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Executive Summary

This report is the product of research undertaken by Crest Advisory, in partnership with West Midlands Police and
the Police and Crime Commissioner, and funded via the Home Office Domestic Abuse Perpetrators Research
Fund.

The research used qualitative and quantitative methods to establish typologies of domestic abuse perpetrators1 2

based on their offending history to support frontline practitioners in identifying and targeting perpetrators (or
potential perpetrators) of domestic abuse.

This report outlines the findings from the research in detail, including the research methods. A separate summary
report looks at the findings at a higher level in order to outline what this means for agencies working with
perpetrators and on domestic violence, and is intended for stakeholders who are more interested in how to use
this research. This is what we have called the ‘operationalisation’ of the research.

This research found that most domestic abuse offenders do not have an offending history, but for
those that do there is untapped potential for earlier identification and intervention. The clustering
analysis undertaken in this research helped to describe five key groups of interest for practitioners when identifying
domestic abuse perpetrators:

● Group A: High volume DA, low volume non-DA
● Group B: High volume both
● Group C: Low volume both
● Group D: High volume non-DA, low volume DA
● Group E: Low volume DA-only

The attitudes and behaviours of these groups may be different. Practitioners noted that DA-only offenders
frequently hold the view that they are not ‘criminals’ and the drivers of behaviours are more likely to stem from
rigid misheld belief systems and misogynistic attitudes. While these attitudes may also be present in perpetrators
with a wider offending history, it is more likely that there are a host of other factors contributing to the
overall offending picture.

Practitioners participating in this research were initially reluctant to identify a link between domestic
abuse and non-domestic abuse-related offending, and resisted the suggestion of causation. Several
noted that, while non-domestic abuse-related offending and domestic abuse-related offending may coexist for
some perpetrators, in other cases no link was apparent. The perceived prevalence of domestic abuse ‘specialists’
- those with high volume domestic abuse offending but no wider offending history - informed the suggestion
made by one police offender manager that “the link is weak at best”.

2 Clustering and regression analysis of police incident and crime data over a ten year span.

1 Evidence review, semi-structured and in-depth interviews, and practitioner workshops.
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Notably, this mixed picture is reflected in the data. While for some individuals, domestic abuse offending occurs
within a broader pattern of criminality, for others it is disassociated. An analysis of the offending patterns of all
groups is generative, revealing some key commonalities such as substance misuse flags, as well as differences
across average severity of offences. A more complete understanding of patterns of abusive behaviour across3

these groups has practical applications for practitioners looking to maximise the effectiveness of preventative
work.

(1) For the majority of domestic abuse perpetrators in the data (77% of offenders), the offending
history is not extensive enough to help in identifying future perpetrators of domestic abuse.

● Offending history is less relevant to practitioners where there is little or no recorded offending history,
domestic abuse or non-domestic abuse-related. From the perspective of a practitioner, this cohort can be
viewed as one large cohort of low volume, lower risk offenders considering the way that they present in
the police data - this does not mean that they have no unrecorded offending history and the qualitative
analysis suggests that this is not necessarily an unproblematic cohort.

Group E - Low volume DA-only (59% of offenders)

3 4 5 6 7 8 10 14 17 23* 24*

Group C - Low volume both (8% of offenders)

15 19 20 21* 22 27*

* For reasons outlined in more detail in the full report, Clusters 21, 23, 24 and 27 are exceptions here. The % do
not reflect the flowchart (Figure 1) as these clusters have been taken out.

● Offending history is less relevant where there is non-domestic abuse related offending history, but little or
no recorded domestic abuse offending history. From the perspective of a practitioner, non-DA offending
histories do not reveal much about domestic perpetration in this cohort.

Group D - High volume non-DA, low volume DA (10% of offenders)

9

3 In both Group A and Group B, 25% of DA incidents had a substance misuse flag. However, the average severity of DA
incidents in Group A was lower than that of Group B.

6



(2) However, for the rest of the clusters (18% of offenders), offending history is extensive enough to
help identify perpetrators.

● Offending history is relevant to practitioners where individuals have a substantial history of domestic
abuse incidents and little or no non-DA offending, or where individuals have a substantial history of both
domestic abuse incidents and non-DA offending. From the perspective of a practitioner, Groups A and B
are most useful to consider.

Group A - High volume DA, low volume non-DA (9% of offenders)

1 13 16 18

Serial Abuser Domestic Abuse
Specialist

Female Victim/
Offender

Serial Abuser

Group B - High volume both (6% of offenders)

2 11 12 25 26 28 29

Prolific
Young

Offender

Non
-specialised

Law
Breakers

Prolific
Violent

Offender

Lower Harm
Economic

Compulsive

High Harm
offender

Higher
Harm

Economic
Compulsive

*

* Due to the key variables around which Cluster 29 is grouped, this cluster is not considered a group of interest in
this report. The reasons for this are set out in detail in the full report.

● Furthermore, offending history is relevant in clusters where there is less offending history but the type and
duration of offending are indicative of wider patterns of abuse.

Group C: Low volume both (0.2%)

21 27

Serial abuser Serial abuser

Group E: Low volume DA-only (3%)

23 24

Coercive controller Catastrophic Offender
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(3) Finally, the research found that there is a statistically significant relationship between certain
types of non-domestic abuse incidents and domestic abuse high harm offending, and that there
is a statistically significant relationship between the grading of initial domestic abuse risk
assessments and future domestic abuse harm.

● This research investigated the effect of committing non-domestic abuse offences on the level of harm
caused by domestic abuse offences, using linear regression model(s). The results showed that of the 656
non-domestic abuse offences included in the analysis, 16% had a significant effect on the domestic abuse
level of harm when using the standard alpha significance level of p<0.05 and in that, 3% satisfied the
p<0.01 significance level. Where this effect was significant, each offence type had a statistically positive
effect, meaning that offenders who commit these specific offences have an increased level of harm of their
domestic abuse offences.

● The analysis presented that non-DA offenders committing breach of stalking orders and interim stalking
orders, statistically, had the strongest effect on increasing the predictive level of harm of their domestic
abuse offences. In relation to strength of increasing predictive the level of harm of domestic abuse
offences, this is followed by: posession of extreme pornographic images with serious injury, endangering
the life of a child under two, posessing a shotgun and rape of female aged 16 or over by multiple
undefined offenders.

● The research also investigated the effect of the police-assigned risk assessment on the severity of
domestic abuse offending over the course of the ten year data period. The research identified a statistically
significant association between the two. This means that the higher the initial risk score from a first
non-crime DA incident, the more likely the individual was to go on to commit higher severity domestic
abuse offences.
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Figure 1: The distribution of clusters into offender groups looking at the volume of DA and non-DA incidents, with proportions of
offenders
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Definition of key terms

Domestic abuse In the context of this report, domestic abuse is referenced as per the
current cross-government definition of controlling, coercive, threatening
behaviour, violence or abuse between people aged 16+ who are or have
been intimate or are family members. References to domestic abuse
include domestic violence. In relation to the police data included in the
research, any incident (crime or non-crime) that has been given a domestic
abuse flag by police is referenced as domestic abuse, in addition to any
offences marked as involving honour-based abuse, forced marriage and
female genital mutilation.

Domestic abuse
perpetrator

The subjects of this study are individuals listed as named suspects on at
least one domestic abuse incident recorded by the West Midlands police
between 2011 and 2020. This group of subjects are referred to throughout
as ‘domestic abuse perpetrators’ for ease of singular terminology, but it is
recognised that there are nuances within this description.

Domestic abuse
offender

Within the group of subjects, some have been suspected of a criminal
offence (as opposed to a domestic non-crime incident). These individuals
are referred to as ‘domestic abuse offenders’. Whilst many of these
individuals will not necessarily be charged with a crime, due to what is
known about the difficulties in victims supporting a prosecution, this label
includes all of those suspected of committing a domestic abuse offence.

Offending
history/offending
pattern

Similarly, these terms refer to the pattern of incidents recorded by the police
involving the same individual as a named suspect. This means that the
individual won’t necessarily have been charged with or convicted of all
offences included in the offending pattern but have been identified by the
police as a suspect. This also may include some non-crime incidents which
form part of the pattern of incidents.

Victim Any individual who is recorded by the police as the victim in an incident
(whether crime or non-crime) is included in this term. It is important to note
that the police usually describe the complainant (who made the report) as
the victim, unless there is significant evidence to suggest otherwise.

Incident Throughout the report an incident is regarded as any event which police
have been involved in (whether crime or non-crime). An incident may involve
one or more offences committed at the same time by one offender, to one
or more victims.
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Crime/Offence These terms are used when discussing an incident involving police which
has been recorded as a criminal offence (and therefore excludes non-crime
incidents).

Domestic abuse
(DA) offences/
Domestic abuse
(DA) offending

These terms are used when describing patterns of both crime and
non-crime incidents which have been given a domestic abuse flag by
police, indicating that the incident met the definition of domestic abuse.

Non-domestic
abuse (non-DA)
offending

This term in the main refers to criminal offences recorded by police which
did not have a domestic abuse flag or descriptor, however there are a small
number of non-crimes included in this grouping in addition (which did not
relate to domestic abuse) - generally these were safeguarding or child
protection incidents.

High volume The threshold for grouping individuals into the ‘high volume’ category was
having three or more incidents (including non-crime) of one type (DA or
non-DA offending) recorded against the individual at any point within the 10
year period of data.

Low volume Low volume individuals had less than three incidents (including non-crime)
of one type (DA or non-DA offending) recorded against them at any point
within the 10 year period of data.

Repeat offender This term is used by the police to describe domestic abuse offenders who
have perpetrated more than once against the same victim.

Serial offender This term is used by the police to describe domestic abuse offenders who
have perpetrated against more than one victim.

High/Medium/
Standard risk

Where these terms are used they relate to the grading assigned to the
domestic abuse incident as a result of the DARA (domestic abuse risk
assessment) conducted by the attending officer and signed off by a
supervisor.

Standard: There appears to be no pattern of abusive behaviour, or control
of one person by another. Current evidence does not indicate likelihood of
causing serious harm.
Medium: There appears to be a pattern of abuse/control of one person by
another, and/or frequent physical violence. The offender has the potential to
cause serious harm but is unlikely to do so unless there is a change in
circumstances, such as the victim attempting to leave.
High: There is an extreme level of control of one person by another and/or
very frequent and severe physical violence. There is a serious threat of harm
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posed to the victim by the perpetrator. The potential event could happen at
any time and the impact would be serious.

High/Medium/
Low crime
severity

Where these terms are used they refer to the Office for National Statistics
crime severity score as a new weighted measure of crime severity. The4

new measure reflects the relative harm of an offence to society and the
likely demands on the police, given that the police resource requirements
are likely to be greater for offences that are more serious and therefore
weighted more highly. Incidents in the data set had an associated ONS
crime severity score. In this research, an incident was considered to be
Low when the score was less than 100, Medium where the score ranged
between 100 and 500, and High where the score was 501 or above.

Cluster The group that an offender was assigned to following the clustering analysis
process described below. The analysis divided the cohort of perpetrators
into 29 clusters in total, with each cluster containing offenders that had
similar offending profiles to each other. Where not specified, cluster
averages are calculated as median averages.

Cluster medoid
or ‘medoid
individual’

The medoid of a cluster is the perpetrator within that cluster that is most
representative of the cluster as a whole. It is the perpetrator who is least
dissimilar (or conversely, most similar) to the rest of the perpetrators in that
cluster in terms of the features of their offending profiles that were included
in the clustering analysis. The medoid individual in a cluster does not
necessarily have the average of every feature, they may deviate slightly, but
is statistically representative of that cluster.

Cluster medoid
visualisation key

The offending histories of the medoid individuals have been presented as
visual timelines in this report. In these timelines, each offence has been
presented in chronological order with a distinct box for each offence. These
boxes include the details of the offence: the offender’s age at the time of the
offence, the offence type, the victim’s sex, age, and relationship to the
offender, location of the offence and the offence outcome code. The
outcome codes are the Home Office-defined codes - included as an annex.
Where information was available on victimisation of the perpetrator, this was
also included. It is important to note that the time stamps relate to when an
incident occurred (rather than when it was actually reported to police).
Therefore in some cases offences may have been reported historically in a
group.

4 ONS 2020. Crime Severity Score (Experimental Statistics) - Office for National Statistics July 2020 release [online].
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Cluster medoid
flags

The cluster medoid visualisations also included context about the given
incident. Where the cluster media visualisations present the offence type,
flags were added to highlight domestic abuse (DA) and substance misuse
(S) flags. Also included was the domestic abuse risk level and the ONS
crime severity. Both measures are ranked by colour codes: High, Medium,
and Standard/Low.

Substance
misuse flag

For the purpose of this research, a substance misuse flag includes all those
incidents (domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse) involving a drugs or
alcohol related offence, as well as incidents that had a drugs involved
special interest marker, an alcohol involved special interest marker, or a
solvent abuse special interest marker. It should be noted that the use of
special interest markers is inconsistent across local police teams.
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Limitations

It is important to note upfront the limitations of the research. The study was centred around the
relationship between patterns of non-domestic offending and domestic abuse perpetration. For
practical purposes, Crest needed to partner with one police force area to obtain data, allowing for
detailed exploration of this relationship. The result of this is that the study is focused on the West
Midlands Police Force area, and therefore limited conclusions can be drawn about national trends
from this report’s findings.

There are also important limitations to note relating to the dataset used for the study:

1. The data covered a ten-year timespan of reported incidents linked to suspected domestic
abuse perpetrators between 01/01/2011 and 07/04/2021 – therefore the offending history
analysis does not include incidents that were reported before or after these dates, or
incidents that were not reported to police. This means there is a possibility that where an
incident appeared to be the first or last linked to an offender, there may have in reality been
more offending prior to or following the time window.

2. The data did not include information on whether an offender was known to the police
already, so the first appearance in the data was assumed to be the first interaction with
police.

3. The data only includes incidents reported inside the West Midlands Police Force area. It is
therefore possible that offenders that appeared to have very few reported incidents against
them in reality had many more, but they offended across a wider geography than the data
captures. Data was not available on the home address locations of individuals so it was not
known if individuals moved in and out of residential accommodation in the Police Force
area in this time window.

4. Recording practices for some variables are patchy. Compulsory data fields – such as the
type of incident – are routinely completed and can be seen as a broadly accurate
categorisation of the incident in question. However, non-compulsory data fields – such as
markers for substance misuse or involvement of children – are less routinely filled in and
more open to individual officer interpretation. This has been acknowledged in relation to the
strength of findings throughout the report.

5. In some cases, the analysis covers the degree to which perpetrators have been victims of
incidents themselves. This is only a partial picture as firstly, the data only covers a ten year
window, and secondly, the data only covers offending by suspected domestic abuse
perpetrators. Therefore all perpetrators in the dataset may have been victims of other
incidents within the time window and police force area, but of offenders that were not
suspected domestic abuse perpetrators - in which case this is not captured. As such,
victimisation of perpetrators of domestic abuse is as complete as it can be, but
victimisation of non-domestic offending is not.

14



Despite these limitations, the findings of this study can still be considered robust for several
reasons. Firstly, while the data only covers a window of time, previous similar studies on domestic
abuse perpetrators have never covered as long a timespan as ten years. This is understood to be
the longest window of offending history explored in research on domestic abuse perpetrators,
meaning that it will be less impacted by incompleteness of offending history than previous studies.

Secondly, the dataset analysed covered a very large number of suspected domestic abuse
perpetrators (145,000), domestic abuse incidents (388,000) and non-domestic incidents (235,000),
making it one of the largest datasets of any studies into domestic abuse to date. Statistical power
of analytical methods such as clustering and regression is higher with larger sample sizes, so these
findings are statistically very robust.

Thirdly, though in some ways limited, the police data constituting the dataset is arguably the most
complete data available on domestic abuse and criminal activity more broadly. It has great value for
research as long as it is utilised securely and conscientiously.

Finally, as well as the large quantitative research element, this study involved in depth qualitative
research with practitioners and perpetrators of domestic abuse. This meant that certain limitations
of the dataset could be counteracted through the qualitative methods, for example by covering
more than ten years of offending history with perpetrators interviewed. Additionally, though the
research was conducted largely separately, the findings from the two aspects of the research
complemented each other well, further vindicating the quality and validity of each.
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Introduction

The context - rising domestic abuse and increasing demand on the criminal justice system

Nationally, the demand generated by domestic abuse incidents has increased rapidly in recent
years. Between March 2020 and March 2021, the number of domestic abuse crimes recorded by
police in England and Wales increased by 6% - continuing a trend that may be attributed in part to
improved offence recording practices and victim reporting. Eighteen percent of all crimes recorded5

by police in the year ending March 2021 were domestic abuse-related, representing an increase of
3% from the previous year.6

The volumes of victims and perpetrators affected by or involved in domestic abuse is clearly greater
than the system can cope with. By necessity, the system has to prioritise who to deal with, and is
not currently able to meet all demand. Being able to identify perpetrators, and then identify those at
the greatest risk of causing harm in order to target resources effectively, is critical for agencies at
each stage of the justice system.

“[We’re] absolutely strapped and swamped, and so so busy [...] there's a MARAC every
single day, and those minutes are scrutinised, [...] you know, closely reviewed by each
offender manager. [...] Unfortunately, I just know that every department’s overrun, but
domestic abuse is still a top priority.” - Domestic abuse offender manager

Identifying and assessing perpetrators utilising offending histories - what is already known

Non-domestic abuse-related crime and domestic abuse-related crime have observable and
interrelated risk factors which increase the criminogenic needs of offenders. These needs include
economic instability, mental health needs, substance misuse issues, adverse childhood
experiences and the presence of criminal histories, associations or attitudes, all of which can
influence the perpetration of both DA-related and non-DA-related offences. A 2020 study into
predictors of domestic abuse in Essex found that at a neighbourhood level, income and anti-social
behaviour were the strongest predictors of both the overall domestic abuse rate and the rate of
repeat victimisation. The findings from this analysis suggest similar mechanisms in the drivers of7

crime, regardless of whether offences were committed in public, private or domestic settings. Here,
structural factors of concentrated disadvantage and social disorder, such as poverty or deprivation,
can be observed as strong predictors of DA-related or non-DA-related crime, in all settings.

Further overlap can be observed between DA-related crime and non-DA-related crime within the

7 Weir, R., 2020. Individuals, Families and Neighbourhoods: Predictors of Domestic Abuse in Essex (Doctoral dissertation,
University of Essex).

6 Ibid.

5 ONS, Domestic abuse in England and Wales overview: November 2021
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age-crime curve. The age-crime curve refers to a predictable pattern of delinquency and criminal8

behaviour identified in young people by criminologists. In this pattern, delinquent and criminal
behaviour increases during early adolescence (10-14) and mid adolescence (14-17), peaks in late
adolescence (18-21), and then rapidly declines during early adulthood. A study of 1,200 males9

and females aged 13 to 28 observed similar trends in the perpetration of intimate partner violence,
and the age-crime curve , with IPV perpetration peaking later than general crime at 20-22 before10

declining later in life. These findings are in-line with general theories of crime, violence and
antisocial behaviour, which predict an overlap between different forms of antisocial, violent or
non-domestic abuse offending behaviour and IPV perpetration.

This overlap is reinforced by Bland’s observation of domestic abuse perpetration patterns within11

offender cohorts. This research highlighted a strong trend amongst perpetrators with multiple
victims, for higher volume and harm in other types of non-DA related crime, of every kind. Seventy
percent of the serial perpetrators (1,233 of the 1,770) within this study were linked to non–domestic
abuse crimes.

However, research on connections between DA offending and non-DA offending offers an
incomplete picture; much abuse does not come to the attention of police due to issues in
reporting, including victims being unwilling to report because they fear the implications of doing so
and/or they lack faith in justice outcomes. In the year ending March 2018, only 17% of partner
abuse victims reported their experience of abuse to police.12

Existing research has primarily focused on the escalation of domestic abuse over time, rather than
considering the interplay of DA and non-DA offending across variables such as severity and time
between incidents. However, two key studies have assessed the relationship between non-DA
offending and domestic abuse. A 2021 Netherlands-based study demonstrated that individuals13

committing general and violent offending were more likely to perpetrate intimate partner violence in
later life, while a UK-based study found that assessing prior non-domestic abuse offending could,
hypothetically, predict 37% of future serious domestic abuse arrests up to two years before they
occur.14

Similarly existing research has classified domestic abuse perpetrators into sub-groups or

14   Bland, M.P. and Ariel, B., 2020. Targeting domestic abuse with police data. Springer International Publishing.

13 Bijlsma, A., van der Put, C., Vial, A., van Horn, J., Overbeek, G. and Assink, M., 2021. Gender Differences Between
Domestic Violent Men and Women: Criminogenic Risk Factors and Their Association With Treatment Dropout. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence

12 ONS, Domestic abuse in England and Wales overview: March 2018

11   Bland, M.P. and Ariel, B., 2020. Targeting domestic abuse with police data. Springer International Publishing.

10 Johnson et. al 2015. The Age-IPV Curve: Changes in Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration during Adolescence and
Young Adulthood. Pp 708-726

9 Verbruggen et.al 2020. The Relationship Between the Development of non-domestic abuse offending and Intimate
Partner Violence Perpetration in Young Adulthood

8 Johnson et. al 2015. The Age-IPV Curve: Changes in Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration during Adolescence and
Young Adulthood. Pp 708-726
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typologies. Early research (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994) identified three main groups15

differentiated by severity and generality of offending (the ‘family-only’ abuser, the
‘dysphoric/borderline’ abuser and the ‘generally violent/antisocial’ abuser). Later, in 2008, Johnson

conceptualised domestic abuse in a similar way with: ‘intimate terrorism’, ‘situational couple16

violence’ and ‘violent resistance’. While both papers were subject to criticism around their
reductionist approach, they are important in articulating the differing drivers of domestic abuse
behaviours and outlining the need for different individually targeted interventions.

Recent reviews, including an HMICFRS (At the time of writing - Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Fire
and Rescue Services) report have outlined challenges in identifying the highest risk or harm
perpetrators . Evaluation of the DASH risk assessment used in many police forces found it to be17

generally ineffective due to inconsistent use and a lack of focus on non-physical offending.
Robinson and Clancy developed a Priority Perpetrator Intervention Tool (PPIT) and piloted it in18

three forces in England and Wales. A significant difference between the DASH assessment and
PPIT is the inclusion of “linked” non-domestic abuse offences in the assessment.

Robison and Clancy summarised that the pilots “led to the identification of a number of priority
domestic abuse perpetrators who were previously ‘under the radar’ of agencies. This tended to
occur because information was previously limited, incomplete, outdated, or not shared.
Consequently, some individuals were not known for any type of offending, or they were
known as offenders but not for domestic abuse, or their domestic abuse offending was
(improperly) categorised as low or medium risk. Prior to the pilots, these individuals had not
been dealt with at all or not in a way that was proportionate to their offending. The pilots enabled a
clearer view of their offending, which agencies could then respond to with a range of intervention
options.” 19

When observing patterns of domestic abuse offending within offender cohorts, a strong trend can
be observed amongst serial perpetrators for higher volume and harm in non-domestic crimes, of
every kind. Bland’s study on DA crimes, incidents and arrest records from across four police20

forces found that serial perpetrators were more commonly associated with non–DA crimes than
repeat or single-time offenders. Serial perpetrators can be seen as more ‘generalist’ in their
offending compared to repeat offenders, who displayed more specialism within their perpetration of
domestic abuse. Both of these cohorts had a greater proportion of individuals connected to
non-DA offending than single/non-repeat offenders. Seventy of serial perpetrators and 57% of
repeat offenders were linked to non–DA crimes, compared to 33% of non-repeat/single-time

20 Bland, M.P., 2020. Targeting domestic abuse by mining police records (Doctoral dissertation, University of Cambridge).

19 Ibid.

18 Robinson, A. and Clancy, A., 2015. Development of the Priority Perpetrator Identification Tool (PPIT) for domestic
abuse.

17HMICFRS 2020 Evidence led domestic abuse prosecutions - Her (now His) Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and
Fire & Rescue Services

16 Johnson, M 2008. Intimate Terrorism. Violent Resistance, and Situational Couple Violence.

15 Holtzworth-Munroe, A, Stuart, GL (1994) Typologies of male batterers: Three subtypes and the differences among
them. Psychological Bulletin 16(3): 476–497
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offenders, suggesting a greater tendency towards generalist offending amongst perpetrators with
more than one incident or victim of domestic abuse . Despite this, only a small proportion of these21

individuals are deemed ‘high risk’ when using Probation risk assessment tools (OASys and SARA).
This is significant due to findings on the connections between DA offending and non-DA offending.
22

Using police data to better understand offending patterns of domestic abuse perpetrators

In partnership with West Midlands police, who supplied police data covering a ten-year period, this
research seeks to answer the question: How can police data be used to understand the
offending patterns of domestic abuse perpetrators?

Data supplied by West Midlands Police covered the ten-year period from the beginning of January
2011 to the end of December 2020, and included records of all crimes and non-crimes with a
domestic abuse flag, and all crime and non-crimes that were not domestic abuse related but were
linked to any named suspect on any domestic abuse-flagged incident in that same time period.

This data was cleaned and incidents were grouped by unique offender ID, enabling the analysis of
both DA and non-DA patterns of individuals in the data. The individuals were grouped into clusters
following principal component analysis, using variables derived from qualitative insight. The total
number of individuals included in the clustered data set was 137,661, across 29 discrete
clusters.23

The 29 clusters group individuals based on commonalities across variables such as: who they are
(including age but excluding the categorical variables of gender and ethnicity); who they are
perpetrating against (age difference from victim); how many people they perpetrate against and
how many incidents are linked to them; when offending happens and the duration of each incident;
location and level of area deprivation; offence type, severity and frequency; was the individual a
victim themselves; were substances involved. These variables were selected to inform the
clustering based on the idea that they reflect the information that practitioners have access to at
the initial onset of an incident - making the research most applicable.

23 Excluding those individuals (n=7,731) who had missing data in one of the variables included in the PCA/clustering

22 Bland, M.P., 2020. Targeting domestic abuse by mining police records (Doctoral dissertation, University of Cambridge).

21 Robinson, A.L., Clancy, A. and Hanks, S., 2014. Prevalence and characteristics of serial domestic abuse perpetrators:
Multi-agency evidence from Wales.
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Figure 2: The distribution of clusters into offender groups looking at the volume of DA and non-DA incidents, with proportions of
offenders
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Alongside the quantitative analysis, qualitative interviews were conducted with 36 practitioners who
work closely with domestic abuse perpetrators in the West Midlands, including police offender
managers, youth offending services, community interest groups, children/family services, the
voluntary sector, health and probation. A further two interviews were conducted with domestic
abuse perpetrators, providing an in-depth account of domestic abuse triggers, behaviours and
rehabilitative pathways from their perspective. Insight from these interviews is woven throughout
the report, and has proved useful to elucidate the complexities of the data. A comprehensive
methodology is set out in Annex 1.

Based on initial qualitative insight, common themes around DA offending reflecting perceived
overlaps with non-DA offending were developed. These themes led to the the following
classifications: domestic abuse offenders with no non-domestic abuse offending history, domestic
abuse offenders with drug offences and non-domestic abuse offending linked to/driven by
substance misuse, domestic abuse offenders with non-domestic abuse offending linked to
acquisitive crime, domestic abuse offenders with non-domestic abuse offending linked to violence,
and domestic abuse offenders with non-domestic abuse offending linked to stalking and
harassment. Age and gender variations were also considered.

These classifications broadly map onto the cluster groupings set out in the following sections
(although the clustering brings together substance misuse and acquisitive crime into one
economic-compulsive group of offenders). However, elements of these early thematic
classifications are present across multiple clusters and are referenced accordingly. For example
substance misuse flags also feature in some of the DA-only offending groups.

This technical research report navigates these 29 clusters, which are grouped into cohorts and
discussed under the headings ‘low volume offending’ and ‘high volume offending’ across both DA
and non-DA incidents. For the purpose of this research, low volume means less than three
incidents and high volume means three or more incidents. For ease of interpretation, in each
cluster, a medoid - or most representative individual - was identified and their specific offending
pattern is discussed in the analysis as indicative of the offending pattern for that cluster.

Section A outlines those clusters which contain individuals who, on average, have low volume DA
offending. It is considered that, where offending is low volume, patterns are harder to discern.
Offending records are, therefore, less useful for identifying and tailoring intervention points for this
cohort. However, there are some notable exceptions; including where one recorded incident with a
long duration may suggest a sustained pattern of offending over time.

Section B considers those clusters which contain individuals who, on average, have high volume
offending histories. This includes those who only perpetrate domestic abuse (sometimes referred to
as domestic abuse ‘specialists’) and those who have high volume non-DA offending and DA
offending. It is suggested that an exploration of patterns across data variables including offence
type, severity and duration for this cohort will provide practitioners with useful insight into typical
offending patterns, enabling more targeted interventions.
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Section C outlines findings of regression analyses conducted following the clustering exercise.
Having identified clusters of offenders with some similar offending patterns, the relationship
between specific types of offence and domestic abuse was explored using regression. Offenders
with a non-DA offending history were found to be more likely to cause greater harm within their DA
offending; therefore understanding offending patterns is of even greater importance to practitioners
in understanding risk and prioritisation. Similarly a regression was conducted to establish the
relationship between initial risk assessment and future harm, the results of which are discussed in
this section.

An accompanying summary report outlines the implications of this research for
practitioners.
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Section A: Low volume domestic abuse offending

The clusters considered in Section A contain individuals whose domestic abuse offending is low
volume. That is, individuals in these clusters have fewer than three domestic abuse incidents
recorded in the ten-year period of data analysed. These individuals account for 84% (n = 115,937)
of the total clustered data set.

There is strong evidence that the first recorded incident of abuse is the most serious crime
reported to the police. Analyses of 60,000 incidents of intimate partner violence in Australia’s
northern territory , over 50,000 unique perpetrators in the Thames Valley area and over 390,00024 25

domestic abuse incidents, crimes or arrest records from across four police forces in England and
Wales confirm findings that first offence cases are unlikely to see further reports, and have a very26

low probability of serious harm or escalations in harm if further offences are reported.

Section A is further broken down into three groups:

- Low volume domestic abuse-only offending (89,929, 65% of clustered data set, 78%
of low volume offenders) - Group E

- Low volume domestic abuse and low volume non-domestic abuse offending
(12,142, 9% of clustered data set, 10% of low volume offenders) - Group C

- Low volume domestic abuse but high volume non-domestic abuse offending
(13,866, 10% of clustered data set, 12% of low volume offenders) - Group D

Analysis of low volume domestic abuse offending data is of limited use in identifying patterns to
inform and tailor interventions. Put simply, there are fewer data points to work from. In previous
studies, practitioners speak subjectively of patterns of escalation, but this is not reflected in their
data.

It is important to note of course that after the first series of reporting to police, domestic abuse may
cease, but it could also simply go "underground"; the type of abuse perpetrated may change (e.g.
from physical to psychological) or the escalation in abuse prior to the first (and typically most
severe) report may be unknown to law enforcement.

However, to generate insight from this cohort, offending history would need to be considered by
practitioners in tandem with broader considerations such as risk, service engagement and
circumstance; this is beyond the scope of this research. Importantly, the domestic abuse record for
38% of individuals in the ‘low volume offending’ clusters is exclusively non-crime, suggesting a

26 Bland, M.P. and Ariel, B., 2020. Targeting domestic abuse with police data. Springer International Publishing.

25 Barnham, L, Barnes, GC, Sherman, LW (2017) Targeting escalation of intimate partner violence: Evidence from 52,000
offenders. Cambridge Journal of Evidence Based Policing 1(2–3): 116–142.

24 Kerr, J., Whyte, C. and Strang, H., 2017. Targeting escalation and harm in intimate partner violence: Evidence from
Northern Territory Police, Australia. Cambridge Journal of Evidence-Based Policing, 1(2), pp.143-159.
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lower level of harm; these individuals are unlikely to be the target of police resource or service
intervention.

However, spikes in average incident severity or duration of incidents across some low volume
offending clusters complicate the picture. For example, while individuals in Cluster 24 are on
average involved in only one domestic abuse incident, the incident is typically high severity.
Similarly, the average incident duration for individuals in Cluster 23 is more than ten years, which
might suggest retrospective reporting of abuse over a sustained period. In these cases, offending
data can be useful to enhance practitioner understanding of perpetrator behaviour, but variables
beyond incident frequency are important to consider.

For each cluster, a ‘medoid’ or representative individual has been identified. The medoid is the
individual who is closest to the central point of the cluster across all variables. The medoid is often
illustrative of the descriptive themes of the cluster, and an exploration of the individual’s offending
history can help to elucidate and contextualise trends for that cluster.

The analysis which follows is based on cluster averages and, where illustrative, the offending
histories of the cluster medoid individual. However, outliers will exist in each cluster; consequently,
some individuals contained within the following clusters may fall beyond the low volume domestic
abuse classification. Their pattern of offending may not be captured by looking at the clusters
alone. Qualitative insight from practitioner interviews adds nuance to these groupings and can
assist in the interpretation of the data.
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Group E: Low volume domestic abuse-only clusters

Table 1: Cluster descriptions for Group E - low volume domestic abuse-only

Cluster Number of
offenders in
the cluster
(% of total
clustered
offenders)

Type of
offenders

Median
recorded

number of
DA incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
number of
DA victims

Median
severity per
DA incident

(Median total
severity of DA

incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Median
recorded

number of
non-DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
severity per

non-DA
incident

(Median total
severity of

non-DA
incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Other details of offending that set
cluster apart from other clusters

3
14,183
(10.3%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Domestic abuse incidents
occurred in highly deprived areas

4
9,092
(6.6%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Young offenders, average age 27
● Domestic abuse incidents in less

deprived areas, below the West
Midlands average for deprivation

● Incidents tended to be at the
weekend

5
11,658
(8.5%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Older offenders, average age 52
● Domestic abuse incidents in less

deprived areas, the lowest
deprivation of all clusters
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6
11,210
(8.1%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Older offenders, average age 46
● Domestic abuse incidents in very

deprived areas, the highest
deprivation of all clusters

7
5,431
(4.0%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Domestic abuse incidents in
deprived areas, more deprived
than the West Midlands average

● Domestic abuse incidents typically
had a substance involvement flag

8
7,257
(5.3%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Older offenders, average age 39
● Domestic abuse incidents in areas

with deprivation levels close to the
West Midlands average

● Domestic abuse incidents typically
had a substance involvement flag

10
8,794
(6.4%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Young offenders, average age 24,
second youngest cluster average

● Domestic abuse incidents in areas
with low deprivation, less than the
West Midlands average

14
9,243
(6.7%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Domestic abuse incidents in areas
of highly deprived areas

17
9,204
(6.7%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(2)

2
Low severity

(Low)
None

(0)
N/A

● Domestic abuse incidents in areas
with higher than West Midlands
average deprivation

● Two domestic abuse incidents
that typically happened three
years apart

23
1,035
(0.8%)

DA-only
offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
Medium severity

(Medium)
None

(0)
N/A

● Though there tended to only be
one domestic abuse crime, it
spanned 8-9 years on average,
suggesting retrospective reporting
of many incidents at once
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● Domestic abuse incidents in highly
deprived areas

24
2822
(2.0%)

A
combination
of DA-only

and DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(1)

1
High severity

(High)
None

(0)
N/A

● Though there tended to only be
one domestic abuse crime it
tended to be very severe – the
highest per incident average
severity of all clusters

● Incidents tended to have a
duration of multiple days,
indicating serious and sustained
abuse
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Low volume domestic abuse-only offending 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 10 - 14 - 17 - 23 - 24

The majority (61%, n=89,397) of individuals in the dataset were only involved in domestic abuse
incidents and had no history of non-domestic abuse offending within the ten-year period analysed.
Typically, these individuals are involved in only one domestic abuse incident, and it is normally low
harm and standard risk.

The following clusters (3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14, 17, 23 and 24) contain individuals who on average
are involved in less than three domestic abuse incidents and have no non-domestic abuse
offending history. As such, the offending pattern in these clusters can be described as low volume,
DA-only. Together, the individuals in this cohort account for 65% of the total clustered data set.

Notably, while 50% of domestic abuse incidents committed by individuals in the clusters of this
group are recorded as offences, the other 50% are classified as non-crime incidents. The
proportion of domestic abuse incidents classified as non-crime in this group is the same as the
proportion across the other groups combined, also 50%. While a recorded non-crime incident
means that no offence has taken place, a non-crime incident can still cause significant harm to
victims and should be recognised as an opportunity to safeguard or refer.

The method used to generate clusters did not distinguish between non-crime incidents and
offences, but grouped perpetrators based on the characteristics of the individuals involved and the
severity and frequency of the incidents. The large number of individuals with no non-DA offending
history, who were involved in only a small number of DA-related incidents, are grouped into several
clusters. However, from the perspective of a practitioner, they can be viewed as one large cohort of
lower-level, lower-risk individuals; these clusters (3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14, and 17) are discussed together
below.

Cluster 3 is the largest in the data set, accounting for 10% of the total clustered cohort. Individuals
in this cluster were generally involved in only one low severity domestic abuse incident against one
victim. This description is consistent for Clusters 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10 and 14, with some variations in
the average age of the individuals, the timing of the incident(s) and the average deprivation of the
area(s) where the incident(s) occurred. Notably, the proportion of domestic abuse incidents
involving drugs or alcohol was very high for Clusters 7 and 8, at 93% and 96% respectively,
although it is important to note that recording practices for substance misuse flags are inconsistent
(see Limitations section).

The visualisation below represents the offending record for the medoid, or representative individual,
of Cluster 6. Generally, individuals in this cluster were older and incidents occurred in more
deprived areas. The offending record for the medoid shows involvement in two non-crime incidents
against an ex-partner within a short (three and a half week) period. The first non-crime incident was
flagged as high-risk and the second as medium risk. In the ten year period analysed, these two
incidents are isolated. As far as can be inferred from the data, the risk did not escalate (although an
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analysis cannot rule out further incidents happening beyond the end of the data capture period).
This illustrates the limitations of this research - practitioners will not be viewing perpetrators only in
terms of their offending history and would be able to draw on more information to understand the
driving factors behind the risk gradings given to these two incidents and decide whether
de-prioritisation would be appropriate.

Cluster 6  Medoid: Male

Understanding patterns of non-crime and crime incidents in the DA-only cohort may assist
practitioners to target interventions and tailor preventative work, especially when the number of
recorded incidents is low and there are limited opportunities to engage. However, where only one
domestic abuse incident is recorded, no pattern can be discerned in the data. In such cases,
offending records cannot be relied on to predict domestic abuse perpetration or target
interventions, as the incident will be the first contact with police. While practitioners emphasise that
much domestic abuse goes unreported and may be ongoing for some of the individuals in this
category, this is not the focus of the research. Improvements to police practice designed to
increase victims’ confidence in reporting may ultimately generate a better data picture on the
offending patterns for DA-only perpetrators, but currently the view is limited.

Cluster 17 can similarly be grouped under low volume DA-only offending. However, individuals in
this cluster had two victims on average, compared to the one victim average across the other low
volume DA-only clusters. This means that individuals in Cluster 17 were likely to be serial
perpetrators. The median number of domestic abuse incidents in this cluster was two; incidents
typically occurred every two to three years, and span a period of around five years.

The incidents were generally low severity, and non-crime domestic abuse incidents accounted for
the largest proportion (52%) of recorded incidents in this cluster - slightly higher than the proportion
(49%) across all DA-only clusters. Notably, Cluster 17 has a lower proportion (23%) of individuals
whose recorded domestic abuse is exclusively non-crime than the majority of clusters in the
DA-only cohort. Taken together, these two percentages suggest that individuals in Cluster 17 are
likely to be perpetrating a combination of non-crime domestic abuse and domestic abuse offences.
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The representative individual, or medoid, for Cluster 17 goes some way to elaborating this pattern.

Cluster 17 Medoid: Male

The offence history for the medoid shows a non-crime domestic incident against a partner then,
following a three and a half year period, two separate domestic abuse offences perpetrated against
the individual’s sister on the same day. No further action was taken on the two offences due to
evidential difficulties or because the victim did not support further action. While all incidents were
classed as standard risk and low severity, a possible escalation of risk may be inferred as the latter
incidents passed the threshold for a recorded offence. Moreover, the incidents involved different
victims, suggesting abusive behaviours are not contained within the context of a single domestic
relationship. As is typical of this cluster, the representative individual has no non-DA offending
history.

Cluster 24 does not strictly fit into the DA-only category, as 30% of the individuals in the cluster
also had a non-DA offending history. However, the median number of non-DA incidents for this
cluster was 0, and the median number of DA incidents was one. Consequently, Cluster 24 is best
described as a low volume DA-only group, and is most appropriately considered under this
section.

While typically individuals in this cluster only had one recorded domestic abuse incident across the
ten-year period, and may be described as non-repeat perpetrators, the median severity of
incidents was the highest across all clusters by a significant margin (see Figure 3 below). This
reflects the type of offences perpetrated by individuals in this cluster. The offence of rape (of a
female aged 16 or over) accounted for the largest proportion of recorded domestic abuse offences
(31%) in Cluster 24, followed by domestic abuse incident non-crime (17%) and GBH with intent
(11%). There were 58 domestic homicides in this cluster; with a single exception in Cluster 12, this
accounts for all domestic homicides across the clustered data set. Notably, while women
accounted for 24% of the total clustered cohort, they constituted only 11% of individuals in this
cluster.
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Figure 3: Median cluster crime severity for offender’s mean DA incident severity, Group E clusters
(ONS crime severity score)

Figure 4: Proportion of male and female offenders in Cluster 24 compared to the total cluster
cohort

Due to the high severity of domestic abuse incidents in Cluster 24, reflective of the types of
offences recorded, it is likely that these individuals are high on the police priority list. As such, this
cluster is distinct from the lower volume, lower severity and standard risk clusters discussed above
(3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 10 - 14 - 17). Indeed, some of the perpetrators in Cluster 24 may have
received custodial sentences, which could explain why they do not reappear in the data set. As
such, their non-repeat behaviour does not necessarily mean they will not go on to perpetrate abuse
in the future, so they should be considered high risk despite their low volume offending in this
dataset.
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The medoid for Cluster 24 is indicative of the high harm domestic abuse perpetrated by individuals
in this cluster, despite a low frequency of incidents. The representative individual is a repeat
perpetrator and the brother of his victim. A high risk domestic abuse non-crime incident was
recorded in a home setting then, eight months later, a rape offence was recorded in a care home
setting. The medoid individual presents an important scenario for police and agencies to consider
when responding to high risk domestic abuse non-crime incidents. In this case, a non-crime
incident escalated to a high severity offence in a short amount of time, and the perpetrator had no
other offending history. Practitioners should be alert to the possibility of such escalation. Questions
might reasonably be asked about why the perpetrator was able to gain access to assault the victim
in a monitored setting (a care home), shortly after being involved in a high risk non-crime incident.

Cluster 24 Medoid: Male

Our analysis also found that Cluster 24 had a much higher proportion of non-crime domestic
incidents with a high risk flag than other clusters. 14% of all non-crimes committed by this cluster
were flagged as high risk, and a similar proportion were flagged as medium risk (the analysis of risk
assessments is described in more detail in Section C). This supports the use of the Domestic
Abuse Risk Assessment in identifying potential high harm perpetrators – this is discussed in more
detail in the research implications report (published separately).

The visual below outlines the offending history of one of the perpetrators in Cluster 24 who
committed a domestic homicide against his partner. Notably, the individual perpetrated three
previous domestic abuse incidents; one high risk threat to kill offence against a different victim, and
two domestic abuse non-crime incidents against the homicide victim which were recorded as high
and medium risk.
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Cluster 24 offender: Male

The two domestic abuse non-crime incidents occurred three to four years prior to the domestic
homicide. The escalation from non-crime to catastrophic offence is steep but, as the regression
analysis suggests, not unanticipated. High risk DA non-crime incidents must be taken seriously as
an indication of an individual’s potential to perpetrate a high harm offence. In this instance, the
earlier threat to kill offence also provides a useful indication of the significant risk posed by this
perpetrator. Notably, a month prior to the domestic homicide offence, the perpetrator was given a
warning for possession of a Class B substance. The location of this offence was recorded as a
residential setting; a police presence in the domestic space at this point would have been a
valuable opportunity to assess the current domestic abuse risk posed by the perpetrator.

Cluster 24 is referenced in the research implications report as Catastrophic Offenders to reflect
the high harm caused by their domestic abuse offending.

Cluster 23 is nominally included in the low volume DA-only cohort, with only one domestic abuse
incident recorded on average per individual. However, complexities around the nature and longer
duration of incidents perpetrated by individuals in this cohort are indicative of retrospective
reporting and sustained abuse. As such, Cluster 23 is discussed separately in a later subsection,
alongside Clusters 21 and 27 which similarly complicate the low volume categorisation.
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Group C: Low volume domestic abuse and low volume non-domestic abuse clusters

Table 2: Cluster descriptions for Group C - low volume both DA and non-DA

Cluster Number of
offenders in
the cluster
(% of total
clustered
offenders)

Type of
offenders

Median
recorded

number of
DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
number of

DA
victims

Median
severity per
DA incident

(Median total
severity of DA

incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Median
recorded

number of
non-DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
severity per

non-DA
incident

(Median total
severity of

non-DA
incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Other details of offending

15
5,226
(3.8%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(1)
Low severity

(Low)

● Domestic abuse incidents
occurred in highly deprived areas

● Non-domestic abuse offending
also occurred in deprived areas

19
2,048
(1.5%)

Combination
of DA-only

and DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(1)
Low severity

(Low)

● On average, have been victims
themselves to 1-2 very high
severity domestic abuse incidents

● More than half of offenders in this
cluster were female (58%)

20
3,007
(2.2%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(1)
Low severity

(Low)

● Typically half of these offenders’
domestic abuse incidents had
substance involvement flags

● Typically all these offenders’
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non-domestic abuse offending
was either drug related or had
substance flags

21
211

(0.2%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(1)
Medium severity

(Medium)

● Though only 1 non- domestic
abuse crime typically, that crime
covered many years. It tended to
be retrospective reporting of
multiple occurrences of the same
crime, in most cases child abuse

● Both domestic abuse and
non-domestic abuse offending
typically occurred in very deprived
areas

22
1,616
(1.2%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(2)
High severity

(High)

● Both domestic abuse and
non-domestic abuse offending
typically occurred in very deprived
areas

27
34

(<0.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Low)
Low volume

(1)
Medium severity

(Medium)

● Older offenders, average age 41,
whose victims are typically 8-10
years older

● Though only 1 non- domestic
abuse crime typically, that crime
covered many years, which is likely
to indicate retrospective reporting
of multiple crimes/incidents, which
were in most cases child abuse

● Both domestic abuse and
non-domestic abuse offending
typically occurred in deprived
areas, with non-domestic abuse
offending occurring in highly
deprived areas (the highest
deprivation across all clusters)
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Low volume domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse offending 15 - 19 - 20 - 21 - 22 - 27

Several clusters contain individuals who, on average, are involved in fewer than three domestic
abuse incidents and fewer than three non-domestic abuse incidents. In this research, these
clusters are described as low volume domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse. The 12,142
individuals in this cohort account for 9% of the clustered total.

These clusters contain individuals who offend at a low frequency, with typically low severity across
domestic abuse incidents. However, non-domestic abuse offending for this cohort varies
substantially across clusters, from low to high severity. While, on average, individuals for all clusters
considered in this section perpetrate domestic abuse against one victim, the average number of
incidents is two. Consequently, the individuals contained in these clusters may typically be
understood as repeat offenders.

Clusters 21 and 27 contain individuals who on average perpetrated fewer than three domestic
abuse incidents and fewer than three non-domestic abuse incidents, and so fit the criteria for
discussion in this section. However, Clusters 21 and 27 had a median non-domestic abuse
incident duration of six and 15 years respectively, principally related to offences concerning the
physical and sexual abuse of children. This might suggest that sustained abuse has taken place
over a significant period of time, despite a low frequency of discrete offences recorded. A
reasonable assumption can be made that the harm caused within this cohort is likely to be larger in
scale given the prolonged duration of the average incident. The implications of a prolonged incident
duration and corresponding recording practices generated through an analysis of these two
clusters are discussed alongside those of Cluster 23, which demonstrates a similar pattern but in
the context of domestic abuse offences, on page 45.

Figure 5: Number of individuals in Group C clusters

Cluster Number of individuals (highest to lowest)

15 5,226

20 3,007

24 2,822

19 2,048

22 1,616

21 211

27 34
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Cluster 15 is the largest cluster in this cohort (5,226). On average, individuals in this cluster were
involved in two domestic abuse-related incidents against one victim, and one non-domestic abuse
incident. The severity level was typically low across both domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse
offending. Domestic abuse non-crimes made up the largest proportion of domestic abuse
incidents (50%) for individuals in this cluster, followed by assault occasioning ABH (15%) and
common assault (10%). The offences accounting for the largest proportion of non-domestic abuse
incidents in this cluster were assault occasioning ABH (9%), followed by theft from a shop or stall
(9%) and child abuse non-crime incidents (7%).

The medoid, or representative individual for Cluster 15, had five incidents recorded in the ten-year
period analysed. The two non-domestic abuse related incidents were theft offences and predate
the three domestic abuse non-crime incidents by six years. The three domestic abuse non-crime
incidents occurred within a six-month period, and were all perpetrated against the individual’s
female partner. The time between the theft offences and domestic abuse incidents would suggest
that the two types of offending are not closely linked, and a pattern is not apparent in this case.
The medoid is typical of the cluster average with respect to the duration between non-domestic
abuse and domestic abuse incidents - which is typically around six years.

Cluster 15 Medoid: Male

Practitioners reflected that, in some cases, a domestic abuse perpetrators’ non-DA offending
record was not associated with their abusive behaviour, especially where the non-DA offending
was historic. The medoid for Cluster 15 may fit this description.
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"I have no experience of anybody being a general offender, becoming a DA offender and
seeing a relationship between the two. If you're an offender, you're an offender. If you
want to rob, steal, deal drugs, that's a decision in itself for lots of different other complex
reasons, no doubt DA is different." - Domestic violence perpetrator programme
practitioner

Individuals in Cluster 20 present similarly to those in Cluster 15. Typically, individuals perpetrated
two DA incidents against one victim, and one non-DA incident. All incidents were typically low
severity. Notably however, the prevalence of substance misuse flags attached to non-DA incidents
in this cluster was the highest across all clusters. Indeed, 92% of non-DA incidents linked to
Cluster 20 individuals had a substance misuse flag. Importantly, one fifth of non-DA offences
perpetrated by individuals in this cluster were drug offences, which may explain the higher
prevalence of substance misuse flags. Possession of cannabis was the most prevalent non-DA
offence for this cluster (14%). Significantly however, substance misuse flags were also prevalent
across DA incidents for this cluster, with 51% of DA incidents flagged as involving drugs or alcohol.

Figure 6: Proportions of incidents with substance misuse flags, Group C clusters

The Cluster 20 medoid individual reflects the prevalence of substance misuse flags, but had a
slightly higher DA incident count than the average for this cluster. In the space of a year and a half,
the medoid individual was involved in three domestic abuse incidents against two different female
ex-partners. The first incident was a standard risk non-crime incident; 11 months later, the
individual perpetrated two DA-related incidents (harassment and ABH) against a different
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ex-partner. Both offences were recorded as medium risk, and the ABH offence was recorded as
high severity. Following a period of 14 months, the individual committed a medium severity ABH
offence against an unrelated male at a social club.

Cluster 20  Medoid: Male

Substance misuse as an element present across both DA and non-DA incidents might suggest
drugs and/or alcohol as a risk factor common to both types of offending. Without access to
detailed case notes, it is difficult to say what role substances play in the medoid individual’s
offending pattern. Speaking generally, practitioners have highlighted that substance misuse might
be a feature of a more ‘chaotic’ lifestyle, where DA and non-DA offences are committed under the
influence of drugs and/or alcohol. Alternatively, practitioners highlighted the role that substances
play in economic-compulsive offending, where an incident of domestic abuse may arise as a result
of pressure or manipulation to secure funds. Notably, in the case of low volume offenders, the
offending history is not significant enough to establish a pattern of behaviour.

Cluster 19 also had an average of two DA incidents, typically perpetrated against one individual,
and one non-DA incident recorded in the ten-year period analysed. Both DA and non-DA incidents
were typically low severity. It is important to note that 50% of individuals in Cluster 19 had been
involved exclusively in DA related incidents, with no non-DA offending history. However, as the
incident count averages remain within the ‘low volume’ categorisation set out in this research,
Cluster 19 is best discussed in this section.

The demographic make-up of Cluster 19 is notable, as 58% of individuals are women. This is the
second highest proportion across all clusters. Theft from a shop or stall was the most prevalent
non-domestic abuse offence in this cluster, accounting for 10% of non-DA incidents, while
non-crime incidents made up the largest proportion of DA-related offences (47%). Typically
individuals in Cluster 19 were recorded as victims in one domestic abuse incident, which is above
the median of the other clusters in Group C. Moreover, the domestic abuse victimisations for
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individuals in Cluster 19 were typically very high severity; this cluster had the highest median total
severity of domestic abuse incidents where the individual was a victim.

It is significant that the above average number of domestic abuse victimisations in Cluster 19,
which are typically high severity, corresponds with a higher proportion of women in this cluster.
Practitioners commented on the gendered overlap of the victim-perpetrator figure, with women
perpetrating domestic abuse often having a complex history of victimisation. In such cases,
domestic abuse may be perpetrated as a defensive or coping mechanism, a learned behaviour, or
may occur as a feature of a mutually toxic relationship.

"We've had that with female victims as well [...] you can tell, okay, they're traumatised,
it's learned behaviour. And they've just continued doing what they've seen growing up." -
Victim's services practitioner

Practitioners noted that sometimes it could be difficult to ascertain which party was the victim and
which was the perpetrator. In such cases, practitioners running services for perpetrators found that
professional curiosity was key, with decisions made on a case-by-case basis.

"It's easy, isn't it if you've got a clear perpetrator and a clear victim [...] but domestic
abuse is on a continuum, and so in a relationship it's not often that easy. So, we will
assess both [referred partners] as perpetrators, and then make a decision as to what
intervention we feel is appropriate" - Domestic violence perpetrator programme
practitioner

Cluster 22 is the final cluster discussed under Group C. Typically individuals in this cluster
perpetrated two DA-related incidents against one victim, and two non-DA incidents. Notably, while
the median severity per DA incident perpetrated by individuals in Cluster 22 is low, for non-DA
incidents the median severity is high. Indeed, Cluster 22 has the highest median severity per
non-DA incident across all clusters. The high average severity level of non-DA incidents is reflective
of the most prevalent type of non-DA offences committed by individuals in this cluster; close to
one fifth of all non-domestic abuse incidents (19%) cause grevious bodily harm with intent, followed
by rape (7%) and robbery (6%).
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Figure 7: Median cluster crime severity for offender’s average non-DA incident severity, Group C
clusters (ONS crime severity score)

Comparatively, the most prevalent DA-related incidents in Cluster 22 were non-crime incidents
(44%), followed by assault occasioning ABH (15%) and common assault (9%) – indicative of the
lower harm that is typical for domestic abuse offending in this cluster.

Practitioners reflected that violent non-DA offending did not always translate to violent offending in
the domestic setting. In some situations, violence committed outside the relationship was used as
a non-violent means of control and coercion in the relationship.

“I'm currently working with somebody where they haven't [...] got into a physical
altercation with their partner. But they have a long list of history where they've had
assaults towards other people." - Family services practitioner

“I think people naturally think if somebody is beating somebody up in the street, more
than likely, if they get angry, they’re going to beat up their partner. But actually, that’s not
always the case. It could be more around the emotional, verbal and the coercive control.
Because they don’t have to physically assault the victim to keep them in line. That threat
of harm is enough to keep the victim scared." - Victim's services practitioner

However, practitioners warned that the threat of harm could be just as real as physical abuse for
victims. Importantly, physical abuse may occur even where it is not reported and/or recorded.
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“And because of his violent history, whilst he hasn't been sort of physically violent
towards his partner, he has shown intimidation by punching walls […] and he's struggled
realising that actually, you're showing intimidation, and you're trying to overpower the
situation by actually punching those walls and showing how aggressive you can be.” -
Family services practitioner

The medoid for Cluster 22 was involved in three DA incidents against the same victim. While the
incidents escalated from a non-crime to two incidents of common assault within the space of a
year, the level of risk and severity remained low. The individual was later arrested for a high severity
GBH offence against an older male victim.

Cluster 22 Medoid: Male

The medoid therefore exemplifies the disparity seen in Cluster 22 between low harm DA-related
offences and high harm non-DA offending. Practitioners working with such an individual may want
to consider the impact of violent non-DA offending as a possible mechanism of control or
intimidation in the domestic setting.
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Group D: Low volume domestic abuse but high volume non-domestic abuse offending

Table 3: Cluster descriptions for Group D - low volume DA, high volume non-DA

Cluster Number of
offenders

in the
cluster

(% of total
clustered
offenders)

Type of
offenders

Median
recorded

number of
DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
number of
DA victims

Median
severity per
DA incident

(Median
total severity

of DA
incidents)

ONS
weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Median
recorded

number of
non-DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
severity per

non-DA
incident

(Median total
severity of

non-DA
incidents)

ONS
weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Other details of offending

9
13,866
(10.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

Low volume
(2)

1
Low severity

(Medium)
High volume

(3)
Low severity

(Medium)

● Domestic abuse and non-domestic
abuse offending incidents typically
occurred in highly deprived areas

● Typically around a fifth of these
offenders’ non-domestic abuse
offending incidents were either drug
offences or had a substance
involvement flag
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Low volume domestic abuse and high volume non-domestic abuse offending                   9

Cluster 9 is the only cluster in the data set which fits the description: low volume domestic abuse
(<3 incidents) and high volume non-domestic abuse (≥3 incidents). This cluster is the second
largest, accounting for 10% of the total clustered data set. Typically individuals in this cluster
perpetrated two DA incidents against one victim, and three non-DA incidents against two victims.
They tended to be around five years younger than their domestic abuse victims.

Notably, both DA and non-DA incidents occurred in LSOAs with higher levels of deprivation than
the West Midlands average. Both DA and non-DA incidents were typically lower severity. Indeed,
DA non-crime incidents accounted for the largest proportion of DA incidents (45%), followed by
assault occasioning ABH (15%) and common assault (10%). Of non-DA incidents linked to Cluster
9, assault occasioning ABH constituted the largest proportion (8%), followed by theft (from a shop
or stall) (8%), and possession of cannabis (7%).

The medoid for Cluster 9 is consistent with these offence types, and demonstrates a combination
of DA and non-DA offences, spanning a period of around four and a half years. The domestic
abuse risk did not appear to escalate following the first high risk, medium severity ABH offence
perpetrated against an ex-partner, although the risk assessment made at the first domestic abuse
incident may indicate that the victim had perceived an escalation in risk up to the point of reporting
to police. Indeed, the DA incidents following this first assault were marked as standard risk, were
low-medium severity and included a non-crime incident. Notably, none of the DA offences were
charged; in all cases, the victim supported further action but there were evidential difficulties.

Cluster 9 Medoid: Male
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However, the representative individual for Cluster 9 is a serial perpetrator, with two domestic abuse
victims recorded in the data set. This might suggest that the behaviours demonstrated are not
contained to a specific ‘toxic’ relationship, but are indicative of broader abusive tendencies. As
such, the assumption that risk has plateaued based on the decreasing severity of incidents may be
misleading. When considering offending patterns, it is important that risk is analysed alongside
other variables such as the number of victims and duration between incidents.

High volume offending presenting in the data as low volume

There are three clusters (21, 23 and 27) which, based on the median number of incidents per
individual in them, are categorised in this research as low volume. However, the nature and longer
duration of the incident(s) suggests a more complex picture, and may point to sustained abuse
reported retrospectively. These clusters are discussed together below and are referenced in the
separate research implications report.

Typically, individuals in Cluster 23 were involved in one DA incident against one victim during the
ten-year period analysed, and no non-DA incidents. Based on this incident count, individuals would
be considered non-repeat perpetrators. Cluster 23 is consequently considered as a low volume
DA-only group.

However, the average severity of domestic abuse incidents is higher than every other low volume
DA-only cluster apart from Cluster 24. Notably, only 19% of the DA incidents for individuals in this
cluster were non-crime, meaning 81% were recorded offences. In all other clusters in the low
volume DA-only cohort, non-crime DA incidents were the most common incident classification
(apart from Cluster 24, where it was the second-most common behind rape); however, in Cluster
23, controlling or coercive behaviour offences (21%) were the most common incident classification.

The medoid for Cluster 23 exemplifies this profile; the individual has only one recorded DA offence
of controlling/coercive behaviour perpetrated against his ex-wife, however the offence duration is
nine years. The offence was not charged due to evidential difficulties.

Cluster 23 Medoid: Male
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Practitioners interviewed for this research discussed a particular type of domestic abuse
perpetrator whose profile corresponds to the Cluster 23 medoid; that is, individuals with one
recorded domestic abuse offence related to coercive and controlling behaviour but no prior
offending history. Indeed, across the data set, offences of coercion and control were typically more
prevalent in domestic abuse-only clusters.

Figure 8: Proportion of coercion and control offences of the whole clustered cohort, by offender
group (Group E being domestic abuse only offenders).

Practitioners were clear that controlling or coercive behaviour could be extremely high harm,
despite having no physical dimension.

"It's the psychological and emotional abuse that is very high at the risky end" - Domestic
violence perpetrator programme practitioner

"How coercively controlling was that relationship? That is the trigger factor more so than
the violence. So there are some murders, for instance, where the first violent act might
be the murder" - Victim's services practitioner

Within their perpetrator cohorts, practitioners observed that coercive and controlling behaviour
would often accompany, or be the precursor to, physical abuse and as such should be flagged as
high risk.

“Physical abuse often comes after emotional abuse, economic abuse, coercive control,
that these are kind of the beginning stages, the beginning, while they continue all the way
throughout, but that's what it where it will start" - Mental health practitioner
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“I would just say that most DA cases, well, all DA cases have some element of coercive
controlling behaviour, and then it will manifest itself at times into violence or sexual
violence.” - Domestic abuse offender manager

Practitioners indicated that perpetrators in this category could be manipulative and adept at hiding
offending behaviour, outwardly presenting as a ‘good citizen’. In such cases, domestic abuse might
be happening under the radar and going unreported. In Cluster 23, the average duration for a DA
incident was over ten years, despite only one incident on average recorded. This might suggest
that abuse spanning a number of years is reported retrospectively. Indeed, the controlling/coercive
behaviour offence perpetrated by the Cluster 23 medoid had a duration of almost nine years. At the
point at which an individual typical of Cluster 23 appears in the data for the first time, years of
abuse may have gone undetected and undeterred.

"The offender whose life is pretty okay, you know, it's sometimes what we call ‘Teflon’
offenders that nothing ever seems to stick and actually, you know, they've got money,
they've got relationships, why would that offender need to change and one thing that is
my big thing is getting away with it." - Victim's services practitioner

Importantly, coercive and controlling behaviours might not be recognised as abuse by perpetrators
themselves and may be normalised in the context of the relationship, preventing the victim from
reporting.

"I think there's a level of denial anyway, with DA incidents, whether that's a low level
assault or higher level, but with the stalking and the coercive and controlling behaviour
really moving into this realm." - Domestic abuse offender manager

“He was completely against putting his hands on a woman. But he thought it was
acceptable to swear at her and to put her down and emotionally, psychologically abuse"
- Family services practitioner

For this hard-to-reach category of individuals, who have no offending profile and are skilled at
concealing controlling behaviours in a domestic setting, practitioners suggested that widespread
education and awareness around what behaviours constitute coercion and control would be key to
improved reporting, and thus a more complete understanding of the scope of the issue. Limited
interaction with services places importance on effective intervention at the points at which they do
come into contact with the system.
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“It can be a complete lack of understanding from both sides that the behaviour that
they're showing is domestic abuse. So we have a lot of denial, but also just not
understanding. So a lot of the work that domestic abuse workers do is just really basic
education about what constitutes abuse." - Mental health practitioner

The demographic make-up of Cluster 23 is significant. Forty-five percent of perpetrators in this
cluster were from an Asian ethnic group, the highest cluster proportion by a clear margin (12
percentage points) of all clusters; indeed, only 23% of perpetrators included in the total clustered
data set were of Asian ethnicity. Importantly, ethnicity was not a variable included in the clustering
process, meaning that the overrepresentation of Asian individuals in this cluster was a coincidental
result of commonalities across their offending patterns, rather than a consequence of their shared
ethnic group.

Practitioners noted some cultural barriers to reporting incidents of domestic abuse within Asian
communities.

"Muslims and Asians and Indians, I think because they deal with a lot of things in house,
they don't tend to report stuff. And when they do they say our family would disown us if
we do so they don't. You do see a lot of that. So you don't see much DA from [these
communities] because they're too scared to report it" - Domestic abuse offender
manager

“I think there is possibly a massive underreporting in some ethnic groups in relation to
domestic abuse. I know I certainly looked at a case the other day [...] quite serious
offences against the female victim by her partner or ex partner. She's gone to a refuge
but then come back because she was getting a lot of issues in the family, who were
encouraging her to return to that relationship [...] So I definitely think that is an issue for
reporting and pursuing a complaint." - Domestic abuse offender manager

This is an important factor to consider in relation to the longer average duration of DA incidents in
this cluster and the likelihood of retrospective reporting; it is not unlikely that the low volume
offending histories of individuals in Cluster 23 mask unreported abuse perpetrated over a sustained
period.

Cluster 23 is referenced in the research implications report as Coercive Controllers to reflect the
prevalence of this offence type for individuals in this cluster.

Cluster 21 and Cluster 27 are classed as low volume DA and non-DA clusters. Typically,
individuals in both clusters perpetrated two DA incidents against one victim and one non-DA
incident. It is important to note that Cluster 21 and Cluster 27 contained a small number of
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individuals, 211 and 34 people respectively; together, the individuals in both clusters accounted for
0.2% of the total clustered cohort.

Notably, non-DA offending in Cluster 21 and Cluster 27 was higher severity than domestic
abuse-related offending. An exploration of the most prevalent non-DA offences for these clusters
revealed a significant proportion of child abuse-related offences, explaining this higher severity.

In Cluster 21, the most prevalent non-DA offence was wilful assault of a young person under 16
(31%), followed by rape of a female child under 13 by a male (9%), and child abuse non-crime
(7%). The most prevalent DA-related offence for this cluster was domestic abuse non-crime (45%).
Similarly, for Cluster 27 the largest proportion of non-DA offending was wilful assault of a young
person under 16 (29%), followed by rape of a female child under 13 by a male (11%), and assault
occasioning ABH (7%). Domestic abuse non-crime incidents made up the most significant
proportion of domestic abuse incidents for this cluster (43%).

A closer analysis of non-DA violent and sexual offences perpetrated by individuals in these clusters
revealed a high proportion of child abuse.

For Cluster 21, in 92% of non-DA sexual offences where the perpetrator was aged 16 or over, the
victim was under the age of 16. Similarly, in 84% of non-DA violence without injury cases where the
perpetrator was aged 16 or over, the victim was under the age of 16.

For Cluster 27, in 100% of non-DA sexual offences where the perpetrator was aged 16 or over, the
victim was under the age of 16. While in 84% of non-domestic abuse violence without injury cases
where the perpetrator was aged 16 or over, the victim was under the age of 16.

“We found that quite a high proportion of our women who have been victims of
childhood traumas have been victims of sexual violence, domestic violence, and
sometimes will get to a point where they then retaliate against their partner” - Probation

Interestingly, both clusters also had longer average duration of non-DA incidents than all other ‘low
volume domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse offending’ clusters. The average duration of
non-domestic offences for Cluster 21 was six years, and for Cluster 27 the average was 15 years.
Given the most prevalent non-domestic abuse incidents in these clusters relate to the physical or
sexual abuse of a child, this suggests a pattern of criminality rather than just one recorded crime
and is likely impacted by retrospective reporting.

The medoid for Cluster 21 was involved in a child abuse-related offence of wilful assault
perpetrated at home against their eight year-old daughter. The offence was medium severity but
was not reported to police until seven years after the incident date, and was not charged due to
evidential difficulties. Without detailed case notes, it is difficult to say whether the assault took place
over a sustained period during the seven years between the incident start date and the date of
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reporting, or whether a single incident was retrospectively reported. Five years after the assault
took place, but two years before the assault was reported, the medoid was involved in a standard
risk non-crime domestic abuse incident perpetrated against their wife. The relationship between
the medoid’s wife and daughter is not known.

Cluster 21 Medoid: Male

Given the medoid individual’s domestic relationship to both victims, and the shared location of both
incidents, the non-DA offence of wilful assault may be treated as indicative of abusive behaviour in
a domestic setting. Moreover, the five year gap between the two incidents is contained within the
seven year period during which sustained and unreported child abuse of the medoid’s daughter
may have taken place. As such, the incidents may have had some degree of overlap.

Significantly, at the point at which the DA non-crime incident occurred and was reported, the
medoid had no prior offending history as the historic child abuse incident had not yet been
reported. While an isolated, standard risk DA non-crime incident is unlikely to draw attention from
police or services it is worth noting that, in this case, the picture was more complex, with
unreported child abuse (possibly ongoing). In such a case, professional curiosity and robust risk
assessment is key to unearthing problematic, abusive behaviours that may not be initially visible.

Cluster 21 is referenced as Serial Abusers (1) in the research implications report to reflect the
abusive tendencies of individuals in this group.

The offending history for the Cluster 27 medoid has similarities to that of Cluster 21. Notably, all
three incidents were reported on the same day, but one relates to historic child abuse that began
36 years previously and lasted for over a decade. This sustained abuse was directed at the medoid
individual’s son from infancy to the age of 16, and is recorded as a willful assault offence. At the
point at which the historic child abuse offence was reported, two further incidents were reported: a
DA-related assault without injury offence, perpetrated against the medoid individual’s estranged
wife, and an assault against the medoid individual’s 13 year-old child.
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Cluster 27 Medoid: Male

While the precise relationship between the three victims is unknown, the concurrent reporting
makes it likely that the abuse perpetrated against all three was connected. Data on the duration of
the latter two offences was unclear; consequently, while these recorded offences may relate to
single incidents, they may also be examples of sustained abuse - particularly given the medoid
individual’s historic long-term abuse of his older child. Notably, there were evidential difficulties
preventing charge in all cases.

In the case of the Cluster 27 medoid, both domestic abuse and child abuse offences appeared to
be related incidents indicative of sustained abuse in the domestic setting, unreported for decades.
The association between child abuse and domestic abuse evident in these medoid offending
patterns suggests the value of considering these offence types in tandem. While not all child
abuse-related offences will occur in the domestic sphere, repeat child abuse offences might
indicate a perpetrator’s tendancy to abusive behaviour targeted at a vulnerable individual.

Where child abuse is recorded in the context of a domestic relationship or setting, this may indicate
a heightened risk of domestic abuse in that same setting or familial context, as evidenced by the
latter two offences perpetrated by the Cluster 27 medoid. Understanding this, a low volume
domestic abuse offending history may require further interrogation if child abuse is also present.

Cluster 27 is referenced in the research implications report as Serial Abusers (2) to reflect the
abusive tendencies of individuals in this group.
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Section B: High volume domestic abuse offending

The clusters discussed in Section B contain individuals who are, on average, involved in three or
more domestic abuse incidents across the ten-year period analysed, such that their offending is
classified as ‘high volume’ for the purpose of this research. The 21,724 individuals within these
clusters account for 16% of the total clustered cohort.

Under Section B, clusters are further divided into:

- High volume domestic abuse but low volume or no non-domestic abuse offending
(12,455 in cohort, 9% of total clustered cohort, 57% of high volume cohort) - Group A

- High volume domestic abuse and high volume non-domestic abuse offending
(9,269 in cohort, 7% of total clustered cohort, 43% of high volume cohort) - Group B

Despite accounting for a smaller proportion of the total clustered cohort than the low volume
offending clusters discussed in Section A, this research suggests that high volume offending
histories have the most to offer practitioners in terms of identifying patterns and trends.

A key question explored in the data and during practitioner interviews was the extent to which
non-DA offending patterns coincided with, or else directly impacted, DA offending. Some
practitioners were reluctant to identify a link between DA and non-DA offending, and resisted the
suggestion of causation; they noted that, while non-DA offending and DA-related offending may
coexist for some perpetrators, in other cases no link was apparent. The perceived prevalence of
domestic abuse ‘specialists’ - those with a high volume of DA-related offending but no prior
non-DA offending - informed the suggestion made by one police offender manager that “the link is
weak at best”.

Notably, this mixed picture is reflected in the data and evidenced by the two discrete cluster
groups discussed under this section. While for some individuals, DA offending occurs within a
broader pattern of criminality, for others it is disassociated from non-DA offending. An analysis of
the offending patterns of both cohorts is generative, revealing some key commonalities such as
substance misuse flags, as well as differences across average severity of offences. A more27

complete understanding of patterns of abusive behaviour across these two high volume groups
has practical application for practitioners looking to maximise the effectiveness of preventative
work; this is elaborated on in the research implications report.

As in the previous section, the analysis in Section B is based around cluster averages with a
discussion of cluster medoids, or representative individuals, where useful to illustrate typical
offending patterns. The data analysis is punctuated by qualitative insight, providing valuable context
to the presenting behaviours which accompany the offending patterns identified here.

27 In both Group A and Group B, 25% of DA incidents had a substance misuse flag. However, the average severity of DA
incidents in Group A was lower than that of Group B.
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Figure 9: Median cluster average severity of DA and non-DA incidents, by offender groups
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Group A: High volume DA and low volume non-DA

Table 4: Cluster descriptions for Group A - high volume DA, low volume non-DA

Cluster Number of
offenders in
the cluster
(% of total
clustered
offenders)

Type of
offenders

Median
recorded

number of DA
incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
number
of DA

victims

Median
severity per
DA incident

(Median total
severity of

DA incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Median
recorded

number of
non-DA

incidents

<3 “Low volume”
3+ “High volume”

Median severity
per non-DA

incident
(Median total

severity of
non-DA

incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Other details of offending

1
5,359
(3.9%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(3)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
Low volume

(2)
Medium severity

(Medium)

● Both domestic abuse and
non-domestic abuse offending
incidents typically occurred areas
of high deprivation

● Some offenders in this cluster
had also been victim to one
serious domestic abuse incident
themselves

13
4,088
(3.0%)

A
combination
of DA-only

and DA and

High volume
(7)

1
Low severity

(Medium)
None

(0)
N/A

● Slightly older offenders, average
age 38

● Typically many domestic abuse
incidents but only one victim,
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non-DA
offenders

occurring in fairly deprived areas
● Typically around an eighth of

incidents had substance
involvement flagged

16
1,723
(1.3%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(3)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
Low volume

(2)
Low severity

(Medium)

● Typically had been victim to
many (16 on average) domestic
abuse incidents themselves

● Most offenders in the cluster
(93%) were female

● Around a tenth of domestic
abuse incidents where they were
deemed the offender had
substance involvement flagged

18
1,285
(0.4%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(3)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
Low volume

(2)
Low severity

(Medium)

● Younger offenders, average age
27

● Typically had been victim to one
quite severe non-DA offence
committed by another offender
in the dataset
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High volume domestic abuse and low volume, or no, non-domestic abuse offending
1 - 13 - 16 - 18

Practitioners interviewed for this research frequently referenced a type of perpetrator who had a
high volume domestic abuse profile, but little to no non-domestic abuse offending record. They
described this type of perpetrator as a domestic abuse ‘specialist’, distinguished by the specialised
nature of their offending, which occurred exclusively in the domestic sphere.

“I've got a lot of offenders who don't really have a big footprint other than domestic
abuse, but the domestic abuse is massive.” - Domestic abuse offender manager

The clusters which fit this cohort description are Clusters 1, 13, 16 and 18. Together, these clusters
account for 9% of the total clustered data set and 57% of the high volume DA cohort (Group A).
Despite accounting for only 9% of perpetrators in the total clustered data set, the individuals in
these four clusters have a significant and wide-ranging impact due to the repeat or serial nature of
the abuse perpetrated. The total number of domestic abuse incidents perpetrated by individuals
across all four clusters was 66,275; these incidents account for 17% of the total number of
domestic abuse incidents across the clustered cohort. Similarly, the total number of domestic
abuse victims affected by the individuals in these four clusters was 23,461, which constitutes 11%
of the total victims affected by the clustered cohort.

Figure 10: Proportions of total number of offenders in the clustered cohort, total number of victims
affected by the clustered cohort and number of DA incidents, Group A compared to the rest of the
clustered cohort.
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Cluster 1 contains individuals who can be described under the methodology as high volume DA
perpetrators with a low volume non-DA offending record. All individuals in this cluster had both
domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse incidents on their record. However, while their typical
pattern of DA perpetration is considered high volume (≥3 incidents), their non-DA offending is
considered low volume (<3 incidents).

Individuals in Cluster 1 can be described as serial domestic abuse perpetrators; typically, they
perpetrated domestic abuse against two victims, and were involved in three domestic abuse
incidents. On average, individuals in this cluster were a similar age to their victims, and DA
incidents were generally low to medium severity. Non-crime incidents (49%) accounted for the
largest proportion of DA incidents, followed by assault occasioning ABH (15%) and common
assault (9%).

In terms of their non-DA offending, child abuse non-crime (9%) accounted for the largest
proportion of non-DA offences, followed by assault occasioning ABH (8%) and theft from a shop or
stall (6%). Typically individuals in this cluster were involved in two non-DA offences.

The medoid individual for Cluster 1 reflects this profile, demonstrating both non-DA and DA
offending over a seven and a half year period. The first three incidents which appeared in the data
occurred within a short timeframe (around three to four weeks) and were a combination of two
non-crime incidents and a recorded DA offence of harassment against the same ex-partner.
Following a period of four years with no offence recorded, the individual reappeared in the data for
a DA non-crime incident involving his mother. Six months later, a vulnerable adult abuse non-crime
incident was recorded, involving an 86 year-old woman. Three years later, the police recorded a
high severity child sexual grooming offence against the individual. However, there was no available
information on the outcome for this recorded offence.28

28 It is unclear why the sexual grooming offence has an N/A against outcome and no victim details. This may
be a recording issue.
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Cluster 1 Medoid: Male

Based on this offending record, the individual would be considered a high volume, serial domestic
abuse perpetrator. Notably, while two offences recorded fell under the category of non-DA
offending, they contained clear elements of abuse (of a vulnerable adult and a child), which may
speak to the broader abusive or controlling tendencies of this individual. In this case, practitioners
may be assisted in understanding perpetrator behaviours and triggers by looking across both DA
and non-DA offending histories.

For the reasons outlined above, Cluster 1 is referenced in the research implications report as Serial
Abusers (3).

Cluster 16 has a similar profile to Cluster 1 in terms of median number of DA incidents (n=3) and
non-DA incidents (n=2). Moreover, individuals in this cluster similarly perpetrated domestic abuse
against two different victims, making them serial perpetrators.

However, Cluster 16 is notable for its demographic make-up; 93% of individuals in this cluster were
women (compared to 16% in Cluster 1, and 24% across the total clustered data set). The median
severity of both DA and non-DA incidents perpetrated by individuals in Cluster 16 was low and DA
non-crime incidents accounted for 51% of DA-related incidents for this cluster. Significantly, the
typical (median) individual in this cluster was the victim of 16 DA-related incidents.

For these reasons, Cluster 16 is referred to in the research implications report as Female
Victim/Offenders.

While the volume of non-DA offending was low for this cluster, it is notable that the most prevalent
type of incident was child abuse non-crime, accounting for 11% of all non-DA incidents. Indeed,
the prevalence of non-crime child abuse incidents, as well as offences of assault and neglect of a
young person under the age of 16, is greater than the prevalence across all clusters where non-DA
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offending is present. For this reason, a significant proportion of the non-DA offending of individuals
in Cluster 16 is aligned with domestic abuse behaviours, with harm directed towards a vulnerable
individual (a child) in a domestic setting.

The medoid individual for Cluster 16 reflects this pattern. The individual is a young woman who first
appeared in the data set aged 18 for a DA non-crime incident directed at her mother. The medoid
individual was involved in three further non-crime DA incidents against her mother which took place
in the space of a year. Notably, in between these non-crime DA incidents, the medoid individual
was involved in two separate non-crime child abuse incidents against her son. A year after the final
recorded DA incident against her mother, the medoid was arrested for GBH without intent against
an unrelated female and, a year later, a medium risk non-crime DA incident was recorded involving
the medoid individual’s ex-partner.
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Cluster 16 Medoid: Female
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Cluster 16  Medoid continued:
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Importantly, the Cluster 16 medoid had a significant number of DA victimisations, 17 in total. This is
more than three times the number of DA incidents perpetrated by this individual and suggests a
complex dynamic of abuse. The individual was the victim of sustained abuse perpetrated by an
ex-partner across a five year period; this abuse ranged from non-crime incidents and threatening
messages to assault occasioning ABH, breach of non-molestation orders and burglary. The
medoid individual only perpetrated domestic abuse against this ex-partner on one occasion within
the parameters of the data set - a medium risk non-crime incident. Otherwise, as discussed above,
the medoid’s domestic abuse was directed towards her mother, with incidents of child abuse
non-crime perpetrated against her son.

Practitioners working with perpetrators who present similarly to the Cluster 16 medoid individual
might find it valuable to consider their domestic abuse perpetration as part of a broader dynamic of
abuse. In the case of the medoid individual, repeat victimisation from an ex-partner did not result in
repeat retaliation. Rather, she perpetrated abuse in a familial setting, against her mother and child.
It is notable that the domestic abuse she suffered was typically higher severity than that she
perpetrated.

Practitioners acknowledged that female perpetrators of domestic abuse were less common in their
cohorts, and noted that their domestic abuse offending was often a response to being a victim of
abuse in the current, or a previous, domestic setting. Cluster 16 had the highest average number
of domestic abuse victimisations per individual across all clusters, and one of highest average
incident severity ratings for domestic abuse victimisations.

"[One woman] offended with all of her partners, but has also been the victim with all of
her partners and has had dreadful ACEs, really, really bad ACEs and a really sad life to be
honest." - Domestic abuse offender manager

This victim-perpetrator overlap for female offenders is well-evidenced. For example, the Corston
report concluded: “Women with histories of violence and abuse are over represented in the criminal
justice system and can be described as victims as well as offenders.” Indeed, 70% of29

victimisation incidents (that is, incidents where perpetrators in the clustered dataset were victims of
domestic abuse) were towards female perpetrators.

The perpetuating nature of this overlap can mean female perpetrators find themselves trapped in a
cycle of domestic abuse victimhood and offending.

“We see a lot of women that are offenders, but it's their ways of coping with being a
victim of domestic abuse [... they are] just trying to escape and trying to deal with what's
going on. But it just gets them into a constant cycle that just doesn't stop." - Probation

29Corston, B.J., 2007. The Corston Report: A report of a review of women with particular vulnerabilities in the criminal
justice system. Home Office.
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Practitioners flagged alcohol and substance misuse as common risk factors for female domestic
abuse perpetrators. 36% of DA incidents and 20% of non-DA incidents perpetrated by individuals
in Cluster 16 involved substances.

"Where there are female offenders, they're more likely generally to have alcohol problems
or drug problems. So there are plenty of men who don't have alcohol and drug problems
who are violent towards their partners or have controlling anger related offences, but the
women are much more likely. In fact, I can't think that I've interviewed any female that
hasn't had some kind of drug or alcohol problem". - DVPP police practitioner

Significantly, practitioners noted that substance misuse was often a feature of the relationship itself,
rather than a behaviour specific to the perpetrator; this appears to be a significant dimension of
‘toxic’ relationships.

“There have been quite a number of relationships where both parties are substance
users, and one tends to be the gateway to the other, because they will know the other
person will leave them if they get clean. And by using drugs, they can control that person
more and keep them at the same level as you want them” - Probation

"Some of them actually, it's just the relationship that they're in is just extremely toxic,
whether it be because of mental health or alcohol or drugs. And then actually, they've
had relationships before that have been fine. But the two of them clash.” - Domestic
abuse offender manager

"It's very, very common [...] you could have a situation where there's codependency so
both parties use alcohol or both parties use drugs and it's a vicious cycle then linked to
finances, paranoia, sexual jealousy - all of that will be intertwined with a substance
misuse." - Probation

Cluster 18 presents a similar prolife to Clusters 1 and 16 in terms of number of incidents. Typically
individuals in this cluster perpetrated three DA incidents involving two different victims, and had two
recorded non-DA offences. The average severity per incident was low for both DA and non-DA
incidents.

However, in contrast to Clusters 1 and 16, child abuse non-crime incidents were not the most
prevalent non-DA offence in this cluster. Rather, assault occasioning ABH accounted for the largest
proportion of non-DA offences (9%), followed by theft from a shop or stall (9%) and common
assault (5%).
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Cluster 18 Medoid: Male

The medoid individual for Cluster 18 was involved in three domestic abuse-related incidents across
the ten-year period analysed; notably, the three incidents involved three different victims across
both familial and intimate partner relationships. This might suggest that the abusive behaviour
demonstrated by the medoid was not confined to the context of a specific relationship, but was the
result of a more generalised approach to conflict or control. This hypothesis is supported by the
presence of a medium severity ABH offence against an unrelated male, indicative of a tendency for
violence. Indeed, the prevalence of non-domestic abuse-related ABH offences across the cluster
as a whole might suggest a propensity to violence outside of a domestic setting.

Cluster 18 is referenced as Serial Abusers (4) in the research implications report to reflect the
nature and pattern of offending for this cohort.

In Cluster 13, 69% of individuals were involved exclusively in DA incidents, with no non-DA
offending history. Across the cluster, the median number of DA incidents was seven (typically
perpetrated against one victim) while the median number of recorded non-DA incidents was zero.
As such, Cluster 13 is most accurately discussed as a high volume domestic abuse-only cohort,
typically containing repeat DA perpetrators.

The average severity of DA incidents perpetrated by individuals in Cluster 13 was low to medium.
Non-crime incidents constituted most of the DA incidents for this cluster (53%), followed by assault
occasioning ABH (13%) and common assault (8%). Only 5% of individuals’ DA incidents in this
cluster were exclusively non-crime. Given the median number of DA incidents per individual was 7,
this is not surprising and suggests that individuals in this cluster were involved in a combination of
non-crime incidents and recorded DA offences.
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Cluster 13 is referred to in the research implications report as Domestic Abuse Specialists,
reflecting the high volume and specialised nature of the individuals’ DA offending.

The medoid for Cluster 13 is illustrative of the ‘high volume’ domestic abuse-only perpetrator
discussed in this section and is therefore useful to consider here.

Cluster 13 Medoid: Male

The Cluster 13 medoid had 11 DA incidents recorded across a four year period in the dataset. With
one exception, the abuse was perpetrated against the same victim - a partner who was later
recorded as an ex-partner. The incidents were a combination of non-crime and recorded offences
including ABH, harassment, criminal damage and common assault. The majority of incidents were
recorded as medium risk, and incidents occurred between one month and one year apart across
the four year period.

This individual might be understood as a domestic abuse ‘specialist’ given the high volume of the
abuse and the absence of non-DA offending. Practitioners suggest that domestic abuse
‘specialists’ might experience detachment between their abusive behaviours and their perception
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of criminality. In other words, even where a perpetrator has an extensive DA offending history, they
may view their behaviours as distinct from other types of crime, such as theft.

"We do have people that are just pure [domestic abuse] offenders and in their moral
compass, you know, burgling is a disgusting crime, or robbing old ladies on the street -
'God I'd never do that, that's a criminal that is'. But they don't think twice about beating
up their partner” - Domestic abuse offender manager

To explain this disconnect in perception of harm, practitioners described a sense of perceived
entitlement from perpetrators in the domestic setting. Often, this entitlement was seen to stem from
misogynistic views, which may have developed in childhood and manifest as learned behaviour.
Indeed, 76% of individuals in the total clustered data set were men; in Cluster 13, this proportion
was 91%. Practitioners reflected that perpetrators holding these views could be difficult to engage.

“If you’re an offender who has got that belief of entitlement, for instance, really quite
deep-seated misogynistic views, for instance, you may not be able to get any anywhere
close to that person to engage with them” - Victim’s services practitioner

“I’ve got a handful of cases that are extremely aggressive to professionals, there’s kind of
misogynistic attitudes, they won’t respond well to women, you know, they’re really anti
authoritarian” - MARAC representative

Several practitioners pointed to the prevalence of intergenerational domestic abuse leading to the
normalisation of this behaviour.

"What I find is that witnessing physical violence as a child between parents leads to
stereotypes around masculinity. It's, you know, it's a man's world and women should do
all the cooking and cleaning, that really enforces their attitudes around male and female
roles and how a partner should behave.” - MARAC representative

“Abuse runs through men in families. They grow up and repeat the abuse. Gender
definitely plays a huge role in it." -  Mental health practitioner

Individuals fitting this type may compartmentalise their domestic and non-domestic spheres,
demonstrating abusive behaviours only in the context of a domestic relationship. This duality can
make such individuals difficult for agencies and services to identify, and may discourage victim
reporting.
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"I think some of these men that have got to that level of control, you know, they're able to
hold down a job. And, you know, their boss tells them what to do, and they don't get
angry. And it's in the context of how they relate to women, often for the men, that their
abusive behaviour comes out. So they're not, they're not men who are violent towards
other people. It's contextualised in their relationship.” - Domestic violence perpetrator
programme practitioner

Practitioners indicated that cultural expectations may also influence a DA-only perpetrators’
compartmentalised perception of offending in a non-domestic setting. These expectations may
extend to victims also, influencing what is understood as abuse and impacting levels of reporting.
However, it is important not to overgeneralise, and reflect nuances across different communities
and backgrounds.

“Some of the men we get on the group are quite bigoted, [...] And when you hear about
their backgrounds, they have very rigid belief systems” - Domestic violence perpetrator
programme practitioner

"Survivors will report that one of the reasons why their abuse is occurring is because of
their culture, and because this is how women are treated in their culture." - Mental health
practitioner

"Historically, Walsall has got lots of sexual abuse, and a real culture, I think, of domestic
abuse - where within communities, culturally, it's become accepted to a certain level." -
Neighbourhood policing officer

Importantly, these rigid belief systems and misogynistic attitudes are not exclusive to individuals
perpetrating domestic abuse only, but are similarly present in those who also have a high volume of
non-domestic abuse offending.
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Group B: High volume domestic abuse and high volume non-domestic abuse offending

Table 5: Cluster descriptions for Group B - high volume both DA and non-DA

Cluster Number of
offenders

in the
cluster

(% of total
clustered
offenders)

Type of
offender

Median
recorded

number of
DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
number
of DA

victims

Median
severity per DA

incident
(Median total
severity of DA

incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Median
recorded

number of
non-DA

incidents

<3 “Low
volume”
3+ “High
volume”

Median
severity per

non-DA
incident

(Median total
severity of

non-DA
incidents)

ONS weighting:
0-99 “Low”

100-500
“Medium”

501+ “High”

Other details of offending

2
2,844
(2.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(4)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
High volume

(17)
Medium severity

(High)

● Young offenders, the youngest cluster on
average, 23-24 years old

● They were typically several, or in some cases
many, years younger than their victim(s)

● Both domestic abuse and non-domestic
abuse offending incidents occurred in
deprived areas

● Some offenders were victims themselves of
one severe domestic abuse incident and one
less severe non-DA offence by another
domestic abuse offender

11
4,792
(3.5%)

DA and
non-DA

High volume
(10)

4
Low severity

(High)
High volume

(5)
Low severity

(High)

● Younger offenders, average age 28-29
● Around a fifth of their domestic abuse

incidents had substance involvement flagged
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offenders ● Around a fifth of their non-domestic abuse
offending was either a drug offence or had a
substance involvement flag

● Some offenders were victims themselves to
one serious domestic abuse incident

12
1,281
(0.9%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(20)

6
Medium severity

(High)
High volume

(12)
Medium severity

(High)

● Younger offenders, average age 28
● Around a fifth of their domestic abuse

incidents had substance involvement flagged
● Around a fifth of their non-domestic abuse

offending was either a drug offence or had a
substance involvement flag

● Some offenders had been victims to severe
domestic abuse incidents themselves

25
100

(0.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(3)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
High volume

(43)
Low severity

(High)

● Domestic abuse incidents typically occurred
in areas with high deprivation, while
non-domestic abuse offending occurred in
less deprived areas

● Around a quarter of their domestic abuse
incidents had substance involvement flagged

26
12

(<0.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(31)

15
Medium severity

(High)
High volume

(29)
Medium severity

(High)

● Around a quarter of their domestic abuse
incidents had substance involvement flagged

● Some offenders had been victims of very
severe domestic abuse incidents themselves

● Typically offenders had been victim of one or
two non-DA offences that were committed by
other domestic abuse perpetrators

● Every offender in this cluster was male

28
73

(0.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(12)

4
Medium severity

(High)
High volume

(62)
Medium severity

(High)

● Around a fifth of their domestic abuse
incidents had substance involvement flagged

● Some offenders were a victim of one severe
domestic abuse incident themselves

● Typically they were victim to a quite serious
non-DA offence committed by another
domestic abuse perpetrator in the dataset
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29
167

(0.1%)

DA and
non-DA

offenders

High volume
(3)

2
Low severity

(Medium)
High volume

(3)
Low severity

(Medium)

● Young offenders, average age 24-25
● Around a fifth of both domestic abuse

incidents and non-domestic abuse offending
had substance involvement flagged

● Some offenders were victims of severe
domestic abuse incidents themselves

● Typically they were victim to a serious
non-DA offence committed by another
domestic abuse perpetrator in the dataset
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High volume domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse offending 2 - 11 - 12 - 25 - 26 - 28
- 29

The seven clusters discussed in this section contain individuals who, on average, had three or
more domestic abuse incidents and three or more non-domestic abuse incidents recorded in the
ten-year period analysed. As such, these clusters are collectively described as the high volume
domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse cohort. The 9,269 individuals contained in this cohort
represent 7% of individuals in the total clustered data set.

Clusters 25, 26, 28 and 29 are four of the smallest clusters in the data set, and comprise just 352
individuals between them, representing 4% of the high volume DA and non-DA offending cohort.
These clusters are small because they contain outlier individuals who have more extreme values
across variables such as median incident severity and number of incidents.

Figure 11: Table showing number of individuals, domestic abuse incidents and non-domestic
abuse incidents for Group B

Cluster Number of
individuals

(highest to lowest)

Median number of
domestic abuse

incidents per
offender

Median number of
non-domestic

abuse incidents per
offender

11 4,792 10 5

2 2, 844 4 17

12 1,281 20 12

29 167 3 3

25 100 3 43

28 73 12 62

26 12 31 29

Moreover, while the seven clusters are considered together here as the high volume DA and high
volume non-DA cohort, there is significant variation between clusters, particularly regarding the
median number of incidents. Indeed, within this group of clusters the median number of DA-related
incidents ranges from 3 to 31, and the median number of non-domestic abuse related incidents
ranges from 3 to 62 incidents.

However, all seven clusters deserve exploration because the presence of three or more non-DA
incidents alongside high volume DA-related offending may indicate a pattern or link across the two
types of offences. In short, these clusters are most relevant to an understanding of the link
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between non-DA offending and DA perpetration – and, therefore, opportunities to intervene.
Furthermore, the variation between the seven clusters discussed indicates that there is no singular
response to this question.

Cluster 11 is the largest cluster in this cohort, containing 4,792 individuals. Notably, while the
individuals in Cluster 11 represent only 3.5% of the total clustered data set, typically they were
involved in 15 incidents affecting eight different victims across both non-DA offending and
DA-related offending.

On average, individuals in Cluster 11 had twice as many DA incidents recorded (10) than non-DA
incidents (5). While the mean severity of non-DA incidents was slightly higher than for DA incidents,
the volume of incidents means that the cumulative harm caused by both types of offending was
significant. In terms of demographics, 94% of individuals in Cluster 11 were men, which is well
above the proportion across the total clustered data set (76%).

Non-crime DA incidents accounted for the largest proportion of DA-related offences (47%).
However, only 1% of individuals’ DA offending was exclusively non-crime, meaning that non-crime
incidents typically occurred alongside recorded DA offences. Assault occasioning ABH accounted
for the second largest proportion of domestic abuse-related offences (14%), followed by common
assault (7%).

Non-DA offending for individuals in Cluster 11 was typically low severity. The most prevalent
non-DA offence in this cluster was theft from a shop or store (11%), followed by assault
occasioning ABH (7%) and possession of cannabis (6%).

A discussion of the medoid, or representative individual, is helpful to elaborate the overlap between
non-DA offending and DA offending typical for Cluster 11.
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Cluster 11 Medoid: Male
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Between the ages of 27 and 34, the medoid was involved in 11 DA incidents, seven of which were
non-crime incidents; the incidents involved four different victims and therefore the individual would
be described as a serial perpetrator. Notably, none of the DA incidents received a positive
outcome; two DA-related offences were NFA’d due to a lack of evidence.

The pattern of DA-related incidents perpetrated by the medoid individual points to possible stalking
and harassment behaviour against an ex-partner. The first six incidents in the medoid individuals’
offending history were perpetrated against the same ex-partner. The incidents were a combination
of non-crime incidents, ABH and harassment offences and were reported in the space of 17
months.

This may represent what one practitioner referred to as the ‘unravelling period’; the period in which
a domestic abuse offender experiences setbacks following changes to their relationship with the
victim. Despite the generally low level of risk or severity assigned to isolated incidents, the
cumulative effect of these incidents can cause significant harm to victims.

"Stalking is more non-violent, well physically non-violent, mentally abusive. So you may
get more controlling behaviour; checking whereabouts, successive calls, where are you,
what you're doing, why don't you call me, and sometimes they do threaten violence, but
it's generally in an attempt to manipulate. A much lower proportion actually carry it out -
it's quite unusual." - DVPP police practitioner

It is particularly important to look at offending history here as isolated incidents may not give an
indication of a pattern or escalation and may not even meet the threshold to be dealt with as a
crime.

"The problem with the stalking offences, it's made up of lots of things that on their own
might not be criminal. So for instance, if you ring somebody, it's not an offence, if you
ring someone 100 times a day, then it becomes an offence. [...]. Sometimes it almost
has to build to the point where something really terrible happens for that to be seen as a
serious offence." - Victim's services practitioner

"A lot of our work is liaising and putting pressure on the police to look at the stalking
conduct as opposed to lots of different crimes that make up that stalking conduct." -
Victim's services practitioner

Indeed, the proportion of violence against the person offending that was stalking and harassment
for Cluster 11 was modest across both DA-related (12%) and non-DA offending (7%). However, if
incidents are treated in isolation, these low proportions might obscure the scale of the issue.
Practitioners should explore patterns of offending, especially where incidents involve the same
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victim, to ensure that cumulative risk is recognised.

The regression analysis found that some forms of non-DA stalking and harassment offences had a
statistically significant association with higher severity DA offenders. For this reason, stalking and
harassment behaviours may provide practitioners with an early indication of escalating domestic
abuse risk.

The non-DA offending for the medoid was not specialised, and included possession of a weapon,
theft and drug offences. It is difficult to say with confidence how the medoid’s DA offending
interacted with their non-DA offending based on data alone. However, practitioners suggested that
domestic abuse perpetrators with high volume non-DA offending may possess broader
criminogenic attitudes or beliefs. A sense of entitlement, or even arrogance around law breaking,
might explain the prevalence of offending in both domestic and non-domestic spheres, and the
lack of specialisation.

“I think the majority of [domestic violence] perpetrators that would have won't just have
solely DV offences, there will be, a range of all that general offence to that have fit in with
that… having those those attitudes of, actually it's okay for do this and having those
attitudes spills out into other areas of offending." - Probation.

"The majority of [domestic abuse perpetrators] have previous criminality relating to drugs,
burglary, vehicle crime, drink, driving offences, petty theft" - Domestic abuse offender
manager

Notably, several practitioners flagged driving offences as indicative of this mindset - part of a
broader pattern of behaviour and perception around law-breaking, alongside challenges with
emotional regulation.

"Sometimes we'll see that there's been an argument with a partner, and they've gone
out into the car. And so that sort of lack of, not necessarily emotional management, but
just not dealing with the situation very well. So, I've had a big argument…and I've gone
out and driven. [They say] ‘I didn't hurt anyone… I didn't crash my car - it's fine. Just had
a couple of drinks.’ [They think] it's not an issue and really won't be seen as being a
serious offence or seen as having potentially serious consequences." - Probation

Our regression analysis (outlined in Section C) found that offenders with dangerous driving offences
in their non-DA offending history typically had more harmful DA offending than those without. In this
way, non-DA offending histories might be useful in enabling practitioners to understand and
challenge a perpetrator’s attitude towards law enforcement and wider public services. In addition
there is potential to leverage a wider ‘attitudes’ intervention to increase the perpetrator’s awareness
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of domestic abuse. This may help in engaging those perpetrators who respond badly to labelling of
DA offending and do not recognise it.

Cluster 11 is referenced in the research implications report as Non-specialised Law Breakers to
reflect the broader criminogenic attitude or mindset of individuals as discussed above, and the
diversity of non-DA offending within this cluster.

Cluster 2 is the second largest cluster in the high volume DA offending and non-DA offending
cohort, containing 2,844 individuals. In line with other clusters in Group B, theft from a shop or
store offences were the most prevalent type of non-DA offence in Cluster 2, accounting for 16% of
non-DA incidents. In contrast to Cluster 11, individuals in Cluster 2 were typically involved in more
non-DA incidents (17) than DA incidents (4), and non-DA offending was typically more severe than
DA offending.

The individuals included in Cluster 2 had the youngest median age across the clustered data set.
The median age of individuals in Cluster 2 across the ten year period analysed was 24, and the
median age at which their first DA incident is recorded was 23. Notably, individuals in this cluster
were typically four years younger than their domestic abuse victims.

For these reasons, Cluster 2 is referenced in the research implications report as Prolific Young
Offenders, reflecting the average age of individuals and the pattern of their offending.

Indicative of this trend, the medoid individual for Cluster 2 was involved in 18 offences before they
turned 18, and five offences after they turned 18. Domestic abuse incidents perpetrated by the
medoid individual involved both their partner and their mother.
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Cluster 2  Medoid: Male
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Cluster 2  Medoid continued:
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The first DA offence perpetrated by the medoid occurred after the individual had turned 18. The
offence was recorded as criminal damage to a dwelling and the victim was the individual’s mother.
Six months after this recorded offence, the medoid was involved in a DA non-crime incident
against the same parent. However, prior to this, while under the age of 18, the medoid was
involved in two DA non-crime incidents, one against his mother and one against his partner of the
same age.

An analysis of the non-DA incidents recorded for the Cluster 2 medoid does not immediately
suggest a pattern or specialised type of offending. Indeed, offences included violence against the
person, criminal damage, drugs possession, theft and sexual offences. However, recording
practices around domestic abuse for individuals under the age of 16 may disrupt a clear
understanding of abusive behaviours presenting at an early age.

Notably, the statutory definition of domestic abuse sets the criteria that the person carrying out the
behaviour must be aged 16 or over. Consequently, incidents of common assault against a parent
when the medoid individual was aged 12 and 13 were not recorded as domestic abuse incidents.
Moreover, when aged 16, an offence of criminal damage at an aunt's house, occurring three days
after a non-crime incident perpetrated against the individual's mother, was not recorded as a
domestic abuse incident. This might suggest inconsistencies in recording practices around what
constitutes a domestic relationship.

The detail of these incidents, while not flagged as domestic abuse, may provide useful context for a
practitioner working with a young person such as the Cluster 2 medoid individual. An exploration of
non-DA incidents involving conflict or a tendency to violence may provide valuable insight into
emerging abusive behaviours. Indeed, YOT practitioners pointed out that the young people
entering the system are rarely there as a result of DA offending. However, once practitioners begin
work with them, abusive behaviours or troubling beliefs around conflict and relationships can
become apparent.

“It’s not necessarily the primary reason they’ve come to youth offending, so it might be
that they've come through for another offence. But in working with them we’ve realised
actually they may be in a toxic relationship or controlling relationship, there’s coercive
control going on. And also sometimes even physical violence.” - Practitioner in youth
offending service

Identifying and addressing these behaviours early is absolutely key to preventing more harmful
domestic abuse down the line. Practitioners were clear that abusive behaviours were much harder
to challenge once entrenched over a period of years; some of the most risky DA perpetrators were
those whose abusive behaviours were present from childhood, but went unchecked.
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“You can see the pattern from youth to the adults, for me, because of their criminality” -
Domestic abuse offender manager

“I'm looking at some of the ones that I would consider quite risky. They've been offending
since they were children, and I know their names because you know, I'm 20 years here
now.” - Domestic abuse offender manager

Case Study: David*

David’s offending and early interactions with the criminal justice system are comparable to the
typical offending patterns for individuals in Cluster 2 and the Cluster 2 representative case
study/medoid.

As a child, David had a “short fuse” and struggled to control his anger, lashing out at other
children in the playground. At the age of 16, he started using cocaine and became addicted.
This led to a mentality of “I want everything and I want it now” and he became involved in
criminal activity to support his habit and lifestyle.

“I blasted a girl across the playground because she said something to me. [...] If
someone says something to me I won’t think, I’ll do it straight away - it’s impulsive
behaviour.”

It wasn’t until David had already committed numerous offences as a child and been in and out of
both young offender institutions and prison that he committed his first domestic abuse offence.
Following a break-up, David’s relationship with his ex-partner deteriorated, resulting in violent
threats and altercations for several years.

David was referred to anger management support through the magistrates’ court as a child, but
this intervention had limited impact and David was removed from the course for fighting. He
received a mental health diagnosis later in life, but felt that better mental health support at
school could have helped him to manage his anger and aggression, and potentially avoid
the domestic abuse altogether.

*This case study is based on an interview conducted with David, a domestic abuse perpetrator. Names have been
changed and identifiable information removed

Young people with a high volume of non-DA offending should therefore be considered a key cohort
for preventative work, even where no DA incident is recorded. Notably, given the location of several
of the incidents (educational setting, children’s home) the medoid for Cluster 2 is likely to have
been in contact with various public services prior to the first recorded DA related incident. These
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public services represent an important channel for preventative work and early engagement around
healthy relationships.

On average (median), individuals in Cluster 12 had 20 DA incidents involving 6 different victims.
This is the second highest average number of DA incidents across all clusters, and these
individuals are appropriately described as high volume, serial perpetrators. Though less prolific,
non-DA offending for individuals in Cluster 12 was still significant, averaging 12 incidents. Typically,
both DA offending and non-DA offending occurred over a seven to eight year period within the data
timeframe. Incidents were medium severity across both DA offences and non-DA offences.

Domestic abuse non-crime incidents accounted for the largest proportion of DA offences in this
cluster (43%), followed by assault occasioning ABH (14%) and common assault (7%). For non-DA
offending, theft from a shop or store accounted for the largest proportion of offences (8%), followed
by assault occasioning ABH (7%) and child abuse non-crime (5%).

The Cluster 12 medoid was involved in 31 incidents which spanned the entirety of the ten-year
period analysed. 20 incidents were DA-related and involved 5 different victims, typically the
individual’s partner or ex-partner. Notably, just over half of the medoid individual’s DA-related
incidents were non-crime incidents, and the remaining offences included several counts of ABH,
criminal damage, burglary and common assault. These incidents were variously flagged by police
as standard, medium and high risk, though it is worth noting that risk level was more consistently
marked as medium/high as the offences accumulated; this may have been a result of police taking
account of previous offending behaviour and the increased risk to the victim(s).
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Cluster 12 Medoid: Male
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Cluster 12 Medoid continued:
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Cluster 12 Medoid continued:
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Significantly, the Cluster 12 medoid also had a number of violence against the person offences that
are non-DA related, and are perpetrated against men, typically of similar age to the individual but of
no relation. The prevalence of violent offences involving numerous victims in both the domestic and
non-domestic sphere suggests that the medoid individual is prone to violence or aggression. This
pattern is reflected across Cluster 12, where 31% of non-DA offending was violence against the
person and 39% of DA offending was violence against the person. Practitioners reflecting on risk
factors common to both DA offending and non-DA offending pointed to the normalisation of
violence as a mode of conflict resolution, poor emotional regulation and anger management, and
low self-esteem.

"I can definitely think of cases where they’ve got offences against members of the public,
and then in domestic settings they perpetrate violence, or physical violence to a partner.
[...] In either scenario, they don't really differentiate between who the victim is - it's more
about releasing their aggression” - Probation

Both probation officers and service providers noted the value of exploring violent non-DA offending
with domestic abuse perpetrators as indicative of more generalised harmful behaviour.

"[There is a] high prevalence in males who might go out and get into fights whilst they're
drinking in pubs or being in clubs and things like that, - it’s actually usually a pretty big
indicator that there's also violence within the home as well.” - Probation

“They've all also got a history of violence, whether that be gang related or in other forms
of offending, you know, pub fighting or just anything like that. So we would look at their
violent history as well as their domestic abuse history." - Victim's services practitioner

The prevalence of violent behaviours in both domestic and non-domestic settings may be
indicative of a normalisation of violence as a means of resolving conflict or gaining control over
people or a situation. In both settings, violence can be influenced by intergenerational trauma and
an individual’s exposure to wider criminality in their community.

“When you hear about their backgrounds, they have very rigid belief systems that, you
know, someone gets in your face, you slap them, [...] if a person acts like this, it's wrong,
there is no lilac, there's just black or white.” - Domestic violence perpetrator programme
practitioner

“He was always kind of [...] if he didn't get his own way, he'd turn aggressive, so it was
natural that that was the closest person to him. And that's why he turned to DA in my
opinion.” - Domestic abuse offender manager
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“And violence, I have to say it as well, in some cases, where they live, their environment,
plays a massive part because they have to be like that. Otherwise, they wouldn't
survive." - Children's Services practitioner

Case Study: David*

Growing up, David was exposed to violence. He recalled witnessing bar fights at a local
pub which he would visit regularly with his father and uncles. David felt that his early exposure
to violent behaviour was likely to have influenced his approach to dealing with conflict.

“As a kid at 12 I’ve seen a geezer having a glass stuck in his head, that ain’t normal
behaviour. [...] You think, shit that’s how I’ve got to be in my life to get anywhere.”

David reflected that his ‘short fuse’ was not sufficiently connected to his mental health
while he was at school.

“When I was younger, it was put down to ADHD and things like that. That’s an easy
diagnosis for the doctor [...] not knowing some of those kids now have got severe mental
health problems.”

Like the Cluster 12 medoid, David’s offending was violent in both the domestic and
non-domestic spheres, suggesting the normalisation of violence as a means of dealing with
conflict. He received two custodial sentences for non-domestic abuse-related violent offences
while under the age of 18. David’s domestic abuse offending could also be very violent.
He recalled a violent assault against his then-partner, following a ‘three-day bender’ and a
subsequent kidnapping offence.

*This case study is based on an interview conducted with David, a domestic abuse perpetrator. Names have been
changed and identifiable information removed

Substance misuse was also raised as a prominent risk factor common to violent offending in both
the domestic and the non-domestic sphere. Interestingly, in Cluster 12, substance misuse was
flagged in 27% of DA incidents and 21% of non-DA incidents. Indeed, there are substance misuse
flags attached to seven incidents in the medoid individual’s offending history, covering both DA and
non-DA incidents. Five of these incidents are violence against the person offences, including GBH
without intent and ABH. This pattern might suggest substances as a trigger for violent offending,
with little distinction regarding the perpetrator’s relationship to the victim.

86



"I did an assessment with a man last night. And certainly his violent behaviour was
triggered to some extent by his cocaine and alcohol use. So yeah, there are some men
who, when they do offend, it's violent." - Domestic violence perpetrator programme
practitioner.

"The victims will quite often say who they were lovely to start with, they paid me lots of
attention. And then it stopped. Or ‘it's when he's had a drink’, or ‘when he's high’. So
there is quite a correlation with substance abuse.” - Domestic abuse offender manager.

Case Study: David*

At the age of 16, David started using cocaine and became addicted. Looking back, David
recognised his cocaine use as a mechanism to cope with his mental health.

David felt that substance misuse was a key trigger for his domestic abuse offending, in
combination with his undiagnosed mental health. He described his relationship with his former
partner, Lisa, as “toxic”, fuelled by his cocaine use and arguments about how to parent her
children.

“I got paranoid from it, I suppose. She was paranoid with me because I was going
out all the time. [...] It was toxic, and I should have walked away sooner. I was bad
under drugs”

“Drugs was my main thing, and mental health. Because I didn’t know something was
wrong with me, I took the drugs to drown something out. When I used to have
cocaine, [...] it would calm me down at the time, but the next day I was like the evil
devil.”

*This case study is based on an interview conducted with David, a domestic abuse perpetrator. Names have been
changed and identifiable information removed

Case Study: Simon*

At the age of 14, Simon got involved in crack and heroin. His offending at this time was
linked to his substance misuse. Either he would get into fights while under the influence, or
would commit crime to fund his habit.

After time spent in prison, Simon swapped crack and heroin for speed and cocaine.
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“I just chopped and changed one for the other. And it's still brought the same results,
the same pain, same offending behaviour, same trouble”

Simon got into his first proper relationship around this time, which started off well but was
“rife” with drinking and drug use. Simon perpetrated domestic abuse against his partner. The
abuse was violent - smashing the property and belongings - and emotional, and could
sometimes be triggered by his partner’s refusal to have sex.

A few years later, Simon started a relationship with a new partner, both were using drugs
heavily and were involved in selling cocaine. Simon perpetrated domestic abuse in this
relationship, and found drugs and alcohol to be a big trigger for abusive behaviour.

“The drinking, and the drug taking, obviously played a part in where the domestic
violence happened, because we were both drinking, and obviously tempers can get
risen. So for me, probably not for everybody, but that was probably my biggest
trigger.”

Eventually, with the support of his police offender manager, Simon joined a residential
recovery programme which required a negative drug test. Simon was there for five-six months,
and attended NA meetings, weekly group sessions and had constant contact with a support
worker. The interventions at the centre were around substance misuse, not domestic abuse, but
Simon felt his time on the programme improved his relationship with his partner and
helped him to better understand his emotions.

*This case study is based on an interview conducted with Simon, a domestic abuse perpetrator. Names have been
changed and identifiable information removed

For practitioners working with individuals such as the Cluster 12 medoid, non-DA offending
patterns reveal much about entrenched violent behaviours. Looking across both non-DA and DA
offending provides practitioners with a more complete picture, ensuring that, where behaviours are
not restricted to a specific domestic context, interventions can adequately address more
generalised risk.

Cluster 12 is referenced in the research implications report as Prolific Violent Offenders,
reflecting the frequency and violent nature of their domestic abuse offending.

Cluster 29 contains 167 individuals, and is one of the smallest clusters in the cohort. On average,
individuals in this cluster were involved in three DA-related incidents and three non-DA incidents;
typically, incidents were low severity.
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  The clustering algorithm grouped these individuals based on a shared profile of one high severity
non-DA victimisation. As such, an analysis of Cluster 29 as a group of interest will yield little insight
on perpetrator offending patterns; consequently, this cluster is not referenced in the research
implications.

Cluster 25 is a small cluster, containing only 100 individuals. While, on average, individuals in this
cluster perpetrated a high volume of both DA offences and non-DA offences (that is, three or more
recorded incidents), their non-DA offending was significantly more prolific than their DA offending.
Indeed, the average number of DA incidents perpetrated by individuals in Cluster 25 was 3 (across
2 different victims), compared to an average of 43 non-DA incidents. However, both DA and
non-DA incidents were typically low severity.

Notably, the most prevalent non-DA offences in Cluster 25 were acquisitive crime. Theft from a
shop or stall accounted for 68% of all non-DA offences, followed by burglary from a business or
community (5%) and making off without payment (5%). The high proportion of theft (from a shop or
store) offences in this cluster is significant, and is considerably greater than the proportion of theft
(from a shop or store) offences across the total clustered cohort (11%). Domestic abuse incidents
for Cluster 25 were predominantly non-crime (50%), followed by assault occasioning ABH (14%)
and common assault (5%).

Substance misuse was also an important element of offending in this cluster; 30% of DA-related
incidents were flagged as involving drugs or alcohol, while 8% of non-DA offences also did so.

The medoid for Cluster 25 follows this trend. The individual committed 69 offences, of which 54
were theft offences and 3 were DA-related offences. The individual also had a number of drug
offences, concerning the supply or possession of class A drugs.
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Cluster 25  Medoid: Male

Practitioners indicated that, for some domestic abuse perpetrators in their cohort, non-DA
offending was primarily economic-compulsive: offences were committed to gain money or goods
to obtain drugs. In some cases, economic-compulsive offending would spill over into domestic
abuse - where threat, violence or manipulation would be applied to a partner or relative to help
secure funds to buy drugs. For economic-compulsive offenders, domestic abuse appears to be
more clearly linked to problematic behaviours to sustain a habit, as opposed to the direct effects of
the substance on behaviour.

“He repeatedly harasses his family members for money to then fund that drug habit, and
I've had more than one offender with that particular issue" - Domestic abuse offender
manager

“I think the individuals that I've got that are committing other offences are the ones that
are chaotic and are dependent on Class A, for instance. Because if that other offence is
violence, street robberies - they're looking for money to fund drugs. And again, some of
that is against Mum and Dad, because they need that £20 pounds” - Domestic abuse
offender manager

“If they've got a drug habit, they will go out and then steal, beg, borrow, just to provide
that drug habit [...] but then they'll probably go around to their mum and dad's and beg
for money as well, and then assault them because of that” - Domestic abuse offender
manager
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“That's how it escalates - when they've got a cannabis addiction or they've started
drinking or they've got drug debts, and then they kind of turn to parents or siblings to
assist them, and then relationships become strained. There is quite a common link, I
think, between substance misuse and associated debt and problems that then impact
on family dynamics." - Probation

Practitioners reflected that acquisitive crime was not uncommon across their domestic abuse
perpetrator cohorts, and could be relevant to patterns of abuse. This may challenge the
assumption that an exploration of violent non-DA offending histories is most relevant to
interventions targeting domestic abuse perpetrators.

"From my experience, the people who are physically abusive in a domestic setting would
not typically be more violent in their offending. [...] The offences that I know of would be
offences for economic survival, for example." - Mental health practitioner

However, other practitioners were reluctant to make a link between acquisitive crime and domestic
abuse. Rather, they typically found substance misuse to be the common risk factor for those with
both DA and high volume economic-compulsive offending, indicative of a chaotic lifestyle.

"It can be varied, and sometimes it can be running concurrently with the DA so they
could be out burgling. [...] If you're going to live a chaotic lifestyle, if it's substance
misuse, it's all going to mingle into one - you're going to be committing the crime and
having a barney at home with the partner and so forth" - Domestic abuse offender
manager

Cluster 25 is referenced in the research implications report as Lower Harm Economic
Compulsive Offenders to reflect the drivers of these individuals’ offending behaviour and to make
a distinction with Cluster 28 outlined below.
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Cluster 28 is a similar size to Cluster 25, and contains 73 individuals. Like Cluster 25, non-DA
offending was significant with 62 incidents recorded per individual on average.

Twenty-three percent of non-DA offences were theft from a shop or store offences, accounting for
the largest proportion. Theft of a motor vehicle, theft from a motor vehicle and burglary (dwelling)
together accounted for 18% of non-DA offences. Consequently, the most prevalent type of non-DA
offending for individuals in Cluster 28 was acquisitive crime.

However, the individuals in Cluster 28 are more prolific perpetrators of domestic abuse than those
in Cluster 25, and were involved in an average of 12 incidents towards 4 different victims. The most
prevalent DA incident was non-crime (44%), followed by assault occasioning ABH (12%) and
common assault (7%). Over a fifth (23%) of DA incidents involved substance misuse.

The medoid for Cluster 28 was involved in 102 incidents, primarily theft (from a shop or store) and
public order offences.

Cluster 28  Medoid: Male
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In many ways the Cluster 28 medoid individual had a similar profile to the Cluster 25 medoid
individual, with predominantly acquisitive crime and multiple substance misuse flags; as such, this
individual broadly fits the description for an economic compulsive offender.

However, the median severity of both DA-related and non-DA incidents for Cluster 28 is higher than
that of Cluster 25. This is borne out by the Cluster 28 medoid’s offending history, which includes
multiple counts of DA-related assault occasioning ABH and one high severity offence of rape
against an ex-partner. Indeed, only 3% of Cluster 25’s non-DA offending was violence against the
person, while this figure was 15% for Cluster 28. Similarly, violence against the person offences
accounted for 35% of DA-related incidents in Cluster 25, but made up 39% of DA-related incidents
in Cluster 28.

Moreover, individuals in Cluster 28 perpetrated domestic abuse against 4 different victims on
average, compared to an average of 4 victims for individuals in Cluster 25. Indeed, the Cluster 28
medoid perpetrated abuse against 8 different victims, including partners, ex-partners and his sister.
The range of different domestic abuse victims demonstrated by this medoid, and true of Cluster 28
more broadly, suggests a proclivity for violence or abuse beyond a specific relationship dynamic.
As such, individuals fitting this profile might be considered to pose a higher risk.

Cluster 28 is referenced in the research implications report as Higher Harm Economic
Compulsive Offenders, highlighting commonalities with Cluster 25 in terms of compulsive drivers
for individuals’ offending, as well as a distinction in harm level.

Cluster 26 is the smallest cluster in the data set, and contains only 12 individuals. However, these
individuals were extremely prolific domestic abuse perpetrators, with an average of 31 domestic
abuse incidents perpetrated against 15 different victims. The individuals in this cluster also had high
volume non-DA offending, with an average of 29 non-DA incidents recorded per individual in the
ten-year period analysed. Both DA incidents and non-DA incidents were typically medium severity.
All 12 individuals in Cluster 26 were male and 38% of domestic abuse incidents were flagged as
involving substances. Typically, individuals in this cluster had not been the victim of a recorded
domestic abuse incident.

Domestic abuse non-crime incidents accounted for the largest proportion of DA incidents (47%),
followed by assault occasioning ABH (8%) and common assault (6%). The most prevalent non-DA
offence was assault occasioning ABH (8%), followed by common assault (6%) and criminal
damage to a vehicle (5%).

The prevalence of non-DA criminal damage offences in Cluster 26 is significant. Regression
analysis found that perpetrators with criminal damage in their non-DA offending history tended to
be responsible for more domestic abuse harm than those without. Practitioners noted that criminal
damage offences, even when low harm, were a good indicator of aggression and important to
consider when assessing risk.
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“Generally it can start off with low level offending, just criminal damage. So causing
criminal damage within the home, [...] putting your fist through a door, punching, having
a verbal argument with mum or with parents, and then it can kind of develop. So
aggression is a red flag in terms of assessing risk.” - Practitioner in youth offending
service.

The Cluster 26 medoid had 59 incidents recorded, of which roughly half (28) were domestic abuse
incidents. The offences perpetrated by the individual spanned the full ten-year period of data, and
39% of incidents (23) were flagged as involving substance misuse.
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Cluster 26  Medoid: Male
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Cluster 26 Medoid continued:
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Cluster 26 Medoid continued:
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Cluster 26 Medoid continued:
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Cluster 26 Medoid continued:
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The domestic abuse perpetrated by the medoid ranged from non-crime incidents to higher severity
offences of kidnap, assault occasioning ABH and rape. Abuse was perpetrated against 15 different
victims across different familial relationships (father, aunt) and intimate partner relationships
(partners, ex-partners). The median number of domestic abuse victims for individuals in Cluster 26
was 15; this is significantly higher than the medians for all other clusters.

Notably, the medoid individual’s DA offending and non-DA offending was similar in terms of type of
offence and severity. Indeed, there were a number of non-DA violence against the person and
sexual offences recorded, including the rape of a friend and a count of GBH against a younger
woman of no relation. Moreover, there were eight child abuse non-crime incidents recorded for this
individual, including one perpetrated against their step-son. This may indicate that their DA
offending was one manifestation of a more fundamental propensity for violence and abusive
behaviour. In other words, the harm caused by this medoid was not confined within a specific
relationship, a type of relationship, or a particular setting. An argument could be made that non-DA
offending and DA offending histories should be considered concurrently in any work or
interventions done with such an individual, as risk factors are likely to be common to behaviours in
both spheres.

“Violent people are violent. [...] We deal with a lot of casework, particularly where people
are categorised as high risk and serial, where DA is but one of the issues that you're
actually dealing with, and it's just another way of them behaving violently. If you look
across a lot of their life, and how they behave or how they are behaving, they're heavily
involved in quite serious criminality - they'll be using violence as a control and
management tactic in all sorts of parts of their lives." - Domestic violence perpetrator
programme practitioner

In some instances, DA offending and non-DA offending might be more directly linked, as well as
being traced to mutual risk factors. For example, the last two incidents recorded for the medoid
occurred within three hours of each other. The first incident involved a young man and woman and
a two year old child, and three related non-DA offences of malicious wounding, ABH and
kidnapping were recorded. The second incident (occurring later that day) was a high severity
kidnapping offence against the medoid individual’s ex-partner. Both incidents are flagged for
substance involvement. While the precise nature of the relationship between the two incidents
cannot be established without detailed case notes, it is likely that, for the medoid individual, the
two incidents were related - whether through substance misuse, shared context or related parties.
Indeed, Cluster 26 had the shortest average period of time between DA incidents and non-DA
incidents (in either order) across all clusters, with an average gap between incidents of around 2-3
months. It is likely that the individuals in this cluster are on the police radar, given the frequency and
severity of their offending. A comparison across DA-related and non-DA offending suggests the
value of interventionary work that spans both contexts.

Cluster 26 is referenced in the research implications report as High Harm Offenders, reflecting
the high frequency and severity of individuals’ DA and non-DA offending.
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Section C: Regression

Introduction

As the clustering identified that the most high volume and harmful domestic abuse perpetrators
tended to have more non-domestic abuse offences in their history, the link between non-DA and
DA was explored in more depth.

Initially the breakdown of non-DA offences committed by perpetrators in the clusters that tended to
have some non-DA offending was explored to identify any interesting patterns. Regression analysis
was then used to more directly address the question of whether specific offences or types of
non-DA offending were more closely associated with being a high harm DA perpetrator.

The analysis also explored how closely initial scores from DA risk assessments aligned with
eventual actual harm caused by DA perpetrators, looking first at patterns in descriptive statistics,
then using regression analysis.

What forms of non-domestic abuse are most strongly associated with DA?

An analysis of volumes of different non-DA offences among the clusters made clear that some
clusters had a greater degree of certain offending types such as acquisitive crime (which in general
is one of the highest volume crime types). For example, theft from a shop or stall offences
constituted 16% of all non-DA offending recorded against Cluster 2 offenders.

Other common non-DA offences seen in the clusters were forms of child abuse, which could
reasonably be viewed as a variation of DA. It is therefore not entirely surprising that the two
co-occur in the reported crime data.

Possession of cannabis was another non-DA offence that was prevalent across the high volume
DA and high volume non-DA cohort of clusters. To demonstrate this with an example, 6% of all
non-DA recorded against Cluster 11 offenders was possession of cannabis offences. This is further
evidence supporting the hypothesis that substance misuse and DA often overlap.

Finally, non-domestic assault was also prevalent as an offence committed by DA perpetrators. For
example, 12% of non-DA offending recorded against Cluster 12 offenders was common assault or
assault occasioning actual bodily harm. This can be seen as further evidence that some of the
most serious DA perpetrators' violent behaviour is not just limited to the domestic sphere. This
suggests that any early intervention that reduces violent tendencies more broadly is likely to have
an impact on domestic violence too.

Though descriptive statistics on non-DA offences committed by the high volume DA and high
volume non-DA clusters give some indication of which non-DA offences were most associated with
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DA, they do not test the hypothesis directly. To do so a regression model was estimated to
determine which types of non-DA offences were significantly associated with the total severity of
offenders’ DA history. The results of the model estimation reveal which non-DA offence types were
regularly seen in the offending histories of the most problematic DA perpetrators, or in other words,
were most strongly associated with them.

Figure 12: Regression results showing the estimated impact of non-DA offence categories with a
significant effect on DA total severity

Offence type Estimate of impact
on DA total severity

p value Number of
offenders with

the offence

Homicide 742.16 p < 0.01 126

Arson 684.4 p < 0.01 554

Theft of motor vehicle 132.17 p < 0.05 3089

Other crimes 121.16 p < 0.05 5578

Criminal Damage 105.99 p < 0.05 10407

The regression results identified key non-DA offence types that had a statistically significant (p <
0.05) association with total DA severity and were committed by 200 or more of the perpetrators,
therefore representing a substantial issue. Arson had the most significant association with high total
DA severity perpetrators, followed by homicide, theft of motor vehicles and criminal damage, which
also had a statistically significant link. Perpetrators with arson or homicide in their non-DA offending
history were estimated to cause substantially more harm – approximately the equivalent of three to
four domestic assaults occasioning actual bodily harm – than perpetrators without. Perpetrators
with motor vehicle theft or criminal damage in their non-DA offending history were estimated to
cause more harm than perpetrators without, though to a lesser extent than those with arson or
homicide – approximately the equivalent of two stalking offences (for example, of ex-partners).
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Figure 13: Regression results showing the estimated impact of non-DA offence types on DA total
severity - top 10 offence types with significant effects

Offence type Estimate of impact on
DA total severity

p value Number of
offenders with

the offence

Emergency licence recall - non crime 998.52 p < 0.01 696

Kidnapping 790.11 p < 0.01 203

Attempt to cause GBH with intention to do
GBH 715.68

p < 0.01
732

Sex offender - Fail to comply with
notification requirement 656.23

p < 0.01
384

Rape of female 16 or over 614.34 p < 0.01 1013

Breach of restraining order 609.80 p < 0.01 421

Standard licence recall - non crime 584.34 p < 0.01 2876

Police - malicious wounding 558.94 p < 0.01 238

Intimidate witness/juror 547.67 p < 0.01 656

Attempt burglary - residential 524.68 p < 0.01 267

To gain a deeper understanding of the link between non-DA offending and DA, another regression
model was estimated looking at specific offences rather than broader offence types. Of the 656
possible non-DA individual offences included in this analysis, 16% had a statistically significant (p <
0.05) association with higher total DA severity. These significantly associated non-DA offences
included:

● Acquisitive crime, such as burglary, motor vehicle theft and making off without payment;
● Sexual offences, for example rape and sexual assault (of adults or children) and failure to

comply with notification requirements;
● Violence against the person offences, including grievous bodily harm, racially and

religiously aggravated violence and violence inflicted on police officers;
● Other crimes like non-crime licence recalls, breaches of restraining order, intimidating or

threatening a witness or juror, possession of offensive weapons in public places, dangerous
driving and criminal damage to dwellings or vehicles

For all of the above offences, the association with total DA severity was positive. In other words, if a
DA perpetrator had one of these offences in their history, they were more likely to have higher total
DA severity. Perpetrators with rape, assault or kidnapping in their non-DA history were estimated to
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commit approximately the equivalent of four more domestic assaults than those without, a result
which echoes those from the analysis of offence types.

To sense check these results, the prevalence of these statistically significant non-DA offences
across all clusters was explored. This analysis revealed that the clusters with the highest average
levels of total DA severity – 26, 24, 12, 28 – also had the highest proportions of these offences
among their non-DA offending, a finding that was expected and which validated the accuracy of
both the clustering and regression analyses.

These results indicate more broadly that perpetrators who have committed more serious non-DA
offences tend to have more severe and more numerous DA offending. This may to some extent be
influenced by the likely scenario that perpetrators who offend frequently are, because they are
known to police, kept under closer observation and therefore have more DA noticed by police,
resulting in more being recorded and therefore a higher total DA severity.

However, despite that caveat, this finding suggests strongly that when assessing a DA
perpetrator’s risk and how to most effectively work with them to reduce that risk, practitioners
should factor in their wider offending history. It also strengthens the earlier suggestion that
interventions that reduce serious wider criminality, particularly violent behaviour, are likely to have
an impact on DA perpetration.

How useful, accurate and predictive is the domestic abuse risk assessment?

From 2009 onwards most police forces in the UK started to use the DASH (Domestic Abuse,
Stalking and Harassment, and later DASHH with the addition of honour based violence) risk
assessment for domestic abuse. DASH aims to identify domestic abuse victims at high risk of
serious harm for referral to Multi Agency Risk Assessment Conferences (MARAC). DASH is a
structured professional judgement scale. A review of the DASH model in 2016 found that there
were inconsistencies in how the DASH model operated and in addition, inconsistency in the way
the DASH was completed by first response officers and how information was recorded. These
inconsistencies were compounded by a lack of understanding of coercive control. West Midlands30

Police took the DASH tool out of use, and now use DARA (Domestic Abuse Risk Assessment) -
another primary structured professional judgement risk assessment tool consisting of 17 fixed
response questions to victims. The three DARA risk categories are adapted from the OASys
assessment for non-domestic abuse offending used by the probation and prison services in
England and Wales. The same evaluation of DARA found assessments of risk were less likely to be
re-graded, during a post-incident review, than assessments made using the DASH, and victims

30Critchfield, E., Kennedy, H., & Myhill, A. (2021). Recognising and responding to vulnerability-related risks guidelines.
Evidence review part two. Frontline policing vulnerability risk assessment tools. Summary of research findings - College of
Policing.
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were more likely to disclose perpetrators’ coercive and controlling, and stalking and harassment
behaviours.31

DARA takes the form of a series of questions posed to the victim of the incident, covering topics
such as if there has been any injury, levels of fear, details of the relationship and whether there are
any children or other dependents involved. Depending on the answers, DA risk is scored as either:

● “Standard” – where current evidence does not indicate likelihood of causing serious harm
● “Medium” – where the offender has the potential to cause serious harm but is unlikely to do

so unless there is a change in circumstances
● “High” – where the potential event could happen at any time and the impact would be

serious

Every DA incident in the dataset had one of these three risk scores against it. These were used to
understand the accuracy and predictive ability of the risk assessment process by comparing risk
scores assigned to offenders with their actual offending patterns. This was explored through
analysis of the distribution of risk scores given to members of the clusters, with a particular focus
on the high volume domestic abuse clusters. This was supplemented by a regression analysis
comparing initial risk scores given with total DA severity linked to offenders.

Across all incidents that were risk assessed for domestic violence (which includes non-crime DA
incidents as they can still be deemed high risk) 60% were designated as “Standard” risk, 28% were
designated “Medium” risk and 12% were designated “High” risk. When looking specifically at
non-crime DA incidents, a much greater majority (79%) were designated as “Standard” risk, with
fewer “Medium” (16%) and “High” (5%) risk scores given.

As an initial exploration of how well risk assessments of non-crime incidents align with a DA
perpetrator’s eventual total DA severity, the distribution of scores for non-crime DA incidents
per cluster was calculated. The analysis investigated whether the clusters that contain
perpetrators who cause more harm also had higher rates of “Medium” and “High” risk scores given
to them. In Clusters 11, 12, 13, 24, 26, 28 and 29, the rate of “High” risk scores given was 8% or
more, markedly higher than the 5% overall rate. For example in Cluster 24, which contains
perpetrators who committed the most serious and severe DA crimes including domestic homicide,
the rate of “High” risk scores against non-crime DA incidents was 14%, almost the same as the
rate of “Medium” scores. In Clusters 2, 11, 12, 13, 16, 26 and 28, the rates of “Medium” risk
scores were all higher than the 16% overall rate.

These descriptive results were an early indication of the potential predictive accuracy of the
domestic violence risk assessment process but were not directly testing the hypothesis. To do this
further regression models were estimated to examine whether the risk score assigned to both an

31 Ibid
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offender’s first non-crime DA incident and their first DA incident of any kind was significantly
associated with the combined severity of all of their DA incidents.

The regression of the first non-crime DA incident risk score on total DA severity identified a
statistically significant association between the two. This means that the higher the initial risk score
from their first non-crime DA, the more likely the individual was to go on to commit higher DA
severity.

This finding was consolidated when the analysis revisited the clusters to explore the per cluster
distribution of risk scores given to offenders’ first non-crime DA incidents. The cluster with the
highest proportion of “High” scores given to their first non-crime DA was Cluster 24 (12.3%), these
individuals are described as “Catastrophic Offenders” in the implications report to reflect that they
commit the most severe DA crimes, including domestic homicides. The cluster with the second
highest proportion was Cluster 23 (8.7%), the cluster labelled “Coercive Controllers” due to the
long duration of their DA incidents, indicating that they are causing sustained harm over a long
period of time. These are two clusters where there are relatively few opportunities to intervene and
prevent harm because these offenders tend to have few recorded incidents in their history. That
they are the clusters with the greatest proportions of high initial non-crime risk scores suggests that
high risk scores should be taken very seriously if police and practitioners are to stand the best
chance of preventing the hardest to spot types of DA perpetrators.

A similar result was seen when regressing the risk score of first domestic abuse incident of any
type on total DA severity, even after controlling for the severity of that first incident (as that is likely
to influence not only the total severity committed by an offender, but also the risk score given, as
the risk score would be expected to be higher if the incident was more severe). This means that
regardless of the type and severity of the incident they are being assessed for, the result
of the first domestic abuse risk assessment of an offender can be deemed relatively
indicative of their subsequent domestic abuse offending.

There will of course be exceptions to this pattern – not everyone deemed high risk at their initial risk
assessment will necessarily go on to cause a lot of domestic abuse harm. However, when the
analysis looked at the distribution of initial risk scores within the clusters, again the cluster with the
greatest proportion of “High” initial risk scores was Cluster 24, the “Catastrophic Offenders” (48%).
Half of the initial risk scores given to the most serious and harmful group of offenders were “High”.
A proportion of those high scores will be the result of their first (and often only) incident being so
severe that the risk is very clear. But, coupled with the finding that Cluster 24 also had the greatest
proportion of “High” risk scores given to their first non-crime DA incident, this should highlight
further that an initial “High” score can be a worrying sign of future severe offending.

Alternatively, 16% of all the “High” risk scores given to offenders in the cohort at their first DA
incident went to Cluster 24 “Catastrophic Offenders” – more than any other cluster, despite it
constituting only 2% of clustered offenders.
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The mean total DA severity of offenders given a “High” risk score for their first DA incident was
more than double that of offenders given a “Medium” risk score for their first DA incident. The
difference is roughly the equivalent of 3 domestic assaults occasioning actual bodily harm.

Among offenders given a first risk score of “High”, 34% went on to perpetrate DA with a total
severity of 500 or more (500 being roughly equivalent to an incident of indecent assault towards a
female). Though this does mean that 66% of offenders with a “High” first risk score perpetrated DA
that was less than 500 in total severity, suggesting that most offenders receiving “High” first risk
scores do not become excessively severe perpetrators, there are several caveats worth noting.
Firstly, it is possible that because they received a “High” risk score on their first DA incident, some
of the 66% were successfully intervened with and prevented from causing more harm, rather than
the “High” initial score being a false alarm. Secondly it could be that some of the 66% did
perpetrate more severely, but did so outside of the West Midlands Police jurisdiction, so in actuality
the 34% proportion should be larger. Finally, some of the 66% could have had their first DA
incident that was “High” scored right at the end of the data window and may go on to perpetrate
more than 500 total DA severity if not intervened with. Importantly, the 34% of “High” first risk
assessment offenders going on to commit severely is much higher than the 15% of “Medium” and
7% of “Standard” first risk assessment offenders that do so. What should be taken from this is that
there is a clear difference between those deemed “Standard” and “Medium” risk at first
opportunity, and those deemed “High” risk in terms of the severity of their eventual DA.

In another alternative way of exploring the reliability and accuracy of risk scores, the analysis found
that the median total DA severity of offenders that received a “High” risk score at some point in
their offending was 30 times higher than the median of offenders that never received one. This
suggests that whenever a “High” risk score is received, whether at the very start or later in the
offending timeline, it is indicative of a perpetrator being more likely to cause harm.

Finally, as a way to explore this further, the association between the proportion of an offender’s risk
assessments that were scored “High” and the total severity of the DA incidents in their history was
tested with a regression analysis. This analysis looked at the proportion of “High” scores instead of
absolute numbers, to control for the fact that with more incidents an individual is more likely to
receive multiple “High” scores and to have higher total DA severity. The analysis found that there
was a statistically significant positive relationship between the two, meaning that the higher their
proportion of “High” scores, the more likely an offender was to commit DA of high total severity. In
other words, the more “High” scores an offender received, even if they had only been involved in a
few incidents, the more likely they were to be a high severity offender. This again strongly suggests
that a “High” risk score should be seen as indicative of a DA perpetrator likely to cause harm.

With caution, these findings collectively should be interpreted as strong justification for taking the
DARA scores very seriously and reason to further encourage their use where it may not be
happening frequently.
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Summary of findings

Most individuals in the data set were not recorded as a perpetrator for more than one
incident

Over the ten year span of police data, three fifths of individuals had been recorded as connected to
just one domestic abuse-related incident. For the most part, these individuals were involved in low
level crime or non-crime incidents that were assessed as standard risk by police.

The majority of harm was caused by a small group of individuals

This group was of particular interest because it was found that the greater the domestic abuse
harms they caused, the more likely the individual was to have a history of non-domestic abuse
offences. This supports the hypothesis that there is value in practitioners understanding the
non-domestic abuse offending histories of domestic abuse perpetrators. Two further groups of
domestic abuse only offenders were also flagged as important because while their recorded
offending was low, the type, duration and/or level of harm of the offending was indicative of
patterns of abuse.

There was a statistically significant relationship between gender-based violence, child
abuse and domestic abuse, as already evidenced in existing research

Existing research has identified a relationship between gender-based violence and domestic32

abuse, and between child or vulnerable adult abuse and domestic abuse , and indeed the Priority33

Perpetrator Identification tool currently used in some police forces identifies these as “linked” and
therefore “risky” offences .34

The research found that a number of non-domestic abuse offences were particularly significant in
patterns of offending which resulted in higher harm domestic abuse. As previous research has
shown, this research found that sexual offences, including those against children, were likely to
co-occur with domestic abuse.

However, the research also suggests that a wider range of offences can be usefully
indicative of domestic abuse perpetration risks

Generally speaking the research found evidence of a relationship between domestic abuse and

34 Robinson, A. L. and Clancy, A. (2021) ‘Systematically identifying and prioritising domestic abuse perpetrators for
targeted intervention’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 21(5), pp. 687–704.

33 Richards, T.N., Tillyer, M.S. and Wright, E.M., 2017. Intimate partner violence and the overlap of perpetration and
victimization: Considering the influence of physical, sexual, and emotional abuse in childhood. Child abuse & neglect, 67,
pp.240-248.

32 Radford, J., Friedberg, M. and Harne, L., 2000. Women, violence and strategies for action (pp. 167-168). Buckingham:
Open University Press.
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non-domestic abuse across four categories:

● Sexual offences: rape and sexual offences against both adults and children were found to
be statistically significant.

● Acquisitive crime: attempted burglary, robbery, making off without payment and theft of
motor vehicles were also related to more harmful domestic abuse.

● Violent crime: malicious wounding, grievous bodily harm, racially aggravated assaults,
threats to kill and threats with a weapon were also indicative of higher harm.

● Intractability: breach offences (breach of non-molestation order/restraining order/bail
conditions) and licence recalls were also statistically significant, along with assaults on
police, threats to witnesses/jurors, criminal damage and driving offences which tend to be
united in terms of an overall criminogenic attitude or tendency toward civil disobedience.

Despite the greatest harm being caused by a small cohort of perpetrators, they are not a
homogenous group - there are distinct clusters of perpetrators within this cohort

Figure 14: Typology of domestic abuse perpetrators based on offending history

The implications of these findings are discussed in detail in the separate research
implications report.
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Opportunities for further research

Researchers should continue to exploit the potential of recorded data on offending history. In
particular there would be value in exploring the relationship between police outcomes and future
perpetration, the significance of demographic factors (in particular ethnicity) and comparing
offending patterns by type of domestic abuse relationship (intimate or non-intimate). Further work
with practitioners to improve risk assessment processes incorporating a view of non-domestic
abuse offending would also be beneficial.

The data provided by West Midlands police force provided an unprecedented opportunity to look
at offending patterns of domestic abuse perpetrators. Despite this, this type of data has further
potential to answer lingering questions on domestic abuse perpetration. Given the limitations of the
quantitative method, there are a number of areas where we could improve, and build on, the
richness of the data used in this research.

1. How could the richness of the data be improved?

● Further research could use data from a larger time window, for example 30 years
● Research called also look at offending in other police force areas, particular those

adjacent to the area of interest, to understand offending by individuals who offend
outside of the force area

● Research could use data from more than one police force area to compare offending
patterns to establish if there are any differences in the results

This research focuses on the relationship between DA and non-offending, but has not considered
the impact of recorded police outcomes on future offending. Future research should consider the
overlap between different police outcomes and future perpetration.

2. What is the relationship between police outcomes and future perpetration?

● Analysis factoring in the impact of outcomes or looking at how outcomes relate to total
severity

● Investigation on the how the timeliness of the outcome impacts further reporting, in a
more victim-focused study

● For individuals who have received custodial sentences, looking at the relationship
between this life event and future perpetration

● For individuals who have received domestic abuse-specific interventions, look at the
relationship between these interventions and future perpetration

● For individuals who have not been charged, but have received an out-of-court disposal,
looking at the relationship between this outcome and future perpetration
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There is also an opportunity to further explore the behaviour behind overlapping offending that has
not been done in this research.

3. Where there is a suspected relationship between non-DA and DA offending,
what are the reasons behind this?

● There were a number of potential overlaps mentioned in interviews that could be
explored in future research, namely:

○ Crimes recorded with a hate crime flag or where the individual is linked to
extremism, including linking data with intelligence

○ Individuals known to be involved in gangs, including linking data with police
intelligence

The clustering did not include data on offenders with no history of domestic abuse - they are the
only permutation absent from this research (for obvious reasons given the research question).
However, further research could compare offending patterns with cohorts.

4. How do offending patterns of domestic abuse perpetrators compare with
offenders with no history of domestic abuse?

● A study could consider the comparison between domestic abuse perpetrators to
offenders with no history of domestic abuse, including to see if an algorithm can predict
from the data who is a domestic abuse perpetrator and who is not

● Research would then seek understand how the machine learning algorithm makes that
prediction – this is called classification analysis

● This could be repeated with a richer dataset that looks not only at all offending linked to
an offender, but all the times they were a victim or witness of any offences too

While we have a basic demographic understanding of the types of domestic abuse perpetrator
(age, gender, ethnicity), we are not able to say if there are any significant differences in the
perpetration of domestic abuse based on a range of individual, familial, community and societal
demographic factors.

5. How can demographic data provide a greater understanding of the types of
domestic abuse perpetrator?

● With more specific location data than Lower Super Output Area (LSOA), research could
focus on further analysis of location, including potential hotspots of perpetration and the
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relationship between the geographical location of domestic abuse-related and
non-domestic abuse-related offending

● Using the age and gender data could seek to understand whether types of domestic
abuse perpetrator are more likely to perpetrate abuse against certain people only (family
or intimate partner only) or in certain relationships only. Certain types of abuse in
domestic contexts (child-to-parent violence, elder abuse and child abuse) could be
further compared to intimate partner violence

● Using age data to conduct a deep-dive into offending patterns of young offenders and
how offending in childhood transitions, or not, into adult offending, especially around
domestic abuse perpetration

The relationship between non-crime and domestic abuse offending could be further explored,
especially to ensure non-crimes are not minimised (given the number of non-crimes where medium
or high risk DARAs were completed).

6. What does the relationship between domestic abuse non-crimes and domestic
abuse crime tell us about the progression of domestic abuse offending?

● Analysis could look more closely at non-crimes and the typical number of non-crimes
before domestic abuse offence

A key limitation of the data is that it relies on what we know about domestic abuse, and it is
commonly understood that the majority of domestic abuse goes unreported. Building up our
understanding of unreported incidents in relation to offending patterns might improve our ability to
identify perpetrators.

7. How do we stop our reliance on recorded data and better understand the
extent of domestic abuse perpetration and its overlap with wider offending?

● Victim surveys should be used to understand the scale of unreported incidents, focusing
on the reasons why they have not been reported how these incidents interacted with the
reported timeline

Finally, the regression analysis on first-time risk assessments demonstrates the importance of risk
management to get ahead of future harm. DARA is just one type of risk assessment used by police
forces and the recency, frequency, gravity score is just one way of assessing risk cumulatively.
Future research might consider how patterns of offending inform better risk assessment.
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How do offending patterns inform risk assessment processes?

● Research could establish a reliable mechanism for weighting previous assessments to
inform offender managers when to enrol an individual

● Research might establish based on offending patterns when the police should carry out a
further risk assessment to refresh the picture when there has not been a crime report
that would trigger one
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Annex 1: Quantitative Methodology

Data sources

West Midlands Police Data Extract 1 (WMP1): All crimes and non-crimes with a domestic
abuse flag between 01/01/2016-31/12/2020, including details of the
suspect/defendants/interested party/victim/witness (though to note that ID numbers were provided
rather than names).

West Midlands Police Data Extract 2 (WMP2): All crimes and non-crimes with a domestic
abuse flag recorded by West Midlands Police between 01/01/2011 and 31/12/2015. All crimes
and non-crimes (that were not domestic abuse related) between 01/01/2011-31/12/2020, linked
to any named suspect on any DA-flagged incident in that same time period.

Software used

All steps of the following quantitative data analysis methodology described were carried out in R,
the open source programming software for statistical computing .35

Data preparation

Both WMP1 and WMP2 were received in the form of several separate data tables that would need
to be joined together to effectively analyse the data on an incident and offender level. The tables
that needed to be joined together were:

● Crime information – such as when the crime was reported, when it occurred, the location
(only to LSOA level) it occurred in

● Offender information – offender person ID, age, sex, ethnicity
● Victim information – victim person ID, age, sex, ethnicity
● Witness information (incomplete, only available for 2016-2020 domestic abuse incidents) –

witness person ID, age, sex, ethnicity
● Relationship information – victim person ID, offender person ID, witness person ID, what the

offender/witnesses relationship to the victim was
● Custody information (incomplete, only available for 2016-2020 domestic abuse incidents) –

if the offender for an incident was taken into custody, when they were arrested, why, how
the incident was cleared up

● Child flags – whether and to what extent children were present for an offence

35 R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing,
Vienna, Austria. URL: https://www.R-project.org/.
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● Special interest markers – whether police attending the incident had flagged points of
interest (for example, if an incident was partner-on-partner) and what that interest/flag was

All of the data tables included the crime number, a unique ID for that particular offence. This was
the key joining variable, along with person IDs for relationship information, for bringing together all
of the data tables into a master dataset.

Prior to joining all of this data together, routine data cleaning steps were taken with each data table
to ensure both that joining would work effectively and that the variables of interest were in the
correct format for subsequent analysis.

In addition to the data received in WMP1 and WMP2, some publicly available data was
incorporated into the master dataset which were vital to the analysis. These were:

● The ONS offence severity weighting , an experimental statistic that was joined to the36

offence data via the Home Office offence classification code and which provided a numeric
value representing the seriousness of an offence and the impact it has on criminal justice
system resources

● The English Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) which provided a numeric value for the37

level of deprivation in the Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) that an offence was recorded
as taking place in. This was joined to the crime data via the LSOA and gave a proxy for
deprivation in the area an offender lived in, assuming domestic abuse incidents occurred
predominantly where an offender was living

● The Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CCHI) was also joined to offences via the Home Office38

offence classification code, giving an alternative numeric value for the seriousness of an
offence and the harm it causes to the victim. This was included in the master dataset but
was not used in the clustering analysis due to missingness: many more niche offences do
not have a CCHI score but do have an ONS severity score, and the two are highly
correlated so the ONS severity score was used.

These published data were also cleaned before joining them to the master dataset. Additionally,
after each step of the joining process, the accuracy of the join was checked thoroughly to ensure
no data was missed and no unwanted duplicates were introduced. Once the fully joined master
dataset had been prepared, the next phase of analysis began.

Calculating new variables

With the master dataset as the foundation, multiple additional variables were calculated to allow an
improved understanding of the offending histories of domestic abuse perpetrators and how they

38University of Cambridge, Institute of Criminology. (2020). The Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CCHI).

37Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government. (2019). English indices of deprivation 2019. GOV.UK

36ONS 2020. Crime Severity Score (Experimental Statistics) - Office for National Statistics July 2020 release [online].
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differ. Only by quantifying certain features of offending histories could they be included in the
cluster analysis (explained further below).

Manipulating data to generate incident-level statistics

The first key step in quantifying offending history was to re-organise the data to group offences
together into ‘incidents’ where applicable. This was necessary because if an incident reported to
the police had multiple victims, or the offender was suspected of committing multiple different
offences at once, the incident would have multiple crime numbers, one for each victim and/or each
specific offence.

Grouping incident data together enabled the calculation of incident characteristics such as how
many victims were involved, how severe the incident was and vitally, at what point in a
perpetrator’s history it occurred.

The criteria used to define an incident were to group together offences (crime numbers) where:

● The perpetrator was the same (i.e. records had the same offender ID);
● The offences were reported at the same time (i.e. the date-time stamps for reporting were

the same);
● The offences were recorded as starting on the same date (i.e. the date stamps for when the

offences were “first committed” were the same)

By including the starting date of offences as well as the reporting time in the criteria for incidents,
the risk that two separate incidents that happened to be reported at the same time were counted
as one incident was mitigated. In addition, by grouping on date more broadly instead of the
specific timestamp for the start of offences, an incident reported at the same time and involving
multiple offences happening over a period of a few hours – where realistically each offence was
part of the same sequence of criminal behaviour – would more correctly be counted as one
incident rather than several.

Using date instead of a specific time window did mean there was a possibility that offences
reported at the same time and happening close to each other in time, but either side of midnight,
would be considered as separate incidents; however, the reality of this was minimal when checks
were carried out and it was far more straightforward practically to use date as a proxy for offences
occurring close together in time. The use of date did also leave open the possibility that offences
reported at the same time, but one happening in the early hours of the morning and another
happening late in the evening, would be incorrectly counted as one incident. However, when
checked this was in reality extremely rare, so the simpler rule of date was followed.

With incidents for each offender grouped together and assigned an ID (1 to n, n = the total number
of incidents linked to them) corresponding to the chronological order in which they occurred, the
next step was to distinguish domestic abuse incidents in the data from other offending.
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Incidents were labelled as domestic abuse if they met the following criteria:

● They included at least one offence which West Midlands Police had labelled as domestic
abuse and/or;

● Across the offences in the incident there was one or more special interest marker related to
domestic abuse, examples of which included “domestic violence protection order”,
“partner-on-partner”, “honour-based abuse/violence” and “forced marriage”

Incidents that did not meet the above criteria were deemed non-domestic abuse or “non-DA”
incidents. The duration (the time between the start and end of the window during which it was said
to have occurred) of every domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse incident was calculated,
along with the combined ONS weighted severity of all offences within it and the number of different
victims involved.

With the chronological order of all incidents related to each offender determined, as well as
whether each incident was domestic abuse or not, it was straightforward to assign DA and non-DA
incidents another ID, which corresponded to where in the chronological order of specifically DA or
non-DA offending it occurred for that offender.

As a result of grouping and ordering DA and non-DA incidents chronologically for each offender,
the time that had elapsed since the previous incident could be calculated in each case. The time
since the previous DA incident and time since the previous non-DA incident was also calculated to
give insight on how frequently or sporadically each offender was committing suspected offences
and the overall timespan of their offending history.

Having gone through the above steps to define criminal activity at the incident level, the whole
sequence of incidents linked to each offender in the dataset could be effectively analysed – their
offending history.

Manipulating data to generate offending history statistics

To do this, incidents were grouped in terms of which suspect/offender they related to using the
offender person ID number.

For each offender, the following were calculated:

● Their sex – based on the most commonly recorded value across their incidents
● Their ethnicity – based on the most commonly recorded value across their incidents
● Their age when they first appeared in the data for a DA incident (to know their age when

they started perpetrating) and their average age across all the incidents in their history (to
have one value for their age more generally)

● The number of different DA and non-DA victims they had
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● The range of relationships they had with their DA victim(s)
● Whether they perpetrated DA against victims of the same or opposite sex
● Which sex they perpetrated DA against the most frequently
● How many different relationship types they committed against
● Their most common relationship to their victim(s)
● The average age difference between them and their victim(s)
● The most common offence type they perpetrated for DA and non-DA
● The average severity of the DA and non-DA they committed (separately)
● The cumulative (total) severity of the DA and non-DA they committed (separately)
● The most severe/harmful offence they committed
● The average time between incidents (DA and non-DA)
● The time and number of incidents between their least and most severe incidents
● The time between their first appearance in the data and their first DA incident
● The timing of their crimes on average (where in the day/week/month)
● The number of times they were victims themselves, to DA and non-DA*39

● The average severity of the DA and non-DA* they were victim to
● The cumulative (total) severity of the DA and non-DA* they were victim to
● Their relationship to who they were victimised by
● The number of LSOAs they were reported to have offended in, for DA and non-DA
● The average deprivation of the LSOAs they were reported to have offended in, for DA and

non-DA
● The number of DA and non-DA incidents with flags for substance misuse
● The severity of DA and non-DA incidents with and without substance misuse flags

These calculations resulted in an offender-level dataset, where each row corresponded to a
different perpetrator and each column to a different feature of their offending history.

Prioritisation of variables for Principal Component Analysis and clustering

Using insights gained from the qualitative research, the following variables from the offender-level
dataset for clustering were selected, based on the idea that practitioners have access to certain
information at the initial reporting of an incident. It was the intention that by taking this approach,
the resultant clusters would be more immediately useful to practitioners

1. Who is the offender?
a. Their average (mean) age across all their offending

2. Who are they offending against?
a. The average (mean) difference in age between offender and victim
b. The number of different DA and non-DA victims they have

39*Because the dataset contained only data on offences of domestic abuse perpetrators, this meant that any individuals
seen to be victims themselves of non-DA were only victims of non-DA committed by other perpetrators in the data. It is
possible they were a victim of other non-DA crimes in the timeframe, either by offenders not in the dataset or because
they took place outside of West Midlands Police jurisdiction, or both, but that is not captured here.
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3. When did they offend?
a. Their age at their first DA incident
b. The timespan of their DA and non-DA
c. The average (mean) time between DA incidents (i.e. frequency of DA offending)
d. The average (mean) time between non-DA incidents (i.e. frequency of non-DA

offending)
e. The average (mean) time between DA and non-DA incidents
f. The average timing of their DA incidents (hour of the day, day of the week etc.)

4. Where did they offend?
a. The number of LSOAs they were reported to have offended in, for DA and non-DA
b. The average (mean) deprivation score of those LSOAs, for DA and non-DA

5. How did they offend?
a. The average (mean) severity of their DA and non-DA incidents (separately)
b. The cumulative severity of their DA and non-DA incidents (separately)
c. The average duration of their DA and non-DA incidents (separately)
d. The number of DA and non-DA incidents linked to them
e. The number of DA and non-DA incidents per victim (incidents divided by victims)

6. Why are they offending?
a. The number of times they were a victim of DA and non-DA (committed by another

DA perpetrator) themselves
b. The average (mean) severity of DA and non-DA incidents they were victim to
c. The cumulative severity of DA and non-DA incidents they were victim to
d. The proportions of their DA and non-DA incidents that had a substance link

These variables also covered the themes developed for the interim report based on the initial
qualitative research – violence, acquisitive crime, DA only offenders, substances, age and gender.

The gender and ethnicity of offenders was considered for inclusion in the set of clustering variables,
but ultimately it was decided that it would be unethical and problematic to include demographics,
particularly protected characteristics, as this could lead to unintentional profiling.

Principal Component Analysis (PCA)

Having selected the above variables, the data was preprocessed to ensure the cluster analysis
would be successful.

It is common practice to perform a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) before clustering a dataset
using machine learning methods, particularly when the dataset contains many columns, which are
sometimes referred to as dimensions. The purpose of PCA is to reduce data dimensionality by
bringing together the information contained in the columns into transformed “principal
components”, which are essentially new columns whose values collectively contain all the same
information as the original dataset, but the columns do not correlate or covary with each other
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(they are orthogonal). The columns in the original dataset that did correlate with each other have
been brought together into “principal components”, thus reducing the number of columns, or
dimensions.

Usefully, the “principal components” are arranged in order of how much of the overall variation of
the original data they contain. For example, the first “principal component” (PC1) contains the
largest proportion of the overall variation, PC2 contains the next largest and so on. This allows for
choice over how much overall variation is taken forward into the clustering (normally 80-95%) so
the dimensions can be reduced further. With reduced dimensions the data runs more efficiently
through the clustering algorithm (further explanation of this step to follow).

In order for PCA to run on a dataset, there cannot be any missing values in any of the columns for
any of the rows, in this case the perpetrators. Where the age of perpetrators and their victim(s) was
unavailable in the data, they were dropped from the analysis to allow for PCA and subsequent
clustering to take place. This impacted 7,731 (5%) of the 145,392 offenders, meaning that for the
PCA and clustering 137,661 offenders were included. As this was 95% of the original dataset it
was considered a bearable loss.

After dealing with missing values the other important precursor to PCA and clustering is
standardising the data. Standardisation involves subtracting the mean of a variable from each value
within it, then dividing that by the standard deviation of the variable. This results in a variable where
the mean is 0 and standard deviation is 1. By standardising every variable in the dataset, they are
all on the same scale, which means they have equal weighting in PCA and the clustering process.
If the variables were not standardised, offenders that are 1 year apart in age would be considered
as different to each other as offenders who had 0 or 1 incidents of non-DA, which would quite
clearly be problematic for the purpose of this research.

Figure 12: Cumulative proportion of data variance explained by principal components
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Having removed missing values and standardised the variables of the offender dataset PCA was
undertaken. The results gave 42 components, with the first 25 accounting for 89.49% of the
variation in the data. These 25 principal components were taken through into the next phase of the
analysis, the clustering.

Clustering

Choosing an algorithm

For the clustering analysis the k-medoids method was used. K-medoids differs from other
clustering methods by using an actual data observation (the medoid) as the centre of a cluster and
assigning other data points to clusters according to their similarity or dissimilarity to the different
medoids. “K” refers to the number of clusters the analysis intends to assign observations to. To
perform k-medoids clustering the PAM (Partitioning Around Medoids) algorithm via the “cluster”40

package in R was initially used. The PAM algorithm explores the dataset given to it to find initial41

medoids, then continually iterates assigning observations to clusters based on similarity to those
initial medoids, until a steady state is reached and no medoids are changing or observations
shifting between clusters anymore. Because the dataset was so big (137,661 observations), using
the traditional PAM algorithm that explores the whole dataset for initial medoids required more
computational space than the research team had access to. Therefore a variation of PAM was
used that is optimised for clustering large datasets like ours, the CLARA (Clustering Large
Applications) algorithm .42

To find initial medoids using less computational space, CLARA first takes random samples of a
predetermined size from the original dataset, then applies the PAM algorithm to each sample to
find the medoids within. The medoids of each sample are then compared and the most optimal
medoid sample is used to assign the rest of the observations to clusters. With CLARA, the offender
dataset could be effectively clustered.

Estimating K

The first step to clustering is knowing the number of clusters (K) the analysis intends the algorithm
to assign observations to. In some contexts K is known already, but in this case, K needed to be
estimated from the data before the offenders could be clustered. Estimating K is done through a
process of trial and error. Using CLARA, all K options were tested between 2 and 40 in the dataset.
For each K option tested, the algorithm produces a measure of how distinct from each other the

42 Kaufman, L. and Rousseeuw, P.J. (1990). Clustering Large Applications (Program CLARA). In Finding Groups in Data
(eds L. Kaufman and P.J. Rousseeuw).

41 Maechler, M., Rousseeuw, P., Struyf, A., Hubert, M., Hornik, K.(2021). cluster: Cluster Analysis Basics and Extensions.
R package version 2.1.2.

40 Kaufman, L. and Rousseeuw, P.J. (1990). Partitioning Around Medoids (Program PAM). In Finding Groups in Data (eds
L. Kaufman and P.J. Rousseeuw).
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clusters are, which indicates how strong the clustering is if that K is chosen. This measure is called
the average silhouette width and ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 meaning clusters are perfectly distinct.

Of the options tested, K = 2 had the highest average silhouette width of 0.23 which initially
suggested that two was the optimal number of clusters to split the perpetrators into - or, in other
words, that there are two main types of offender based on offending history. However, an
investigation of what splitting offenders into two groups relied upon revealed that the key distinction
was between perpetrators with DA-only offending and perpetrators with non-DA as well as DA
offending. This was an anticipated distinction given the variables chosen to cluster on, as offenders
without non-DA offending had a value of zero in all non-DA related variables. Additionally, a
research finding of two groups of DA offenders with such an obvious distinction would be of little
use to practitioners wanting to understand the nuance. Therefore, though two appeared to be the
optimal number of clusters, for the purpose of this research it was not worth clustering with a K of
two, so the next highest average silhouette width was selected.

K = 29 had the second highest average silhouette width of 0.11. Though this average silhouette
width is far from 1 and half the score of K = 2, it was decided this K was worth pursuing. The low
average silhouette width may indicate that perpetrators do not fit neatly into clusters, but this is to
be expected given the complexity of offending history and the unique aspects of each perpetrator’s
particular circumstances. There were no known previous attempts to do cluster analysis on
offending history data of this nature that could have helped inform our choice of K.

Figure 13: Average silhouette width of K options using principal components 1 to 25
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Interestingly, as a test K was estimated from the data without performing PCA beforehand and that
also arrived at K = 29 having the next highest average silhouette width behind K = 2.

Assigning clusters

With the K decided as 29, the perpetrators were split into clusters. The process was similar to
testing the K options, with the key difference being that this time the CLARA algorithm was set up
to take more and larger samples of the data to increase the likelihood of it finding the absolute
optimum medoids to cluster around. By doing this, the final cluster assignments were made more
statistically robust.

The main output from this was a dataset where each offender of the 137,661 that were included
was assigned to a cluster (1-29). A secondary but key output of the final clustering was the cluster
medoids. For each cluster, the medoid individual could be identified; the cluster medoid was the
perpetrator that was most representative of that cluster as a whole and had the fewest
dissimilarities (in terms of the offending history variables) to all of the other perpetrators in the
cluster.

Understanding the clusters

In order to gain a full understanding of the clusters and the results of the analysis, two approaches
were taken. The first approach was to look at descriptive statistics for each cluster, starting with
the means and medians of the variables included in the clustering, then looking at gender and
ethnicity distribution within the clusters and finally at cluster sizes and total DA incidents, victims
and severity linked to them. The main dataset output from the clustering also enabled an
exploration of the prevalence of specific offences and offence types of interest within each cluster,
which enabled a deeper understanding.

The second approach was to look in detail at the offending history of the medoid individual for each
cluster, to understand the typical pattern and chronology of incidents. After carefully considering
the cluster results, the clusters were grouped to better tie them together with the qualitative
research findings and improve accessibility for policy makers and practitioners.

Regression analysis

To test the links between both non-DA offending behaviour and total DA severity, and initial risk
assessment score and total DA severity more directly and statistically, several regression models
were estimated. This was achieved using a combination of the tidyverse and stats packages in R43

and considered results to be statistically significant at the standard level of p < 0.05. These
regression models were only testing associations; this research does not suggest that any of the
positive associations found were causative.

43 Wickham et al., (2019). Welcome to the tidyverse. Journal of Open Source Software, 4(43), 1686
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Annex 2: Qualitative Methodology

Rapid evidence review

To inform the qualitative and quantitative research methodologies, a rapid evidence review was
conducted using relevant literature to understand the impact and significance of non-domestic
abuse offending on domestic abuse perpetration.

Practitioner interviews

To develop knowledge on patterns of non-domestic abuse and domestic abuse offending,
interventions and the services available for domestic abuse perpetrators, interviews were
conducted with practitioners working with domestic abuse perpetrators across the West Midlands.
These included individuals working in policing – such as Offender Managers and police staff –
youth offending services, community interest groups, children and family services, the voluntary
sector, health and probation.

An interview guide was developed based on key areas of investigation highlighted by the evidence
review. The interviews were held remotely and a semi-structured interview format was used. In
total, 36 practitioners were interviewed across the duration of this research.

The practitioner interviews were thematically analysed to inform the research question on the
offending patterns of domestic abuse perpetrators, and to provide targeted lines of enquiry and
hypotheses to test for the quantitative analysis. Decisions on what variables to create for and use in
the quantitative analysis were informed by qualitative insight provided by practitioners on key
features of perpetrators’ histories. Insights taken into account in the quantitative analysis included:
the potential for co-occurrence with substance misuse, the likelihood of some perpetrators being
victims of domestic abuse themselves, the importance of knowing the age at which they started
perpetrating and the nuance around the risk assessment process.

Interim themes were drawn from early qualitative insight and used as an initial lens to consider
possible links between non-domestic abuse offending and domestic abuse-related offending.
These thematic areas were as follows:

● Drug offences and other non-domestic abuse offending driven by/linked to substance
misuse

● Acquisitive crime
● Non-domestic violent offending
● Non-domestic stalking and harassment
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These thematic areas were used to structure workshops with practitioners to develop
recommendations on operationalising the report findings. Quotes from practitioner interviews are
included throughout both reports where they support or elucidate the cluster analysis.

Perpetrator interviews

Two domestic abuse perpetrators from the West Midlands were interviewed for this research.
Based on these interviews, in-depth case studies for Simon and David (names changed to ensure
anonymity) have been drafted looking at their offending histories and interactions with services in
the context of their lives. The objective when undertaking in-depth interviews with perpetrators of
domestic abuse was to develop case studies for discussion with frontline practitioners during the
operationalisation phase of this research.

Prior to engagement with the interview participants, Crest and West Midlands Police conducted
risk assessments, and engaged stakeholders to identify suitable participants for interview.
Suitability was determined based on those who did not present a current and substantial risk to the
wider public or their previous victim(s), were not currently under investigation for an offence and
had both domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse offending histories. Stakeholders were
provided with a suitability checklist and participant information sheet and discussed the research
with potential participants beforehand. Suitable participants were then called by Crest as part of an
initial introduction and to discuss the purpose and process of the interview. Participants were sent
a consent form in advance of the interview to read in their own time. The consent form included
information on the format and content of the interview, and explained that if the participant felt
uncomfortable they could stop the interview at any point without reason. The consent form was
printed and signed in person ahead of each interview. Participants were compensated for their time
and for sharing their experience with the research team.

Researchers used dynamic interview techniques, including prompt cards and timelines, to
encourage interviewees to explore the relationship between key points in their offending timelines,
service or system interventions, and formative life experiences. Each interview lasted approximately
2 hours, with an additional half an hour at the start reserved for casual conversation and
developing rapport. Both of the in-depth interviews for Simon and David were conducted in-person
at a location within the West Midlands. The interviews were structured around four key topic areas:

1. Personal background: views on formative life experiences, using prompts such as ‘school’,
‘family’, ‘relationships’, and ‘work’ to facilitate conversation

2. Offending history: discussion on any involvement with the criminal justice system. This was
noted down chronologically as it was discussed

3. Involvement with services: using the timeline of offences, participants were asked to identify
where they had support from a service (public, third sector or otherwise), and where they
felt support was lacking or ineffective

4. General reflections: the interview was concluded with any reflections on the prevention of
domestic abuse based on the participant’s experiences, and their views on the relationship
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between experiences discussed and the factors driving abuse

Stakeholders were responsible for carrying out post-interview debriefs with participants, including
referral to support services if necessary. Following these interviews, Crest drafted case studies
based on the data acquired. Excerpts from these case studies are included in Parts I and II of the
report where they are helpful to contextualise offending patterns and offer insight on possible risk
factors and the efficacy of particular interventions. These case studies can be read in full in
Annexes 3 and 4.

Operationalisation workshops

The second phase of the research presented recommendations for practitioners in the West
Midlands on operationalising findings. To inform this work, Crest interviewed practitioners across
the West Midlands to develop up-to-date process maps to visualise possible intervention points
across the criminal justice system and multi-agency networks.

Following this, four virtual workshops were held involving 52 practitioners. The workshops were
attended by a variety of individuals from relevant services and professions in the West Midlands,
including NHS health and mental health practitioners, police domestic abuse offender managers,
children’s services, local authority domestic abuse leads, domestic violence prevention programme
practitioners, and drugs and alcohol rehabilitation service practitioners.

The workshops were designed as open forums to discuss the thematic areas identified from
qualitative interviews and to explore opportunities for intervention. Each workshop focused on one
of the following areas as a contributing factor to, or important dimension in, the relationship
between domestic abuse and non-domestic abuse offending:

● general violence
● substance misuse
● no offending history beyond domestic abuse offending
● young offenders

The duration of each workshop was two hours. Following an initial presentation of data findings,
and a deep dive on the thematic area under consideration, practitioners were divided across
breakout rooms to discuss intervention points in detail. The interactive real-time survey Slido was
used during the workshop sessions to encourage participants to reflect on their experience of the
overlap between domestic abuse offending and non-domestic abuse offending in each thematic
area, and to assess how useful they felt a practitioner guide as an output of this research could be.
The practitioner workshops provided a wide range of insights beyond simply where in the process
the intervention points might be, but also what these interventions might need to look like.

Practitioner insight and discussion from the workshops was used to generate recommendations
that operationalise the research conducted.
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Annex 3: Case Study 1 (Simon)

Simon was interviewed for this research on 11 February 2022. All the names in this case study
have been changed.

Simon’s childhood was difficult. He remembers domestic abuse in the family home between his
parents. His dad could be ‘heavy handed’ and violence would sometimes involve the children. Alcohol
was always around. Extended family members were aware of the abuse but no one intervened. For
Simon, this level of violence was normal. While Simon did well at primary school, he was bullied. There
were good parts, and Simon remembers enjoying playing football at primary school and for local clubs.
He remembers family gatherings at Christmas as a positive time.

When Simon was 11 years old, his parents separated. Simon felt angry with the situation, and this led
him to act out at school and rebel. He was expelled from two schools for fighting, throwing chairs at
teachers, and poor attendance. After these expulsions, Simon wasn’t able to attend mainstream
schools due to his behaviour. It was at this point that Simon first started to use drugs and alcohol,
and engage in criminal activity. He would go missing from home for days, and his mum was no
longer able to cope. Simon was placed in foster care, but never settled anywhere, and consequently
bounced from placement to placement. Simon had multiple social workers during this period. He was
committing offences such as shoplifting, car theft, burglaries with his friends, and using cannabis
and drinking alcohol.

At the age of 14, the group Simon was friends with got involved in crack and heroin - Simon also
got involved and at age 16 was injecting heroin. Simon quickly became addicted, and would steal to
fund his habit.

“It used to take me out of my feelings of what was actually going on to me. You know, that was
my escape, just to forget about everything [...] but at that point, I suppose I enjoyed the buzz, I
enjoyed what it was doing to me”

Simon’s offending at this time was linked to his substance misuse. Either he would get into
fights while under the influence, or would commit crime to fund his habit. His first involvement with
police was at age 14; he was arrested with friends for burglary and shoplifting. Simon received a
two-year supervision order with the Youth Offending Service, and had multiple different YOS
workers over this period.

From the age of 16 to 21, Simon was homeless and was selling the Big Issue and shoplifting. He
went to prison twice during this period, for just under a year each time. In prison, Simon received
minimal support for his heroin addiction, and didn’t engage in education. Simon was initially scared of
going to prison, but adapted quickly and found prison preferable to homelessness.

“I thought it was [...] great. Because at the time I was homeless. To now having a bed, three
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square meals a day.[...] I used to commit offences to get put on remand, just so I could have a
break from being out on the streets. It might sound mad, but that's how it was.”

When he’d served his second sentence, Simon felt that he didn’t want to be homeless and begging
anymore. He wanted a different way of living but there were no support services on offer apart from
probation, which he felt was limited and tokenistic.

“There were no services offered apart from probation [...] and probation you just walk in, you
see someone for 10 minutes and you walk back out, you put your name on a piece of paper
and you go back out. I wasn't really offered anything, even coming from foster care or anything
like that.”

Instead, Simon ended up swapping crack and heroin for speed and cocaine. He found it difficult to
give up cannabis and alcohol, partly because sanctions for these substances were less severe, and
they were considered socially acceptable.

“I just chopped and changed one for the other. And it's still brought the same results, the same
pain, same offending behaviour, same trouble”

Simon got into his first proper relationship around this time, which started off well but was “rife” with
drinking and drug use. Simon had two children with this partner; one child was born with significant
disabilities and had a disability social worker to support the family. Simon remembers this as a stressful
time, and reflected that both the health visitor and disability social worker were aware of Simon
and his partner’s cannabis use but didn’t intervene or refer to any services.

“I was using cocaine heavily, drinking heavily, smoking cannabis constantly.”

Simon perpetrated domestic abuse against his partner. The abuse was violent - smashing the
property and belongings - and emotional. The first time authorities became aware of Simon’s domestic
abuse perpetration was after he was arrested for going round to his partner’s house and smashing her
windows and doors. His partner had an injunction against Simon, and he was given a
non-molestation order. The conditions of this order meant that Simon was not allowed to contact his
partner directly or indirectly, and could not go within a specified area. Looking back, Simon feels that
these conditions did not go far enough, and were not paired with support.

“The first time I've got arrested for domestic violence, just giving me a map and I can't get in
contact, directly or indirectly. Is that really a punishment? [...] there's got to be something that
can be done sooner.  Maybe get a bit harsher”

Simon breached the non-molestation order twice, and was sent to prison twice, serving six
weeks each time. This relationship ended after Simon served time in prison. At the time, Simon didn’t
recognise some of his abusive behaviours as domestic abuse.
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”I recognised that the physical side was domestic abuse, because I grew up around it, that was
just kind of normal. It wasn’t until the course that I kind of understood that, it's not normal. It
isn't just physical points that make domestic violence, there's a lot of emotional abuse as well,
that can go with that. I used to put her down, call her names. At that time when I was doing
that, I just thought that I was calling her names you know, I didn’t realise the emotional effect
that that would have had on her”

Around this time, Simon was selling cannabis and his non-domestic abuse offending otherwise
declined because he no longer needed to steal to fund his habit. There was little incentive for
Simon to change at this time, as he was making money from selling drugs and felt more in control.

“There was less criminality going on at that time because I was living off the selling of drugs [...] I
had free use and was making money at the same time”

“I thought I was king of the world [...] because I've been bullied at school, that was me regaining
power. I wanted to have a bit of power in my life.”

A few years later, Simon started a relationship with a new partner, both were using drugs heavily
and were involved in selling cocaine. They had children together. Simon perpetrated domestic
abuse in this relationship, and found drugs and alcohol to be a big trigger for abusive behaviour.

“The drinking, and the drug taking, obviously played a part in where the domestic violence
happened, because we were both drinking, and obviously tempers can get risen. So for me,
probably not for everybody, but that was probably my biggest trigger. Since I'm not drinking, I'm
so calm with my current partner. Now, if we're having shouting battles or arguments, we sit
down and we discuss, we actually sit on the sofa, and I let her know, where I'm at, what I'm
feeling”

Five years into this relationship, Simon earned supervised visits with his two children from his previous
relationship. It became clear that the children’s mother was struggling with her mental health and was
not able to properly look after the children. Simon informed a social worker and the children moved to
stay with Simon. However, while the children were in Simon’s care, he violently assaulted his new
partner while under the influence of alcohol and drugs. Simon can’t remember the incident but
was shown CCTV of the incident which he found difficult to watch. Simon was arrested for assault, and
signed a section 20 order for his two eldest children who were then placed in foster care.

A few months later, Simon was flagged as a persistent domestic abuser and contacted by Mike, an
Offender Manager, and asked to engage in voluntary interventions. At this point in his life, Simon
was ready to engage and had already taken steps in his own rehabilitation. For Simon, having his two
eldest children removed to foster care was a key driver behind his decision to change his behaviour.

“I wanted to engage at that point, I’d started going to NA meetings, I’d had enough of the
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wreckage of my life, you know, and I didn't like the person that I was, or had become. My two
oldest had been removed from me and placed in foster care [...] and that hit hard. That was
hard. That was probably one of the hardest things in my life [...] to face sitting in the kids'
school, and them telling me that I can't leave the school with my children. That was, it was hard.
That was tough. But then I got into recovery. Started going to NA meetings. I was engaging with
[Mike]”

“It probably wasn't the fact of the domestic violence towards my current partner that made me
want to make the changes that I changed [...] It was the fact that my two children have been
removed from me, then I knew something had to change”

Because of Simon’s abusive behaviours, he wasn’t allowed to be at the family home at this time.
However, he had spent time at the house over Christmas and his children’s school were made aware.
His children were put on a Child Protection Order, which he fully complied with; Simon made a decision
to stop taking drugs and found accommodation in a shared flat. Simon was able to stay clean for 6-7
weeks, but lapsed due to sharing the flat with a cocaine user. At this point, Simon got in touch
with Mike and asked for support.

“I picked the phone up to [Mike] and said to [him] look I need help. This house isn't right for me.
I've been using and I want to do better. I want to try and get into a proper recovery house.”

Mike helped Simon get into a residential recovery programme which required a negative drug test.
Simon was there for five-six months, and attended NA meetings, weekly group sessions and had
constant contact with a support worker. The interventions at the centre were around substance misuse,
not domestic abuse, but Simon felt his time on the programme improved his relationship with his
partner and helped him to better understand his emotions.

“Whilst I was there I managed to get started doing a bit of voluntary work for the organisation. I
was helping with the gardening, looking after all the properties and that was really good. Really
good. Very good time in my life”

“Over that period of time, I kind of learned a lot about myself, my relationships, my thinking. One
of the hardest things to deal with is my feelings and emotions. Because I've kind of suppressed
them all with the use of cannabis, alcohol, drugs”.

When he left the centre, Simon was six months clean. He moved to another shared house and did have
a few substance misuse lapses. At this time, Mike referred Simon to a Domestic Violence Perpetrator
programme, but due to Covid restrictions Simon wasn’t able to attend. Instead, Simon participated in
an online domestic abuse course, encouraged by Mike and his social worker. The course
encouraged Simon to recognise certain behaviours as abusive and implement coping mechanisms.

“There was stuff in there that was classed as domestic abuse that I wouldn't even have thought
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it was domestic abuse”

“I learned a lot, I know the physical side of the domestic abuse but just certain things, the
emotional side of it all. I've learned from it ways of how to cope and deal with it all. And if those
situations arise now, the easiest thing for me to do is get up and walk out. If it's getting to a
point like that, I remove myself from the situation”

Simon found the course beneficial, and it has improved his relationship with his current partner.
However, he felt that the course would have been better if it was delivered face to face.

“But over the last couple years, mine and my current partner’s relationship, it’s brilliant,
absolutely brilliant. We've both done the freedom course. [...] We've been back together working
on it for a couple of years. And it's been amazing. It's been absolutely amazing. I have my three
boys.”

Simon thinks that he might not have engaged with the course at an earlier point in his life, as he didn’t
care and was in active addiction. Simon suggested that an individual’s desire to change is key to
how they engage in services.

“It depends on the individual as well, though, you know, you can throw services at people, you
can offer this, you can offer that, but it's on that person as well, at the same time. You’ve got to
be willing to change”.

However, Simon also noted that he sometimes had to actively seek out interventions once he
was ready to change.

“A lot of the stuff that I accessed, I accessed on my own, I managed to source it and find it
myself. You know, when I first got involved with [Mike], he was quite surprised at how much I
had accessed already on my own, without social workers or anyone else putting it to me. But I
suppose that was how much I wanted to change at that point.”

Simon is now comfortable asking for support, and recognises the importance of his group
networks.

“I'm learning that it's okay to feel those feelings, they’re normal. As long as I pick the phone up,
reach out, speak to people, I'm going to be okay.”

“From when I was 11 I’ve gone on with my thinking, without really much intervention apart from
the time in prison [...] And these people in my support network that I've got now, I haven’t got to
go by my thinking. I mean, I can pick my phone up, and I can get answers from so many other
people now.”
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Annex 4: Case Study 2 (David)

David was interviewed for this research on 4 March 2022. All the names in this case study have
been changed.

David described himself as a ‘nerd’ at primary school, but found school difficult and got into
trouble. David would hide outside the school and was once suspended. At the age of five or six, David
was hanging around with older children and teenagers, and was brought back home by the police
on at least one occasion.

At secondary school, David felt he had to be like the “popular lads” to fit in. School was a tough
environment; David recalled that the teachers were regularly assaulted by pupils, and windows and
buildings were damaged.

“When you’re in that environment, you adapt to it. Like when you've been to prison, you adapt to
that environment. If everyone's doing that, you want to be like that, if that makes sense.”

As a child, David had a “short fuse” and struggled to control his anger. Looking back, David
recognised that his behaviour at this time was impulsive and often violent. He was referred to anger
management support through the magistrates’ court, but this intervention had limited impact and
David was removed from the course for fighting.

“I blasted a girl across the playground because she said something to me. [...] If someone says
something to me I won’t think, I’ll do it straight away - it’s impulsive behaviour.”

“I had a very short fuse [...] I wouldn’t wait for someone to hit me, I’d hit them first. [...] When I
was younger I thought, yeah I love a scrap. Not knowing the hotheadedness and the short fuse
was from mental health until later on in life.”

Growing up, David was exposed to violence. He recalled witnessing bar fights at a local pub which
he would visit regularly with his father and uncles. David felt that his early exposure to violent behaviour
was likely to have influenced his approach to dealing with conflict.

“As a kid at 12 I’ve seen a geezer having a glass stuck in his head, that ain’t normal behaviour.
[...] You think, [...] that’s how I’ve got to be in my life to get anywhere.”

David received a mental health diagnosis later in life, but felt that better mental health support at
school could have helped him to manage his anger and aggression. Although David recognised that
approaches to mental health support have since improved, he did not feel supported by teachers at the
time and felt his violent behaviour was not sufficiently connected to his mental health.

“When I was younger, it was put down to ADHD and things like that. That’s an easy diagnosis for
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the doctor [...] not knowing some of those kids now have got severe mental health problems.”

“Later on in life, when I’ve got my diagnosis, when I look back it’s straightforward, how I behaved
and what happened. It’s all down to my mental health.”

At the age of 16, David started using cocaine and became addicted. David’s cocaine use led to a
mentality of “I want everything and I want it now” and he became involved in criminal activity to support
his habit and lifestyle. Looking back, David recognised his cocaine use as a mechanism to cope with his
mental health.

David’s daughter was born when he was 17, and around this time he was sent to a Young Offenders
Institute for a violent offence. This was the first time David received a custodial sentence. David
received a second custodial sentence for a violent offence after he assaulted someone on their
doorstep. He broke the conditions of his licence and was sent back to the YOI.

“That was bad, you can imagine the testosterone, all the young men running round [...] I wasted
all of my twenties in prison more or less”.

David’s relationship with his daughter’s mum broke down and she prevented David from seeing his
daughter - something he found difficult. David remembered a lot of arguments with his ex-partner,
but felt that there was no domestic abuse in this relationship. Following their break-up, David’s
relationship with his ex-partner deteriorated further and her family got involved in the dispute, resulting in
violent threats and altercations for several years.

After he was released from the YOI, David entered a long-term relationship with a new partner. They
were together for five years before separating amicably; David recalled that they rarely had arguments.

Around this time, David received a three-year custodial sentence for theft and handling stolen
goods. While he was in prison, David rekindled a relationship via social media with a woman he had
known at school. However, the relationship “turned sour” when David asked her to take a DNA test after
she told him she was pregnant. David said that he was never physically violent in this relationship, but
acknowledged that he made threats and damaged his partner’s property. David is not allowed to
see his son with this partner as a condition of his licence.

Not long after ending the relationship with his son’s mother, David began a relationship with Lisa. At this
time, David was using cocaine heavily and found that the drug made him paranoid and easily
provoked to violence.

“I lost my way, bad. Obviously when I was on cocaine it was bad, your best friend you’d think
was shagging your mum, it send things into your head.”

“People will go and get half a gram, I’d go get an ounce and sit there for three days. Smashed,
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not caring [...] Then she’d provoke a situation where I’m already tired, I’ve had no sleep and then
it would just escalate. I’m swearing at her, she’s swearing at me. I suppose that drug’s probably
a big factor in domestic violence.”

David described his relationship with Lisa as “toxic”, fuelled by his cocaine use and arguments about
how to parent her children.

“I got paranoid from it, I suppose. She was paranoid with me because I was going out all the
time. [...] It was toxic, and I should have walked away sooner. I was bad under drugs”

In the most significant domestic abuse incident, David recalled an argument with Lisa following “a three
day bender”. The argument escalated and Lisa poked David’s eye, at which point David hit Lisa
repeatedly causing her to fall and hit her head. Fearing that he would be sent to prison, David fled.

“I suppose I panicked, I shouldn’t have done it but I did. She tried to attack me again, so I
pushed her over and she hit her head on a bunk bed and it knocked her out. [...] I know I’m a
nutter but she was a psycho, she wouldn’t let it go, she kept trying to attack me.”

When he returned from Amsterdam, David was arrested and then bailed. On a separate occasion,
David was arrested for kidnapping Lisa after he stopped a taxi she was in, assaulted the taxi driver
and told Lisa to get in his car so they could resolve an argument. Lisa did not report the incident, but the
police were made aware by the taxi driver and members of the public.

David attributed the domestic abuse that occurred in his relationship with Lisa to a combination of his
cocaine use and his undiagnosed mental health. However, he described their relationship as
mutually abusive, and felt it was important that men are also recognised as victims of domestic
violence.

“Drugs was my main thing, and mental health. Because I didn’t know something was wrong with
me, I took the drugs to drown something out. When I used to have cocaine, [...] it would calm
me down at the time, but the next day I was like the evil devil.”

“A man shouldn’t hit a woman, I get that. But why is it okay for a woman to hit a man. That’s
domestic violence as well.”

Eighteen months ago, David was released from prison after serving a five-year sentence for robbery.
Despite some positives, such as prison jobs and time spent at the gym, David struggled to cope inside -
especially when Covid-19 restrictions led to a lot of time in isolation. After drinking hooch on Christmas
day, David attacked another prisoner before attempting to take his own life.

“It set me off. I battered him, sat down and waited for him to wake up, then battered him again.
Screws came for me, I went nuts, pulled a blade out, stabbed myself through the neck, slashed
myself. I woke up in intensive care and I’d lost four pints of blood. [...] That’s why I don’t drink no
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more [...] It scared me, I could have killed that kid and not realised I’d done it.”

After a few days in hospital, David met with the prison mental health team who he found to be
dismissive.

“My mental health team in prison [...] they done nothing for me the whole sentence. I told them
I’ve got severe mental health, I’ve been sectioned [...] they weren’t arsed. This is why in prison
so many people lose their lives, they don’t care.”

When David left prison, he was given a referral letter via the mental health team to take to his GP. David
felt that the referral process should start before a person leaves prison, so that vulnerable prisoners
aren’t waiting for support in the community upon release.

“I think they should do the referral before you leave prison. Because a referral could take
anything up to 8 to 12 weeks. Prior to your release, they should do that referral [...] so when
you’re due to come out, they’re ready to see you back in the community. Because you’re
throwing people back into the community with mental health you’re failing them, because they’re
not going to be seen for a while.”

“I didn’t want to fail this time. I was onto them, pressuring the mental health team in there to get
something in place for me to come out [...] I know I’ve got something wrong, I’ve got mental
health [...] can you get something in place for me on release so I’m not going backwards, I want
to go forwards. If I come out, and don’t have medication now for 6 weeks, my head’s going to
fall off [...]. And then you’re failing me because I’m going to be back in prison.”

David was eventually diagnosed with schizophrenia and emotional unstable personality disorder
(EUPD) and is currently taking medication to help him manage his symptoms. He felt that his violent
behaviour, “short fuse” and impulsivity were largely a result of these conditions. David only speaks to a
psychiatrist every six months, as Covid-19 has impacted capacity.

“Mental health had a big part in all of it. I didn’t get diagnosed until I came out of prison this time.
So until I was 30, I didn’t get diagnosed. So all these times, years and years of bad stuff
happening, behaviour and patterns of behaviour, I didn’t know it was mental health. I get on with
it now, [...] now I’ve been diagnosed”.

“I could be sound now. Don’t take the medication, then by tonight I could have battered half the
street [...] In that sense, it comes that quick, a split decision - bang, and you’re off on one.”

David believed that going to the gym has had a significant positive influence on his life, enabling
him to refocus his energy and connect with a new support network. David also took pride in his
involvement in charity work, and proactively helped to coordinate present donations for children at
Christmas.
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“I find the gym helped me [...] and I took myself away from my old circle. It just shows how much
influence they have on you. I’ve turned it all around now. I haven’t been in trouble for 18 months
now”.

David indicated that his relationship with his police offender manager - has also been a
significant factor in his rehabilitation. David felt that his mindset has changed; he is no longer
“stubborn” and is ready to accept support. David has also done some work with his probation officer
around healthy relationships, and is looking forward to working again once his licence conditions are
lifted.

“He didn’t judge me for anything I did. He used to ring me, chat to me - anything I need. A few
years ago I’d be against the police. But this time, actually it works when you can work with them.
I wanted to give something back this time [...] I suppose it’s a guilt thing.”

“I was too macho to go and speak to someone about my problems and then it led to worse
things, which led to nearly losing my life. Then opening up to someone about it has helped me
more now.”
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Annex 5: Home Office Outcome Code Definitions

Outcome 1: Charge / Summons: A person has been charged or summonsed for the crime
(irrespective of any subsequent acquittal at Court).

Outcome 1A [introduced in April 2016, voluntary]: Charge / Summons – alternative
offence: A person has been charged or summonsed for the crime, but following the application of
the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) charging standards and the provisions of the HOCR, the
charge/summons relates to an alternative offence to that recorded (irrespective of any subsequent
acquittal at court).

Outcome 2: Caution – youths: A youth offender has been cautioned by the police.

Outcome 2A [introduced in April 2016, voluntary]: Youth Caution – alternative offence: A
youth offender has been cautioned by the police, but following the application of the CPS charging
standards and the provisions of the HOCR, the caution relates to an alternative offence to that
recorded.

Outcome 3: Caution – adults: An adult offender has been cautioned by the police.

Outcome 3A [introduced in April 2016, voluntary]: Adult Caution – alternative offence: An
adult offender has been cautioned by the police, but following the application of the CPS charging
standards and the provisions of the HOCR, the caution relates to an alternative offence to that
recorded.

Outcome 4: Taken into Consideration (TIC): The offender admits the crime by way of a formal
police interview and asks for it to be taken into consideration by the court. There must be an
interview where the suspect has made a clear and reliable admission of the offence and which is
corroborated with additional verifiable auditable information connecting the suspect to the crime.

Outcome 5: Offender died: The offender has died before proceeding could be initiated.

Outcome 6: Penalty Notices for Disorder: A Penalty Notice for Disorder (or other relevant
notifiable offence) has been lawfully issued under Section 1 – 11 of the Criminal Justice and Police
Act 2001. 9

Outcome 7: Cannabis/Khat Warning: A warning for cannabis or khat possession has been
issued in accordance with College of Policing guidance. Note: Khat warnings were introduced from
24 June 2014 and numbers are likely to be small.

Outcome 8: Community Resolution: A Community Resolution (with or without formal
Restorative Justice) has been applied in accordance with College of Policing guidance.
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Outcome 9: Not in public interest (CPS): Prosecution not in the public interest (CPS decision).
The CPS by virtue of their powers under the Criminal Justice Act 2003 decides not to prosecute or
authorise any other formal action.

Outcome 10: Not in public interest (Police) (from April 2014): Formal action against the
offender is not in the public interest (Police decision).

Outcome 11: Prosecution prevented – suspect under age (from April 2014): Prosecution
prevented – named suspect identified but is below the age of criminal responsibility.

Outcome 12: Prosecution prevented – suspect too ill (from April 2014): Prosecution
prevented – Named suspect identified but is too ill (physical or mental health) to prosecute.

Outcome 13: Prosecution prevented – victim/key witness dead/too ill (from April 2014):
Named suspect identified but victim or key witness is dead or too ill to give evidence

Outcome 14: Evidential difficulties: suspect not identified; victim does not support further
action (from April 2014): Evidential difficulties victim based – named suspect not identified. The
crime is confirmed but the victim declines or is unable to support further police action to identify the
offender.

Outcome 15: Evidential difficulties (suspect identified; victim supports action) (from April
2014): Evidential difficulties named suspect identified – the crime is confirmed and the victim
supports police action but evidential difficulties prevent further action. This includes cases where
the suspect has been identified, the victim supports action, the suspect has been circulated as
wanted but cannot be traced and the crime is finalised pending further action.

Outcome 16: Evidential difficulties: suspect identified; victim does not support further
action (from April 2014): Evidential difficulties victim based – named suspect identified. The
victim does not support (or has withdrawn support from) police action.

Outcome 17: Prosecution time limit expired (from April 2014): Suspect identified but
prosecution time limit has expired (from April 2014).

Outcome 18: Investigation complete –no suspect identified (from April 2014): The crime
has been investigated as far as reasonably possible – case closed pending further investigative
opportunities becoming available.

Outcome 19: National Fraud Intelligence Bureau filed (NFIB only) (from April 2014): A crime
of fraud has been recorded but has not been allocated for investigation because the assessment
process at the NFIB has determined there are insufficient lines of enquiry to warrant such
dissemination.
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Outcome 20: Action undertaken by another body/agency (from April 2015): Further action
resulting from the crime report will be undertaken by another body or agency other than the police,
subject to the victim (or person acting on their behalf) being made aware of the action being taken.

Outcome 21: Not in the public interest – suspect identified (from January 2016): Further
investigation resulting from the crime report that could provide evidence sufficient to support formal
action being taken against the suspect is not in the public interest – police decision.
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