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Criminal and Legal Proceedings 

 

Partner 3 initially denied murdering the Child and was due to stand trial in January 

2013 but on 1 November 2012 he was convicted of murder after changing his plea to 

‘guilty’.  He was sentenced to life imprisonment and must serve 15 years in prison 

before being eligible for Parole.   

 

It transpired that partner 3 had been left to look after the Child whilst the mother took 

siblings 1 and 2 to school.  Partner 3 stated that he had been tired and just ‘flipped’ 

when the Child would not stop crying.   He assaulted the Child inflicting the fatal 

injuries and he then tried to cover up what he had done by putting the semi-

conscious Child into a cot and told the mother when she returned that the Child was 

sleepy.  When the mother discovered the Child’s injuries partner 3 pretended not to 

have known what had happened.  The Child had sustained extensive fractures to the 

skull which caused a ‘catastrophic’ brain injury.  

Robust safeguarding plans for siblings 1 and 2 are in place. 

 

  

 

Parental and Extended Family Involvement 

 

Upon conclusion of the criminal proceedings, the mother, maternal grandmother and 

partner 3 were contacted again and were given the opportunity to contribute to this 

serious case review.   They all agreed to participate and as a result the mother and 

maternal grandmother were seen together on the 15 November 2012 and partner 3 
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was seen on 4 December 2012, by the Independent Author, the SOTSCB Manager 

and also present during the interviews was the police Family Liaison Officer. 

 

The Child was described by the mother and maternal grandmother as a happy alert 

child. 

 

It transpired that the mother and partner 3 had known each other since 1997 when 

the mother was still at school and was a friend of partner 3’s ex-girlfriend. They 

made contact via a social networking internet website during September 2011 and 

started to see each other.  The mother stated that she was taking the relationship 

slowly in view of previous problems she had encountered in relationships.  Partner 3 

stayed overnight once or twice a week, usually on Friday/Saturday nights from late 

November 2011. It should be noted though that the fatal attack on the Child occurred 

during a weekday when he had stayed over because he was on holiday from work. 

Both the mother and partner 3 stated that there was no violence between them and if 

there was any disagreement or confrontation that partner 3 would walk away.  They 

both stated that partner 3 enjoyed a good relationship with the children, particularly 

with sibling 1.  

 

In respect of the injury to the leg sustained by the Child, both the mother and partner 

3 repeated the account given at the time and recorded by the health professionals 

involved.   

 

In terms of agency and professionals’ involvement with the Child and family, partner 

3 stated he had no contact and little knowledge of this as he would usually visit at 
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night. He was however aware that the mother did have someone come to visit the 

home but he did not know from which agency. He did not think that the mother 

needed any extra help.  He was aware of the abusive relationship between the 

mother and the Child’s birth father.  In terms of himself he had been subject of a 

psychiatric report following his conviction for arson but, as with a similar 

assessment/report for the criminal proceedings for the offence against the Child, no 

diagnosis of a mental illness was made.   

 

When asked about professional/agency involvement, the mother stated that 

generally she had received good support, in particular from the police in Sandwell 

and in Stoke-on-Trent who provided a positive and compassionate service. The 

exception however was when the family returned to Stoke-on-Trent as she felt that 

Children’s Social Care closed the case without providing the support and help 

promised and needed.  She stated that she had to pursue a self-referral to  for 

support as six weeks later when she enquired no referral had been received from 

Social Care.   

 

Since the death of the Child the mother has been receiving counselling and has also 

attended the  programme which she has found very helpful.  She 

commented that it would have been beneficial to have received support, such as the 

 Programme whilst she and the children were resident in the Refuge.  

 

 

 




