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Foreword

Public Protection Panels (PPPs) now play an important role in the process of
assessing and managing sexual and violent offenders in the community. Decisions
made by these panels are informed by information from a range of risk assessment
methods. This PRC report provides an overview of the different means of risk
assessment and management for such offenders. The management and operation of
multi-agency PPPs has been explored in detail in a complementary study, Risk
Management of Sexual and Violent Offenders: The work of Public Protection Panels
(Maguire et al, 2001). Within a fast-changing field, this report is intended to provide
practitioners with a snapshot of the risk assessment tools currently available. It will
be of interest to all those in the police service and beyond involved in the practice
of managing sexual and violent offenders in the community.

Carole E Willis

Head of Policing and Reducing Crime Unit
Research, Development and Statistics Directorate
Home Office

April 2001
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Executive summary

This report reviews the literature relating to the assessment and management of sex
offenders, serious violent offenders, and those deemed to be ‘dangerous’ and
therefore requiring special measures. It has been produced to help those in the
police, probation service and other agencies who play an active part in multi-agency
public protection panel meetings and have responsibility for risk assessment and risk
management. The report covers four broad areas:

o the legislative provisions covering sexual offenders, and specifically those sexual
and violent offenders deemed to be dangerous;

o different approaches to risk assessment;
o the current tools available in this area; and,
o risk management.

A complementary PRC study, Risk Management of Sexual and Violent Offenders: The
work of the Public Protection Panels (Maguire, Kemshall, Noaks and Wincup, 2001)
examines the practices of multi-agency public protection panels. In particular, it
considers the range of working practices to assess and manage risk across several
police areas and identifies good practice.

Legislative provisions

The recent legislative provisions to manage sexual offenders in the community (i.e.
the Sex Offenders Act 1997, the Crime [Sentences] Act 1997, the use of Sex
Offender Orders under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, and a package of
measures within the Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000) place clear
responsibilities on to police personnel. Those responsibilities include the risk
assessment and registration of sex offenders, the effective assessment and
communication of risk with other relevant agencies and the management of
offenders in the community. Serious violent offenders, and those who are seen as
presenting a serious risk of harm to the public, have also been subject to legislative
changes to increase public protection. Most notable amongst these new
arrangements is the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, which provides for periods of
extended supervision at the end of a custodial sentence where the court considers
that an extended licence is required to prevent further offending upon release. For
violent offenders, custodial penalties must be longer than four years and the period
of extension of licence cannot exceed five years. The Crime (Sentences) Act 1997
also introduced mandatory sentencing for certain categories of violent crime (e.g.
grievous bodily harm with intent, wounding, manslaughter, and incitement to
murder).

! The terms ‘dangerous offender’
and ‘dangerousness’ used
throughout this report are based
upon the definition of
dangerousness offered by the
Butler Committee 1975.



Finally, a range of measures designed to strengthen the protection of children were
incorporated within the Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000. These
included the creation of a statutory duty on the police and probation services to
jointly establish arrangements for assessing and managing the risks posed by sexual
and violent offenders in the community.

Approaches to risk assessment

In order to assess and manage risk effectively, reliable methods are necessary. There
are two basic approaches: the clinical and the actuarial.

o Clinical methods are essentially a diagnostic assessment derived in part from the
medical and mental health fields.

Although the clinical method is considered less reliable than the actuarial method,
it can provide important information on individual risky behaviours, stresses related
to environmental factors, and assist in establishing appropriate treatment and risk
management plans. Recent research has begun to confirm the significant role that
structured clinical judgement, particularly in the form of structured behavioural
rating scales, can play as part of actuarially-based tools.

o Actuarial methods utilise statistical techniques to generate risk predictors.

Although actuarial methods have a greater track record for accuracy, they do,
however, have a number of limitations and can be used inappropriately. It is
important to recognise that there are limits to a technique that uses information
generalised from a population for application to an individual under assessment.
The use of meta-analyses — research based on the analysis of a large number of
primary studies — to develop risk predictors can result in overly simplistic outcomes
which fail to capture the complexity of the processes involved. A further problem
relates to the predictions of risk where there is a low incidence of risky behaviours
in the population as a whole.

The combined use of clinical and actuarial methods in an holistic approach to risk
assessment is now advocated as the approach most likely to enhance both the
predictive accuracy and usefulness of risk assessments for sexual and dangerous
offenders.

Risk assessment tools

There are two basic methods for predicting sex offence recidivism: the ‘Rapid Risk
Assessment for Sex Offence Recidivism’ (RRASOR) and the ‘Structured Anchored
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Clinical Judgement’ (SAC]J). Both predict well. They have been combined into a
single tool — STATIC 99 — and this has led to a modest increase in predictive
accuracy for recidivism. Most recently, SAC] has been updated and refined into
MATRIX 2000, and this has been quickly adopted for sex offender risk assessment
in the UK. None of these tools predict seriousness or likely harm and they are not
advocated as stand-alone tools.

The various tools used to assess violent offenders are also reviewed in this study.
Because violent offenders are not a homogenous group, tools have been developed
for different types of violent offenders, in a range of settings and for differing
offences. This makes comparability of different tools difficult and inhibits
transferability of assessment tools across offender populations. Those tools which are
likely to be of most use to personnel engaged in multi-agency public protection work
have been examined most closely. Of these, the Violence Risk Assessment Guide
(VRAG) is the most accurate and the most widely used. The structured clinical
assessment tool, HCR-20, provides additional value in terms of identifying those
dynamic factors requiring case intervention and treatment. Recent developments in
assessment which combine multi-factoral analyses and classification tree approaches
are also briefly reviewed, although presently they have not been fully evaluated.

Risk management

Risk management is an area where the activities of the police service and other
relevant agencies such as the probation service are often measured harshly in the
light of serious incidents and harm to victims. The report reviews current literature
on effective interventions for sexual and violent offenders. While early evaluations
of the effectiveness of treatment for sex offenders tended to be pessimistic,
evaluations of treatment programmes throughout the 1990s have been more
positive. These more recent evaluations suggest that cognitive-behavioural
approaches are the most promising, although some offenders (such as those engaged
in violent penetrative sex offending) are less amenable to treatment. The integrity of
treatment programmes and the accurate targeting of high-risk offenders are also
seen as key features of effective treatment. Motivation to change on the part of the
offender and the timing of treatment are also crucial to success.

There have been very few systematic evaluations of violent offender treatment
programmes. Assessing the impact and effectiveness of such treatment programmes
is further hindered by the varied nature of violent offences and violent offender
groups entering specific programmes. However, evidence to date clearly suggests that
cognitive-behavioural programmes such as the Vermont Cognitive Self Change
programme are effective. The Vermont programme recognises that the promotion of
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an offender’s internal controls needs to be balanced with the implementation of
external controls. Key features of the system are mechanisms for early response to
signs of relapse (such as failure to attend appointments) and systematic monitoring
of progress. Furthermore, treatment interventions are integrated into a broader risk
management strategy, to ensure monitoring, surveillance, and appropriate actions to
enforce conditions and controls on participants as appropriate.

In a climate of increasing public scrutiny and concern for accountability, the reliable
assessment and effective management of sexual and violent offenders is a pressing
issue. This report distils and reviews the most relevant literature and demonstrates
its relevance to the roles and responsibilities of police and probation personnel
assessing and managing risk from known sexual and violent offenders.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Introduction

Background

The incidence and subsequent harm resulting from sex offending, particularly
paedophilia, is now undisputed (Grubin, 1998). A survey of 21 countries, including
Canada and the United States, has established the existence of widespread child
sexual abuse (Finkelhor, 1994). In England and Wales, Home Office statistics have
established that males and females aged 10 to 15 are most at risk of indecent assault
‘with 66 male victimisations and 327 female victimisations per 100,000 population’
(Home Office, 1998a: 19). The physical and psychological harm caused by sexual
offending is also well documented (Grubin, 1998; Scottish Office Social Work
Inspectorate, 1997), with impacts ranging from minimal physical harm, to extensive
abuse and psychological trauma.

Dangerous offenders, defined as those likely to inflict serious physical or
psychological harm on others (Butler Committee, 1975), have also been the subject
of concern among both policy makers and the public. In particular, those offenders
who harm vulnerable persons (e.g. children or the elderly), or for whom surveillance
after release from prison or from a mental hospital has broken down (Blom-Cooper
et al, 1995) have attracted attention. Offences committed by these people may
involve physical violence or the threat of violence (e.g. ‘stalking’), and can have
significant psychological effects on the victims. The range of offences and offenders
that can now be considered ‘potentially dangerous’ is extensive.

The concept of the dangerous offender or the ‘potentially dangerous offender’ is not
new (for example, see Bottoms [1977] and Floud and Young [1981] for a review of
the debate around dangerous offenders in the 1970s). Its use has been subject to
much criticism partly on the grounds of imprecision, but also the lack of accuracy in
the assessment tools used to assess potentially dangerous offenders, and ethical
issues arising from false positive predictions (Floud and Young 1981). Despite such
early cautions over the use of the term and its implications for legislation, the 1980s
and 1990s have seen an increased use of the concept of dangerousness in penal
policy.

Both violent and sex offenders can be dangerous and may share some of the
characteristics that define how and why they are dangerous (for example, in terms
of the physical harm or psychological trauma inflicted on victims). However, the
diversity of offender types and offences committed makes the presentation of them
as a homogeneous group difficult. Indeed, recent legislation has increasingly defined
sex offenders as a distinct group requiring different responses (i.e. registration).
Therefore, for the purposes of this report violent and sex offenders are treated as
two different groups.




INTRODUCTION

Scope and purpose of the report

This study is intended as a practical document focusing on those risk assessment
tools most likely to assist personnel engaged in public protection panel work. It
draws upon the research literature from both the UK and USA, but is necessarily
selective rather than exhaustive. The primary focus of multi-agency risk public
protection panels is convicted and registered sex offenders, and those known
offenders who present a significant risk of harm to the public and are considered
‘potentially dangerous’ (Maguire et al, 2001). Their offending may be against either
adults or children, although panels are most often concerned with the assessment
and management of predatory paedophiles and serious violent offenders post
custody or as subjects of community orders. This remit has necessarily informed the
scope of this review; some offence, types such as domestic violence and familial
violence against children have generally been excluded from this study as they are
usually addressed by other multi-agency mechanisms, for example domestic violence
units and child protection case conferences.

At this early stage, it is important to acknowledge the inherent difficulties around
relying largely upon studies of predominantly white, male and convicted offender
populations. Such studies do not necessarily reflect the volume or frequency of the
activities in the population as a whole. Nor should we lose sight of the fact that
reconviction does not equate with actual re-offending. The limitations that this
impose have been well documented (see for instance, Lloyd, Mair and Hough,

1994).

It is hoped that this report will assist both police and probation personnel in their
risk assessment and management tasks both at time of registration (for sex
offenders) and in their multi-agency public protection panel work. Furthermore,
since risk assessment and risk management is increasingly a multi-agency, corporate
endeavour, it is anticipated that staff in other agencies, such as health, social
services and housing, are likely to find the report of use.

Specifically, the report aims to present an overview of:

o the key issues in risk assessment and the broad approaches currently adopted;

o the current risk assessment tools for sexual and violent offenders;

o the principles of risk management; and,

o risk management interventions for these categories of offenders.

)



INTRODUCTION

This field continues to develop rapidly, particularly in respect of assessment tools,
and, where appropriate, brief reference is made to current developments, such as
the OASys prison-probation assessment tool (although full evaluation of such tools
may be some way off).

Structure of the report

Section 2 outlines legislative provisions for both sex offenders and violent offenders,
as well as roles and responsibilities in risk assessment. Section 3 discusses definitions
of risk, and focuses on the principal approaches that are used to assess risk (clinical
versus actuarial methods). It also highlights those ‘dynamic’ risk factors most likely
to assist personnel in their public protection work and the key problems with risk
assessment. Section 4 gives an overview of available risk assessment tools for sex
offenders and violent offenders. Section 5 deals with the issue of risk management,
while section 6 concludes the report, summarising briefly the main issues involved
in the area of risk assessment and risk management.




LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

2. Legislative provisions, roles and responsibilities

This section briefly reviews the legislative provisions in respect of sex and violent
offenders, the background and key aims of the legislation, and the practical
implications of the legislation, particularly for police personnel.

Background

The 1990s witnessed a growing preoccupation around public protection, with policy
and subsequent legislation shaped by two separate, although often overlapping,
imperatives:

o the protection of the public from the risk of serious harm, usually expressed as
serious physical and psychological harm arising from violent offenders; and,

o the desire to respond more effectively to the growing risk presented by
paedophiles and the increase in child sexual abuse (Grubin, 1998).

Both concerns have given rise to legislative change and policy initiatives that have
directly impacted upon the work of police and probation services. The key aims of
legislation have been:

o the extended use of custody for dangerous offenders and in particular the use of
preventative sentencing and selective incapacitation on the grounds of risk
(Feeley and Simon, 1994); and,

« extended monitoring and surveillance of sexual offenders in the community and
upon release from prison, including the use of registers and ‘tracking’ systems

(Hebenton and Thomas, 1996a, 1996b, 1997).

Specific legislative change has been paralleled by the development of policies and
tools to identify and assess risky offenders. During the 1990s such changes have
been evident within the probation service and more recently, the police service, as it
has become concerned over the effective implementation of sex offender
registration. Furthermore, as a result of the need to engage with public protection,
multi-agency co-operation has formalised into the development of ‘Public
Protection Panels’ with the remit to assess and manage potentially dangerous
offenders and reduce risk to the public. In practice such panels not only exchange
information on offenders, but also engage in formalised risk assessments and
management planning. Whilst convicted sexual and violent offenders are most
frequently considered by the panels, in some areas the remit has been extended to
include potentially dangerous but unconvicted offenders who are on bail, and
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known offenders who are not the subject of statutory supervision (Maguire et al,
2001). The Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000 placed a statutory duty
jointly upon the police and probation services to establish arrangements for
assessing and managing the risks posed by all sex offenders and other dangerous

offenders released into the community' (Home Office, 2000). " New measures in the Criminal
Justice and Court Services Act
2000 also placed a statutory duty
on the probation service to find
out if a victim wishes to be

Whilst the registration of sex offenders under the Sex Offenders Act 1997 is
formally the responsibility of the police, Home Office Circular 39/97 encourages

police and probation to liaise closely over risk assessment, and co-operate with informed about the release
other agencies in the interests of effective risk management. In practice this has arrangements of any offender
resulted in a varied approach to registered sex offenders, with some police areas serving 12 months or more for a

sexual or violent offence, and if so
to consult and notify the victim
about those release arrangements.

choosing to assess formally all registered sex offenders at public protection panels,
and others referring only individual cases where risk to the public is considered to
be high (Maguire et al, 2001).

Provisions for sex offenders

Sex offenders (and to a lesser extent, violent offenders) have been identified as

requiring special provision within the criminal justice system. The Criminal Justice

Act (1991) included provisions for preventative sentencing’ and extended 2 Enacted under Section 2 (2) b.
supervision’, and more recently the Sex Offenders Act 1997 established 3 Enacted under Section 44.
arrangements for a Sex Offender Register designed to monitor and track such

offenders (see Plotnikoff and Woolfson, 2000). The Act requires offenders to notify

the police of their name and address within a specified time period and applies to all

those convicted of, or cautioned for, an offence listed in Schedule 1. The offences

triggering a duty to register and the relevant registration periods are summarised in

Figure 1.

The consultation paper ‘Community Protection Order’ (Home Office, 1997a)
noted, however, that approximately 100,000 sex offenders cautioned or convicted
prior to the implementation of the Act on 1 September 1997 were not covered by
these registration arrangements (Power, 1999). This left a significant group outside
the remit of registration procedures. In addition, commentators such as Bean (1997)
and Cobley (1997), noted that registration in itself could not deliver child
protection; such protection can only be achieved through effective risk management
plans and their competent implementation. Partly in response to these concerns, the
Government introduced the Sex Offender Order under the Crime and Disorder Act
1998. These Orders came into force on 1 December 1998, and the conditions are
summarised in Figure 2.
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Figure 1: Registration requirements under the Sex Offenders Act 1997

Offences:
« unlawful intercourse with a girl under 13, and if the defendant is aged 20 or over, with
a gitl between 13 and 16;

 causing or encouraging sexual intercourse with, or indecent assault on, or the
prostitution of, a girl under 16;

o inciting a girl under 16 to incestuous sexual intercourse;
o indecency with a child under 14;

« incest by a man with a victim under 18;

o rape;

o indecent assault on a man or woman (except where sentence is less than 30 months
and the victim is over 18);

o buggery and gross indecency where defendant is aged 20 or over and the victim is
under 18;

« crimes relating to child pornography; and,

« assault with intent to commit buggery with a victim under 18.

Registration requirements:

« to notify the police of name, address, and date of birth within 14 days of
caution/conviction/release/sentence;

« to notify the police of any change in the above;

« to notify the police of any 14 day period away from this address (continuous or
aggregated over 12 months);

 any unreasonable failure to comply with the registration requirements or the deliberate
provision of false information is a summary crime; and,

o deliberate provision of false information is a summary crime.

Registration periods:

o if the offender receives a caution or is given a non-custodial sentence, the registration
period is five years;

« if the offender receives a sentence under six months custody, the registration period is
seven years;

o if the offender receives a sentence of six to 30 months custody, the registration period is
10 years;

o if the offender receives a sentence of 30 plus months, the registration period is
indefinite; and,

(from Cobley, 1997; Hebenton and Thomas, 1997; Power, 1998; Sex Offenders Act 1997, Schedule 1 and
Section 51)
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Figure 2: Provisions for Sex Offender Orders

o a Sex Offender Order is available to a chief officer of police from a magistrates’ court if
there is reasonable cause to believe that the defendant ‘has acted’ in such a way that an
order is necessary to protect the public from the offender;

« negative conditions or ‘prohibitions’ can be attached to the Orders as thought necessary
to achieve protection of the public, (e.g. restricting access to potential victims, or access
to particular places);

« an offender subject to an Order has to register under the Sex Offenders Act 1997 within
14 days of the order being made (this allows for retrospective registration of offenders);

o Orders run for a minimum of five years;

« offenders can appeal to the Crown Court against the Order being made, and to a
magistrates’ court for variation or discharge; and,

o breach of a Sex Offender Order can carry up to a five-year custodial penalty upon
indictment.

(from Cobley, 1997; Power, 1998)

Sex Offender Orders are civil orders requiring civil standards of proof but carrying a
criminal penalty if breached (Power, 1998)*. An important feature of the Act is that
it introduces negative or prohibitive conditions to control the behaviour of sex
offenders’.

In September 2000, the government announced its intentions to make a number of
amendments to the Sex Offenders Act 1997. These included giving a new power for
the Crown Court regarding placing of restrictions on offenders covered by the Act
to have immediate effect on release from custody (e.g. requirements around not
approaching victims). Changes were also announced regarding the registration
provisions of the Act (the requirement to notify foreign travel, increasing the
penalty for non-registration, additional powers regarding the provision of
photographs and fingerprints, and a shortening of the period for initial registration
to 72 hours). The amendments were incorporated into the Criminal Justice and
Court Services Act 2000 (Home Office, 2000).

Provisions for dangerous offenders

Dangerous offenders have also attracted the concerns of policy makers. The
Criminal Justice Act (1991)¢ allowed for the imposition of a custodial sentence on
the grounds of ‘serious harm’ to the public and for non-commensurate sentencing
on the grounds of preventing future ‘serious harm’ by the offender’. The Crime

* Breach of a Sex Offender Order can
carry up to a five year custodial
penalty upon indictment.

> Offenders can only be required not
to do something — for example,
offenders might be required not to wisit
a certain area, or not to speak to
certain people.

¢ Under Section 1 (2) (b).

7 Section 2 (2) (b).



8 Offences Against the Person
Act 1861, s. 18.

° Firearms Act 1968, ss 16, 17,
18.

1% For a violent offender the
combined period must not
exceed the maximum sentence
for the offence.
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(Sentences) Act 1997 also gave legislative expression to a number of public
protection concerns expressed in the White Paper Protecting the Public (Home
Office, 1996), and extended the sentencing powers available on the grounds of
seriousness. Section 2 of this Act allows for mandatory life imprisonment when
convicted for a second time for certain serious violent/sexual offences. These are
outlined in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Offences attracting a mandatory life sentence when committed a second time

« attempting, conspiring or inciting to commit murder or soliciting murder;
« manslaughter;

« wounding or causing grievous bodily harm with intent®;

 rape or attempt to commit rape;

o intercourse with a girl under 13;

o possession of a firearm with intent to injure, use of a firearm to resist atrest, or carrying
a firearm with criminal intent’; and,

o robbery where during the commission of the offence the defendant had in his/her
possession a firearm or imitation firearm within the meaning of the Firearms Act 1968.

(from Teggin, 1998)

The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 continued this protective theme within Section
58. This gives courts the power to add a period of extended post-release supervision
to the sentence normally imposed upon a person convicted of a sexual or violent
offence (Home Office, 1998b). These extended licences can apply to sex offenders
for up to 10 years, and to violent offenders for up to five years'. The court may not,
however, pass an extended sentence unless the custodial sentence is four years or
more. Serious violent offending such as wounding with intent to cause grievous
bodily harm is also punishable by the mandatory sentencing of the Crime
(Sentences) Act 1997 (see Figure 3), and it is likely that courts will choose to deal
with a dangerous offender in this manner (Sentencing News, 1998).

The prevention of dangerous behaviours by mentally disordered persons with severe
personality disorders has also received attention through proposals announced by
the Home Secretary in February 1999. In the paper Managing Dangerous People with
Severe Personality Disorder, the Home Office identified that a small group of people
with severe personality disorder pose a very high risk to the public (calculated to be
in the region of 2,000 people in England and Wales ) (Home Office, 1999). The
Home Office document categorises the ‘overwhelming majority’ of such persons as
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‘people who have committed serious offences such as murder, manslaughter, arson,
serious sex offences, or grievous bodily harm’ (p.9). Of the 2,000, it is estimated that
between 300-600 men are at large within the community, with the equivalent
figures for juveniles and women described as ‘very low’. The impetus behind the
proposals has been the growing recognition that people with dangerous severe
personality disorders have been released from prison or hospital whilst still posing a
high risk to public safety. The proposals aim to introduce preventative detention for
those suffering a severe personality disorder and who pose a high risk of harm to
others, but who are deemed untreatable under the Mental Health Act 1983. The
proposals are particularly concerned with:

o the creation of new legislative powers for the extended detention and supervision
of dangerous severe personality disordered individuals;

« identification and risk assessment based upon agreed national protocols and
assessment tools; and,

o long-term case management and the development of best practice management
strategies to reduce risk to the public.

Whilst beyond the scope of this report, these proposals are likely to have a limited
impact upon the work of multi-agency public protection panels in those few cases
where they may be required to provide information or refer individuals for specialist
assessment.

Implications of legislative provisions and policy developments

The cumulative impact of the legislation reviewed here has been to identify those
responsible for a wide range of serious violent offending, sex offending, and who
demonstrate the potential for such offending, as offenders for whom special
measures of selective incarceration or community surveillance are both required and
justified. This has been reflected by increased restriction, surveillance and
monitoring of such offenders in the community. Connelly and Williamson (2000)
characterise this approach to sexual and violent offenders as a ‘community
protection model’ in which legislation prioritises public protection, partly through
provisions for mandatory, indeterminate and preventative sentencing.

These provisions have had important implications for the work of the police and
probation services, not only in terms of the requirement to identify and assess those
offenders who present a significant risk of harm to the public, but also in terms of
formalised co-operation to both assess and manage these offenders. This has
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resulted in the development of formal protocols of multi-agency working and the
development of organisational and administrative systems to share both information
and decision-making.

While the Sex Offenders Act 1997 and the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 have
placed new responsibilities on the police in the field of risk management, the
probation service maintains a key role in risk assessment on some offenders at the
point of sentence, during community supervision and at the point of release from
custody. These assessments generally take two forms: assessment of the risk of re-
offending and assessments of the likely harm from potentially dangerous offenders.

Risk of re-offending assessments are routinely carried out in the provision of reports
to the court under the requirements of the Criminal Justice Act (1991) or during
statutory supervision. These assessments use various risk of re-offending tools aimed
at identifying risk factors and the likelihood of re-offending. Assessment of
dangerousness is more often targeted at serious offenders within the community and
those approaching release. These assessments use various structured interviewing
techniques and aide memoires (see, for example, West Yorkshire Probation Service,
undated), and are used to identify offenders for registration on potentially dangerous
offender registers (Home Office, 1988). These cases are likely to be discussed with
police at multi-agency panels, informing the assessments they are involved in and
any subsequent risk management strategy.

Summary

Recent legislation has increasingly defined both sex offenders and violent
offenders as distinct offender groups requiring increased levels of surveillance
and control. This has resulted in distinct roles and responsibilities for police in
the assessment and registration of sex offenders in particular, and also for the
formalised information exchange between those agencies involved in the
assessment of management of such offenders.




APPROACHES TO RISK ASSESSMENT

3. Approaches to risk assessment

Key definitions

‘Risk’ has traditionally been a neutral term meaning the chance of gain or the
chance of loss (Parton, 1996). Increasingly, however, risk has become associated
with notions of hazard, danger or harm (Douglas, 1992), and in criminal justice
with the:

...uncertain prediction about future behaviour, with a chance that the future
outcome of the behaviour will be harmful or negative

(Kemshall, 1996a: v)
A risk assessment can therefore be characterised as a:

...probability calculation that a harmful behaviour or event will occur, and involves
an assessment about the frequency of the behaviour/event, its likely impact and
who it will affect

(Kemshall, 1996a: v)

Within a risk assessment, the term ‘danger’ describes the actual or potential
exposure to harm, or the likelihood of certain individuals or circumstances to
present harm. Hence the use of the term ‘dangerous’ for certain individuals who
present an actual or potential harm to others. Scott (1977) has, however, suggested
that to be useful, any assessment of dangerousness must specify:

o the behaviour of concern;
o the potential damage or harm likely to result from that behaviour; and,
o the probability that it will occur and under what circumstances.

The level and impact of harm has been central to recent preventative measures (see
Section 2), and harm reduction is a key principle of such legislative measures. Harm
incorporates physical, sexual, violent and psychological harm. The offenders most
likely to present such harm are classified by legislation, for example Section 31 (1)
of the Criminal Justice Act 1991, which defines violent and sexual offences, and by
subsequent legislation in the intervening period.

However, in practice, both sex offending and viole