· How effective is Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) as a means of reducing crime?

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design is a crime prevention approach which defers from any other such approach by the fact that it does not focus on offender or victim but on the environment where the offences take place. The phrase was first used in 1971 by C. RAY JEFERY in his book Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design but it is considered that the COTED was mainly developed by the architect OSCAR NEWMAN during the 1972 and has since developed and being adopted and used by Police, planners, architects (RACHEL ARMITAGE, 2014).
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design is defined as “The proper design and effective use of the built environment, that can lead to a reduction in the fear or incidence of crime and an improvement in quality of life...The goal of CPTED is to reduce opportunities for crime that may be inherent in the design of structures or in the design of neighbourhoods” (Crowe, 2000, p. 46). 
The principles of CPTED have been published and discussed by many authors including Cozens et al (2005) who suggests seven principles of defensible space, access control, territoriality, surveillance, target hardening, image and activity support. Armitage (2013) offers a different combination of physical security, surveillance, movement control, management and maintenance and defensible space. 

TERITORIALITY 
Oscar Newman (1972) categorises space in 4 categories: Public, Semi- public, Semi- private and Private. Newman argues that if space is definable then for an intruder it would be clear that they should not be present at that space.  A feeling of intrusion would be the emotional response of the owner of the space should anyone enters it. Teritoriality consist of the human response of ownership and defining a space as our own. 
The use of CPTED utilises and ensures that space is clearly defined by marking, signage or other visual marking as private space, making it clear who the owner is and who should or should not be present. 
SURVEILANCE 
Focuses around visibility and use of architectural features to increase visibility. Lighting plays main role in the case as it can increase visibility and through that makes any trespassers feel exposed. Lighting can act as a deterrent towards criminals looking to engage in illegal activities in the certain area. It allows the users or inhabitants of certain space or premises to be able to observe any suspicious activities or individuals. Research by Reppetto (1974) where a group of 97 convicted burglars were interviewed. The research showed that the main reason to avoid a potential target (property, commercial unit etc.) was the fact that there were too many people around. Presence of people act as deterrent and increases the risk for offender of being recognised or detained.  

ACCESS CONTROL 
Limit on the entrance and exit points in a certain area in order to control the flow of people in that area and reduce crime by doing so. This is usually achieved through utilisation of fencing, signage etc. 
Jane Jacobs (1971) suggests that buildings should be oriented towards the streets and people should be encouraged to use those streets for as continuously as possible effectively making pedestrians eyes on the street. 

ACTIVITY SUPPORT 
Promotes the use of public spaces for organised legitimate events and activities. This allows the space to be used in the way it is meant to be and simultaneously creates the feel of belonging and ownership in the people. 
This can include promotion of regular programming in parks or playgrounds, community clean ups etc. Activity Support can include any functions that enhance and promote interaction amongst the residents and any other legitimate users in the neighbourhood (Worrall, 2008). 


MAINTENANCE 

It focuses around how well an area or premises is maintained and how that has significant effect on the perception for that area. Wilson and Keeling’s (1982) formulated the “Broken Windows Theory” suggesting that a low maintained area where there are damaged facilities, gratify and vandalism, creates the impression that the area is not cared for and there is less chance anyone will even notice if criminal act is committed. 

EFFECTIVNESS OF CPTE

How effective is CPTE seems to be a question leading to arguments as various studies have led to different conclusions. In most cases it seems like CPTE has very little to no impact in crime reduction, however there is low quality evidence to support either argument. 
One of the first studies evaluating the effectiveness of CPTE was led by Richard Gardiner who was hired by the US Department of justice during 1971 to complete a study on the use of CPTE in neighbourhood level. Gardiner (1978) spent 3 years collecting and studding the data. The study found direct inverse relation between CPTE neighbourhood design aimed at crime reduction and crime itself. 
According to the finding by the study led by C CASTELL “All primary multiple-component CPTED programs experienced a percentage change in robberies ranging from -84% to -30%. Single-component program effects ranged from -83% to +91%, and ordinances ranged from -65% to +130%. Secondary studies reported robbery changes ranging between -92% and +7.6%. Robbery reductions were larger for interventions comprising basic store design, cash control, and training components compared to those including equipment systems”. The study consists of 16 primary studies and 12 secondary studies to evaluate the effectiveness of CPTE.  Few years later, a second well documented study was conducted by Newman (1996) which was conducted in Ohio and is known as the study of Five Oaks project. The study reported reduction by 26% in recorded crime at the locations where a range of CPTED intervention have been utilised.  Two years late a case study was completed in California by (Piesesr and Chang 1998) where by utilising a range of CPTED measures such as improved lighting, access control, signage, CCTV and security patrols a reduction in graffiti crime by nearly 50% was achieved. This led to increase in occupancy from 75% to 98%. 

In general, all reviews of CPTED case studies suggest reduction in crime following different CPTE interventions.  A review by Poyner (1993) confirms the above as the review found that nearly half of the people living in area of environmental design reported crime reduction. 























· Response policing – why is it important to manage trauma and mental wellbeing in policing.
· 
Frontline Police officers deal with traumatic incidents on daily basis and they are having to accept things as normal despite sometimes being far from the truth. In many cases officers are finding themselves in difficult situation where danger is present often, they are having to manage the risk to themselves as well as the risk to victims and members of the public. If a regular person finds themselves in a difficult situation where there is danger from serious harm, they always have the option to step back and mitigate the risk. The option of stepping back is rarely available to police officers as it is expected from them to step in and never step back. 

Trauma 
Every person goes through traumatic experiences during their lifetime, some more than the rest. Traumatic experience can be anything from losing a loved one, witnessing an incident etc. However not many people are having to face traumatic experiences in a daily basis.   According to statistics from the Police Federation of England and Wales (2021) most people will experience traumatic events three to four times during their lifetime. That number however is a lot higher for officers, who encounter traumatic events between 400 to 600 In their lifetime.  The increase is quite dramatic, and it shoes the importance of mental health and wellbeing in Policing. 
Recently two surveys in relation to the rates of PTSD in the Police forces were conducted in the UK. The first on conducted by Stevelink et al. (2020) involved 40,299 UK police officers, reported a rate of 3.9% whilst the second on conducted by the charity Police Care UK reported a rate of 20.6%. The second one involved group a group of 10,401 officers.  There is a striking difference in the findings of both surveys which might partly be down to the use of different diagnostic systems.  According to Metropolitan Police Federation (2021) “More than 13,000 police officers in the UK were signed off due to stress, depression, anxiety or post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) in the past year, new figures reveal”. 
Of course, we must note that some people are more vulnerable to trauma and that applies to officers as well, and certain factors can act as protective factors for individual officers. Those factors are usually divided in tree big groups, pre- traumatic – before the trauma, peri – traumatic – this are relevant factors at the time of the trauma, and post – traumatic – following the incident. 
Some of the pre- traumatic factors can be aga, experience, gender and previous trauma history (Bride, 2004; Bryant et al., 2012; DSM-5, 2013; Ellrich and Baier, 2017). 
Peri- traumatic factors can be the type of the traumatic incident, the duration of the incident. 
The post – traumatic factors refer to the support in place and the cooping mechanisms used to deal with the aftermath of the event. 

Stigma 
Despite the statistics and the finds, there is no accurate number in regards with the mental health problems experienced by front line officers as direct consequence of their job role. Main reason for that is the imbedded “macho” culture associated with policing (Fragoso & Kashubeck, 2000) in the different ranks of the police forces not only in the UK but the world.  The “macho” subculture places focus on masculinity and masculine values  (Manning, 1998) in the ranks of police officers. 
This is a problem as many officers won’t admit suffering trauma following an adverse incident that they have attended. They won’t admit it to scientist or in some cases even to themselves. Main reason for that is that it might seem as weakens if one is unable to deal with his own emotions following an incident. 
From officers is expected to stay calm and carry on even in the most disturbing situations, and that expectations comes from within the force as well as from members of the public. 
Due to the inability to seek support and help with their mental health, many front-line officers suffer with serious mental health problems, such as PTSD and Adverse PTSD as direct consequence from their work. 
In addition, officers face pressure at workplace as forces across the country experience high demand and staff shortage. Officers are facing long hour shifts, lack of support and ever-increasing demand. All of the above means that officers are vulnerable to stress and mental health problems. 
The above is confirmed by the many surveys conducted in recent years, including the survey from Mind (2015) which found that nearly 61% of police officers in the UK experience some form of mental health disorder. In many cases officers display symptoms of anxiety, depression and PTSD (Stevelink et al 2020).

SUPPORT 

All the above makes clear that action is needed by the government and the police forces themselves to support and offer different options for officers. 
There is no viable way of completely eliminating workplace stress and the chance of suffering a traumatic experience in the line of duty as police officer, however a lot can be done to offer support in the critical aftermath of such event. Early intervention seems to be the best option combined with resilience training in order to better prepare officers to meet the high demand. 
A first step in the right direction was made by introducing the Trauma Risk Management TRIM welfare process. It is offered to all police officers that have been involved in critical incident involving high risk of trauma. Officers are automatically referred to participate in a TRIM, however there is an option to self-refer for a TRIM. 
Trauma Risk Management is hopefully the first of many steps in prioritising police officers mental health and wellbeing. Having the right support and mechanisms of early intervention is and will be crucial for the police forces around the UK and the ongoing surveys and the finds from those surveys will help better understand the needs of front-line officers and lift the stigma on being officer with feelings. 
· Why is it necessary to challenge the negative aspects of organisational culture within policing?

Organisational culture in the police forces across UK is changing due to many factors. One of the main is the uplifted intake of new officers meaning that many forces now have got shifts where officers have less then 5 years of experience. The above means that the phrase “The way we do things around here” (Deal and Kennedy 1982) is now less applicable as there is now fewer officers with long service. 
According to Paoline and Terrill (2005), police culture can be defined as "the widely shared attitudes, values, and norms that officers use to collectively cope with the strains that originate in their occupational and organizational environments”. 
The organisational culture in the police can be split in two main groups. The “right” organisational culture and “negative” organisational culture. 
Police forces across the country are actively encouraging officers to display and promote the “right” culture, which can build thrust mutual respect between members of the public and officers. Some essential parts of the “right” culture include, flowing the Police code of ethics, treating people fairly, being impartial and being honest.  All of the above have the potential to build better relationship between the public and the police and can if utilised, counteract to the perception of the “negative” culture. 
Deeply rooted in the “right” culture is solidarity, loyalty, and sense of belonging. The “us versus them” in the police culture relates to the common goal of fighting crime and supporting victims and vulnerable people.  Officers often find themselves in difficult situations where risk of serious harm is involved and, in such situations, they heavily rely on the people next to them. This creates the sense of belonging and being part of the “family”. 
Initial studies suggested that the police culture is homogeneous and spreads in all departments and levels in the organisation. Most recent studies however suggest that there is significant variations in the different departments and levels of policing (Cochran and Bromley, 2003; Cordner, 2017).
First scholar to classify the types of organisational culture was Handy (1990) who divided them in to 4 categories: Power, Role, Task and Person. Four further archetypal cultures were developed by Deal & Kennedy (1982) and labelled as Process, Tough- Guy, Work hard/Play hard and Bet-your-company.


“NEGATIVE” CULTURE

As mentioned earlier, the “right” – positive culture can have serious effect in the relationship of the police forces across the UK and the members of the public, by strengthening the thrust in the police. 
On the flip side, the “negative” organisational culture can have serious effect on that relationship. It can damage the already sensitive and tense relationship which can lead to barriers, mistrust and loss of public confidence in the police. 
It takes time and a lot of effort to build that relationship, however it takes a lot less to damage it. 
Recent data from the London Mayor’s Office for Police and Crime’s “Public attitude survey” revealed that of the Londoners surveyed:
· 73% had trust in the police in March 2022, compared to 80% in March 2021
· 49% had “confidence (good job local) in the police” in March 2022, compared to 55% in March 2021
· 62% agreed that the police treated everyone fairly regardless of who they are, compared to 70% in March 2021

Reiner (1980) describes the characterisation of ‘core’ police culture as – action oriented, cynical, pessimistic, conservative and suspicious.  According to Reiner, macho, racist and sexist attitudes, internal solidarity, social isolation, and prejudice provide the informal rules governing behaviour, the potency of which derives from three shaping factors identified by Skolnick (1966): the exercise of authority, danger and pressure to produce results.
Over the last few years we have witnessed many occasions where serving officers have overstep the rules of the “right” culture and embraced the negative which led to wide publication of incident involving officers from multiple forces across the UK facing gorse misconduct hearings and in serious cases taken to court over their actions. Some of the most disturbing cases are:
In June 2020 the bodies of two sisters were found in Fryent Country Park, Brent. The two sisters were found with stab wounds and later it was established that they have been reported as missing earlier that same day.  IOPC investigated the case and found “failings in the service provided” by the MPS.
Later in June 2020 several police officers were found to have been sharing photos of the bodies of the two sisters in a private social media chat. That lead to 6 officers being faced with misconduct hearing and two with imprisonment. 

In a report by the IOPC, published in February found multiple instances of bullying, aggressive behaviour and misogyny in the MPS. The report was conducted following an investigation into the conduct of 14 serving police officers. 
The above shows the severity of the consequences for officers who are overstepping their police powers. 






As a results of the recent findings in regards with officers conduct and the scrutiny by the members of the public, most police forces across the UK are changing and reforming. 
Multiple enquiries and reviews were then commissioned in order to establish findings and create working strategies. 
One of them was the Casey Review completed in March 2023 by Baroness Casey of Blackstock (Crossbench). Some of the main findings of the review were:
· Frontline policing had been deprioritised and degraded after a decade of austerity.
· There was institutional racism, sexism and homophobia inside the organisation in terms of how officers and staff were treated, and outside the organisation in terms of how communities were policed.
· The MPS was unable to police itself.
Baroness Casey concluded that all of this meant that “policing by consent [was] broken”. 
The review’s recommendations included that the MPS should:
· better protect women and children with a dedicated protection service, a new children’s strategy, and by reinstating sexual and domestic abuse services as specialist functions
· re-invest and reprioritise frontline policing
· take “rapid steps” to end discrimination internally in its recruitment, development and promotion process, and in its internal misconduct system; and externally by policing all communities equally, including with a reset of stop and search
· improve the integrity of its own police service by bringing in an independent team to run its misconduct system; introducing higher vetting standards; tackling “toxic cultures” with clearer statements of standards for all and tougher enforcement of the standards; and disbanding and reforming “dark corner units where some of the worst behaviours” had been found.
· improve leadership and accountability with a new policing board for London led by the mayor of London; and a new policing deal for Londoners that “acknowledges historic mistakes and prioritises securing consent of the public to police them”.






· How effective is MAPPA as a means of protecting vulnerable people from harm?

Multi- Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) are designed to protect the public, and in particular the victims of most serious crime from harm by dangerous offenders and sex offenders. 

MAPPA was introduced in 2001 by the Criminal Justice and Court Service Act, however many believe that the beginning of MAPPA was started by Sections 67 and 68 of the Criminal Justice and Court Service Act 2000. 
It gives the public the right to expect the involved agencies to work together and exercise their powers in order to ensure that no harm will be caused to anyone by those offenders. 
The MAPPA legislation introduced in 2001 bonded the police and probation service by implementing multiple legal responsibilities for both services and defined the Responsible Authority as the chief officer of the Police and the local probation service board.
However, under MAPPA other agencies such as NHS and local authority have to cooperate with the Responsible Authority and all work together to manage and identify local individuals who might present higher risk of harm to other members of the public. 
MAPPA is a mechanism and set of policies for inter-agency co-operation to manage high-risk offenders. It enables agencies with statutory responsibilities to come together and share information to protect the public (Wate and Boulton, 2015). 

MAPPA consist of three categories of service users:
· Category 1 – Registered sexual offenders- Individuals who are listed in the sex offenders register (SOR), meaning anyone convicted or cautioned for committing a sexual offence.  
· Category 2 – Violent offenders- specifically offenders convicted in violent offence and sentenced to period of minimum 12 months custody or detained under a hospital order. 
· Category 3 – Other dangerous offenders 
The above three categories of offenders are then managed in accordance with the level of risk they present to the community. They are divided into three levels depending on the risk identified :
· Level 1 – This level offenders are usually managed by single agency which has the dusty to share with other responsible agencies. Level 1 is also known as ordinary agency management. Arguably at Level 1 can be managed offender that possesses high risk of harm to the public as long as the one managing agency is sufficient to manage the risk. 
According to the Ministry of Justice (2021) “ Level 1 nominals make up the majority of the MAPPA caseload. The number of people managed at Level 1 has continued to grow, with the latest figure, 84,349, as of 31 March 2020 being 4% higher than at the same date last year and 34% higher than at the same date in 2014. Despite this, the process for managing people at Level 1 has varied widely across the country”.

· Level 2 – Active local multi- agency management- offenders who have been identified to present high or in some cases very- high risk to the community. Such offenders need to be monitored closely and require further resources usually exceeding the capability of just one agency and a multi- agency is more appropriate and required.  Usually, the two agencies managing such cases are Police and Probation. A regular multi- agency public protection (MAPP) meetings are held in order to develop and a coordinated plan. 
· Level 3 – enhanced multi- agency management – Serious cases where involvement of multiple agency and senior staff is required to monitor and manage the offender. The demand for resources from each involved agency is higher and public and media attention is anticipated.  Level 3 are also known as Multi – agency Protection Panels. Level 3 offenders are high risk offenders that have been cautioned or convicted for serious offences and are capable of causing serious harm. 

How Effective is MAPPA 

An inspection of the MAPPA was conducted by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary for Scotland (HMICS 2015) where series of recommendations were made, including:
1. Additional guidance on practice standards, including risk assessment of online offenders.
2. Enhanced skills and equipment required to monitor devices used by registered sex offenders.
3. Enhanced understanding of the risk associated with “sexting”, particularly in relation to children and young people. 
A recent study was conducted by the Policing Institute for the Eastern Region (2023). The main aim of the study was to examine how efficient the MAPPA is in England and Wales. The national research was one of the biggest studies of MAPPA up to date and it was conducted in a period over 24 months, utilising mixed methods approach and analysis of more than 39,000 offenders managed by MAPPA. The research was run alongside an extensive research group of MAPPA practitioners, including Police, Probation Service and Prison Service. This research has shown that the reoffending rates of those managed under MAPPA are less than half of that of the national average, with the one-year MAPPA proven reoffending rate at 12.2% compared to the national overall one year, proven reoffending rates of between 30.0% and 31.3% over a similar time frame.
However, despite of the results of the study, the same research has found multiple limitations of the multi- agency arrangements and leads to the conclusion that those limitations need to be addressed in order for the MAPPA to work as efficiently as possible in preventing and reducing serious harm.  
Analysis of the reoffending of MAPPA eligible suspects conducted by the Ministry of Justice (2015) have found that: 
· Amongst new MAPPA eligible offenders assessed as having a high risk of reoffending there was a 20% (17 percentage points) reduction in one year proven reoffending between 2000 and 2010, with the reoffending rate falling from 83% to 66%.
· Between 2000 and 2010, the one year serious reoffending rate of the highest risk of reoffending group decreased by 45% (13 percentage points), with the reoffending rate falling from 29% to 16%.
· The findings from the DiD analysis suggest that MAPPA may be associated with a four percentage point reduction in proven reoffending by new MAPPA eligible offenders, and a two percentage point reduction in serious reoffending, from 2000 to 2010. 
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