Chapter 9: Risk Management, Accountability and Partnerships in Criminal Justice

Self Study Questions

1. Re-read the chapter, and then consider the perceived benefits of increased co-operation outlined in the chapter. 
i. Do you agree with these perceived benefits?

ii. What might you add to this list?

iii. What might the negatives of partnership work be?

Self Study Observations

You may consider that Wood and Kemshall (following Newman 2001) take a ‘rosy’ view of partnership work.  The perceived benefits as listed here tend to be those espoused by policy-makers, and this may differ to partnership work ‘on the ground’.  In essence, they are worthy aims but may not always be achieved.  Some commentators have noted extensive problems in partnership work, for example:

· Agency conflicts, particularly where they have differing value bases and differing objectives.

· Lack of resources and the wish to ‘off-load’ issues, clients and work.

· The wish to avoid responsibility and blame for risk by pushing responsibility to other agencies.

· Collective inertia.

· Confusion over roles, responsibilities and boundaries.

· Practical difficulties in information exchange, and in resourcing and providing risk management plans.

Did you identify any of these negatives?

How do you think they may be overcome?
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2. The second evaluation of MAPPA in 2005 found greater consistency, particularly in the use of risk levels.  Re-read the box entitled: Risk Management- the tiered approach.  Now read the following cases and consider which risk level you think they are at:

Case Study 1: Simon

Simon received a three year Probation Order in 1999 for one offence of indecent assault on a 9 year old boy.  Simon is a lorry/bus driver.  The victim travelled on Simon’s bus.  Simon befriended the boy, taking him on trips, buying him presents etc.  Simon had a condition in his order to attend the Sex Offender Programme.  Pre-programme assessments identified that he had an IQ of less than 80.  He was therefore not suitable for the usual programme and consequently attended a programme designed for sex offenders with learning difficulties.

Simon attended the programme as instructed and participated well.  He disclosed similar previous offences against another young boy who he had met in a park.  He appeared to be taking responsibility and worked on identifying high-risk situations and action he would need to take.  

His supervising officer received information from the police that Simon had been stop-checked in a routine vehicle stop in his car.  There was a young boy in the car with him.  Simon told Police Officers he was his nephew.  Simon does not have young children in his family. He gave his girlfriend’s address to the police at the stop-check. When challenged by his probation officer, Simon said it was his new girlfriend’s son.  He had not advised his Probation Officer that he had a girlfriend – in fact, he had said he was homosexual and that his last relationship was with an adult male.  He also said he now had a new job delivering skips and would no longer be available to attend the programme.

i. What MAPPA level do you think this case is at?  List your reasons.

Self Study Observations

This case is likely to be managed at Level 1, at least initially, with the probation service assuming sole responsibility under the supervision order.  There is liaison with the police at this level, and it may be that as the risk escalates and Simon’s level of compliance falls, it is reviewed for Level 2 to enable more formal information exchange and risk management planning to take place between police and probation. The point is to manage cases at the lowest level possible to achieve effective risk management.

Case Study 2: Mike 

Mike was sentenced to 36 months imprisonment for causing grievous bodily harm to a child (boy, aged 3 years).  The child was the son of his partner, a young woman with a history of being in relationships with men that were physically violent.  In her statement, Mike’s partner said Mike had been physically violent to her.  Both had a serious heroin dependency.  The relationship ended when Mike was sent to prison – he denied the charge and has continued to claim he was innocent throughout his sentence. He had previous convictions for violence including a robbery and assault (ABH).

Mike was released on licence on November 11th.  He decided not to return to his home area as there was a strength of feeling about the nature of his offence.  He moved in with friends in a shared house.  This did not work out and Mike returned to his home area to his mother’s address.  Mike and his mother have a difficult relationship, he blaming her for the abuse he suffered from his stepfather.  Mike’s Probation Officer received a telephone call from his mother on the 24 November saying Mike was using heroin again.  On the 26 November the police advised Mike’s Probation Officer that they had been called to an incident at the home of a previous girlfriend of Mike.  Mike had apparently begun a relationship with her again, had gone to her house to find her child – a boy, aged 4 – alone in the house.  He had broken in and when the ‘girlfriend’ returned he had assaulted her by hitting her in the face.  She did not want to make a complaint and Mike was not charged.

Mike started to live with girlfriend again (whilst asserting that he was living with his mother). His use of heroin was on the increase. After an incident at the girlfriend’s house during which he was assaulted by her brothers, he was recalled to prison.

On release, he left the country in contravention of his licence. On return, he was recalled again, and when he is finally released there will be no licence.

i. When Mike is released, will this case be referred to MAPPA?

ii. What risk level do you think this case is at?  List your reasons.

Self Study Observations

This case is likely to be referred to MAPPA by the prison service as Mike approaches release.  The case is likely to be managed at Level 1 initially, with the police assuming responsibility for Mike as there is no parole licence.  In some MAPPA areas, cases of ‘domestic violence’ are referred to specialist panels, and include police specialist workers from domestic violence units, victim support workers, and social services personnel.  Priority will be given to the safety of any children, and such a panel will draw up a victim safety plan.

General Comment

You may have found it difficult to assess the risk level based on the information in the case study. MAPPA enables information exchange and can gather further information to assist it in its determination.  However, this also illustrates that the process of determining a risk level and the most appropriate risk management plan is heavily dependent on appropriate, honest and professional information exchange and rigorous risk assessments.  This has often proved difficult in practice (see Kemshall, H. et al. (2005) Strengthening the Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements. London: Home Office).

