÏÏË ÆÏÒ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȢȱ 

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

Staff across the three pilot sites indicated that they felt the PPIT items incorporated the 

appropriate combination of physical, psychological and situational risk factors and was 

useful in helping them to accurately assess an individual as a priority perpetrator.  

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÕÓÅÆÕÌȢ  ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× $6 ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÅÖÅÎ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ 
know DV it can and should help you pinpoint those really concerning factors that you 
might not necessarily pick up on. I think often the focus is on physical harm and 
actually the PPIT forces you to look at psychological harm which historically a lot of 
ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÇÏÏÄ ÁÔ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
harassment after the relationship ends.  It gives you an opportunity to capture that 
ÓÔÕÆÆ ÁÎÄ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅ ÉÔȢȱ 

        [Interviewee #2 Hampshire] 

 ȰI think because there are already tools out there to identify victims, support for 
victims of domestic violence but not so much the perpetrators.  Our MARACs, we do 
have criteria for serial perpetrators but that goes more by the victims, not how many 
offencÅÓ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ ÂÕÔ ÈÏ× ÍÁÎÙ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ. From my experience from 
ÁÔÔÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ -!2!#Óȟ ÄÅÍÁÎÄ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÖÉÃÔÉÍ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ 
perpetrator based so that would be more reactive rather than proactive, whereas I 
feel like the PPIT ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ Á ÂÉÔ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÒÏÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÉÎÇ 
ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÉÔ ÇÅÔÓ ÔÏ -!2!#Ȣȱ 

        [Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ4ÈÅÉÒÓ [Force Intelligence Bureau] is a static risk tool looking at static factors.  I said, 
this is a combination of static factors and some dynamic factors in there as well and I 
ÓÁÉÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÒÉØ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÍÁËÉÎÇ Á ÊÕÄÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÃÁÌÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÉÓË ÉÓ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ 
of dynamic factors but you are on the PPIT..) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÃÒÕÃÉÁÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ 
that information around what their profile looks like and a summary of what those 
ÒÉÓË ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÒÅȢȱ 

       [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 focussed upon victims as 

opposed to perpetrators of abuse. 

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ΄Ó ÖÅÒÙ ÓÉÍÐÌÅȢ %ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ΄Ó ÊÕÓÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÅ ÁÎÄ ) ÈÁÖÅ Á 
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 itȣ It's a straightforward yes or no, historic or 
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. I think it's dead simple to use. Yes, I like it.ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Manchester] 
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 Ȱ) ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÁÔȣ ) ÍÅÁÎȟ )ȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÄÏÎÅ ÏÎÅȢ  )ȭm not a caseworker in that sense.  I 
like the format of it, because it reminds me of the DASH.  So, as a practitioner, just 
ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÉÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÎÓÅȢ  )ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÌÉËÅȟ Ȱ/Èȟ ÍÙ 'ÏÄȢ  7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÔÈÉÓȩȱ  
)ȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ /!3ÙÓ ÆÏÒÍÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȟ all the risk assessments, the SARA or whatever 
they call them, and that just freaks me out as a practitioner.  So, I would not go 
ÁÎÙ×ÈÅÒÅ ÎÅÁÒ ÉÔȢ  ) ÊÕÓÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÆÏÒ ÍÅȢ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔȟ ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ 
happily attempt a PPIT...  So, as a victim practitionerȣ to look at the P0)4ȟ )ȭÄ ÇÉÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ 
Á ÇÏÏÄ ÇÏ ÁÎÄ )ȭÄ ÂÅ ÈÁÐÐÙ ÔÏȢ  3Ïȟ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÇÏÏÄȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÆÅÅÌ ÌÉËÅ ÉÔȭÓ 
starting to assist us with a common language around perpetrators as well and that 
×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÆÒÉÇÈÔÅÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÕÆÆȢȱ   

        [Interviewee #1 Hampshire] 

 Ȱ7ÈÁÔ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÓ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 00)4 ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÁÂÌÅȢ )ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÅ $!3(Ȣ 
You have 20 points, and it sits quite well in a system for us. ...it feels that we can manage 
it within the system as an enhancement to domestic abuse management, which is a big 
issue for us around bureaucracy and demand for Police Officers.  I feel like it adds 
value to an existing system, and at the moment it feels manageable, you know? So, 
ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÏÄȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÕÓÅÆÕÌȢȱ  

         [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

 

4.1.4 Alignment of the PPIT with existing processes 
  

Several interviewees reported that they felt the PPIT had helped to focus attention upon 

a population of domestic abuse perpetrators who would otherwise have reÍÁÉÎÅÄ ȬÕÎÄÅÒ 

ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒȭ, either because information contained within the DASH and/or Police force 

recording forms had led them to be ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÍÅÄÉÕÍȭ ÒÉÓËȟ ÏÒ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ȬÍÅÄÉÕÍȭ 

ÒÉÓË ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÓÃÒÕÔÉÎÙ ÁÓ ȬÈÉÇÈȭ ÒÉÓË ÏÆÆÅnders.  

ȰSPPC ÍÉÇÈÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÅÎÔ ÕÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ Ô×Ï ÁÎÄ ×Å ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÓÃÏÒÅÄ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÏÎ ÏÕÒ ÍÁÔÒÉØ 
ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÈÅÎ ×Å ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÂÅÅÎ ÇÒÁÄÅÄ 
ÁÓ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ $!3( ÆÏÒÍȢ  7Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ 
have come up on our radar.... 3Ïȟ ) ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÌÌ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÂÅ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ Ô×Ï ÔÈÁÔ ÙÏÕ 
ÃÏÕÌÄ ÓÁÙ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ Á×ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÈÉÔ ÏÕÒ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #5 Hampshire] 

Ȱ3Ï ÔÈÅÙ ÏÎÌÙ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈ ÒÉÓË $!3( ÓÔÕÆÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÒough which is fine, I get 
that they have to have a limit but quite a lot of the stuff I see will be medium DASH 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÅÄ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÌÙȢ  .ÏÔ Á $!3(ȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ !$φχφ2Ó 
ÓÏ ) ÍÉÇÈÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏÏË ÁÔ Á ÃÁÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÐÁÓÓ ÉÔ ÏÖÅÒ ÂÕÔ )ȭll forward then the PPIT 
and then they will populate it and they produce a top ten every month which some of 
ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÖÅ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅÙ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ 
ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÉÓÔ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ )ȭÌÌ ÔÈÅÎ ÄÏ Á 00)4 ÏÎ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÅ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÄÏ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ 
the Hampton Trust.ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 
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Ȱ)Ô ÍÁËÅÓ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÌÓÏ ÐÉÃË ÕÐ ÇÁÐÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÍÉÓÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ -!2!# 
procedure and by the current policies, because potentially you could identify people in 
long-ÔÅÒÍ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ×ÈÏ ÊÕÓÔ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÃÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
immediate short-term safeguarding via police. A lot of the short-term safeguarding is 
because there is Á ÍÁÓÓÉÖÅ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÃÃÕÒÓȟ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á 
long-term perpetrator or something like that. I can see how in theory it can work long-
ÔÅÒÍȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys] 

 

By the same token, the some individuals assessed using the PPIT as priority perpetrators 

by were not always accepted as representing a high risk from a policing perspective. 

ȰAt the same time, [SPPC] ÍÉÇÈÔ ÓÅÎÄ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅ ÉÎ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÇÒÁÄÅÄ ÔÈÅÍ ÈÉÇÈ-risk and 
×ÅȭÖÅ ÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȱ!ÃÔÕÁÌÌÙȟ ÎÏȟ ×Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅȢȱ  3Ïȟ ÉÔ ÃÁÎ 
balance each other outȣ ɍÂÅÃÁÕÓÅɎ the questions are different. So, the PPIT has 
different questions, necessarily, to on the DASH form.  So, even though [SPPC] might 
determine someone as a high-risk serial perpetrator, her crit eria is probably different 
ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁȢ  3Ïȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅȢ  )Ô ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎ ÖÅÒÙ ÏÆÔÅÎȟ 
ÂÕÔ ×Å ÍÉÇÈÔ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÏÕÒ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ7ÅÌÌȟ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÄÏÎÅ ÁÎÙ 
ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ Ô×Ï ÍÏÎÔÈÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÎÏ ÉÎÓtances in the last two 
ÍÏÎÔÈÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓË ÆÒÏÍ Á ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 5 Hampshire] 

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

their domestic abuse offences was also raised as an issue by several interviewees and it 

was felt that the information contained within the 00)4 ÈÁÄ ÁÌÓÏ ÈÅÌÐÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÓÈÉÎÅ Á ÌÉÇÈÔȭ 

on the full offence history of these individuals. 

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÁÎ ÁÖÅÎÕÅ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÏ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒ ÏÒ ×ho are 
ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒ ÂÕÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 6 Manchester] 

Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅ΄Ó ÏÎÅȢȢȢ (Å΄Ó ÊÕÓÔ ÇÏÔ Ô×Ï ÏÎ ÈÉÓ 0.# ÁÎÄ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÒÅ ÔÒÁÆÆÉÃ ÏÆÆÅÎÃÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÓ 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÈÁÄ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÌÏÎÇȣ 4ÈÅÙ΄ÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÓÉÎÃÅ 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 somebody 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 by anyone. 
4ÈÅÒÅ΄Ó ÎÏ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ΄Ó ÎÏ ÐÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys] 

One interviewee went on to discuss how discrepancies between the PPIT and DASH risk 

gradings have highlighted clear implications force-wide for the training and operational 

practice of officers who have responsibility for completing and submitting the DASH 

forms.  



Robinson & Clancy (2017)                                                                                                          New PPIT pilots 

38 

 

Ȱ&ÏÒ ÕÓ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÓÈÏ×Ó ×ÈÅÒÅ ×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÕÒ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ 
development. What concerned us last year, when we looked at that list, is why officers 
ÈÁÄÎȭÔ ÓÅÅÎ ÔÈÁÔȣ 9ÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÃÏÒÉÎÇ υόȟ φτȟ ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅÙȭÄ ÁÐÐÌÉÅÄ Á 
$!3( ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ÏÒ Á ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȢ 3Ï ÆÏÒ ÕÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 
actually revisiting the officers on a personal basis to discuss through that risk with 
ÔÈÅÍȢ /ÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ×ÅÒÅÎȭÔ getting that accumulation of incidents, or looking across 
and seeing that actually, this is a serial perpetrator. This is the first incident with this 
ÖÉÃÔÉÍȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÔÙÐÅÓ ÏÆ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ×ÏÕÌÄ ÓÅÅË ÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÔÏ 
have a one-to-ÏÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȢȱ 

      [Interviewee # 1 Manchester] 

Once particular issue raised by several interviewees in the Dyfed Powys site was the 

perception that the PPIT process represented a certain degree of duplication in 

paperwork and resource. It was suggested this could be streamlined more effectively by 

having a parallel discussion about both the victim and perpetrator during MARAC 

meetings to determine all perpetrator referrals for PPIT assessment.  

Ȱ9ou look at whether the PPIT, when we go to MARACȣ should be discussed then. 
Should the PPIT 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 paperwork 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 PPIT?ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys] 

  

4.1.5 Evidence used to complete the PPIT 
 

The need for pilot staff to have access to multi agency data was highlighted by 

interviewees across all three sites. In Manchester for example, the individual responsible 

for scoring the PPIT forms is located within the force Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub 

(MASH) and is able to access Police and Council/Social Services data to complete the PPIT 

form.  

Ȱ)΄Ä ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌȟ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
again off the OPUS systems, score it as to what I found out...So if it scores above ten, 
an e-mail 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 
health, the child social care, vulnerable adults, or wherever that information needs to 
ÃÏÍÅ ÆÒÏÍȢ 'ÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÅÅËȟ ÓÅÎÄ ÉÔ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ ÍÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #2 Manchester] 

 

The importance of PPIT practitioners being able to retrieve timely and readily accessible 

information from partner agency systems was emphasised repeatedly during the 

interviews. One police interviewee for example, reported encountering difficulties in 
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accessing information relating to some of the PPIT items (particularly mental health) 

because of complexities in their force recording processes and systems. 

Ȱ3ÔÕÆÆ ÌÉËÅ ÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÓ ÉÎÈÅÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÈÁÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÓÃÏÒÅȟ ÕÎÌÅÓÓ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ 
ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȢȢȢȢ )Æ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ 
ÒÅÃÏÒÄÓ ÍÁÙÂÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÅÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ Äeclared mental health, then it can be 
challenging. You can find all of that information I would say, if you look, and this is an 
issue I have in Dyfed-0Ï×ÙÓ ÆÕÌÌ ÓÔÏÐȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÏÏ ÍÁÎÙ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
system for absolutely everything. Whereas other forces maybe have one system which 
holds a lot of information, Dyfed-Powys have lots of different systems holding little bits 
ÏÆ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȢ )ÔȭÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÔÉÍÅ-ÃÏÎÓÕÍÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #3 Dyfed Powys] 

Another interviewee discussed how the scoring of PPIT item # 6 (MAPPA) had caused 

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

readily accessible to the team and instead 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.  

Ȱ) ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ -!00! ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÄÏÎ΄Ô ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ËÎÏ× ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ -!00!Óȟ ÁÎÄ 
it's not something that's easily accessible on GMP systems. So, X who's in the Spotlight, 
has just sent me an e-mail with everybody who's on the MAPPA, and I just go off that, 
and I just rely on him to update it for me, but it's not information I get access to. If 
they're on MAPPA, we're not accepting them on it [pilot], because I think one of the 
questions 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 contradicts 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 
ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Manchester] 

The implication of custodial sentences upon the scoring of 00)4 ÉÔÅÍÓ ÁÓ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭ ×ÁÓ ÁÌÓÏ 

raised during the interviews. One interviewee expressed some concern that the hiatus in 

offending during the custodial sentence could be interpreted on the form as representing 

a reduction in risk due to the scoring of Ȭrecent ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇȭ ÁÓ ȬÚÅÒÏȭ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÔÉÍÅȢ  

ȰOn PPIT, itȭs because 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 six years 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 I tend to do is, I do custody checks now. If I'm getting somebody who's 
come in as a high risk, but there's no historÙȣ 2ÅÃÅÎÔ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ) ÄÏ Á ÐÒÉÓÏÎ ÃÈÅÃËȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Manchester] 

Other interviewees commented upon the importance of pilot staff being able to access the 

police force recording systems and also emphasised the benefits of the pilot in building a 

ÃÏÍÐÌÅÔÅ ÍÕÌÔÉ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÉÓË, which hitherto had 

often been lacking in the field of domestic abuse. 
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ȰɍSPPC] will  start pulling together all then information that all the various agencies 
hold independently in their sÉÌÏÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅȭÌÌ ÐÕÔ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ Á ÐÁÃËÁÇÅȢ 7ÅȭÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÒÅÔÔÙ 
ÇÏÏÄ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÕÐ ÔÏ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ 
ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÎÅ× ÁÎÄ ÒÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÁÒÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅȢ )ÔȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃ ÔÈÁÔ 
everybody, a lot of different 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 
agenciesȣ all of them will have a history of call-outs or encounters with the victim, or 
with the perpÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȟ ÂÕÔ ÙÅÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÈÅÌÄ ÏÎÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȢ 3Ï ÆÏÒ ÏÎÃÅȟ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 
ÆÉÒÓÔ ÔÉÍÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÐÉÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÌÌ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÒÔ 
ÔÒÁÃËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #4 Hampshire] 

 

4.1.6 PPIT scoring and use of professional 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 a need to have a basic filter for staff to use as a guideline. 

Interviewees indicated that to rely only upon professional judgement would place too 

much responsibility upon individuals and potentially decrease consistency in the 

implementation of the tool. However, staff across each of these sites reported that 

although they used a threshold score when making the priority assessment, professional 

judgement would outweigh this when appropriate.   

Ȱ0ÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÊÕdgement would always 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 a discussÉÏÎȢ 7ÅȭÖÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÈÁÔȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

 

 Ȱ)ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÏÎÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅȭÓ Á ÓÅÒÉÁÌ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÂÕÔ ÈÅȭÓ 
repeatedly raping the victim and she is repeatedly retracting her statement and so I 
think his score ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÆÉÖÅ ÏÒ ÓÉØ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÈÉÇÈÌÙ 
ÈÁÒÍÆÕÌ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȟ ÓÏ )ȭÍ ÔÒÁÃËÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÅȢȱ 

        [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 

In Dyfed Powys however, no threshold score is used to grade the PPIT and instead a click 

view system is used to generate potential referrals for PPIT form completion from DASH 

forms with one or more domestic abuse incidents in the current 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 
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referrals to the pilot via the MARAC Co-ordinator. 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. 

Ȱ)Æ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÐÁÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȢȢȢ )΄Ä ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌÉÓÅ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÓÏ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌÓ ÁÒÅ 
the same. So if she was to do all the PPITs, at least they would be the same. I'd be 
looking in the same place... In an ideal world, one person would be doing the 
ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÓÏ ÉÔ΄Ó ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÉÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÁÒÅÁȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys] 

Indeed, the geographical spread of the pilot across Dyfed Powys and its integration across 

all force divisions represented particular challenges for this site when administering the 

PPIT. 

Ȱ) ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÙÅÒ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ 
because the geography is that, you know there are quite a few steps in the process.  
4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÔÈÅÍ ÆÉÒÓÔ 7ÅÄÎÅÓÄÁÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙ 
month then complete them then the DAO then looks at them and completes them, 
ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÓÁÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÄÒÉÖÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ [SPOC] looks at them from a MAPPA 
eligiÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÅ× ÔÈÅÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅȟ ×ÅÌÌ ÙÏÕ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÆÏÕÒÔÈ ÌÁÙÅÒ ÔÈÅÎ 
which is the MAPPA screening.  That will become the IOM MAPPA joint screening and 
ÔÈÅÎ ÉÔȭÌÌ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÔÈÅÎ ÏÆ ÍÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍȢ  

        [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 the priority perpetrator 

judgement and considering the immediate safety of the victim.  

Ȱ)ȭÄ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÁÌÌ ÏÕÒ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎÓ ÔÏ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙȢ 4ÈÅÎ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓË ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓȟ so 
ÔÈÅ ÎÅØÔ ÔÈÉÎÇ )ȭÄ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÉÓ ÙÏÕÒ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌȟ ÙÏÕÒ ÄÒÕÇÓȟ ÙÏÕÒ ÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ - 
ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÎÏ× ÔÈÁÎ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÙÂÅ Á ×ÈÉÌÅ ÁÇÏȟ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ 
ÁÔ ÉÔ ÅÁÒÌÙ ÏÎȢ 4ÈÅÙ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÄ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔȢ 4ÈÉÎÇÓ ÌÉËÅ ×ÈÅÔÈÅr 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅ ÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÐÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÓÏÍÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ 
)ȭÄ ÁÌÓÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÉÓ ÉÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ 
×ÈÅÒÅ )ȭÄ ÂÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÍÉÎÄ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ safeguarding of that 
ÖÉÃÔÉÍȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys] 

However, a particular barrier for staff in Dyfed Powys was reported to be the delays 

associated with ÔÈÅ ȬÃÌÉÃË ÖÉÅ×ȭ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ a monthly list of eligible 

perpetrators. Instead it was suggested that the DAOs should be able to use professional 

judgement at the initial stage of the process in order to action more timely completion of 

the PPITS. 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÂÉÇÇÅÓÔ ÄÏ×ÎÓÉÄÅ ÆÏÒ ÍÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ΄Ó ÊÕÓÔ ÔÏÏ ÄÅÌÁÙÅÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
PPIT is that this 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 agoȣ because we know that this 
person is dangerous and all things that would be identified that needed to be done 
through PPIT we had done 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 intelligenceȢ 3Ï ÙÏÕ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ΄Ó ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȣ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÅÙ 
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 problem isn't it.  

 I: So a PPIT needs to be completed at the time of the incident? 

)ÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙȢ 9ÅÓȢȱ 

In recognition of these concerns, amendments were made 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. 

Ȱ5Ð until 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 I think to go forward I think 
×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÊÕÄÇÍÅÎÔ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔȢȱ 

      [Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys] 

 

 

4.2  Actions taken in response to priority 

perpetrators  
 

As outlined in Chapter 2, each of the three pilots has 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 MAPPA and more 

recently, the IOM/WISDOM cohorts, 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 having extra 

needs. Regardless of the treatment approach however, priority perpetrators in all three 

areas are subject to increased monitoring and enforcement where necessary. It is 

therefore possible to conceptualise the actions taken in response to priority perpet rators 

as comprising of two main types of activities: a) ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ activities, which occur 

ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ and b) ȬÕÐ ÆÒÏÎÔȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ which 

involve direct engagement of the perpetrator to address the offending behaviour. 
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4.2.1 Information-sharinÇ ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ 

The benefits of the pilots in facilitating a multi-agency 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 information-sharing between agencies had been 

an issue in the past and felt that this improvement had impacted positively upon victim 

safety and safeguarding.  

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȭ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ× ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÅÁÃÈ 
other is a massive success already... understanding that our agendas are actually the 
same, that the intelligence that perpetrators organisations hold, coupled with victims 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÁÎ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ 
valuable for safeguarding victims and their children. I think the other success of the 
ÐÉÌÏÔ ÉÓȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÉÎ ÃÈÁÎÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȢ )ÔȭÓ Á really innovative model.  
)ÔȭÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÓÉÍÐÌÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȭÓ ÏÎÌÙ ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈÅÎÅÄ ÔÈÁÔȢȱ   

       [Interviewee #1 Hampshire] 

The benefits of the pilot in improving information sharing and risk management as a 

result of the integration and collaboration of the pilots with statutory agencies such as 

Probation were also emphasised. 

ȰSo there has been some, the two cases that [CRC worker] has seen today are both 
statutory cases, but the Probation Officers, the NPS and the CRC are involved ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ 
ÍÁÄÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÉÎÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÉÓË ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÐÌÁÎÓ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢ  3Ï ×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ 
×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÉÓÏÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ×ÅȭÒÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈȣ ÉÆ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ Á ÓÔÁÔÕÔÏÒÙ ÃÁÓÅȠ ×Å 
ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÉÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÎÔÅÎÃÅ ÐÌÁÎȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 6 Manchester] 

Ȱ!Ô ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ -!00! ÓÃÒÅÅÎÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÄÏÎÅ ÏÎ ÉÔÓ Ï×Î ÓÏ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÏÖÅ ÔÏ 
is a joint screening process so that the MAPPA co-ordinator, WISDOM and IOM all sit 
in one room and in all, every referral comes in on one form and then all the people 
round the table, so those three co-ordinators and the police and Probation make a 
ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÎ ×ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÓÔȟ ×ÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÓÔ ÏÆ ÁÒÒÁÎÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÍÁÎÁÇÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓË 
ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÐÏÓÅÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ(ÁÍÐÔÏÎ 4ÒÕÓÔ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÆÌÁÇ ÕÐ Á Æew more community perpetrators, if you know what 
) ÍÅÁÎȟ ÏÒ ÏÎÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙÂÅ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÒ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ 
send them over to [SPPC]to do a full PPIT and make an assessment.  ....) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ 
the more worrying ones, because thÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÏÒ ÄÏÎȭÔ 
know as much as they think they do.  So, that part of the process can work quite 
ÈÏÌÉÓÔÉÃÁÌÌÙȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 1 Hampshire] 

 

However, although information-sharing was reported to be operating effectively 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 sharing information 

across agencies. These 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 Services data in particular, was 

emphasised as one of the benefits stemming from this type of co-located arrangement 

ȰIt'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 social workers. 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 
ÉÓÎ΄Ôȣ 7Å ÃÁÎ΄Ô ÄÏ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȢ 3Ï ÉÔ΄Ó ÖÅÒÙ ÇÏÏÄ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Manchester] 

One issue which came to light across two of the sites (Dyfed Powys and Greater 

Manchester) and which was reported to be largely as a result of improved multi agency 

data sharing facilitated by the pilots, was the potential for high risk perpetrators to have 

previously been managed as a medium risk offender 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 NPS for management as high risk offenders. 

Ȱ) ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ Á ÂÉÔ ÏÆ Á ÒÕÂ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ -!00! ÁÎÄ #2#ȢȢȢȢ4ÈÅ #2# ÄÅÁÌ ×ÉÔÈ 
low risk cases in the community where MAPPA automatically says and the PPIT says 
this person is high or very high risk of causing ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓ ÈÁÒÍȢ  )Æ ÔÈÅÙ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÈÉÇÈ ÒÉÓË 
ÔÈÅÙ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÅÓÃÁÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÉÔ ÔÏ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ÂÅÅÎ 
ÈÁÐÐÅÎÉÎÇȟ ÓÏ ÂÏÔÈ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ× ×ÉÔÈ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ #2#Ȣ 7ÅȭÒÅ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 
risk has escalated.... and the PPIT has helped in identifying them as a priority 
perpetrator.ȱ        

      [Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ7ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ $6 ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #2# ×ÈÏ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÁÒÅ ÈÉÇÈ ÒÉÓË ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȟ 
ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÊÕÓÔ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÃÕÍÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ 
×ÁÒÒÁÎÔ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÁÓ ×ÅȭÒÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓË 
ÃÁÎ ÕÐ ÔÏ ÈÉÇÈȢ  7ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÒÉÓË ÅÓÃÁÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÒÅÆÅÒ ÏÕÒ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÕÐ ÔÏ 
the NPS, but there needs to be a charge or an offence to do that.  But we work with a 
ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ÏÆ $6 ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #2# ÔÈÁÔ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÒÅ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÔÏ ÌÏ× ÒÉÓËȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ 
ÑÕÉÔÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÅÓÃÁÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒÓ ÔÏ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #6 Manchester] 

However, with  the move to a co-located multi-agency arrangement following  the 

ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ Ȭ4ÈÅ (ÕÂȭ, the statutory supervision status of all perpetrator referrals is 

now checked with a Probation Officer within the team on receipt into the pilot.  One 

interviewee in GMP also raised the potential for 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 would always 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. 



Robinson & Clancy (2017)                                                                                                          New PPIT pilots 

45 

 

 Ȱ) ÈÁÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÎ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÆÏÒ me because 
statutory organisations, Probation, they have to provide that risk management 
ÁÎÄ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÁÎÙ ÏÖÅÒÒÉÄÅÓ ÏÒ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ 
particularly with the NPS... WÅȭÖÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÆÅÅÄÉÎÇ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ 
back to the sÕÐÅÒÖÉÓÉÎÇ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÏÍÅ ÌÉÁÉÓÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅȢ  4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÈÁÖÅ 
gone to meet the offender with the Offender MÁÎÁÇÅÒ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÒÅÅ ×ÁÙÓ 
that have taken place.ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 6 Manchester] 

Indeed, one interviewee commented that the multi -agency approach taken by the pilot  in 

Hampshire had helped to facilitate a more consistent multi -agency risk language for 

domestic abuse perpetrators across Police, Probation/CRC and Third Sector agencies. 

Ȱ7ÈÁÔ ) ÄÏ ÌÉËÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȟ ÁÓ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ×ÈÏȭÓ ×ÏÒËÅÄ pre-DASH, is that we are all 
ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ Á ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÒÉÓË ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȢ  3Ïȟ ×Å ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÎ ×Å ÓÁÙ ÔÏ Á 
ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȟ Ȱ4ÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÈÉÇÈ-ÒÉÓËȱ ÏÒ Ȱ4ÈÅÙȭÒÅ Á ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ (06 ÒÉÓËȱ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒȢ  
We all understand and have a common language and I feel ÌÉËÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÉÌÏÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ 
ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÒÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÅÆÏÒÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #1 Hampshire] 

  

4.2.2 Disruption and enforcement activities 

While the pilots tackle the issue of priority domestic abuse perpetrators slightly 

differently, each utilises the PPIT to prioritise perpetrators for focussed management and 

increased surveillance and/or enforcement activities.  In Dyfed Powys for example, the 

PPIT is used to determine monthly priority nominations for every division across the 

force. Although this practice has been in place for several years, there was reported to 

have been little standardisation in the decision-making process behind the nominations. 

Interviewees felt the PPIT tool had been particularly helpful in encouraging cross-division 

consistency when focusing frontline officers upon key issues and ensured the decision-

making was defensible and evidenced.  

Ȱ!ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÍÏÎÔÈ ÅÁÃÈ ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÉÁÌ ÁÒÅÁ ÎÏÍÉÎÁÔÅÓ 
two sets of domestic, so a domestic for their area to be the domestic violence 
nomination of the month.  Now the domestic abuse officers and the Detective Inspector 
for that area will decide uponȣ what is our highest risk domestic couple?  What do we 
need the help of frontline officers with more than anything and then that goes on 
ÁÃÔÉÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÂÒÉÅÆÅÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÏ ÁÌÌ ÆÒÏÎÔÌÉÎÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÔÁÒÔ 
ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÈÉÆÔȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÓÃÒÕÔÉÎÉÓÅÄ...The Chief Inspector will ask the inspector for that 
area, Ȱwhat are your staff doing about thisȩȱ ....Ï× ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 00)4Ó 
now become our DV nominations for the month. TÈÅÙȭÌÌ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ -!2!#ȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÌÌ ÓÔÉÌÌ 
ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ -!00! ÉÆ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÉÎ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ Á ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÆÏÃÕÓsing frontline officers 
on the key issues as we see them.ȱ 

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

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

ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÇÒÁÄÅÄ ÁÓ Á ȬÍÅÄÉÕÍȭ ÒÉÓËȢ 

Ȱ(ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ #ÏÎÓÔÁÂÕÌÁÒÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅ &ÏÒÃÅ )ÎÔÅÌÌÉÇÅÎÃÅ "ÕÒÅÁÕ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ 
ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÉÓÔ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÔÅÁÍ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÔÁÓËÅÄ ÊÕÓÔ ÔÏ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ 
ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÓÏ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÏute of referral for me.... )ȭÌÌ ÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ ÔÈÅm the PPIT 
and then they will populate it and they produce a top ten every month which some of 
ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÖÅ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅÙ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ 
ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÉÓÔ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ )ȭÌÌ ÔÈÅÎ ÄÏ Á 00)4 ÏÎ 
that as well.ȱ 

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

Yeahȣ 4ÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÐÁÓÓÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÔÏ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ #ÏÍÍÁÎÄÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÁÎÄ 
managed in that way.... soÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÐ ÔÅÎ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÕÆÆ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÖÅ 
passed over that would have been missed because they only bulk search for the high 
ÒÉÓË ÓÔÕÆÆ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅÓ )ȭÍ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÐÅÁÔÅÄ ÍÅÄÉÕÍ ÒÉÓË ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ 
beȣȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 

In Hampshire, the evidence pertaining to historical offending gathered during completion 

of the PPIT has also prompted the pilot team to initiate consideration of the Domestic 

Violence Disclosure Scheme (DVDS) wherever 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 Services / ProbationɊ ÁÒÅ ÆÕÌÌÙ Á×ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ 

and risk.  

Perpetrators engaging with the pilot in Manchester are also subject to a very similar 

information -sharing process to ensure relevant agencies are fully aware of the 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌÓ ÁÒÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÁÎÄ ÎÅ× ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ 

kept informed via the DVDS legislation.  

Ȱ7ÅȭÒÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÃÁÒÅȢ )ȭÄ ÄÏ ÔÈÅ #ÌÁÒÅȭÓ ,Á× ÄÉÓÃÌÏÓÕÒÅ ÔÏ 
ÔÈÅ ÎÅ× ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ Á ÇÒÏÕÐ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎȠ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÔȢȢȢȢ )Æ ×ÅȭÒÅ 
picking these people out of a pot and saying these are the high risks, where there is 
strong poÓÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÈÏÍÉÃÉÄÅ ÏÒ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓ ÈÁÒÍȟ ÉÔȭÓ Á ÎÏ-brainer for me. 
That would happen anyway, but for each case on an individual basis, what they were 
ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÉÓȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÒÏÃËÉÎÇ ÕÐȢ 9ÏÕȭÒÅ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÒÁÄÁÒȠ ÉÔȭÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ )/- ÍÏÄÅÌȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Manchester] 

The added value of the PPIT in bringing together multi-agency data in one place to enable 

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

by interviewees. Police particularly valued 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.  

Ȱ)Ô ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÒÅÐÌÁÃÅ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÉÔ ÊÕÓÔ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÁÄds to what we already know about the 
ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÏÒ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ×Å ÍÉÇÈÔ ÎÏÔ ËÎÏ× ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÉÎÇ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÉÓ 
the information from the PPIT. So, [SPPC] at her end, if she comes across someone 
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ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÔÈÉÎËÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á×ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÍȟ ÓÈÅȭÌÌ ÓÅÎÄ ÕÓ ÁÎ 
ÅÍÁÉÌ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ Ȭ)ÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȢ  )ȭÍ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÉÍȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÈÅȭÓ ÃÏÍÅ 
ÕÐ ÁÓ ÈÉÇÈ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȭ ÏÒ ÈÅȭÓ ÇÏÔ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÈÉÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÅȭÓ 
worried about.  ..5ÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȣ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ɍSPPC] might gather more 
ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÎ ×Å ÈÁÖÅȟ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÉÆ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅȟ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙȟ 
Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓ ×ÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ ÔÁÌË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÌÌ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ 
open to a charity helping them.  So, sometimes we might have scored a perpetrator on 
ÏÕÒ ÍÁÔÒÉØ ÁÎÄ ÇÏÎÅȟ Ȱ9ÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÒÉÓËÙȟȱ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÌÌ ÏÕÒ ÔÏÐ ÒÉÓËÉÅÓÔ 
offender.  However, if [SPPC] sends us a PPIT with all the information on and actually 
ÓÈÅȭÓ ÇÌÅÁÎÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÉÃÔÉÍȟ that can kind of change our opinion 
ÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÓÃÏÒÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȢȱ 

      [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, such as Domestic Violence 

Protection Notices/Orders (DVPN/Os) and the DVPS.  One issue for the Hampshire pilot 

in particular, was the limited capacity of the SPPC to undertake more frequent monitoring 

of cases, as the scheme was currently limited to a fortnightly review of high risk cases and 

monthly review of medium risk cases. 

ȰI think, also, what would help would be sort of improving how we do the tracking, 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ )ȭÖÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÇÏÔ ÔÉÍÅ ÔÏ ÄÉÇ ÂÁÃË ÁÎÄ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓȢ 3Ïȟ ÈÉÇÈ 
risk ones I look at once every two weeks, and the medium risk ones I look at once a 
ÍÏÎÔÈȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÇÏ ÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ ËÎÏ× 
about it, unless other people are contacting me with the information. Ideally, I would 
like to see a uniform 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 
ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ×ÈÙȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÁÔÅ ÔÏÏÌÓ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÔÏ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ 
protect victims that just arÅÎȭÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÕÓÅÄȢȱ  

        [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 

Ȱ%ÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÓÃÏÒÉÎÇ ÔÅÎȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÃÏÍÅ ÏÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÏÍÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ 
ÆÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȟ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÒÁÉÓÅÄȢȢȢ×ÁÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ #ÌÁÒÅȭÓ ,Á×Ȣ )Î 
terms of if these people are scÏÒÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÅÖÅÌȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅÎ ÎÏÔ ÄÅÆÅÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å 
×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÁÎÙ×ÁÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ7Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÌÅÔ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÁÔ ÙÏÕÒ 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ $6 ×ÉÔÈ Á ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȟȱ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÉÔ ÉÓȢ 7ÈÁÔ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ 
going to do was add that onto the tool tÈÁÔȭÓ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÌÏÇ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔÓ 
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 ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÅÆÏÒÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 5 Manchester] 

 

 

4.2.3 Multi -agency perspectives on working with perpetrators 

Interviewees indicated that when the pilots initially commenced they had met with a 

certain degree of wariness and/or scepticism 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 dissipated. The following quote is representative 

of the similar experiences discussed by practitioners working with community based 

victim agencies in both Hampshire and Manchester.  

Ȱ4Ï ÓÔÁÒÔ ×ÉÔÈȟ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ×Å ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄȟ ×ÈÅÎ ×ÅȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇȟ ÙÏÕ ÇÏÔ 
Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÂÉÔ ÏÆȣ) ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÃÅÐÔÉÃÓȟ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ already set up. I think quite 
ÑÕÉÃËÌÙȣÎÏ× ɍ)$6!Ɏ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÖÅÒÙ ÇÏÏÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÉÄÅ ÔÏ ÁÌÌÁÙ ÁÎÙ 
ÆÅÁÒÓȟ Ȱ) ÃÁÎ ÄÏ Á ÊÏÉÎÔ ÖÉÓÉÔȢ 9ÏÕ ÔÅÌÌ ÍÅȣȱ ×ÈÉÌÓÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÉÎÇ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÎÄ ) 
think that has given the confidence to the existing IDVAs anÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÌÉËÅȟ Ȱ9ÏÕȭÒÅ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ 
ÕÓȟ ÙÏÕ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÔÈÉÎÇȢȱ 3Ïȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÑÕÉÃËÌÙ ÈÁÓ ÇÏÎÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Manchester] 

Indeed, the positive regard with which community agencies now held the work of the 

pilots in Hampshire was evidenced by one interviewee who commented upon the 

popularity of the PPIT training events across a wide range of service providers. 

Ȱ!ÎÙ ÔÉÍÅ ) ÒÕÎ Á 00)4 ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÅÖÅÎÔȟ ÉÔȭÓȣ )ȭÍ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÉÎÇ ÏÎÅ ÉÎ 3ÅÐÔÅÍÂÅÒȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ 
ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ψτ ÐÌÁÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÁÇÒÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ωϊ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÎȟ just because people 
ÌÉËÅ ÉÔ ÓÏ ÍÕÃÈȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÙ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÉÎÇ ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ 
risk. So normally I have Police, Youth Offending Service, Probation, ÁÎÄ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ 
3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ )ÔȭÓ Á ÒÅÁÌ ÃÒÏÓÓ-ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÊÕÓÔ deal with victims. They might 
ÄÅÁÌ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÄÅÁÌ ×ÉÔÈ ÂÏÔÈȢȱ  

        [Interviewee #2 Hampshire] 

The importance of embedding the work of the pilots with community-based 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. 

 Ȱ7Å ×ÏÒË ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÅÁÍÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÙȟ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ housing 
teams. All the homelessness and prevention of homelessness shelters, all the Drug and 
!ÌÃÏÈÏÌ 4ÅÁÍÓȟ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ -ÅÎÔÁÌ (ÅÁÌÔÈ ÔÅÁÍÓȢ 7ÅȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ 
important strategic alliances with all these partner agencies so we can work closer 
ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÒË ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ )ÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 
agencies, as much as building a relationship with the offender themselves, which is the 
secret to what we do.ȱ  

       [Interviewee #4 Hampshire] 

 ȰI just think very quickly everybody worked really well together. The information 
ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÅÒÅȠ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÏÕÔ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ Á 
ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ×Å ×ÅÎÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÅÄȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌ 
services, so as much as I thought it may take a long time for people to understand and 
ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÆÒÁÍÅȟ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÉÔȟ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÓȢ 3ÕÒÐÒÉÓÉÎÇÌÙ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄ 
ÖÅÒÙ ÑÕÉÃËÌÙȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÇÏÏÄȟ ÓÏ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÁÌËÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÇÏÏÄȠ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÏÒËÅÄ 
really well. Everybody in ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÒÏÏÍ ÈÁÓ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ×ÅÌÌȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÇÏÏÄ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ËÅÙȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÔȩȱ 

       [Interviewee #3 Manchester] 
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Ȱ7Å΄ÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÖÅÒÙ ÇÏÏÄ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ /ÆÆÅÎÄÅÒ -ÁÎÁÇÅÒÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 
the police; we were the first to be co-located with Probation. We were doing all these 
things so for us it's probably better in the sense that there's an actual formalised 
ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å΄ÖÅ ÍÁÙÂÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÄÏÎÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys] 

 

In Dyfed Powys and Greater Manchester however, the need to ensure there was adequate 

provision for some of the perpetrators experiencing more complex needs, (and indeed 

their victims) was raised.  

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȢ 3Ïȟ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ 
liËÅ ÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÄÒÕÇÓȾÁÌÃÏÈÏÌȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎȣ ,ÉËÅȟ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÔÅÄȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ 
ÔÈÅÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎ ×Å ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÄÏ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍȩ 3ÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅȢȱ  

       [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

Ȱ7ÅȭÒÅ ÆÏÃÕssing on the highest risk repeat offenders, victims which have probably the 
ÍÏÓÔ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÅ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅÍȢȱ 

       [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, the interventions available 

to perpetrators were still viewed as representing a multi-agency 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. 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅȟ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÆÏÃÕssing 
ÏÎ ÒÅÃÏÎÖÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÖÏÌÕÍÅ ÃÒÉÍÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ×ÅÌÌ ×ÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ×Å ÄÏ ÔÏ ÓÔÏÐ 
this person re-offending from Á ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÅ× ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ 
ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÉÇÇÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÆ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ÔÈÅÎ ×ÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ 
we do to help that person from doing that, from taking alcohol?  Does it mean that 
they need support? I think the funding includes enhanced mental health services so if 
ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙȭÓ Á ÒÅÄ )/- ÏÒ Á ÒÅÄ 7)3$/-ȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÏÎÅÓȟ 
once a month there should be a multi-agency case conference which is called a MACC.  
Now that should be attended by a forensic clinician for mental health as well as 
0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÎÅÙ ÓÅÅÍÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÆÏÒ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 
WISDOM bid for funding is around mental healthȱ 

       [Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys] 

 

4.2.4 Ȭ5Ð ÆÒÏÎÔȭ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈ Ðerpetrators 
 

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 this 

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 

engagement in Manchester.   

 
Ȱ7ÈÁÔ #2# ÁÒÅ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏ ÆÁÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÅÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÂÅÅÎ 
ÖÅÒÙ ËÅÅÎ ÔÏ ÅÎÇÁÇÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÅÅÍ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÅ ÏÎ ÏÎÅ ÁÓÐÅÃÔ of not 
necessarily having to sit in a group, and having a really tailored response to their 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

   
ȰThese are people who historically have not been able to engage with mainstream 
services. So we do assertive outreach and mentoring, and the mentoring sometimes 
ÂÅÇÉÎÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÅȟ ÄÒÁÇÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÂÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȢ "ÕÔ ÉÔ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÑÕÉÃËÌÙ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÎÏÔ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ 
for them, doing thingÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍȢ "ÕÔ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÔÁÌÙÓÔ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ 
ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÌÌ ÒÏÌÌÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ 
engaging with housing, with substance misuse, with community mental health teams, 
et cetera. We try to identify what that thing is, and we try to overcome it..... WÅȭÒÅ 
looking at more than 30 cases right now. We have 100 per cent retention rate. Once 
×ÅȭÖÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙȟ ×Å ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÈÁÄ ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙ ÄÒÏÐ ÏÕÔȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #4 Hampshire] 

 

Although interviewees acknowledged that disengagement from the pilot would have 

repercussions for perpetrators in the form of increased monitoring and enforcement, 

ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓ ÅÎÄÅÁÖÏÕÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÐÌÙ ÂÙ ÍÁËÉÎÇ 

clear the benefits of participation from the outset.  

Ȱ)ÔȭÓ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔ ÓÔÙÌÅ ÅÍÂÅÄÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔȢ  
4ÈÅ ÇÏÏÄ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÉÓ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÉÌÌ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÂÅ 
ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÌÌ ÂÅ ÒÅÐÅÒÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÂÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÓ ÃÁÐÔÕÒÅ ÓÏÍÅ 
ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÁÔÔÁÃÈÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÎ Á Ȱ7Å ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÈÅÌÐ ÙÏÕ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ×ÈÙ 
ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓȱȢ   

       [Interviewee #6 Manchester] 

 ȰInitially, when we started off, it has been completely voluntary. They have to be on 
ÓÉÄÅ ×ÉÔÈ ×ÁÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈ ÕÓȟ ÏËÁÙȩ .Ï×ȟ ÏÎ Á ÃÏÕÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓȟ )ȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ 
engagement with DAPP as part of the conditions....ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÁÇÒÅÅÄ 
ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈ ÕÓ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÈÁÓ ÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÏÆÆȢȢȢ 7Å ÃÁÎȭÔ ÂÅ forced on 
ÔÈÅÍȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÄÏÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
Ï×Î ÇÏÏÄȢȱ 

        [Interviewee # 4 Hampshire]  

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

that compliance in the community was acknowledged to be more difficult.  In Manchester, 

#ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ 3ÏÃÉÁÌ #ÁÒÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ Á ËÅÙ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÁÎÄ Á ÌÅÖÅÒ ÆÏÒ 
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perpetrators to engage (e.g. CSC will consider statutory plans on the basis of the 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍent with the scheme). Diminishing engagement was counteracted 

by practitioners subjecting perpetrators to increased monitoring and where appropriate, 

making them aware of this.  

Ȱ)ȭÖÅ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÌÙ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÁËÅÎ ÁÂÁÃË ÂÙ ÈÏ× ÅÁÓÙ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏ ÅÎÇÁÇÅ with 
ÉÔȢ 4ÈÅÎ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄ ÉÓȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ÁÐÐÏÉÎÔÍÅÎÔ ÂÏÏËÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÍÅȢ 
If we portray this as a purely voluntary project, compliance is going to be a nightmare. 
) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÓÅÔ ÉÓ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ/ËÁÙȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ engagement 
or itȭÓ ÅÎÆÏÒÃÅÍÅÎÔȢȱ  

       [Interviewee #5 Manchester] 

 

4.2.5 Referrals to services/interventions 

 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÐÉÌÏÔÓ ÔÁËÅ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÎÅÅÄÓȟ 

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

although the pilot offers an in-house RADAR perpetrator programme, offenders 

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

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

"ÁÓÅÌÉÎÅ ÏÕÔÒÅÁÃÈ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÃÙ ÔÅÁÍȢ 4ÈÉÓ ȬÁÒÍȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÉÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÉÎ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÒÁÎÇÅ 

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

needs are met, and the offender is stabilised ready for engagement with the in-house 

RADAR programme.   

 Ȱ!ÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȟ ÓÏ ÉÆ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ÈÁÄ 
mental health difficulties, substance misuse, housing needȣ We identify where the 
problems are with this person. We overcome the problÅÍÓȢ 7ÅȭÒÅ ÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÁÓ 
advocates...we try to overcome those hurdles, okay? Those barriers to recovery. Then, 
we actually get the persons involved with the already-existing programmes that are 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȢ 7ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÒÅÐÌÉÃÁÔÅ ×ÈÁÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ does, or what mental 
ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÔÅÁÍ ÄÏÅÓȟ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÍÉÓÕÓÅ ÔÅÁÍ ÄÏÅÓȢ 7ÅȭÒÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÒÉÎÇ 
ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍȟ ×ÈÏȭÓ ÒÅÁÄÙȟ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÅÎÇÁÇÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍȟ ×ÈÏ 
ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÈÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÎÊÏÙÅÄ ÁÎÙ ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ÏÆ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÔ ÁÌÌȢ 3Ï ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ no 
programme that I deliver. We just do a lot of individual, one-to-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 
degree, ×ÅȭÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÏÕÒ ÉÎ-house, 20-×ÅÅË 2!$!2 ÃÏÕÒÓÅȢȱ 

       [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 sessions may 

need to be adapted to meet individual needs. Services offered by community-based 

agencies are also drawn upon to deliver a tailored package of support as appropriate.  

 Ȱ7Å ÏÆÆÅÒ Á ÏÎÅ-to-one bespoke programme basically that is based on the 
programmes that we deliver in Probation and the CRC which are the accredited 
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ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÓȢ  3Ï ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ""2 ɉ"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ "ÅÔÔÅÒ 2ÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐÓɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ )23# ×ÈÉÃÈ 
is a lower intensity intervention, that we deliver, which is locally accredited.  But what 
we want to do ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓȣ ÉÔȭÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÇÏ ÏÎÔÏ Á ÇÒÏÕÐ ÉÎ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ 
do a full programme, but [CRC worker 1] and [CRC worker 2] are trained to really spot 
the one-to-one treatment need of that individual, rather than offer a more generic 
pÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÎÅÅÄÓ.... This is a 12-month pilot so we can work 
with them until we feel ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÒ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ 
ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÒ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 6 Manchester] 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ×ÈÉÃÈ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÓ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ 
offering is one-to-one. Group work can be daunting for a lot of people... The initial 
ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÉÎÄ ÏÕÔ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÄÒÉÖÉÎÇ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒÁÌÌÙ 
×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÃÁÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅȢ )Ô ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÅÎȢ 7ÈÅÒÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ 
is very much to that individual, so that there will be some things that will be covered 
ÉÎ ""2 ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ 
that, and I think thÁÔȭÓ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈȢ !Ó ×ÅȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÅÖÅÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ 
had contact with, individually what seems to be the issues are so different in each case, 
ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÎ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȟ ÓÏ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ×Å ÃÁÎ ÐÕÔ ÁÎ ÅØÁÃÔ 
timeframe on how long the intervention would be. It will also depend on if they work, 
ÃÁÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÏÍÅ ÏÎÃÅ Á ×ÅÅËȟ Ô×ÉÃÅ Á ×ÅÅËȩȱ 

       [Interviewee # 5 Manchester] 

 

Conversely, limitations were identified in the referral options available to the pilot in 

Dyfed Powys. From 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 

assessed as a priority using the PPIT would have been eligible for referral.  

Ȱ/ÎÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×Å΄ÖÅ ÈÁÄȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȟ ÕÐ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÔÉÌ ÎÅØÔ ×ÅÅËȟ ×Å΄ÖÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÈÁÄ -!00! 
as an option to refer them to, and obviously some of them that are high risk didn't 
have the relevant ÃÁÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÃÏÎÖÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ Á #ÁÔ χȢ 3Ïȟ )΄ÖÅ ÈÁÄȣ 4ÈÅÒÅ΄Ó ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÅÌÓÅ ) 
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 
ÎÏ×ȣ ÉÔ΄Ó ÊÕÓÔ Ôhe usual package. But I 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 with it?ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys] 

However, from July 2017, the WISDOM package of support and intervention commenced, 

providing an additional referral route for domestic abuse perpetrators not eligible for 

management through MAPPA.    

Ȱ4ÈÅ 00)4ȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÆÅÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ 7)3$/- ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á 
multi -agency 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, I don't know, you see we don't work 
under MAPPA we only work 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 we can refer people in so it's a tool for managing people that are 
not managed from the conviction.ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 6 Dyfed Powys] 

 

4.2.6 Victim support and safeguarding 

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 

ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȢ Victim-specific services provided by the 

pilots were varied and included in-house programmes, such as the Freedom programme, 

IDVA support and links with community-based service providers.  

ȰWe [IDVAs] will obviously work with that victim, and the CRC would work with the 
perpetrator....we are looking at doing one-to-one support, advocacy support, 
institutional advocacy with other agencies, attending meetings such as that, making 
ÏÎ×ÁÒÄ ÓÉÇÎÐÏÓÔÅÄ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔȭÓ ÎÅÅÄÅÄȢ 3Ï ÉÔȭÓ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÏ 
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 sort of target hardening stuff. So, trying to keep 
people safe within their own homes, and trying to prevent the upset of leaving if they 
ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÌÅÁÖÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 4 Manchester] 

 

In Dyfed Powys in particular, the shift to include a perpetrator-focussed approach in the 

work of the DAOs was 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 that the 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. 

 

Ȱ7e would make contact with all medium risk victims whether it's by telephone or 
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 us. ...or have them 
come for support work as we will do joint visits with them. And we also offer out our 
alarms and our rapid deployment kits and things, yes we give them to high, but we 
would equally offer them to medium risk victims.ȱ  

       [Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys] 

However, some of the interviewees in Dyfed Powys who had previously fulfilled more 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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ȰMy main concern with all of this is how you can intervene with the perpetrator 
without putting victims at risk?... &ÏÒ ÍÅ ÉÔȭÓ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÁÎÙ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÁÂÌÅ 
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 role is safeguarding 
the victims. I do struggle to see whether the knock-on safeguarding for the victims is 
ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÆÒÏÍ 00)4ȟ ÉÆ )ȭÍ ÈÏÎÅÓÔȢ ....)ÔȭÓ Á ÎÅ× ÇÁÍÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ Á ÎÅ× ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇȟ 
ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÉÔȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÔȩȱ  

       [Interviewee #3 Dyfed Powys] 

Indeed, staff in 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 approach to the perpetrators while minimising 

risk to the victims. 

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÃÁÕÓÅ ÒÉÓË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍȟ ÉÆ ÈÅ ÄÏÅÓÎ΄Ô ËÎÏ×ȣ )Æ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÈÁÓÎ΄Ô ÂÅÅÎ 
ÁÎ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÃÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȣ 9ÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÒÅ΄Ó Á ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ 
domestic, police get called 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, I think that's when maybe the risk element would raise for the victim, 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÌÅÒÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ7e would not make a move, in terms of engaging with, or even approaching, a 
domestic abuse perpetrator, okay? We wÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÅÖÅÎ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÕÎÔÉÌ 
we had a sign-off from the Hampton Trust victim support service worker... The 
Hampton 4ÒÕÓÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÉÃÔÉÍȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ 
ÐÅÒÓÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÉÎÔÅÎtions. So, for instance, in many, many 
ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÎ )$6!Ȣ 7Å ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÄÏ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ of engaging with that person, 
or approaching that person, the offender, until we have their blessings.. So we always 
make sure, before we do anything, the victim must come first, and we have to make 
ÓÕÒÅȣ )ȭÍ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÓÈÅȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ Á ÓÈÅȢ 7Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÅ 
ÈÁÓ ÆÕÌÌ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ËÎÏ×Ó ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÄÏÉÎÇȢȱ
          

      [Interviewee #4 Hampshire] 

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

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

ȬÕÎÄÅÒÃÏÖÅÒȭ ×ÏÒË ×ÁÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÁÖÏÉÄ ÁÌÅÒÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÅrpetrator 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍȭÓ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȢ  

ȰThey'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 somebody 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 by anyone. ..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 
ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÔÅÎÃÅÓȟ ÉÆ ÈÅ΄Ó ÔÈÅÒÅȟ )΄Í Á ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȢ 3Ïȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÉÔ΄Óȣ 3Ïȟ 
I'm not showing that Í Í Á ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅȟ ÉÆ ÈÅ΄Ó ÔÈÅÒÅȣ 3Ï ÙÏÕ΄ÖÅ 
got to have that plan, you know. If he's not there, I 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 
house.ȱ 
       [Interviewee # 4 Dyfed Powys] 

 

One interviewee in GMP also raised 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. 

I think if people 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 if we start enforcing on our offenders who are enforcing our victims 
basically, how's tÈÁÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏȩ 4ÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ÍÅȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 2 Manchester] 

 

4.2.7 Actions taken for non-priority perpetrators 

 

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

In Dyfed Powys and Manchester for exampÌÅȟ ÔÈÅ ȬÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔ ÁÓ ÕÓÕÁÌȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ×ÁÓ ÔÁËÅÎ 

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

domestic abuse perpetrator who had come to their attention.   

Ȱ)Æ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ Ôo be looked at for a 
referral onto the WISDOM programme or MAPPA or anyone else. Obviously, if they 
ÁÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÒÅÁÍÓȢȱ 

       [Interviewee # 3 Dyfed Powys] 

Ȱ*ust make sure positive action has been taken or, you know, in relation to breaches of 
bail or further offending or associates and we try and manage them then through 
other routes.ȱ 

       [Interviewee # 5 Dyfed Powys] 

  

The need for there to be some form of intervention/approach available for all 

perpetrators assessed by the PPIT as both priority and non-priority 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 focus local 

authority attention upon any gaps in service going forward.   

 ȰSo through DASH, MARAC, IOM, that by applying the PPIT, we want to make sure that 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 00)4Ȣ 3Ïȟ ÉÆ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ 
below 10, what have we got in existence in the local authority to offer something to 
ÔÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓȩ 3Ï )ȭÍ ÈÏÐÉÎÇȟ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȟ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ 
achieved with the higher risk, but actually, what have you got to offer people who 
might not quite be there, but we recognise there might be something that we need to 
ÄÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÍȢ 3Ï ×ÅȭÒÅ ÈÏÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÎÆÏÒÍ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢȱ 
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        [Interviewee #1 Manchester] 

 The Hampshire pilot endeavoured to engage with all perpetrators referred to the scheme, 

whether assessed by the PPIT as priority or non-priority.  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 intervention due to the high level of demand 

for the service. Nonetheless, all high and medium risk perpetrators would still be subject 

to increased tracking and monitoring by the SPPC for up to two months.   

Ȱ)Æ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȟ ) ÐÁss it straight over to the 
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 
ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÏÕÃÈÅÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÍÁÓÓÉÖÅ ÎÕÍbers that have been referred 
over.  So what I try and do is if they are a priority perpetrator I will try and approach 
the agency for referral before we pass it over to the Hampton TrustȢȱ 

      [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 

 

4.2.8 Key challenges going forward 

 

A number of concerns were 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 configured and 

delivered.  

Capacity was raised as a particular issue for the SPPC in Hampshire, who was responsible 

for researching multi agency data pertaining to each perpetrator  and completing and 

scoring all PPITs. The implications of this upon resources meant 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. 

ȰJust sort of having to really prioritise those cases. So whereas before, if something 
ÍÁÙÂÅ ÓÃÏÒÅÄ Á ÎÉÎÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ËÅÅÐ ÉÔ ÏÐÅÎ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÉÔȢ )ȭÍ ÊÕÓÔ 
ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÎÏ×Ȣ 3Ï ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȭÓȣ 9ÅÁÈȟ )ȭÍ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÏÎÌÙ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÓÔÕÆÆ 
ÔÈÁÔȭÓ υτ ÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȟ ÓÏ ÅÖÅÎ ÉÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÉÓË ÉÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ concerning, I would have to 
ÇÏ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÉÔȢȱ 

       [Interviewee #2 Hampshire] 

Interviewees in all three sites discussed issues arising from the different contexts and 

geographies in which the pilots were 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 to PPITs, while ensuring this information aligned with the 

tracking of perpetrators across the different divisions. 

Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÄÄ ÏÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÃËÅÒȢ  &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÍÙ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÌÌ ÓÁÙ 
MAPPA referral, yes or no so I put no but sometimes I want to put a comment as to 
why..."ÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÒÅÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÒ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ to go back and 
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review because, for example, one has come up as high risk today so when I went to 
ÃÈÅÃË ÉÆ ÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÂÙ #2# ÏÒ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎȟ ) ÎÏÔÉÃÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅȭÓ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÏÎ ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ 
×ÁÉÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÅÎÔÅÎÃÅÄ ÎÅØÔ ×ÅÅË ÓÏ ×Å ×ÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÕÎÔÉÌ ÎÅØÔ ×ÅÅË ×ÈÏ ÈÅȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ 
ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÂÙ ÓÏ ) ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÂÁÃËȢȢȢȢȢ 7ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÆÏÕÒ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÔÒÁÃËÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ 
ÁÒÅÁ ÓÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÕÐȟ ÉÆ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÎÇ Á 00)4 ÉÎ 
#ÁÒÍÁÒÔÈÅÎÓÈÉÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÎȭÔ ÓÈÏ× ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÆ ÉÔ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÕÐ ÉÎ 0Ï×ÙÓȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏw 
ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ Á 00)4 ÂÅÆÏÒÅȢȱ  

      [Interviewee # 2 Dyfed Powys] 

Interviewees also talked about how the nature of domestic abuse offences varied 

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

much of the force ÁÒÅÁ ÉÓ ÒÕÒÁÌ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙÓÉÄÅ ȬÓÐÏÒÔÓȭ, 

many of which involve weapon use, which when combined with the military presence in 

the area means a notable proportion of the population may have legitimate access to 

firearms. 

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎk geographically because we have some quite heavily populated cities that have 
ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ Ï×Î ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ Ï×Î 
kind of issues as well so yeah I think for me I had delivered some training and someone 
saÉÄ Ȱ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÇÕÎ ÃÒÉÍÅȭÓ ÁÎ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÉÎ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅȱ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÁÓ ÌÉËÅ ÎÏÔ ÌÉËÅ ÇÕÎ ÃÒÉÍÅ 
that you maybe would get in inner city London...) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÎ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÉÎ 
(ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ ÂÕÔ ) ÓÁÉÄ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÈÕÇÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÙ 
legitimatelÙ Ï×Î ÆÉÒÅÁÒÍÓ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÁÉÄ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÈÕÇÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ 
×ÉÔÈ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÆÉÒÅÁÒÍÓȢȱ 

      [Interviewee # 2 Hampshire] 

 

Similarly interviewees in Dyfed Powys noted that the dispersed nature of the population 

and distance between neighbours in 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 self-report the abuse.  

ȰPolicing in rural areas is different, inherently, but the actual crimes and offences that 
ÁÒÅ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ 
around those situations and people that change, which just means that it can be 
hidden a bit more really. Like I said in the meeting about Powys and Ceredigion having 
Á ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÁÇÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȟ ÔÏ ÍÅ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÍÁÓÓÉÖÅÌÙ ÏÌÄÅÒ 
population living in rural areas, the stigma of domestic violence in the older 
ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÖÅÒÙ ÈÉÄÄÅÎȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÏÕÔȟ ÓÏ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÕÒÁÌȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÓ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 
street.ȱ 

       [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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ȰOne 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 
ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÒÓÅÓȟ ÌÉËÅ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÃÏÎÖÉÃÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÇÏ ÔÏ Ȭ"uilding Better Relationshipsȭ 
with CRC or Probation, but some of these would be unconvicted so what can we do to 
support them?... SÏ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÏÎÁÒÙ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓȟ ×ÈÁÔ ÃÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÉÎÇȟ 
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 impact of their offending. 

       [Interviewee # 1 Dyfed Powys] 

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

Manchester.  Honour-based abuse was highlighted as a particular challenge for this site 

and staff acknowledged that they had neither the specialist knowledge nor resources to 

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

signpost and refer on any honour-based abuse cases to appropriate agencies in the 

community.  

 ȰWe have honour-ÂÁÓÅÄ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÈÅÒÅȢ )ÔȭÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÅȭÖÅ 
ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÈÁÄ ÏÎÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ 00)4 ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÈÏÎÏÕÒ-based abuse, and 
×ÅȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÓÃÒÅÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÕÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÍÁÄÅ Á ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ 
complexities of deÁÌÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÐÅÒÈÁÐÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ 
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 perpetrators 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 cycle of repeat and serial victimisation.  

Although interviewees across each of the sites acknowledged the significance of the 2014 

(-)# ÒÅÐÏÒÔ Ȭ%ÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȡ )ÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÂÕÓÅȭ ÉÎ 

focussing attention upon the problem of tackling 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 the pilots:  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 consequence, all 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 victimsȭ safety. 

 

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 

perpetrators onto the MAPPA/IOM and WISDOM 

(Wales only) cohorts. 

Geographic spread of pilot and number of partner 

agencies involved. 

Multi-agency partnership working and data 

sharing is central to the perpetrator-focussed 

approach taken by each of the pilots. 

Range of actions/tactics used to manage 

perpetrator behaviour; availability of perpetrator 

interventions. 

 

Significant differences were apparent in the referral sources used to identify eligible 

perpetrators across the three pilots. Although police-based referrals were the dominant 

source for all three sites, representing 65% in Hampshire, 80% in Manchester and 100% 

in Dyfed Powys, different referral pathways were involved. Furthermore, Hampshire, 

having been established the longest, and being co-located 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. 

 

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 somewhat 

younger all-male 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 of certain items. For 

ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÒÅÃÅÎÔȭ ÔÉÍÅÆÒÁÍÅȟ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 

perpetrators with serial and linked offending, Dyfed Powys had the largest proportion 

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

for highly harmful consequences on victims. 

 

Despite these differences, there appeared to be a common core set of PPIT items that were 

ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓȭ ÊÕÄÇÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÉÓ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ 

perpetrator : active, escalating, serial, linked, high harm, alcohol/drugs, and weapons.  

&ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌȭ ÔÉÍÅÆÒÁÍÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓ ÉÎ 

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 scored, 

steps were taken in each of the sites to maximise consistency in the approaches used to 

gather the evidence needed to complete the PPIT (e.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 disadvantages and will potentially require further 

refinements as the pilots continue to be embedded into local areas. 

Practitioner perspectives of the PPIT:  As discussed, the PPIT was being 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 and indicated that they felt the 
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PPIT items incorporated the appropriate combination of physical, psychological and 

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

perpetrator. The need for practitioners to have access to multi agency data when 

completing the PPIT was highlighted by interviewees across all three sites. Interviewees 

also emphasised the utility of the PPIT in building a complete multi agency picture of 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÉÓËȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÉÔÈÅÒÔÏ ÈÁÄ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÂÅÅÎ ÌÁÃËÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ 

domestic abuse. Key benefits of the PPIT highlighted by practitioners included:  

¶ a focus on psychological as well as physical harm;  

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

¶ engendering a proactive and preventative approach to identify perpetrators and 

break the cycle of abuse;  

¶ a user-friendly tool that helps to inform professional judgment.  

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

professional judgement, encouraging a standardised and multi-agency approach across 

both victim and perpetrator focussed agencies. #ÒÕÃÉÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ 00)4ȭÓ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÕÐon the 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÆÕÌÌ ÏÆÆÅÎÃÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÈÁÄ ÈÅÌÐÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ Á ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ×ÈÏ 

×ÏÕÌÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÅÄ ȬÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÄÁÒȭȟ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ 

within the DASH and/or Police force recording forms had led them to be categorised as 

ȬÍÅÄÉÕÍȭ ÒÉÓËȟ ÏÒ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔÓȟ ȬÍÅÄÉÕÍȭ ÒÉÓË ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ 

ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÓÃÒÕÔÉÎÙ ÁÓ ȬÈÉÇÈȭ ÒÉÓË ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓȢ   

Actions taken to manage priority and non -priority perpetrators: Although each pilot 

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

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

ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ 

with the pilÏÔ ÁÎÄ ÂɊ ȬÕÐ ÆÒÏÎÔȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȢ %ØÁÍÉÎÉÎÇ ȬÂÅÈÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÓȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ 

first, the benefits of the pilots in facilitating a multi-agency 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 

safeguarding (in some cases prior to a MARAC referral being made). In a number of cases, 

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

ÓÔÁÔÕÔÏÒÙ ÓÅÃÔÏÒȠ ÔÈÉÓ ÈÁÄ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÒÉÓË ÇÒÁÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 

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.  In two of the sites (Dyfed Powys and 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 Violence Protection Notices/Orders and the Domestic 

Violence Disclosure Scheme (#ÌÁÒÅȭÓ ,Á×). 

4ÕÒÎÉÎÇ ÔÏ ȬÕÐ ÆÒÏÎÔ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȭȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÁÌÌ ÐÉÌÏÔÓ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ Ï×Î ÉÎ-house services and 

interventions, the need to embed 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 unanimous in 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 policies in place to offset this risk and ensure victims were 

ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÕÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÒÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȢ 6ÉÃÔÉÍ-

specific services provided by the pilots were varied and included in-house programmes, 

such as the Freedom programme, IDVA 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 forward. Interviewees in all 

three sites discussed issues 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 referral to the pilot ɉÔÈÉÓ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÆÏÒ -ÁÎÃÈÅÓÔÅÒȭÓ 

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 

subsequent updates/tracking of the PPITs. Interviewees also talked about the nature and 

risk level of domestic abuse offences varying according to the socio demographic 

characteristics of the area. For example, the dispersed nature of the population and 

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

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

ÔÈÅ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙÓÉÄÅ ȬÓÐÏÒÔÓȭ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ÍÁÙ 

have legitimate 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 honour-based abuse. 

 

5.2  Examples of best practice  
 

Despite the relative recency with which all 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 commitment and resourcefulness 

of the practitioners involved in their implementation  (Table 5.2, next page). 
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Table 5.2.  Examples of best practice in each of the pilots  

Hampshire Dyfed Powys Manchester 

Investment in awareness raising 

activities about the pilot and how 

partner agencies can be 

involved. 

Careful implementation of a 

manageable initiative into a new 

force-wide investigative hub. 

Development work to test the 

ERBP data tool against the PPIT 

prior to the pilot going live. 

Large number of referral 

partners covering statutory and 

voluntary sector agencies. 

Workshops to promote shared 

understanding and scoring of 

the PPIT across different 

divisions. 

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 

statutory and non-statutory 

cases. 

Expanding referral sources to 

include professional judgement 

of Domestic Abuse Officers. 

Design of a new perpetrator 

intervention embedded within 

the pilot, and making use of non-

traditional locations for 

engaging with perpetrators. 

The use of professional 

judgement to respond 

proactively to both priority and 

non-priority perpetrators. 

Using PPIT information to 

systematically select óDV 

Nominationsô each month. 

Close joint working between 

dedicated pilot IDVAs and the 

new perpetrator workers. 

 

 

5.3  Recommendations  and future directions  
 

This research has illustrated the many ways that practitioners can work together to create 

meaningful change in how domestic abuse is tackled 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. The new ways of working evident in the sites are the result of the investment 

of considerable time and energy thus far; these investments should be allowed to continue 

to grow so that the impacts they are making can be fully evidenced. 

The key recommendation arising from this research is that all sites continue t o 

operate the pilots for a two year period minimum  to enable a robust evaluation 

of outcomes to complement this process evaluation .  

Further research is required to systematically evaluate the full range of outcomes that are 

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:  

(3) DÅÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒÓȭ ÒÅÃÉÄÉÖÉÓÍ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ 

their offending;  

(4) IÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓȭ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÌÌ-being, and;  

(5) Improvement in the safety and well-being 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 

these new 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 together those 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 practice or network of relevant 

stakeholders who engage in a process of collective learning would be highly beneficial at 

this stage, and would support the overall goal of maximising effective practice to break 

the cycle of domestic abuse.   
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Appendix A: The PPIT 
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