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Executive Summary

Barriers to transformation
While many would argue that the main barriers to transformation are not enough money and staff,
the context itself contains multiple restraints to changing the system, in particular, the need to drive
system transformation from the perspective of devolution and place based change. The review focused
on three main barriers to transforming the system:

Introduction

•	Tensions between central control and place based change: the tensions that can arise between
the need for centrally controlled and accountable systems and services and the increasing drive
towards devolution and local empowerment.
•	Limited capacity for innovation: achieving the right balance between ensuring safety and security
for the public, staff working in the system and offenders, and the need to innovate and provide
appropriate and proportionate responses that will reduce offending and prevent reoffending.
•	Lack of integration: the need for greater integration between the Criminal Justice System and
sectors that have the greatest potential for achieving long term change, including health and
mental health, substance misuse, education, housing, welfare and employment.

The Criminal Justice System is a necessary and vital part of a just society, so it is essential
that it is not only cost effective but also ensures that the desired impact for public
safety and the successful rehabilitation of offenders are achieved. However, despite
some significant cost reductions, the Criminal Justice System is still very expensive and
is not delivering sufficient results on preventing offending and reducing reoffending.
As a consequence public safety is not secured and the system is failing to change
people’s lives to the extent that it needs to. Various factors impact on the success of the
system including cultural, organisational and systemic problems that are inhibiting its
effectiveness.
This not only raises questions about cost effectiveness but also about the wasted costs to the
community and the harm caused to victims by criminal activity. While society has the right to expect
that the Criminal Justice System will apprehend and punish offenders appropriately, society also has
the right to expect the system to work effectively to prevent people from committing crime and to
reduce the number of those who reoffend through successful rehabilitation and resettlement back into
society. The costs to society of failing to do this are increasing, e.g. reoffending, loss of employment,
family breakdown, poor health and rising inequalities. To leave the system unchanged is not a viable
option either for the broader economy or for the safety of communities.
This report is the result of a review of the most significant barriers to improving the Criminal Justice
System in England and Wales so that it can be cost effective whilst also achieving outcomes that
prevent offending, help improve people’s lives and make communities safer.
The report explores the current context and drivers for change including the recent history of reform in
the Criminal Justice System. This includes sentencing reform, Liaison and Diversion (L&D), Transforming
Rehabilitation (TR), the prison reform agenda and how all of this is affected by the changing
demographics and socioeconomic status of those in the system.
Consideration is also given to the context of austerity and financial constraints, including staffing
reductions and changes, estates rationalisation and rising concerns about quality, safety and security.
In particular, the report focuses on the potential benefits and opportunities that arise from the
devolution of criminal justice powers and budgets under the Cities and Local Government Devolution
Act 2016. Greater Manchester Combined Authority are the leading agency in this regard, but there is an
urgent need to promote and support this approach in other areas. The report contends that this is the
most effective means by which the barriers to transformation of the system can be overcome.

Place based change and transformation
The report goes on to identify five essential building blocks for transformation of the Criminal Justice
System:
1.	Co-commissioning and Co-design: integrated approaches to strategy, planning and delivery of
services, facilities and infrastructure that make use of the potential opportunities afforded by place
based models of change and devolution. This includes greater flexibility in the use of devolved
budgets, estates rationalisation and collaboration in planning for the prison building programme.
2.	Co-production: the need to ensure that the public and victims of crime are engaged and that
offenders as service users have a voice, and can meaningfully contribute to service development
plans and making informed choices about prevention. Co-production is also essential to encourage
new ways of working and creating and sustaining equal partnerships across the public, private and
social sectors.
3.	Creating a life opportunities approach to prevention of offending and reducing reoffending:
focusing on the capabilities and capacities of offenders rather than on their deficits as a means of
ensuring their effective rehabilitation and reintegration as citizens.
4. Intelligent and secure use of digital technologies: improving data analysis and sharing and
enabling greater use of technology as a tool to support prevention and rehabilitation.
5.	Devolved system leadership and workforce development: ensuring leaders, at devolved levels
of accountability are tasked and equipped to lead transformational change and deliver service
improvements. This must be supported by a workforce that is trained and skilled on a cross sector
basis in preventing offending and supporting rehabilitation, resettlement and reintegration for those
who do offend.
The five building blocks are interdependent and intended to function as part of a whole system model
for change and transformation that is cost effective, ensures safety and security and makes a real
difference in the lives of offenders and for the community as a whole.
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This is a critical time for change in the Criminal Justice System with some significant challenges. But
the authors believe that there are real opportunities over the next six to twelve months to address
the barriers to change in collaborative and innovative ways. Devolution provides the scope for new
ways of thinking about criminal justice and how transformation in this system can benefit planned
transformations and change in other devolved public service systems.
The report contains a number of recommendations that we believe are necessary levers for
transformation across the whole of the system, allowing Central and Local Government leaders and
practitioners to move beyond piecemeal reform programmes that only impact on parts of the system.
The costs to public finances and to communities in lost life opportunities are too high to ignore and
will only increase if the system is insufficiently changed. We call on Central and Local Government to
work collaboratively and not miss the opportunities in the next six to twelve months to make a real
difference in transforming the Criminal Justice System.
Recommendations
1.	Central Government should ensure greater devolution of both powers and budgets for the
Criminal Justice System to Combined Authorities in support of local area plans and strategies for
addressing causal and contributory factors in preventing offending and reoffending, i.e. health,
substance misuse, mental health, education, housing and employment. This should include
guidance on co-commissioning and powers by which Combined Authorities can use the funding,
and any cost savings that are realised flexibly, i.e. through the reallocation of budgets to move to
a broader approach to preventing crime and reoffending such as upstream interventions for early
identification and action.
2.	Central Government should make clear commitments to co-commissioning and co-production
of services, facilities and infrastructure with local and national agencies. For example, the Ministry
of Justice should consult with local areas on any changes to the Prison Estate (including recategorisation) and commit to a place-based prison estate transformation programme that is
supportive of those Combined Authorities that are seeking devolution of criminal justice powers
and budgets on the basis of co-commissioning and co-production.
3.	Government and Combined Authorities should agree integrated outcome measures that
encompass the full range of policy areas that will be addressed in order to further strengthen and
support local areas in developing a life opportunities approach, i.e. Combined Authorities, working
with national and regional agencies should be assessed on the combined impact of their integrated
strategies and approach to preventing crime, reducing reoffending and improving life opportunities
for all of their communities.
4.	The Ministry of Justice should, once appropriate local or sub-regional structures are in place, fully
devolve custodial budgets for low and medium risk offenders to those Combined Authority areas
that have demonstrated a commitment to an integrated approach to offender management and
reducing demand on the prison service.
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5.	The government should immediately reduce the use of less than 12-month custodial sentences
and provide financial incentives by which local areas can develop effective alternatives to custody
that are in line with emerging evidence and best practice in risk management of offenders in the
community. This should be supported by providing guidance to the Police, Crown Prosecution
Service and National Probation Service around making appropriate sentencing recommendations
for the Courts based on evidence of individual risk of harm and risk of reoffending.
6.	Elected Mayors and Police and Crime Commissioners should develop local area Criminal Justice
Transformation Plans which are Bi-Partisan, led by an evidence-based approach and are based on
best practice in co-production with local communities, victims, offenders and families.
7.	Elected Mayors, Police and Crime Commissioners and relevant partners supported by the Ministry
of Justice, need to ensure procurement of new ICT systems have interoperability with other
partners and that relevant local and national ICT systems that have effective information sharing
protocols are established. This should include sharing of health and social care data with Criminal
Justice Systems.
8.	The Ministry of Justice, Prison Governors and Community Rehabilitation Companies should support
the development of secure ICT platforms and technologies that can enable prisoners to have
access to information and resources that facilitate rehabilitation and resettlement. This could be
supported through a series of nationally supported pilots in select prisons and CRCs.
9.	The Royal Colleges and related professional training agencies should work with partners in the
Criminal Justice System at national and Combined Authority or sub-regional levels, to develop
shared learning platforms for workforce development that seek to integrate best practice across
criminal justice, health and social care, education and skills.
10.	Local authorities should develop priority work streams for youth justice that are focused on
targeted prevention and up-stream interventions with a life opportunities approach to children and
young people that are most at risk of offending/reoffending. This should include integrated and
co-ordinated work between local criminal justice partners, Alternative Educational Providers, family
intervention services and Early Years providers.
11.	Local health and social care commissioners should jointly develop plans to address
underrepresentation of Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) children and young people in
appropriate health and social care support services with risk assessments for offending as part of an
integrated, whole system approach to preventing offending and enhancing life opportunities.
12.	The Ministry of Justice should replace the women’s estate with smaller, community focused
establishments. Funding released from this transformation should be reallocated to local areas to
flexibly develop a whole system approach for integrated service provision to manage and prevent
women from offending. This should include leveraging individual and social sector assets and
investment in social sector women’s provision.
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Introduction
The Criminal Justice System is complex, costly, and there are increasing concerns about
its effectiveness in preventing crime and protecting the public as reoffending rates
remain high, and there have recently been a number of disturbances in prisons that
are a significant cause for concern. The system itself has been subject to a number of
reforms over the years, with varying results. While some changes are to be welcomed and
applauded, such as the significant reductions in the number of children and young people
held in custody, it is clear that much more needs to be done.
The socioeconomic profile of the offending population remains remarkably similar to the time of the
great prison reforms of the nineteenth century, i.e. those we incarcerate tend to be poorer and have
faced greater disadvantages when young, including poor education and lower levels of literacy and
numeracy; they are less healthy, including significant numbers with mental health problems. The only
real difference compared to over a century ago is that very high numbers of prisoners today have
drug problems, there are increasing numbers of older offenders, and there are disproportionately high
numbers of Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic offenders.
Against this increasingly complex picture of demand and needs amongst those in the system, budgetary
reductions and restrictive contracting arrangements have placed additional burdens on services that are
already under pressure. Doing nothing is not an option. The financial costs to the Exchequer and local
authorities and the cost to local communities in terms of crime, fear of crime, reoffending rates and
lost opportunities to improve lives and make a real difference necessitates transformational change
across the system. These imperatives provided the impetus for this review.
The review was led by Professor Lord Patel of Bradford OBE and the Right Hon Hazel Blears and took
place between June and December 2016. The report builds on the success of the previous review of
integration in health and social care1. A wide range of individuals and organisations have contributed
to the review including leaders and practitioners within the Criminal Justice System from the Police,
National Probation Service (NPS), National Offender Management Service (NOMS), Community
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs) and prisons.
On behalf of the review team, Revolving Doors Agency facilitated a focus group with offenders from
the Greater Manchester area. Feedback from the participants has been included in the report and was
invaluable in providing some essential insights into what works from the lived experience of people
who have been through the system.

1

Breaking Barriers: Building a sustainable future for health and social care: An Independent review. (2016).

In addition, a number of individuals have shared their experiences and views from related areas of
service such as, local authorities, the social sector and the National Health Service (NHS).
An important consideration throughout the report is the potential benefit, including significant
cost benefits that could derive from devolution of the Criminal Justice System. Greater Manchester
Combined Authority (GMCA) are leading the way by including criminal justice within its devolution
plans. To explore the implications and issues arising from this, the review team facilitated a half-day
workshop with the GMCA Public Service Reform Team and the discussions during this workshop have
helped inform this report.
GMCA are the first authority to secure devolved funding for tackling criminal justice, but the report
explores the potential opportunities that devolution and place based change can bring to other
authorities. The report seeks to identify the foundation or building blocks by which this can be shared
more widely amongst other authorities and how Central Government departments can support this.
This includes the need to ensure that both powers and budgets are devolved in a way that enables
Combined Authorities to develop flexible and appropriate local systems, which can increase the
benefits and gains from local and/or sub-regional integration of criminal justice services.
However, in order to do this effectively it is necessary to understand the current context of the
Criminal Justice System and the barriers to transformation of the system, in terms of devolution and
place based change.

9

10

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

The current context
The current configuration or form of the Criminal Justice System is based on institutional
silos that despite some alterations in contractual provision, e.g. the advent of Community
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs), is largely unchanged since the turn of the last century.
The police, courts, prison and probation services make up the core services of the system
and although they are clearly interdependent there are some significant barriers to more
effective joint working and an integrated approach to strategy both within the system and
with related partners.
These barriers start at the top with central government and permeate down through regions and
local areas so that it can be difficult at times to see how the system operates as a whole. For example,
institutional silos, separate inspection and accountability regimes, differentiated and restrictive
financial and budgetary arrangements and lack of a coherent, whole system strategy all act against
greater integration.
In line with the rest of the public sector such as the NHS and local authorities, the Criminal Justice
System has undergone significant reforms in recent years, for example:
•	the Introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners (2012) who are elected officials (in England
and Wales) with responsibilities for the efficient and effective policing of local areas;
•

•

t he Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act (2012) – introduced a number of
reforms to sentencing, longer, more restrictive curfews and a new regime whereby more dangerous
offenders are given life sentences, and others spending long periods in prison are supervised for
longer periods after their release;
t he Prison Unit Cost Programme (2012) – a phased public sector benchmarking programme
implemented to help drive realisation of efficiencies, in terms of cost and outcomes, across the
public sector prison estate;

•

t he Crime and Courts Act (2013) – creation of the National Crime Agency and rationalisation of
the Court system, i.e. a single centrally organised and administered County Court and unification of
the Family Court;

•

L iaison and Diversion Services National Specification (2014) – commissioned by NHS England,
these services operate by referring offenders of all ages who are identified as having mental health,
learning disabilities, substance misuse or other vulnerabilities to an appropriate treatment or
support service;

•	Transforming Rehabilitation (2015) – the government’s programme for how offenders are
managed in England and Wales, including the outsourcing of a large part of the probation service,

i.e. replacement of 35 Probation Trusts with a single National Probation Service (NPS), responsible
for the management of high-risk offenders and 21 Community Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs)
responsible for the management of low to medium risk offenders and those serving less than
12-month sentences;
•

 ransforming our justice system (2016) – a joint vision by the Ministry of Justice and HM Courts
T
& Tribunal Service to modernise the Courts & Tribunal system to ensure “swift and certain justice”
which is “just”, “proportionate” and “accessible”. Focussed around the digitalisation, rationalisation
and consolidation of the estate and delivery of services;

•	Most recently the Secretary of State for Justice has set out the government’s plans for prisons,
including empowering prison governors, increasing the workforce, addressing the use of New
Psychoactive Substances in prison and reforming the prison estate2.
These reforms have been and continue to take place against a background of austerity, increasing
financial constraints and budget cuts across the system.
The financial cost of the system
Ministry of Justice (MoJ) expenditure reduced by 23% in real terms between 2010/11 and 2014/15
and 10% between 2014/15 and 2015/16 respectively. The 2015 Spending Review requires the MoJ to
achieve savings of 15% by 2019-20 and to halve its administrative budget by 2019-203. Nevertheless,
the overall cost burden of crime and dealing with the consequences of crime remains significant:
• total Central Government spend on Criminal Justice System (2012-13) was £17.1bn4;
• estimates of the cost of all crime vary from £30 billion to £60 billion each year5;
•	projected overall resource expenditure on prisons (2020) – £2.93bn (based on projected June 2020
population of 90,200 and 2015-16 average cost per prisoner of £32,510)6;
•	it costs over £200,000 each year to keep a young person in a secure children’s home and the yearly
cost of a place in a young offender institution is about £60,0007.
Despite these significant costs the Criminal Justice System is not managing to achieve consistent
results. For example, reoffending rates for adult and juvenile offenders remain stubbornly high between
25% and 38% respectively, with the highest reoffending rates (43.7% and 36.4%) for those whose first
reported offence was theft or robbery8.
Amongst female offenders 48% are reconvicted within one year of leaving prison. For women who have
served more than 11 previous custodial sentences, the reoffending rate rises to 77%9. In fact the cost of
crime committed by people recently released from prison is estimated to be between £9.5 billion and
£13 billion a year10. As much as three quarters of this cost can be attributed to former short-sentence
prisoners: some £7–10bn a year11.
2

Ministry of Justice. Prison Safety and Reform (2016). Cm 9350..

3

NAO (2016) Departmental Overview 2015-16 Ministry of Justice. London: National Audit Office.

4

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/The-Criminal-Justice-system-landscape-review.pdf.

5

Brand, S and Price, R (2000) Home Office Research Study 217. The economic and social costs of crime London: Home Office.

6

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/380586/prison-population-projections-2014-2020.pdf.

7

Laming, Lord (2016) In Care, Out of Trouble. London Prison Reform Trust..

8

Proven reoffending statistics quarterly: July 2013 to June 2014. Ministry of Justice. [Online] 28 April 2016. [Cited: 15 July 2016.] https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/proven-reoffendingstatistics-quarterly-july-2013-to-june-2014.

9

Prison Reform Trust, 2016
 National Audit Office (2010) Managing offenders on short custodial sentences, London: The Stationery Office. Available at: https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/ uploads/2010/03/0910431.pdf

10
11

Prison Reform Trust. Prison: the facts. 2016
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The overall cost and expenditure burden needs to be weighed against the impact of budgetary cuts,
for example, NOMS has reduced its budget by nearly a quarter since 2010–11 and between 2010/11
and 2014/15 it delivered cumulative savings of almost £900m with a further savings target of £91m for
2015–16.
There have been significant reductions in the number of staff working in prisons. The number of staff
employed in the public prison estate has fallen by 30% in the last six years. Statistics seen by the
Howard League for Penal Reform show that there were 14,689 frontline officers (full time equivalent) in
England and Wales in June 2016, down from 15,110 a year earlier. This leaves prisons with barely more
frontline staff than the lows of 201412.
The Ministry of Justice is currently investing £104 million in a recruitment drive for prison officers. But
it is unlikely that this will be sufficient to address the two main factors that influence staff replacement
costs:
• The Cost of Lost Output while a replacement employee gets up to speed; and
• the Logistical Cost of recruiting and absorbing a new worker13.
According to estimates by Oxford Economics, the costs of replacing members of staff can be as high
as £39,887 per employee. On these estimates the cost of returning prison officer rates to 2014 levels
would be £16.8 million.
Against the background of austerity and ongoing requirements for cuts in public expenditure this is a
situation that is neither desirable nor sustainable:
“It is well known that England and Wales’s prison system is not very good at reducing crime or
rehabilitating offenders. It is hugely expensive, and delivers relatively little return for the taxpayer,
making it a highly inefficient arm of the public sector. This is not sustainable in the current climate, in
which the number of prisoners is projected to increase while the Ministry of Justice budget is earmarked
for further cuts.” (Clifton, J. 2016. Page 3)
The only effective and safe way to reduce the cost burden of staffing in prisons is to reduce the
numbers of prisoners/prison nights. This is one of the most significant means of producing cash savings
in the system but it is not straight forward in terms of devolution and place based change, as the
savings can only work at a regional or large city area.
Numbers of prisoners and prison nights are also one of the hardest things to predict and control locally
unless the courts, prosecution and sentencing are included within local area devolution deals. Without
greater central support for this level of local area/regional integration, including funding on an investto-save basis it is unlikely that the overall cost burden of prisons can be reduced.
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•	there are approximately 100,000 admissions to the prison service per year and the estimated prison
population in England and Wales is around 85,000 at any one time;
•	nearly a quarter of a million people (241,000) are under the supervision of probation services in the
community;
•	about 1.7 million people per year are on the police national computer system following contact
with the police.14,15
The numbers of people involved, the cost burden to the taxpayer and the high rates of reoffending
would be cause for concern alone. But the population of offenders are also known to experience
significant inequalities in socio-economic status, education, employment and health:
•	offenders experience higher rates of homelessness, unemployment and a lack of basic level
education16;
•	before custody, more than half of prisoners (58%) were unemployed and nearly half (47%) were in
debt17;
•	49% of people in the Criminal Justice System have an identifiable mental health problem, including
depression/anxiety and psychosis18.
For those in prison, the numbers who have experienced significant levels of social harm, poor physical
and mental health and abuse are stark:
•	42% of prisoners had been expelled or permanently excluded from school. Half (51%) of people
entering prison were assessed as having literacy skills expected of an 11 year old19 — over three
times higher than in the general adult population (15%).20
• 11% of prisoners released from custody in 2014–15 had no settled accommodation21.
•	40% of female prisoners have a long-standing physical disability and 53% of women in prison
reported experiencing emotional, physical or sexual abuse as a child, compared to 27% of men22 in
prison and 46% reported having suffered a history of domestic abuse.23
•	Around half of the children currently in custody in England and Wales have been in care at some
point 24.
•	There are dramatic differences between current or former prisoners and the general population in
relation to all-cause mortality as well as accidental death and suicide25.
•	Compared to the broader population, people in prisons experience a range of social, physical and
mental health problems, impairments and barriers to equitable participation in society.26
All of the above represents a significant burden on the wellbeing of communities, especially given the
fact that the majority of offenders live in the community, and even amongst those in prison the average
prison sentence is 16.2 months. Yet despite this, the current configuration of criminal justice services is
not designed to address these issues and can in fact further aggravate them.
 Offender management statistics quarterly: October to December 2015. Ministry of Justice. [Online] 28 April 2016. [Cited: 15 07 2016.] https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/offender-

14

management-statistics-quarterly-october-to-december-2015.
 Criminal Justice System statistics quarterly: December 2015. Ministry of Justice. [Online] 19 May 2016. [Cited: 15 July 2016.] https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/criminal-justice-system-

15

The human cost
Although there have been some significant reductions in the number of children and young people
engaged in the Criminal Justice System the total number of people across the system is still high:

12

http://howardleague.org/news/8896/

13

Oxford Economics, (2014) The Cost of Brain Drain: Understanding the financial impact of staff turnover. Oxford: Oxford Economics. Updated August 2016.

statistics-quarterly-december-2015.
 Prison Reform Trust, 2006

16
17

CSIP/NHS West Midlands (2008) Health Trainer Services in Prisons

18

Public Health England Health & Justice annual review 2015/16

19

Skills Funding Agency (2015) OLASS English and maths assessments: participation 2014/15, London: SFA

20

Figure 1.1, Department for Business Innovation and Skills (2012) The 2011 Skills for Life Survey: A Survey of Literacy, Numeracy and ICT Levels in England. London: BIS

21

Table 10, Ministry of Justice (2015) NOMS Annual Report 2014/15: Management Information Addendum. London: Ministry of Justice

22

Ministry of Justice (2012) Prisoners’ childhood and family backgrounds. London: Ministry of Justice

23

Baroness Corston (2007) A Review of Women with Particular Vulnerabilities in the Criminal Justice System. London: Home Office

24

Laming, Lord (2016) In Care, Out of Trouble. London Prison Reform Trust.

25

O’Moore, Dr, E. 2014. Health in the Criminal Justice System (London): Health Protection, Disease Prevention and Promoting Health beyond the prison wall. London: PHE.)

 Anders P, Leaman J, Jolley R (2016). Rebalancing Act. A resource for Directors of Public Health, Police and Crime Commissioners and other health and justice commissioners, service providers and

26

users. London: Revolving Doors Agency
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“Who goes to prison? Very vulnerable people with complex needs.” (Voluntary Sector

For example, people who have been in prison are up to 30 times more likely than the general
population to die from suicide in the first month after discharge from prison.27 More and more
vulnerable people are being pushed into a system that not only fails, in many cases, to meet their
needs, but is also failing to ensure that communities are safer through reduced crime and reductions in
reoffending.
One of the most significant factors that are known to prevent reoffending is employment. But the lost
life opportunities from lack of employment amongst offenders are still not fully appreciated:
•	A third of prisoners reported being in paid employment in the four weeks before custody. 13%
reported never having had a job.28
•	Just over a quarter (27%) of people had a job on release from prison in 2014–15. Outcomes
for women are significantly worse than for men, with less than one in ten women entering
employment on release29.
Revolving Doors Agency cite evidence that shows gaining employment was associated with a 9.5
percentage point reduction in the one year proven reoffending rate for people serving sentences of
less than a year, and a 5.6 percentage point reduction for people serving a year or longer. In terms
of overall reduced reoffending rates for these two groups, this would fall in the range 20-25%.
Employment is also associated with wider economic benefits, for example, it is estimated that gaining
employment represents a typical fiscal saving of between £8,000 and £10,000 per person per year with
wider economic value of up to around £14,000 per person per year.30
Employment support is a priority for most local areas and for Combined Authorities with devolution
deals in place; labour market programmes are being introduced that include a focus on health
conditions, where these are known to impact on employment. These programmes could also be
valuable for addressing the employment deficit amongst offenders and realising the above fiscal
savings for local economies.

Stakeholder)
“There are people in prison who are dangerous and need to be there but there are also
people who’ve made mistakes and need help and we should focus on them. We do a
lot of work but it doesn’t always help the people we’d like.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“How do we reduce the numbers of people going into prison? This is the question that’s
always asked, but is it the right question? Should the question be, how can we help
people?” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

What is clear is that radical transformation is needed across the whole system, in a manner that takes
a more sophisticated approach to those entering the system and/or are at risk of entering the system.
We need to ensure that those who commit the most serious offences and constitute a danger to
communities are in prison, while at the same time acting to prevent a concentration of the most
disadvantaged and vulnerable being in prison.
Children and young people
Young people stand to lose the most from contact with the Criminal Justice System as it can have lifelong detrimental effects on their life opportunities and well-being. Recognition of this has been one
of the main drivers in efforts to decriminalise young people that have been very successful in terms of
reducing the numbers entering custody. For example, there has been a fall of 68% in the numbers of
young people detained in custody since May 200831.
The young adult prison population has also fallen, e.g. the number of 18 to 20 year olds in custody fell
by 16% between 2008 and 2012 and the rate of decline has continued.

Against this background of lost life opportunities in terms of employment, the Criminal Justice System
is also increasingly expected to pick up the failures of the broader health and social care system.

The number of young people in custody aged between 21 and 24 has also fallen, although the decline
is more modest than that for children or for younger adults, at just over 9%.32

For example, the police increasingly have to deal with the consequences of mental health problems
and crisis for those who have failed to receive an appropriate and timely service. For children and
young people the impacts of this can be felt by the whole family and across communities:

It was also reported by respondents to this review that the reduction in detention amongst young
people was primarily due to changes in policing, better partnership work at a local level, and public
acceptance that young people and children “shouldn’t be locked up”:
“Local authorities have been working with YOTs to divert children and this has been

“If children’s and adolescent mental health services cannot cope, the consequences are felt by families,
neighbours and, soon afterwards, the police. These young people – many of whom are ill, not criminals
– need urgent help. The longer it is delayed or denied, the more severe the adverse personal and
community consequences will be.” (Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary. 2015. Page 17)

effective and has saved money.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“The message that you don’t lock up young people has reached the public and this has
become an acceptable message.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

The pattern of a systemic failure to meet needs in the community is felt across the whole Criminal
Justice System with the consequence that the prison population has some of the most vulnerable
people in society:
27
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While it may be difficult to estimate the actual cost savings of this for the system in terms of less adult
prison placements, given the scale of the reductions, it is likely to be significant.
There has also been a reduction in the number of young people in custody, in Youth Offender
Institutions (YOIs) and Secure Training Centres (STCs). Although, now the young people in the Criminal
Justice System tend to be:
“… mostly tough kids, involved in more extreme violence and gangs.” (Public Sector
Stakeholder)

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

“The more we involve young people in the Criminal Justice System, the more criminogenic
we make them. We should have a policy of maximum diversion for young people up to
the age of 21 and we should give them more than one chance, at least 2 or 3 chances.
The evidence supports this approach and shows it can keep them out of the Criminal
Justice System.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

“Diversion may not save money but it saves police time, courts time and keeps
young people out of the system and stops them from being labelled as ‘offenders’.”
(Private Sector Stakeholder)

While these figures are to be welcomed, some concerns have been expressed about the residual
impact on those young people who continue to be detained:
“As children and young people whose offending is of a less serious or persistent nature are increasingly
diverted from custody, the residual population is correspondingly more likely to display entrenched
patterns of offending and higher concentrations of complex needs.” (Bateman, Dr, T. 2015).
The wellbeing and welfare of this residual population of young people in custody continues to cause
concerns, for example:
•	fewer boys in Youth Offender Institutes (YOIs) said that they felt safe on their first night in 2013/14
than in 2012/13 (78% against 82%);
•	more indicated that they had had problems with gangs on arrival at the institution (16% against
10%);
• the number reporting having a personal officer upon arrival at the institution fell from 84% to 76%;
•	where respondents did have a personal officer, less than half considered that he or she had helped
them to prepare for release (representing a decline from 52% in 2012/13 to 45% in 2013/14)33.
In addition, within the YOIs there has been a marked increase in the use of ‘restrictive physical
interventions’ (RPIs), which are used by staff to manage behaviour, assaults and episodes of self-harm
within custody.
Data from the HMIP survey34 showed a better picture with respect to Secure Training Centres (STCs),
which are smaller units with higher staff ratios. Nevertheless, respondents highlighted the vulnerability
of many young people in the Criminal Justice System:
“There are issues around the vulnerability of these young people in the Criminal
Justice System and particularly those in custody – they can’t always comprehend
what is happening to them, particularly those young people with learning difficulties.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

Some respondents wanted to see more diversion programmes aimed at these young people:.

In line with the evidence base, efforts are made to keep any young people in custody within their local
communities so regular contact with their families can be maintained.
It was reported that young people’s services in the Criminal Justice System work closely with health
and social care services but there have been problems in getting young people with mental health
problems help at an early stage, as the threshold to access Child and Adolescent Mental Health
Services (CAMHS) provision has become very high.
Offenders who took part in the focus group spoke eloquently about their early offending careers and
factors that influenced them. Many participants’ first offences dated back to childhood, some as far
back as 7 or 8 years old.
All of these participants talked about how dysfunctional family relationships and a family history of
offending led to their own first criminal experiences.
“It’s the family thing. When your dad’s in prison and all the kids hear that you’re going to
see your dad in prison, you’re rebelling and not listening. My first offence was burning
the school down. I got caught with a spliff at 8. My dad took me to the police station
and I was already tuned to be dishonest.” (Participant in offender focus group)

Although many in the group felt that a lack of parental love and support, positive healthy relationships
and clear boundaries had directly led to their own first offenses, some were also clear that they too
needed to take responsibility – they couldn’t just blame their parents for their behaviour.
Negative influences were wider than just immediate family. Several participants spoke of the areas in
which they grew up, and the lack of opportunity and jobs, or positive role models for what could be
achieved beyond a life of crime:
“I was 14 and I stole a car. I just wanted to be seen. Of course I knew it was wrong and
I knew then that I was going to be a criminal. But I wanted to be one – I saw them in
their cool coats, their trainers – they were aspirational. I didn’t think I could make that
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sort of money going to work. The only people with that sort of money on the estate
were drug dealers.” (Participant in offender focus group)
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Percentages of adult offenders absent and excluded from school
100%

One participant felt that his local youth club did a lot to find a more positive outlet for his energy,
providing him with outdoor adventures and a range of activities. However, another participant
felt that community centres should do more than just providing activities for children and young
people, working with both parents and children to explicitly address the gap in the development and
transmission of basic life skills from one generation to the next.

90%
80%
% Yes have been

18

Many felt that schools could have done more to reach out to them. Indeed, several felt that the way
that their school reacted was actively harmful – they spoke of being branded as the “naughty kid”,
without teachers making an effort to find out why their behaviour was so destructive, which in turn
made them act up further. One participant said that, although he understood that teachers felt the
need to protect the school and other pupils from his disruptive behaviour, he felt they should have
tried harder to find a way to do so without demonising him:
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59%

63%

42%

Regularly played truant from school

Suspended or temporarily excluded
from school

Permanently expelled from school

Results from the Ministry of Justice’s Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction survey, (2010)

(All results from Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction, a MoJ longitudinal cohort study of adult prisoners sentenced to between one month and

“I was pickpocketing at 12 to score heroin. The teachers warned the other kids about
me, so I thought I would show them and smoked heroin in class.” (Participant in offender
focus group)

four years in England and Wales in 2005 and 2006.)

One specific area of weakness highlighted by a number of respondents was the transition of young
people to adults:
“The transition points of 18 to 21 years of age is very weak and an area of failure.”

Several participants spoke of the negative influence of friends and other peers and, as individuals, their
inability to buck the trend and stay out of trouble:
“I didn’t have the skills to say no. They knew the combination of things to get me
hooked.” (Participant in offender focus group)
“It’s about peers and the energy that we had – it was the adventure. I was a late bloomer
in terms of crime. I had a good education. It was later that it all fell apart when I was 18
to 20.” (Participant in offender focus group)

In sum, participants didn’t park responsibility for their own early offending with services – or with
a failure of services. Instead, they described it more in terms of individual, family and peer factors.
Indeed, they did not have much expectation that services would intervene. However, at that point of
first contact with the police, one participant felt that an opportunity had been missed to explore and
address their underlying needs:
“My first offence was at 16 years old. I was in a violent relationship. I was done for fraud and deception,
but I was pressured into it. It would have helped to identify the underlying need… my understanding
around healthy and unhealthy relationships. There could have been an intervention at the police
station when I was arrested to explore how I got into it.” (Participant in offender focus group)
In terms of education, difficulties can arise as some of the young people in the Criminal Justice System
have hardly been in a school environment. This is further reflected in the adult prison population:

(Public Sector Stakeholder)

There is a clearly recognised need to treat young people up to the age of 25 in the Criminal Justice
System differently, in a way that takes adequate account of their distinct needs and circumstances and
their level of maturation:
“In England and Wales, the age of 18 has been the point for determining whether criminal justice
agencies respond with either juvenile or adult law. The T2A Alliance and others have argued that this
sudden switch between youth and adult justice does not recognise variability of maturity nor that
young people in the transition to adulthood require specific, tailored support through this process of
change.”35
However, it is not clear that current strategies do take account of these factors and criticism has been
made of the way in which the Ministry of Justice takes account of needs for different ages of young
people:
“There is no clearly defined strategy and the various age definitions applied by the Ministry of Justice
are both confusing and do not inspire the coherent approach that young adults require if they are to
engage effectively in their rehabilitation.” (House of Commons Justice Committee. October 2016. Page
61)

While the focus on transforming education for young people in custody is an example of a life
opportunities approach that has borne some benefits, there have also been missed opportunities to
broaden the approach to one that encompasses wider factors that are likely to influence prevention.
For example, for young people placed in YOIs and mixed adult and young people prisons there have
35
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been moves to introduce a maturity assessment, but there is no consistency in ensuring that this takes
account of broader learning needs, mental disorders or neuro-disabilities:
“Coupled with inconsistent application of the definition of young adults in operational practice, this
has created a system in which the distinct needs of young adults and the potential to assist them in
turning away from crime are largely overlooked and at best treated inconsistently. In the absence of
policy change the National Offender Management Service has focused on the promotion of guidance
for practitioners and commissioners and emphasised training by individual prison establishments and by
CRCs.” (Ibid. Page 62)
With respect to neuro-disabilities the evidence for children and young people in the Criminal Justice
System is stark. For example, evidence cited in the British Psychological Society Position Paper found
that:
• 30 per cent of juvenile offenders have sustained a previous brain injury;
• 14 per cent have possible intellectual disability (IQ under 69);
• 32 per cent have a borderline intellectual disability range (IQ 70 to 79);
• 30 per cent of the youth prison population have clinically diagnosed ADHD;
•	50 per cent of individuals convicted for non-violent crimes have a past history of Traumatic Brain
Injury (TBI) compared with only 5–15 per cent in comparison samples;
•	violent offenders have disproportionately more lesions in their brains, particularly in frontal areas.36
There is also scope to strengthen prevention approaches for children and young people in the
community. For example, it is known that people in prison of all ages experienced high levels of school
exclusion and around 40% of young people in under-18 Young Offender Institutions (YOIs) have not
been to school since they were aged 14, and nearly nine out of 10 have been excluded from school at
some point.
So children attending Pupil Referral Units (PRUs) represent an important target group for prevention
interventions. A MORI Youth Survey from 2008 found that:
•	over six out of ten (64%) young people who attend PRUs say they have committed a criminal
offence in the last year;
• a higher proportion of boys admit committing a crime than girls (67% versus 55%);
•	the majority of young people in PRUs who have committed offences say that they have committed
crimes at least five times in the last 12 months (68%).37
While most PRUs remain under local authority control, they are all being encouraged to become
Academies. This may bring opportunities for more integrated work that focuses on preventing
offending but this is by no means certain. It may in fact result in a stronger focus on educational targets
at the expense of outcomes that are focused on preventing offending.
Looked after children and those leaving care are also a target group for the decriminalisation of young
people:
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“Children who are looked after by the state are disproportionately represented in the youth justice
system. Looked after children are five times more likely to be cautioned or convicted than children in
the general population. While many of the factors which result in children being taken into care are also
linked to offending, it is likely that the way care homes and the police respond to minor offending by
this group contributes to their over-representation.” (Taylor, C. 2016. Page 23)
Charlie Taylor’s review of alternative education provision (AP) noted that one of the characteristics
of consistent quality in APs and PRUs, was good working arrangements with other relevant services
including Youth Offender Teams. However, this is something that is developed by individual
establishments and there is less evidence of a more strategic and focused programme or national
guidance.
Charlie Taylor’s final report on the review of youth justice recommends a clear shift away from placing
young people in YOIs to smaller units, with a strong educational focus and remit. This would enable
the best practice from the community such as that found in APs to be applied in youth custody.
Re-envisaging the youth custody estate in this manner would involve a significant shift to a life
opportunities approach with education at its heart, with a shift from YOI provision to secure schools:
“In order that education is truly placed at the heart of youth custody, I believe that the government
must reconceive youth prisons as schools. I propose the creation of Secure Schools. These will be
smaller custodial establishments of up to 60-70 places which are located in the regions that they serve.”
(Ibid Page 40)

Women
It is nearly ten years since publication of the Corston Report into women with particular vulnerabilities
in the Criminal Justice System. Baroness Corston argued that for women offenders and those at risk of
offending, there needed to be a distinct and radically different approach. This should involve visible
and strategic leadership to ensure proportionate interventions that were holistic, integrated and
women centred. In particular, Corston called for the Government to have:
“…a clear strategy to replace existing women’s prisons with suitable, geographically dispersed, small,
multi-functional custodial centres within 10 years.” (Corston, Baroness J. 2007. Page 5)
In 2016 there are 12 women’s prisons remaining in England, six of which have Mother and Baby Units.
Also, the proportion of women imprisoned has only fallen slightly since the Corston Report with the
latest quarterly statistics showing that women account for approximately 5% of the prison population
(in 2007 it was 5.5%).
Some of the main differences between women and men in the Criminal Justice System also remain
little changed since Corston:
• women entering prison are more likely to have been imprisoned for non-violent offences;
• women in prison are highly likely to be victims as well as offenders;
• more than half (53%) report having experienced emotional, physical or sexual abuse as a child;
•	most women in contact with criminal justice services have poor mental health, alcohol and/or drug
misuse problems;
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•	poor prior experience of statutory services can make women reluctant to seek help, while the array
of support agencies can be confusing and hard to access38.
Corston’s proposals for a radical change in the management of female offenders, included using
Women’s Centres as sources of referral for women who offend or at risk of offending, including their
use within court and police diversion as part of a package of measures for community sentences and
for delivery of probation and other programmes. The report argued that this should be part of a more
integrated system of service provision for women as part of a centrally coordinated national strategic
plan. In addition Corston called for improvements and investment in training for working with women
with complex needs in the Criminal Justice System:
“There must also be an investment in more rigorous training and ongoing support and supervision for
all those charged with meeting the complex needs of women. This training, which should include gender
awareness and how community sentences can meet the needs of female offenders, should be extended
to include all staff within the Criminal Justice System in contact with women, particularly those who
make sentencing and bail decisions.” (Corston, Baroness J. 2007. Page 13)
The Prison Reform Trust have also recently argued for more integrated provision for female offenders,
recognising the fact that women’s needs are often overlooked, especially mothers with consequential
impacts on local authority budgets:
“…women’s needs are frequently overlooked and they are under-represented in care and support
provision. This means they often have poor long-term outcomes, which can create substantial costs to
local authority budgets, especially where children are involved.” (Prison Reform trust, 2016).
The imprisonment of women also has severe detrimental impacts on children and mothers:
•	between a quarter and almost a third of women who offend have dependent children, and almost
two-thirds of women in prison are mothers of children under 18 years of age;
•	more than double the number of children are affected by parental imprisonment than divorce in
the family;
•	parental imprisonment approximately trebles the risk for antisocial or delinquent behaviour by their
children;
•	women are often held further away from their families, making visiting difficult and expensive. The
average distance is 60 miles, but many are held considerably further away39.
By comparison, while many male prisoners are fathers, there is less likelihood of their children being
taken into care as the mother is usually the main childcare provider:
“Only five per cent of children with a mother in prison remain in the family home during their mother’s
imprisonment, and only nine per cent are cared for by their fathers, whereas most children with an
imprisoned father remain with their mother.”40
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Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic Groups
Some Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) communities are disproportionately affected by contact
with the Criminal Justice System compared to their White peers. This is an issue that has been the
cause of some concern for a number of years. For example the Young Review, which was set up in 2014
to advise the Ministry of Justice and future providers on how to improve outcomes for young black
and/or Muslim men in the Criminal Justice System found that:
• ethnicity, faith and culture has a key role in promoting sustained desistance from crime;
•	leadership from government and statutory agencies is essential to ensure a proactive approach to
diversity, inclusion and cultural competence and in the delivery of criminal justice services;
•	the experience, understanding and knowledge that resides in communities is crucial in supporting
offenders to desist in prison and through the gate;
•	commissioning frameworks must identify and address specific needs associated with young black
and/or Muslim men;
•	systematic and meaningful consultation with service users that provides evidence of the reasons for
and solutions to the disproportionate numbers of young black and/or Muslim males in the Criminal
Justice System41.
In 2012, The Runnymede Trust noted that broader structural inequalities, especially for different
BAME communities delineates the opportunity structure for crime and that ‘Inequalities in education,
employment, health, housing and voice form a backdrop to the way in which ‘race’ influences criminal
justice’42.
This can be seen clearly in some of the statistics for BAME offenders:
•	Approximately 25% of prisoners are from a BAME background, compared with 13% of the wider
population;
•	12% of prisoners are Black compared with just 3% of the wider population. Other groups, such as
Asian and Mixed race prisoners are also over-represented, although to a lesser degree;
•	arrest rates are generally higher for the BAME population in comparison to the White population.
For example, Black boys were just under three times more likely than White boys to be arrested,
while Black men were more than three times more likely to be arrested than White men;
•	Black men and women are more likely to receive custodial sentences, particularly for drugs
offences, which are higher in volume. Black men were also more likely than White men to be placed
in high security prisons for some offence groups;
•	men in prisons from ethnic minority backgrounds are also less likely than White prisoners to report
having a prison job or access to offending behaviour programmes43.
These structural deficits and patterns of inequality are felt throughout the system including whilst in
prison and beyond in terms of rehabilitation and resettlement back into the community. In an open
letter to the Prime Minister releasing the emergent findings from his review of BAME populations in the
Criminal Justice System, the Right Hon David Lammy MP notes that:

 Young, Baroness, B. 2014. The Young Review. Improving outcomes for young black and/or Muslim men in the Criminal Justice System. London: Black Training and Enterprise Group (BTEG), Clinks and

41

The Barrow Cadbury Trust.
42

Runnymede Trust. 2012. Edited by Kjartan Páll Sveinsson. Criminal Justice v. Racial Justice. Minority ethnic overrepresentation in the Criminal Justice System. London: Runnymede Trust.

43

Lammy, Right Hon David, MP. 2016. Open letter to the Prime Minister. Review of Racial Bias and BAME representation in the Criminal Justice System. Lammy, November 2016.

23

24

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

“Concerning rehabilitation in the community, I have had significant representation on the impact of the
criminal records regime, which many ex-offenders feel limits their chances of finding work. The regime
has been described to me as a ‘second sentence’. The danger is that this locks in existing patterns of
disproportionality by making it harder for offenders to break the cycle. I am particularly, concerned
about this with regards the youth population.” (Lammy, Right Hon David, MP. 2016).
In addition to structural inequalities, respondents to this review noted the ‘trust deficit’ that impacts
disproportionately on BAME offenders. For example, qualification for conditional cautioning requires
an admission of guilt and this is thought to be more problematic for BAME offenders due to the trust
deficit. The result is that they are likely to enter the system with higher tariffs thus increasing their
chances of a custodial sentence.
Lammy also refers to the ‘trust deficit’ amongst these communities, i.e. among those born in the UK, a
majority (51%) from BAME backgrounds believe that ‘the Criminal Justice System discriminates against
particular groups or individuals’. This compares with 35% of the White population born in the UK.
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access to effective, early mental health care. In responding to a question in the House of Lords on this
issue the Minister for Health, Lord Prior of Brampton responded:
“If it is indeed the case that young black and Asian people are not attending school and are going into
the Criminal Justice System because they cannot get access to mental health on the same basis as other
children, it will be a national scandal46.”
The Young Review recommended that providers should be incentivised beyond the scope of
Transforming Rehabilitation contracts to address disproportionate outcomes for young Black and/or
Muslim men.
Also, that the emphasis should be on dedicated resources for community engagement and partnership
working models in prisons, rather than commissioning frameworks and supply chains. These
recommendations and those emerging from the Lammy review support the urgent need for a life
opportunities approach to BAME offenders.

There are particular concerns about the impact of disproportionate criminalisation on young BAME
individuals. For example, although the total number of young people held in secure institutions
has more than halved since 2005, during the last 10 years the numbers of BAME young people has
continued to rise.
Over 40% of those in secure youth institutions are from BAME backgrounds. This is an increase of 25%
from the previous decade44. Amongst these rises:
•	the number of Asian prisoners as a proportion of the total youth custody population has risen by
75%;
• the number of black prisoners has risen by 67%;
• the proportion of mixed race young prisoners has risen by 42%.
In contrast, the proportion of white young people has fallen from nearly three-quarters of detainees to
60%45.
When this is considered alongside evidence from the mental health dataset it shows a potentially
alarming deficit in access to support services for young BAME people. The dataset shows that BAME
adults are overrepresented in the mental health field, but within Child and Adolescent Mental Health
Services (CAMHS) young Black and Asian people are underrepresented.
The life opportunities implications for BAME communities involved in the Criminal Justice System are
clearly evident from the emergent findings from the Lammy review. When this is considered alongside
the overrepresentation in the Criminal Justice System and also higher rates of school exclusion and
placement in the care system, it suggests a picture whereby young BAME people with challenging
behaviours are being pushed into the Criminal Justice System as a result of not receiving equitable
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Barriers to change
For those working in the Criminal Justice System, and across the public sector, many would argue that
lack of financial resources and not enough human resources are the most significant barriers to change.
While there is little doubt that austerity and budget cuts have had a profound impact on service
delivery, the imperatives for more cost effectiveness in service delivery cannot be ignored. This has
often been the explicit objective for reforms of the Criminal Justice System, but arguably, one of the
main barriers to criminal justice reform is the very concept of reform:
Reform –	v. make changes in (something, especially an institution or practice) .
in order to improve it.
n. the action or process of reforming an institution or practice.
Transform – 	 v. make a marked change in the form, nature, or appearance of.
n. the product of a transformation.
Reform of the Criminal Justice System in recent years has too often been incremental and ad hoc,
concerned with institutional processes and administrative silos rather than outcomes or more
substantial system change. What the system needs is transformation, not reformation. We need a
marked change in the form, nature and appearance of our Criminal Justice System, so that it is not only
the most cost effective means of providing reductions in offending, but actually improves lives for
the whole community. The current opportunities afforded by devolution and place based models for
change provides an effective way to achieve this. But in order to maximise these opportunities three
barriers must be addressed:
•	Tensions between central control and place based change: the tensions that can arise between
the need for centrally controlled and accountable systems and services and the increasing drive
towards devolution and local empowerment.
• Limited capacity for innovation: achieving the right balance between ensuring safety and security
for the public, staff working in the system and offenders, and the need to innovate and provide
appropriate and proportionate responses that will reduce offending and prevent reoffending.
• Lack of integration: the need for greater integration between the Criminal Justice System and
sectors that have the greatest potential for achieving long term change, including health and
mental health, substance misuse, education, housing, welfare and employment.
Tensions between central control and place based change
One of the main barriers to effective transformation of the Criminal Justice System, which was
identified by respondents to the review, was excessive control and centralisation of the system. In
particular:
Departmental control of budgets
The budgets and financing for the Criminal Justice System is split both nationally and locally and
between government departments. Departmental control of budgets does not lend itself easily to
place based approaches:
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“Government is dysfunctional because each department has its own separate budget. They
don’t work together at the centre, so devolution is the way to go.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Departmental control of budgets can also have an impact on incentives, i.e. localities not being
rewarded financially by the centre for relieving pressures on demand or realising other benefits.
A number of respondents believe that the current funds and budgets within the Criminal Justice
System could be used differently and more effectively to reduce the number of people in the system,
particularly in prisons:
“We need to take all the budgets and spend the money on community services. We need
to focus on through the gate work and rehabilitation – there needs to be more ‘social
investment’.” (Voluntary Sector Stakeholder)
“Maintaining people within the Criminal Justice System would be affordable if fewer people
were sent to prison. We need to invest in community services. We need to invest to save.”
(Voluntary Sector Stakeholder)
“We need to put numbers on the impact we make and the money it saves so we can temper
the punishment message.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

The prison budget is the largest of all the Criminal Justice System budgets, but prison budgets are not
in the control of local areas:
“How do we get prisons budgets devolved so we can do things differently?” (Voluntary Sector
Stakeholder)
“There are pitfalls – how do we get from where we are now to where we want to be.
Transitions will be difficult because funds are tied up in services or buildings, so you can’t
just take it out and put it into a new service.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“Everyone wants to make the changes, but it all gets watered down when people focus on
their own budgets and how they want to work, so programmes never work quite as intended,
for example, payment by results.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“The NOMS budget should be devolved with the Health budget.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

Lack of joined up strategy with other departments
Alongside budgetary divisions across departments there is also a lack of joined up strategic thinking
and planning. For example, there is sometimes a failure to recognise that the same population
groups and services are affected across the Ministry of Justice, Home Office, Department of Health,
Department of Work and Pensions, Department for Education etc. This is a major hindrance to change
given that opportunities for effective intervention lie mainly outside the Criminal Justice System
and within the scope of other departments. Without joining up earlier on and throughout, it will be
impossible for the system working in isolation to reduce the flow of demand. Respondents to the
review thought that this impacted on integration as departments appear reluctant to act outside their
narrow remits:
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“The remit of the MoJ Minister is too narrow to make changes as the Minister doesn’t
control health or education.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

“There are many barriers in Whitehall around devolution – expertise is diluted around
government.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

“The system doesn’t feel seamless, it feels random.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)
“The Government’s idea of devolvement is to devolve all the powers but not all the money.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

The lack of integrated and strategic planning can have significant impacts on service delivery on
the ground. For example, a significant issue of concern raised by respondents was the lack of coterminosity between the 43 Police Forces/Police and Crime Commissioners, the 21 CRC/National
Probation Service areas, local authorities and the centralised Prison Service system. Concerns have
also been raised about lack of co-terminosity in NHS commissioning, for example the distribution and
number of Clinical Commissioning Groups47.

Some respondents thought that devolution should be approached in a staged manner starting with cocommissioning and partnerships:
“More co-commissioning is needed before devolution.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“The Government gets nervous when you talk about devolution and losing control of its
budgets, so we should be talking about partnerships and co-working rather than just
devolution.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

These issues are further compounded for localities and sub-regional levels when Combined Authorities
are attempting to integrate strategies across a range of devolved areas including health, skills and
employment. The risk for these authorities is that institutional silos at the centre are replicated in
localities.

Despite these reservations, devolution of the Criminal Justice System is potentially a solution to
overcoming the barriers and challenges to change that are required. The Greater Manchester model for
this shows how an ambitious local programme can be developed.

Hesitation about devolution and place based change
Devolution is a central government policy objective for place based change, but there is a tendency
for civil service departments to devolve powers and responsibilities without devolving the necessary
budgets and finances. This can hinder the ability of local areas to manage demand effectively and make
a coherent strategy for place based change in the Criminal Justice System.

The Greater Manchester Justice Devolution programme includes the following objectives:
•	To jointly identify what needs to change to ensure the Criminal Justice System functions and
delivers more effectively in a place and; reduces offending and threat and harm to society.
• To move justice and resettlement closer to home where possible.
•	To ensure the Criminal Justice System connects people to growth and aspiration, e.g. supporting
employment and early years services; and
•	to forge a partnership between GM, the MoJ, NOMS and other justice partners, community sector,
providers and statutory organisations for the benefit of the population.
(GM Justice Devolution Memorandum of Understanding. July, 2016)

For example, in the case of Youth Justice, local authorities have limited control over children and young
people entering the system via the courts and/or returning to the community following custodial
placements, but they are expected to effectively resettle them. This is also true of the adult prison
population:
“People come into prison and it’s not well joined up. It’s hard to progress people [through
the prison system] as we don’t know when and where they’ll be released.”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

This is within a broader context of devolution for Greater Manchester that seeks to encompass the full
range of factors that impact on people’s aspirations and life opportunities:

Some respondents also feared that many local authorities are reluctant to take the devolution of
criminal justice responsibilities on board:

“By tackling crime and antisocial behaviour, helping troubled families, beating unemployment, giving
children the best start, and making services easier to access, we will give Greater Manchester people
higher aspirations and a better chance of a brighter future48.”

“There’s not much appetite in local authorities to take on justice and prison issues.”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

Greater Manchester provides a model by which other authorities could embrace devolved
responsibilities for criminal justice. But stronger encouragement and support from central government
will be needed to promote this approach in other areas. In particular, those that may lack the history of
collaboration and integration that has assisted Greater Manchester to adopt a more ambitious, holistic
approach.

Some respondents questioned whether the local level was the right level for addressing the many
issues in the system or whether action is also needed at a national and regional level. In particular
respondents were concerned that devolution could result in a dilution of expertise and that budgets
would not be fully devolved alongside responsibilities:
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Leadership and public opinion
The Criminal Justice System is marked by successive leaders including Prime Ministers and Secretaries
of State who have tried to drive the system towards prevention and rehabilitation against an often
febrile and hostile media climate. Negative public perceptions about the aims of rehabilitation have
sometimes had the effect of turning political will back towards punishment and custody as the result
of fears of being perceived to be soft on crime.
How the Criminal Justice System appears in the eyes of the public and victims of crime is essential to
understanding the various political and social influences that impact on the configuration and nature of
provision. It is primarily in the public arena that many of the tensions and conflicts within the system
are generated.
Political leadership is fundamental to overcoming many of the perceived barriers to change especially
in creating and sustaining public support for the desired service transformations.

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

1) Tensions between central control and place
based change:
The tensions that can arise between the need for centrally
controlled and accountable systems and services and the
increasing drive towards devolution and local empowerment.

3) Lack of integration
2) L imited capacity
for innovation

In Greater Manchester the role of elected Mayor and the Police and Crime Commissioner is being
merged, while this approach may not be desirable in other areas the need for strong political
leadership and a clearly articulated vision for whole community benefits is essential49.
The impact of this can also be felt at local levels, whereby charismatic and innovative leaders can drive
change but this is not taken up across the whole system. This can be seen in the movement towards
greater empowerment of prison governors:

Place based
change and
transformation

D) Leadership and public opinion

“There’s always one or two people in prisons that drive initiatives but it’s not taken on by
the whole prison – the whole prison needs to do it.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Criminal Justice reform has been hampered by an overly centralised system of control, which has been
very reactive to public opinion rather than establishing consensus and public engagement with the
objectives of reform.

C) H
 esitation about devolution
and place based change

For empowerment to work it will be necessary for central government, prison governors and local
authority leaders including elected mayors and PCCs to work together on public engagement and
building consensus for system change.
Limited capacity for innovation
Transformational change needs leaders and practitioners to have the capacity and freedom to
innovate. In times of austerity, when services face ever stringent budgetary constraints this can be
much harder to achieve. The impact of service cuts and increasing pressures from more complex
offenders in the system can reduce the capacity for relational risk management and result in more
restrictive prison regimes and there is less development of the use of innovative technologies. The
scope for empowerment and risk sharing can be constrained and there is less capacity for innovation in
sentencing, especially in the use of short sentences.

B) L ack of joined up
strategy with other
departments

A) Departmental
control of budgets
49
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“…short sentence prisoners are getting recalled to prison for things like not turning up for
appointments. But these are chaotic people, they can’t always manage even simple things
like appointments, so we’re setting up people to fail and sending them back to prison.”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

Relational risk management – impact of service cuts and increasing pressures
Managing risks in terms of public safety and risks to staff and offenders is a core component of work
across the Criminal Justice System. There are also many staff across the system who are highly skilled
practitioners in risk assessment and risk management. However, over centralisation and control and lack
of political leadership can result in operational managers becoming more risk averse and less likely to
embrace change or take on innovations in service design and delivery.
Effective risk management is based on relationships but this can be severely hampered by budget cuts,
including staffing reductions and the increasingly complex behavioural problems amongst offenders,
e.g. mental health problems, rates of self-harm and suicide, assaults etc.
For example, prison governors have a range of pressures that they are having to address, including staff
shortages (loss of very experienced staff and high levels of staff sickness), increasing violence amongst
prisoners, increasing levels of self-harm, including suicide, and increasing substance misuse, specifically
around the use of New Psychoactive Substances:
“We’re running on a lot less staff than we used to and we can’t employ enough people and
the sickness levels have gone way up, so there’s not enough staff to interact with prisoners
and so they kick off.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Within prisons the above pressures have led to an increase in lock downs by the prison regime with
consequent impacts on agencies, especially those concerned with rehabilitation being unable to
access prisoners and vice versa. The lack of prison staff is affecting people’s access to services within
prisons, as there are no officers to escort them to various services and activities. For example, some
respondents stated that people in Drug Recovery Wings were not always able to access treatment and
counselling:
“There’s a lack of purposeful activity, but prison officers need to understand what the aim
of the activity is, like drug treatment, so they will support it.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

“So often petty offenders reoffend and end up back in prison because they’re on a treadmill.
Services are not targeted at this group and efforts are stacked against the individual.” .
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

This has also been cited as an issue by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons, for example, the impact
and number of recalls having a detrimental effect on resettlement:
“Staff told us that recalls were often for short periods, they disrupted resettlement arrangements that
might have been made and gave staff and women little time to construct new resettlement plans.”50
Restricted use of information technology
Across government, huge efforts are being made to make the best use of digital platforms and
services that are enabled through a mix of cloud computing, smarter devices and collaboration tools.
For instance in health, records have been shared with Google as part of a data sharing agreement
with the NHS that will be used to develop a health App which can recognise kidney injury. There are
very few similar innovations to be found across the Criminal Justice System and there has been less
development in the use of technology to improve rehabilitation or reduce reoffending.
Digital platforms, when adequately secured to prevent abuse or inappropriate use, can support
rehabilitation through, for example, access to online education facilities. Fears about adverse public
perceptions, particularly of offenders receiving benefits that may not be available to the general
population, may be understandable but can prevent improved and innovative use of technology.
Participants in the offenders’ focus group acknowledged the potential of technology, particularly when
used to access information and services, but felt that its current use is mostly for monitoring purposes.

In this climate it is increasingly difficult to manage risks at the same time as making innovations and
improvements in service delivery:

“Everyone’s got a smart phone these days. Probation should be able to contact you and
see where you’re at. It’s not about trying to avoid the system. They don’t need to come to
you and often you haven’t even got the travel money to come to the office. IT should be used
when you can’t physically get there but they use it to punish you rather than communicate
with you.” (Participant in offender focus group)

“The risk-management culture in prisons is focused around protecting the state not the
individual.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“The prison system is based on security and it is difficult to make changes to the system,
there’s lots of inertia in the system.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Risk management is also important in the community but if this is driven by transactional rather than
relational security it can have a detrimental impact on demand elsewhere in the system. For example,
risk aversion was reported to be a factor in probation with detrimental impacts on short sentence
prisoners being recalled to prison for relatively minor breaches of the probation terms:

The full potential of digital and new technologies in offender management has yet to be unleashed. For
instance, the prison telephony system, which requires offenders to schedule calls at specific times and
to hold them in a public place, does not reflect the advancements made in secure telecommunications.
The lack of modern day technology in prisons does not only fail to reflect the ‘outside’ world but,
paired with limited information sharing across the system and a poor understanding of individual
offenders, will also inevitably have a negative effect on rehabilitation and reducing reoffending.
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It is clear that the successful reform of the Criminal Justice System depends upon building more
automated pipelines of information among all partners that collect information and make decisions
about the adjudication, supervision and rehabilitation of people accused and convicted of crimes.
This includes decisions based upon an assessment of various risks – mitigating the risk to public safety
of having the offender in the community and the choice of treatment and programming for offenders.
This choice is best made with full information regarding the person’s needs, which in turn requires
information about the person’s criminal history, medical and behavioural health history, and so on.

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

2) Limited capacity for innovation:
Achieving the right balance between ensuring safety and security
for the public, staff working in the system and offenders, and the
need to innovate and provide appropriate and proportionate
responses that will reduce offending and prevent reoffending.

Empowerment and risk sharing
Empowerment of prison governors was felt to be important for ensuring an appropriate balance
between risk management and security and innovation in rehabilitation:

Place based change
and transformation

3) Lack of integration

“Autonomy for governors is positive because it enables more control over who they can
bring into prisons, and develop programmes based on the individual needs of prisoners.”
(Private Sector Stakeholder)
D) Impact of short term
sentencing

“Prison governors should have control to commission sensible programmes around education,
for example, that also connects with their local communities.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Having a more outward approach to risk sharing and the involvement of outside agencies was thought
to be one of the most important aspects in tackling the insular nature of some parts of the prison
system:
“Prisons can be insular, some prison governors run their own fiefdom, but they need to be
outward facing if they are going to address the needs of complex people with difficult needs.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

C) Empowerment and risk sharing

Some respondents suggested that prisons could be more outward looking if people from local business
and the voluntary sector were involved on prison boards, but some governors may be resistant to this
due to security concerns or though lack of capacity and time to develop these relationships.
Impact of short term sentencing
One of the areas that respondents thought needed greater freedom to innovate was short term
sentencing. Many respondents thought that there were too many people in prison on short term
sentences (6-12 months) and this meant that there was very little opportunity to do something useful
with these people in terms of education and training or to tackling their mental health or substance
misuse issues. It was stated that these people were mostly young adults (18-25 years) and often in
prison for petty crimes. These individuals were more likely to reoffend again and end up in prison on
yet another short sentence facing the same issues:
“Short term prison sentences are a waste of money.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

B) R
 estricted use of
information technology

A) R
 elational risk management
– impact of service cuts and
increasing pressures
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“Some people have very short sentences so do these people really need to be in prison?”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

Short prison sentences are known to be less effective than community sentences at reducing
reoffending. People serving prison sentences of less than 12 months had a reoffending rate seven
percentage points higher than similar offenders serving a community sentence—they also committed
more crimes51.
A number of respondents were concerned about the lack of innovative alternatives to short term
sentences:
“There’s a lack of sentencing options and there’s no messages from Government.”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

The use of community sentences are reported to have fallen by as much as 50% in recent years:
“…the fall in community sentences has been marked, despite there being evidence that community
sentences can be an effective means of reducing offending, can be less disruptive to the individual and
can offer opportunities to engage the offender with medical treatment and social support.”52
Some respondents would like to see different options for people with short sentences such as
weekend imprisonment:
“We need to review how sentences are used. We need to look at who is sent to prison and
why – is it to protect the public or to support the individual? Were there any alternatives?” .
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

Respondents also commented that there was a need to reduce the number of people placed on
remand who do not receive a prison sentence:
“Just because people are homeless, for example, they shouldn’t be sent to prison on remand.
We need to find other ways of dealing with this.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

For example, a number of respondents raised concerns around sentencing tariffs, i.e. minimum
sentences set by judges and how these had increased over the years, but successive Governments have
shown a reluctance to deal with the issue:
“Detention tariffs have gone up so people stay in prison longer – if you used to receive a
three-year sentence, it’s likely that it’s now become a six-year sentence. We need to tackle
sentences, but it’s a political hot potato, no one wants to touch it and be seen by the public
as being weak on crime.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
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Lack of integration
Currently, there is a lack of a whole-system approach to integration that can restrict incentives and
limit strategy intentions, as these are not always shared effectively on a wider cross sector basis. Clear
and accountable system leadership can be hard to identify and sustain. Prioritisation and access to
services across the broader system that impacts on offending can be ad hoc and sporadic, e.g. access to
timely housing, benefits, employment support etc. There is also a lack of development for integrated
approaches to innovative interventions such as those that can be provided by new digital solutions and
technology platforms.
Shared incentives and outcomes
The system needs to provide shared incentives for achieving common outcomes in a way that links
all elements of the system, e.g. from sentencing through to prison and on release back into the
community:
“Who is responsible for people when they leave prisons – health, social care, CRCs?
There are lots of funders and providers but it’s not joined up and that’s the problem.” .
(Private Sector Stakeholder)
“We’ve all given the appearance of doing something but there is little real support and we
need to put money into supporting people with housing and employment.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)
“Integration [of systems and services] is difficult because the linkages are broken at
sentencing.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Currently, the lack of shared incentives perpetuates silos and whereby providers, both statutory and
voluntary, are only responsible for an individual’s journey through one part of the system:
“Prisons should be part of the system of community services, so if people go into prison
they still maintain contact with community services, and professionals can visit them in
prison.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“Through the prison gate should be seamless and should start at sentencing.”
(Social Sector Stakeholder)

At the point of sentencing a disassociation and transference of responsibility from the community to
the prison can take place and this may continue upon release. Therefore, it can be difficult for people
to access the services and support that they need after leaving custody:
“The Criminal Justice System is expected to fix all the problems and a disassociation takes
place by community services once people come into the system.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Contractual barriers
Integrated ways of working for managing an individual’s whole journey through the system have been
particularly hampered by the contractual arrangements for some services. For example, there are
growing concerns about the effectiveness of the contractual arrangements for CRCs and their ability to
perform as intended:
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“Some of the new services that were proposed in the bids for contracts had promise, but had
not been implemented. The provision that we saw was some distance from the original vision
of a seamless service from the beginning to end of the sentence. We found little evidence of the
anticipated creativity or innovation in the new services being delivered by the CRCs.”
(HM Inspectorate of Probation and HM Inspectorate of Prisons. 2016. Page 7)

The final point in the above paragraph is important to understanding the way in which the current
configuration of services acts against efficiency and impacts on outcomes, i.e. the system does
not work well as a whole, so that the burden of costs faced by one part of the system may not be
connected to other parts of the system where problems initially arise. This is particularly apparent in
the rising costs of the prison and probation services and high rates of reoffending.

Respondents to this review echoed these concerns:

Prioritisation and access to services
The needs of people released from prison are usually not a priority within local communities and local
services:

“CRCs and the National Probation Service provide a very specific service now. It’s not around
engagement with offenders, but it’s focused on public safety, so now there’s a gap in the
system.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“The changes to the Probation Service have led to confusion, people are confused about their
areas of responsibility.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“CRCs have a limited service specification… It’s a very different contract, it’s a signposting
contract rather than actually doing it for the prisoners on release. We get what we pay for.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)
“Through the Gate services have declined due to the new contracts, especially for people
serving short term prison sentences. There is now a tick-box system and no focus on
rehabilitation. The voluntary sector is not as involved as it used to be…”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

Some respondents also raised concerns about the increased levels of demand on the National
Probation Service. They are now responsible for completing all pre-sentence reports, but it was stated
that:
“The pre-sentence reports are now not being done with as much rigour because they have to
be done quickly and there’s a lack of knowledge and experience about how to do them and a
lack of knowledge about possible alternatives to custody. The problem is particularly knowing
what the voluntary sector can do when you don’t have much time and as much resources as
you’d thought you had.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“Probation has gone through so much change, it’s been restructured to death. It’s a wonder
it functions at all.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

“Offenders are at the bottom of the heap when they’re released back into the community,
so they have no home, no job and they find it difficult to get help. Services are not targeted
at this group.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“External agencies [outside of the Criminal Justice System] are always asking what’s in it for
me. They are not always interested in reducing crime and reducing reoffending so we need to
show them it can have an impact on other areas like reducing the number of people going to
A&Es.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“We need to impact on lifestyle and deal with the end of the custodial part of sentences,
especially around housing and training.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Some respondents felt that the system struggled to deal with the complex needs of the people in the
Criminal Justice System, and did not focus on building relationships with vulnerable people or looking
for simple solutions:
“We expect people to fit into the system but don’t work the system so it fits people and their
needs. We should work on building trust and hope because many people in the Criminal Justice
System have hit the bottom and don’t have much to lose and we should work with people as
long as they need it. We need to build relationships.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

People in the community with complex needs, e.g. mental health issues and substance misuse
problems, often face problems in accessing a variety of services. In contrast, when these vulnerable
people become “offenders”, access to these services can come to an abrupt end; and there is an
expectation that the Criminal Justice System, particularly prisons, will take responsibility and address all
the needs of these people:

The courts are also under mounting pressures and face a backlog of cases. For example, in 2015 cases
outstanding in Crown Court had increased by 34% since 2013 and cases took longer to progress53.

“ …many of the policy levers for reducing reoffending lie outside of the Criminal Justice System itself – in
services such as mental health, employment support, housing, and children’s services.” (Marley, 2016)

The National Audit Office (NAO) report specifically links some of this backlog of cases with delays in
information being passed between the Police and the Crown Prosecution Service with the impact that
costs are shifted from one part of the system to another:

There is a need to change attitudes and to think about vulnerable people in the Criminal Justice
System, not as offenders but as people with complex needs who continue to need support and
connections with their communities:

“…the organisations and individuals that bear the cost of inefficiencies may not be the same as
those in which the problem first arose.” (NAO, 2016. Page 22. Para 2.2.)
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“We need to have ambitions for the lowest performers in our society, not just the highest
performers.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
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“We need to develop the person, raise the ambition, treat them like adults and give them
responsibility.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

Integration with the social sector
A number of respondents felt that the social sector could be used more effectively to work with
people within the Criminal Justice System and particularly on release from prison, as they have the
ability to work with people over a longer period of time compared to statutory services and can help
people to reintegrate into their communities:
“People react better to the voluntary sector than to CRCs. The voluntary sector can work
longer with offenders who are on licences than Probation. Once the licence ends, Probation
are no longer involved with them, but the voluntary sector can continue to work with them for
as long as necessary.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“We [voluntary sector] are not part of the system, but we are adjacent to the system, so we
have the time to focus on the people who present the greatest challenges and to look at
providing solutions like housing. But not to create dependency but to help people become
self-sufficient and to stop reoffending.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“The third sector can play an important role in helping people to reintegrate into their
communities and into constructive roles. They are a vital community link.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

Integrated approaches to resettlement and rehabilitation
Many respondents thought that a more integrated approach to rehabilitation and resettlement is
required:

“Housing is a big issue and we should work to get people off the streets and out of hostels
into decent housing. We use private landlords, but we need sustainable social housing, and
housing solutions need to be affordable.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Evidence from HMIP reports suggest that more than two thirds of prisoners in some establishments
may be homeless on release:
“Over two-thirds of prisoners needed help with accommodation. This is a crucial issue to be addressed,
to give stability and security at the vulnerable time of release… Even in areas with a better supply
of rented housing, many prisoners found this difficult to access. Unless they can prove that they are
vulnerable upon release then prisoners would not have a ‘priority need’ under homelessness legislation,
so can expect very little assistance from the local authority.”54
Some respondents raised questions around the current approaches to dealing with people in the
Criminal Justice System who may be rough sleepers and whether some ‘solutions’ were actually
exacerbating the problems:
“… we creating a rough sleeping lifestyle because people are now choosing to remain on the
streets and they can do this due to the benevolence of people.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Offenders in the focus group spoke about the need for continuity on release from prison. Experience
varied widely among participants, with many reporting that there was little or no support arranged
either pre- or post-release to help them get re-established in the community, including with the most
basic needs, such as housing:
“There was nothing on release to help you engage or make you feel part of the community
again.” (Participant in offender focus group)

“What does effective resettlement look like? We need to think about this from the start, when
people enter the Criminal Justice System, not just at the end of their journey.”
(Private Sector Stakeholder)
“Prisons are not designed to maximise rehabilitation, but are designed around security issues.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

“Every prison sentence I was released homeless.” (Participant in offender focus group)

Respondents also raised concerns about the lack of access to education and employment
opportunities both while in the system and on release back into the community:
“Education services are being closed down in prisons because they don’t have the staff to
escort people to their classrooms.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

The lack of access to housing and the impact in terms of homelessness was particularly cited as a main
barrier for continuity of care and preventing reoffending:

“There are limited things you can do in prison to help people get employment. It’s hard to get
employers to take on prisoners.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

“Offenders leaving prison may be placed in temporary accommodation but if they are found
to have previous rent arrears then they may be evicted and made homeless. This will be
a challenge for Manchester and so one of the first things they need to look at is creating
sustainable housing solutions.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

“When you talk to employers there is lots of good will, but it’s difficult to translate this into
action on the outside.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

“Accommodation is needed on release for people but it’s difficult to get at the end of a
sentence.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
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This is particularly an issue with respect to continuity of education and skills development on release
back into the community:
“If people on short sentences start training or educational courses in prisons they can’t continue with .
this in FE or HE colleges once they’re released.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

Place based change
and transformation

[In terms of education] ”…we need to start operating locally, not from the centre. We need
to provide people with a future in our communities. FE and HE colleges need to reach into
prison and give people hope and belief. We need to join up in-custody learning with practical
experience on release – this would be an ideal way to link to apprenticeship and jobs.” .
(Private Sector Stakeholder)

3) Lack of integration:
The need for greater integration between the Criminal Justice
System and sectors that have the greatest potential for achieving
long term change, including health and mental health, substance
misuse, education, housing, welfare and employment.

Upstream integration and prevention
It was suggested that there was a greater need for a joined-up, “preventative” approach that could
prevent people drifting back into criminality:
“There is no holistic approach to prevention at present. There are some activities but it’s all
disparate. So how do we join up and prevent people from drifting into criminality?
There is no indication that NOMS have any thinking or plans around this, they haven’t
turned that corner yet.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

F) U
 pstream integration and
prevention
E) Integrated approaches to
resettlement and rehabilitation

There was also a view that Courts have become disengaged from local communities and could play a
wider role around preventing reoffending:
“Courts aren’t involved in helping people to re-integrate into local communities and many
Courts have been shut down so now you have to travel miles to get to Court. In Wales, in
some places people have to travel 70 miles. We need local Courts that work with, and
understand local communities.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

D) Integration with the social sector

Respondents also thought that family engagement at an early point was important:
“We should be engaging with families early on.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

C) P
 rioritisation and
access to services

This point was made very strongly by offenders taking part in the focus group who spoke about the
impact of dysfunctional family relationships on their offending behaviour:
“When I was growing up I don’t remember my mum hugging or kissing me. It had a knock-on
effect on relationships. I had to ask myself the questions about why I can’t keep a girlfriend.
It goes back to my family relationships and the lack of bonds.”
(Participant in offender focus group)

B) Contractual barriers

“I never got taught right from wrong. I used to steal cos it’s what kids did around me. I did it
for attention. My mum was off her head on prescription medication – she was depressed and
tried to commit suicide. My dad was gambler. I used to get beaten – I were nuts at 14.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
A) Shared incentives and outcomes
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“When you go home and get abused it’s obvious how you’re going to pan out.”
(Participant in offender focus group)

Summary
There is no single factor that acts as a barrier to change and transformation of the Criminal Justice
System. Rather, a complex interplay of cultural, economic, organisational and historical factors
collectively inhibit innovation and prevent greater integration of the system. Many respondents to the
review perceive the barriers identified above as being significant in preventing place based change and
transformation. This includes the need to reduce tensions between control by central government and
the drive for devolution and place based change.
In particular, there needs to be greater alignment of strategy and finances at the centre with the
ambitions and strategies for devolution and place based change in localities. Central government also
needs to improve departmental collaboration as part of a broader strategy that will support local areas
establish more integrated services. This should also be part of a stronger central government drive to
support more Combined Authorities to embrace devolution of the Criminal Justice System. Leaders
across the system, nationally and locally also need to better engage the public on the objectives of
place based transformation.
While it is clear that the system needs to be transformed, this will not take place without greater
capacity and freedom to innovate. An appropriate balance is needed between risk assessment and
management that secures public safety. This must incorporate a more innovative use of interventions
and technologies that can prevent offending and reduce reoffending.
The Criminal Justice System needs to be viewed as part of a wider system with greater cross-sectoral
integration with health, education, housing, skills and employment.
This is one of the major opportunities that place based change and devolution can bring. Greater
Manchester Combined Authority is developing such an integrated approach but more appreciation
of the benefits this can achieve is required. For example, greater understanding and support on how
to realise cost savings from integration and how to overcome the cultural barriers to change, e.g.
reluctance of health and social care providers to work in more integrated ways on reducing offending.
The way in which integration works at local and sub-regional levels needs to be widely shared to
ensure more authorities recognise the necessity of this. The following section outlines five building
blocks for transformational, place based change that are sustainable and can lead to the realisation of
the cost savings and individual and community benefits that are so urgently required.
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Five building blocks
for place based
transformational change
Based on analysis of the current context and respondents’ views about the main barriers to change
we have identified five sustainable and transformative building blocks that form the basis of a people
and place based approach to change that can prevent offending/reoffending, improve lives and make
communities safer.
1.	Co-commissioning and Co-design: integrated approaches to strategy, planning and delivery of
services, facilities and infrastructure that make use of the potential opportunities afforded by place
based models of change and devolution. This includes greater flexibility in the use of devolved
budgets, estates rationalisation and collaboration in planning for the prison building programme.
2.	Co-production: the need to ensure that the public and victims of crime are engaged and that
offenders as service users have a voice, and can meaningfully contribute to service development
plans and making informed choices about prevention. Co-production is also essential to encourage
new ways of working and creating and sustaining equal partnerships across the public, private and
social sectors.
3.	Creating a life opportunities approach to prevention of offending and reducing reoffending:
focusing on the capabilities and capacities of offenders rather than on their deficits as a means of
ensuring their effective rehabilitation and reintegration as citizens.
4. I ntelligent and secure use of digital technologies: improving data analysis and sharing and
enabling greater use of technology as a tool to support prevention and rehabilitation.
5.	Devolved system leadership and workforce development: ensuring leaders, at devolved levels
of accountability are tasked and equipped to lead transformational change and deliver service
improvements. This must be supported by a workforce that is trained and skilled on a cross sector
basis in preventing offending and supporting rehabilitation, resettlement and reintegration for those
who do offend.
	These building blocks are intended to address the main barriers to change and transformation
identified in the previous section:
•	reducing tensions between the need for central control and the drive for place based change so
that it supports a more integrated approach to service planning and delivery;
•	increasing capacity for innovation with effective risk assessment and management that is
focused on the individual and relational security and realising wider system benefits rather than
contractual and transactional constraints;
•	developing integration on a whole system basis that includes different sectors working
strategically together as part of a cohesive and effective system.
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Co-commissioning and Co-design
One of the most significant advantages of a place based approach to transformation change is
the ability to ensure whole community benefits. This means breaking out from institutional silos
and ensuring that the co-commissioning and co-design between different sectors and agencies is
developed and enhanced. This is not simply about creating greater service integration; it is also about
recognising that the failure of one part of the system adds to the burden and costs of another:
“Good order and the apprehension and just treatment of offenders affects everyone in the community.
In this objective, the community has established and maintains other public agencies, although their
remits are wider than those of the police; but they are still concerned with the causes of crime, disorder
and public safety. If they fail, a material part of the burden of their shortcomings will often fall on the
police, increasing avoidable and unnecessary demand.” (Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary.
2015. Page 17)
Co-commissioning and co-design takes place across an axis that covers national, regional and local
collaboration and integration.
This involves lead commissioners (national and/or local) having a shared vision that supports
decision making and local area leadership for more joined up, integrated service provision. For
example, in healthcare, NHS England and Clinical Commissioning Groups co-commission primary care
services. In reality this has been more of a blended model involving some CCGs taking on delegated
commissioning responsibilities from NHS England while others have shared arrangements. However,
the plan is for CCGs to have more control over primary medical services as part of a wider strategy to
support the development of place-based commissioning:
“NHS England’s Board has committed to support CCGs, who currently operate under joint
commissioning or greater involvement arrangements, to assume full delegated responsibilities for the
commissioning of primary medical care from April 2017.”55
In effect NHS England are using co-commissioning as a vehicle by which place based commissioning
can become a reality. Some similar developments can be seen to be taking place under City and
Local Government Devolution plans, such as with respect to the recent procurement of Liaison and
Diversion in Greater Manchester.
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The success of the new programme will be based on maintaining the shared vision for improving
the health and wellbeing of those who are vulnerable through mental health problems and reducing
offending. It is the recognition that these aims are mutually dependent that has enabled this innovative
approach to co-commissioning.
The risk for devolution of the Criminal Justice System is that it replicates current Central Government
silos. It is essential those lessons are learnt and that at the co-commissioning and co-design stages,
strategy and planning is pooled across broader areas of the devolution agenda, e.g. housing, education,
skills and health.
Although devolution of criminal justice in Greater Manchester has undoubtedly been a catalyst to this
change, there are no statutory reasons why other areas could not adopt a similar co-commissioning
model.
However, this is not thought to be without difficulties, especially in the non-metropolitan areas and
for those areas with a number of small boroughs that do not have a history of integrated strategy
development and working in collaboration:
“Devolution can only work with co-terminosity and that’s only in Manchester and London
so it will be difficult elsewhere.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“Devolution in big cities is a done deal, but what about small towns? Regions will have to
come together with ideas of what they want to do.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

Other opportunities for co-commissioning as part of a place based programme of transformation may
also arise within the prison estate. NHS England has announced their intentions to develop this 57. The
benefits of this approach can be realised as prison governors are given greater autonomy to manage
their own budgets and enter into co-commissioning arrangements.
The precedent of these approaches in creating greater integration between healthcare and elements
of the Criminal Justice System could be further strengthened through the inclusion of education,
employment and housing:

Under these new arrangements services for vulnerable people in police custody suites, courts and
in the community will receive an integrated police custody health service and Liaison and Diversion
involving a unique partnership between national commissioners, the Combined Authority and local
providers.

“Commissioners taking joint responsibility for services provided inside and outside of prison.
This would be a real win if it could be shown to work locally and shown that all parties get
something out of it – this has real potential.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“It would enable shared responsibility and economies of scale.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Integrating police and healthcare for vulnerable adults and young people represents a significant shift
in the configuration and nature of these services:

“A single budget and a single navigator would be great like they’re trying to achieve in
Manchester, but we’d need to build similar systems around the country.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

“If we are to effectively reduce reoffending and protect the vulnerable we need to think innovatively
about how we commission services. People who find themselves in a police cell often have underlying
health issues that may cause them to offend, such as mental ill health or substance abuse, so it’s
common sense to bring police and health together.”56
55

NHS England website accessed 21/11/16 https://www.england.nhs.uk/commissioning/pc-co-comms/pb-cc-approval/)

56

Greater Manchester Mayor and Police and Crime Commissioner Tony Lloyd

57

NHS England, 2016. 4.2 P.15
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“We’d have an opportunity to look at the components of success rather than just looking at
individual models in our sectors – what are the key ingredients that really make a difference,
what do we compromise on, or not, what is realistic? (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Co-design is also needed to ensure that planning and structural changes, including estates
rationalisation, is not done from within existing silos, but takes full account of the wider system
benefits and strategic priorities. For example, re-rolement of prisons, i.e. changing the category or
function of a prison, currently takes place within a national planning context for the whole prison
estate, but this may not take adequate account of local area and especially devolved commissioning
plans. As the House of Commons Justice Committee noted in its 9th Report:
“Re-configuring the estate also potentially provides the opportunity to ensure that the location of
prison places corresponds with the areas that prisoners come from. 58”
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Case Study: HMP/YOI Holloway Closure

Kindly contributed by

Challenge
In 2015 it was announced by the Lord Chancellor and Secretary of
State for Justice that HMP Holloway in central London would be
closing and that the majority of the residents would be transferred
to HMP Bronzefield.
The transfer of prisoners would be a significant undertaking with numerous risks attached. From 29
February 2016 HMP Bronzefield would undertake an increased court catchment area to accommodate
the redirection of women attending court from Holloway. The re-directions from court were projected
to, among other things:
•	Increase the number of new receptions by approximately 106 women per month in addition to the
current average of 128 women per month.
• Increase volume through the induction and early days activities, along with to and from court
• Heightened pressure and volume on the custody functions
• Heightened distress impacted by journey times and distance from home.
• Additional pressures on substance misuse services
•	Significant and sharp rise in the number of women residing at HMP Bronzefield with multiple and
complex needs.
This impact was translated into a range of factors all contributing to the potential de-stabilisation
and increase in risk of prisoners harming themselves and others. This was due to staffing availability,
pressure on services and resources and churn.
Solution
The transitional activities were to be managed over a 4 month period. To ensure success the planning
and implementation of the project was critical. The impact could not be wholly anticipated; dynamic
impact assessments are critical to maintaining the success of the transformation.
Pre-Closure:
•	Relationship development and consultation with the client across the range of NOMS services,
along with key HMP Holloway personnel.
• Review court catchment area and average committal to custody figures.
• Evaluate the reception/ discharge projections to anticipate required resources.
• Labour profile review and impact assessment.
• Review Holloway services and arrangements to assess service gaps.
•	Establish complex case conference processes with HMP Holloway and NOMS Women’s Team to
ensure effective population distribution with a woman centred approach.
• Establish staff, resident and key stakeholder consultation and communication arrangements.

58 Justice - Ninth Report Prisons: planning and policies. 2015. HoC Justice Committee. Hansard.
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Post-Closure:
•	Whole prison impact reviews undertaken in anticipation of further evidence based contract and
service negotiations.
• Resettlement needs assessment.
•	Health needs review and impact assessment – submission of Health Services Enhancement bid to
NOMS and Health Commissioners.
• Upskill staff to work with Remand and Personality Disordered women.
•	Enhance Complex Case Management processes in partnership with the Local Authority (Social
Care) and mental health service providers.
• Curriculum review – the average length of stay has reduced to 2 weeks.
• Operational stabilisation focus maintained.
• Establish a Trauma Informed culture.
• Develop the Early Days in Custody model to meet the needs of the establishment.
Benefits
• Reduction in risk of harm to staff and residents.
• Enhancements to staff skill sets and experience.
• Client engagement.
• Stakeholder engagement.
• Improved experience for residents.
•	Increased engagement in resettlement and rehabilitative activities supported by the physical
environment.
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There are a number of planned changes to the prison estate that need to be approached from the
perspective of co-design between national leaders and local, devolved system leaders:
• the establishment of reception and re-settlement prisons;
• planned changes to the youth custody estate, i.e. creation of secure school;
• development of alternative custodial establishments for women;
•	replacing old style Victorian prisons with modern, purpose built buildings which are more
conducive to rehabilitation and managing conflict and tensions. For example, much has been learnt
about building design and use of lighting that helps to reduce tensions and anxiety.
There is also scope for learning about the built environment and behaviour modification to be used
more fully in the design of non-custodial establishments, e.g. probation offices and Through the Gate
services.
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Case study: The importance of design – Jacobs
Challenge
The aim of this project was to come up with new design concepts
for prisons which would provide facilities and operations aimed at
rehabilitation so they encourage inmates to return to normal life
on release.

Kindly contributed by

The design concepts needed to reflect two key objectives:
• Normalisation of the prison environment to better help prisoners acclimatise on release
• Incentivisation of good behaviour and the reduction in reoffending rates
A key objective of normalisation of the physical and operational environment is to reduce stress and
the occurrence of potential conflicts, often through the deployment of simple practical principles.
Solution
Stakeholders from government, prison operators, security, construction and prisoners worked
together to initially categorise the key topics within four groups: facilities, operations, technology, and
procurement.
Facilities topics included direct lines of sight, improved acoustics, centralised control of utilities,
improved lighting, design adaptability and flexible space for day-to-day activities.
The need for graduated levels of security and transitional living facilities and continuity of care
was a key operational consideration. Technology covered areas such as different security levels and
movement, increasing prisoner responsibility, new intrusion detection technologies, mood monitoring
and anger sensing technologies, and the promotion of independence via technology, in cell facilities.
Procurement included the encouragement of innovation from the private sector and the involvement
of offenders/users in the innovation process.
As a result of the stakeholder engagement and a review of best international practice, three concepts
were developed:
• full service prison
• satellite prison
• remand facility
The full service prison acts as a regional hub supporting other prisons within a couple of hours drive.
It has a general population of 1500 beds, an induction unity, remand facility, house blocks central
cook and chill facility with capacity for 25-30,000 meals per day, central warehouse, transitional living
facilities. The full service prison generates significant cost savings in staffing operations, maintenance
and energy costs.
The satellite prison relies upon the full service prison for centralised service provision. It has 1,500
beds but does not require an induction unity, remand facility, central cook/chill facility or central
warehouse.

Benefits
There was a significant level of engagement from stakeholders across the groups and an attempt to
address both the design of individual prisons but also the need for efficiencies nationally and regionally
via the use of hub principles.
Much of the benefit was in the workshop process and the consideration of innovative design concepts
particularly around the concept of prison as a town, in which not all facilities are within the perimeter
wall.
Similarly there has been much discussion about the optimum size and layout of house blocks so as to
progressively improve communal areas.
The location of ancillary services within or without the secure perimeter was also a debated issue.
Here the ancillary buildings are situated within the high security zone. In the second example ancillary
services not needed for prisoners are situated outside the high security zone thus reducing the need
for staff to enter the zone.
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Co-production
Co-production should underpin co-commissioning as part of the process for creating and using
relationships between professionals, service users and communities to implement service change. If
co-commissioning/co-design is about getting the right configuration of services within a shared vision,
then co-production is about ensuring the nature of those services is fit for purpose and effective in
achieving the desired change. Although, as with co-commissioning this is a concept that has been
largely employed within the context of health and social care it has much wider application.
Co-production is the engine room of transformational change. It is the basis by which meaningful
partnerships are formed that can deliver effective change at the ground.
This is because real change can only be realised through the relationships between professionals
responsible for delivering services and the intended beneficiaries of those services, including both
service users and local communities. This is especially important within the context of criminal justice,
whereby transforming the lives of offenders needs to be recognised for the benefits it brings to the
wider community:
“…within the context of getting ‘value for money’ it is essential for local authorities to align service strategies in a
way that supports community capacity building and builds in preventative approaches.” (Stevens, 2008 P. 1)
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Case Study: PACT
Kindly contributed by

Challenge
Supporting families of prisoners is a ministerial priority. The
children and families pathway at HMP Forest Bank is committed to
improving the lives of the families we work with. Most prisoners
regard their families as important and want them involved it their
lives. A lack of supportive and pro-social family relationships is one
of the 9 main factors linked to reoffending. The challenges for HMP Forest Bank were to:
• Formulate a partnership with an organisation who have expertise in this arena.
• Improve outcomes for families
•	Promote a “one-team” culture where families are recognised as key stakeholders in the dynamic
security and safe running of the prison and in achieving resettlement outcomes.
• Support prisoners and families to maintain contact.
• Act as commissioner of a service rather than a service provider.
Solution
A needs analysis was first completed to identify the specific
needs relating to the children and families pathway.
The service went out to tender with PACT being the successful
bidder. Service user consultation was completed and a delivery
model formulated and agreed.
Following service mobilisation, a series of operational and
strategic meetings between partners ensured that service
delivery met the needs of the service users. It also identified
continuous improvements through service user feedback as .
well as acting on the innovations and initiatives of the family
time team.
Contract meetings are regularly held to monitor contract
compliance and where new initiatives are discussed and agreed.
Benefits
• PACT are able to focus solely on this pathway as field experts
•	Delivery of a range of interventions from 1-2-1, homework club, structured evidence based group
work, family days and IAG to families.
• Improved outcomes for families
•	Partnering with a National Charity ensures the provision of high quality services that are widely
recognised and valued.
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While communities are right to be concerned about crime and public safety, in times of austerity
ensuring value for money from services is equally important.
Co-commissioning can establish the overarching financial envelope within which savings can be
achieved but co-production is the mechanism by which these will be realised. In particular this means
shifting the nature of service provision towards prevention and addressing shortfalls in the broader
public service system that impact detrimentally on criminal justice.
This is most evident in the changing nature of policing and other blue light services. For example,
Policing Vision 2025, which has been developed by the Association of Police and Crime Commissioners
(APCC) and the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) in consultation with the College of Policing,
National Crime Agency, staff associations and other policing and community partners identifies five
priorities for reform including an ambition for more multi-agency teams and hubs:
“Local policing remains the bedrock of British policing but with far more integration with health, education,
social services and community projects to intervene early to resolve the problems that cause crime and antisocial behaviour, reducing demand on policing and other public services.
The ambition is for more multi-agency teams or hubs, which will pool funds rather than addressing problems in
silos.” (APCC and NPCC, 2016)

Many local authorities have successfully developed local service delivery hubs, e.g. the Melton
Mowbray Hub. There are also increasing examples of public service hubs being developed across health
and social care and this model of integration could be usefully adapted to include criminal justice
agencies.
Such an approach epitomises co-production whereby prison staff, prisoners and communities including
family members work together in supporting rehabilitation.
Offenders taking part in the focus group spoke in particular about the role of the voluntary sector. All
participants spoke warmly in support of the many voluntary organisations with which they had been
involved, both in and out of prison, with many contrasting negative experiences with probation.
Voluntary services were seen as having more freedom to go further in the sort of support they
provided – one participant characterised it as not being “bound by the book”.
Voluntary sector organisations that use people with lived experience to engage, motivate and support
people were particularly praised throughout the consultation:
“Sefton CVS – they’re alright. You can tell them your story and they’ll meet you at the gate and try and
get you somewhere to live and then come back and see you each week, and ask you what you want to
do next. They’re a voluntary service, but they’re better than any other service. That probation is a load of
shite. What they need is lived experience.” (Participant in offender focus group)
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Case study: Greater Manchester Integrated programme for Women Offenders
Challenge
Improve outcomes and delivery of services for female offenders in Greater Manchester.
Solution
In Greater Manchester an integrated programme board for female offenders and those at risk of
offending has been formed. It brings together a unique partnership between the local authority, the
Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC) and a number of social sector agencies (via the Greater
Manchester Women Offenders Alliance) working with women.
Alliance members receive funding and support from local councils, health organisations, the CRC,
the GM Public Service Reform Team and the Justice and Rehabilitation Executive. This leverages
charitable resources and funds as part of a blended financial model including integration of statutory
resources alongside those dedicated to the charitable sector.
The Alliance operates a whole system approach to female offenders. For example:
•	women can receive help and support wherever they find themselves in the Criminal Justice
System;
• police custody suites can refer women to their local centre when they are first arrested;
• magistrates courts can require women to attend courses at their local women’s centre; and
• the women’s centre workers visit women in prison and provide support to them on release.
Benefits
Figures from the GM Women Offenders Alliance show that 87% of female offenders referred by
probation services in Greater Manchester make positive progress in their lives when they engage
with their local women’s centre. The approach is not only having a significant positive impact on
outcomes, it is also saving significant amounts of money.
The blended finance model has greatly enhanced the overall effectiveness and reach of the
programme while ensuring an equitable and functional partnership between the key agencies.
The programme has enabled partners to take a Whole System Approach (WSA), which:
• ensure that all partners understand where they fit into the WSA and agreeing to play a role in it;
•	optimize the use of current resources by aligning investment and commissioning across GM as a
means of driving savings and improving outcomes;
•	improve links with other provision outside the Criminal Justice System (family, health and
employment);
•	ensure appropriate risk assessment and management of offending behaviour through links to
criminal justice agencies.
This has created a life opportunities and whole place outcomes focussed approach.
One of the unique aspects of the programme is the link with all women centres’ provision with the
whole system approach via a system of referrals and protocols that are co-ordinated via Police and
Probation at the point of triage and sentence.
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Voluntary sector organisations were also seen as having more freedom in the methods that they use
to reach out and engage with people. Several participants talked about the transformative impact of
getting involved with organisations that have enabled them to unlock or rediscover their more artistic
and creative sides, whether through music or theatre. Organisations that also use that activity to build
a bridge between prison and the community were particularly valued.
“I got in with a charity called Changing Tunes. They go into prison and if it hadn’t been for them,
I wouldn’t have picked up a pair of drums again. They gave me the confidence. They go into
prisons and do music as a therapy but they also work on the outside. It gave me a link.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
“I’m back in a band now – I’ve come back to the stuff I learned as a kid.” (Participant in
offender focus group)

While co-production requires co-operation and collaboration between services and agencies across
different sectors, it also requires a new relationship with those engaged with the system including
offenders, families, victims and the wider community. This is one of the more challenging aspects of
co-production as there may be perceived barriers amongst the public to involving offenders and there
could be conflicts between meeting the needs of victims and engaging offenders more in services.
However, the evidence suggests that restorative justice approaches bring real benefits to offenders,
victims and local communities and that when the public understands that engaging offenders in
meaningful ways helps reduce reoffending there is support for these approaches.
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Case study: Revolving Doors Agency Commissioning Together
Programme

Kindly contributed by

The challenge
Evidence shows that offenders often have multiple and complex
needs including mental health problems and high rates of substance
misuse, and yet they struggle to access and benefit from health and
social care services. Without effective help they often end up in a
repeated cycle of offending and short term sentences. Patient and public involvement in the health
service commissioning process is seen as good practice. However people in this group, who are often
failed by services, have the least opportunity to give their views on how services could be made more
responsive to their needs.
The solution
In October 2013 RDA, with funding provided from the City Bridge Trust Investing in Londoners grant,
commenced the Commissioning Together Project. This project developed and tested an innovative
and replicable approach to involving offenders and ex-offenders with multiple and complex needs,
including poor mental health (the ‘revolving doors’ group) in local commissioning processes. The
project took place in two London Boroughs: Wandsworth and Barking and Dagenham.
Groups of service users were recruited, trained and supported by RDA to undertake peer led research in
each Borough. As a result of this work and creating and sustaining a close working partnership between
RDA, the service users and commissioners and providers a number of changes were made to local
commissioning plans. Commissioners involved in the project were very positive about the process and
model for co-production:
“I have delayed a procurement process in order for the group to carry out research and make
recommendations, and having seen the results of that work to date this has proved to be the right
decision. This work will play a significant role in shaping the new service……I was also very impressed
with the confidence they showed in delivering their verbal presentation recently. I feel fortunate to
have had this opportunity in this borough and I would certainly encourage others to seize the same
opportunity if offered to them.” (Criminal Justice interventions Manager, Wandsworth)
Benefits
A number of benefits have come from the project for service users involved, commissioners and other
stakeholders; these include:
• over 30 service users recruited, trained and supported to take part in the project;
•	service users designed the research, undertook semi-structured in depth interviews with their peers,
collected and analysed the data and devised series of recommendation based on the evidence;
•	peer researcher groups were invited to present their research findings and recommendations to
local commissioners;
•	peer research about current provision, service user experience, and needs has informed the
development of new service specifications;
•	commissioners expanded the origin project remit to seek service users’ views on efficacy of local
alcohol services and links to domestic violence incidents in anticipation of these services being recommissioned, as well as understanding how to mitigate attrition rates in substance misuse service
engagement.
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Payment rates and prosecutions following receipt of penalty notices

Kindly contributed by

20

The Behavioural Insights Team is a social purpose company that
applies behavioural science to public policy challenges. BIT focuses
on empiricism and collaboration. The Team works with governments
and public bodies to develop interventions based on the latest
insights from behavioural science and test these. Since 2010 the Team has run more than 300
randomised control trials around the world, in areas ranging from health to education to policing.
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Case study: Justice Devolution, an opportunity to address
challenges using behavioural insights
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Across many areas, behaviourally informed tweaks to policy and its implementation have delivered
impressive results. Similar approaches could be used to make the Criminal Justice System more efficient
and improve outcomes for offenders, victims and the public. Below, you will find recent results that
should demonstrate the relevance and high potential of this approach for criminal justice.
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Treatment

Helping people back to work: BIT worked with DWP and JobCentre Plus to help job seekers meet
their aims. Encouraging people to make a plan to achieve a goal (or set out their “implementation
intentions”) can increase the likelihood that they will achieve that goal. Starting in a Jobcentre in
Loughton, Essex, BIT and a team of Job Advisors redesigned the claimant process to encourage
jobseekers to make specific commitments and plan their job search.
A pilot of this new process in Loughton showed an increase in off-flow rates from benefits by around
5 percentage points. BIT scaled the intervention through a sequential but random roll out (a ‘Stepped
Wedged’ trial) across job centres in Essex.
Result: The new process increased the number of people in Essex who came off benefits after 13 weeks
by 1.7 percentage points.
Making the Criminal Justice System more effective
City regions will soon play a greater role in making courts and court processes more effective. In the
Criminal Justice System, as in other areas, small tweaks to the design of processes and communications
can shift behaviour and improve outcomes.

Control

Prosecutions

Treatment

Increasing compliance
with traffic penalties:
BIT worked with West
Midlands Police to test
whether modifying traffic
penalty notices could
increase compliance
amongst those who had
failed to pay in the last
28 days.

N=15,346
*** p<0.01, **p<o.o5, + p<0.1

Effect of the ‘grit’ and Values Affirmation interventions on mid-year
attendance for all learners, GCSE learners and Functional Skills learners
60
Percentage of classes attendance

Off-flow rate from benefits in Essex ‘Stepped Wedged’ trial (n = 110,838)

Rehabilitating offenders
Justice devolution will
increase the focus on
rehabilitation and provide
opportunities to bring
offenders closer to the
workplace. In previous work
carried out with jobseekers,
BIT demonstrated how
behaviourally informed
approaches can help people
meet their job-seeking aims.
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Result: There was a 13.7
per cent increase in
repayment for those who
received the modified
notice (the ‘treatment’
group) relative to those
who received a standard
notice (the ‘control’). The
likelihood of prosecution
fell by 41.3 per cent.
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Supporting education
All learners
GCSE learners
Functional Skills learners
in prisons
N=8,986
Justice devolution will
Control
Value Affirmation
Grit
** p<0.01
*p<o.o5
bring more autonomy
for prison governors,
especially around education provision. Successful interventions BIT has applied to adult learner
engagement offer useful insights on how to boost the impact of education in prisons.
0

Improving adult learner engagement and attendance: BIT ran a trial to see whether online modules
could boost ‘grit’ (persistence and perseverance in relation to a long-term goal); and whether an online
values affirmation exercise, which encouraged learners to think about what was most important to
them in their lives could increase their attendance at college.
Result: Attendance rates of learners who undertook the ‘grit’ module increased by around 10 per
cent relative to those who did not take the module. The values affirmation exercise improved the
attendance of Functional Skills learners by 20 per cent but was ineffective for GCSE students.
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Creating a life opportunities approach
By definition, entry to the Criminal Justice System can significantly reduce life opportunities. While
this is an inevitable consequence of offending and it is essential that criminal activity is punished,
the consequences are felt way beyond the imposition of criminal justice interventions. Those with
a criminal record go on to experience punitive impacts after sentencing and imprisonment such as
homelessness and unemployment.
The requirement of society to punish those who break the law should not outweigh the need for a
just and fair society. We know that life opportunities are not solely determined by chance or choice,
they come from a complex interplay of factors including socio-economic status, health, education,
employment and generational deprivations that are often concentrated in neighbourhoods and
localities. A place based transformation of the Criminal Justice System needs to have life opportunities
at its heart in order to effectively reduce reoffending and make communities safer.
This does not mean that personal responsibility should be ignored neither does it mean to suggest
that the lack of life opportunities results in people committing crimes. Rather it is an attempt to turn
the lens by which we view the Criminal Justice System on its head, by recognising that creating life
opportunities is the most effective way to prevent crime and reduce reoffending. That may seem like a
circular argument but it is in fact a simple truth, if people have a stake in society, if they feel that they
belong and that they stand to benefit from being active citizens, they will be less likely to put that
stake at risk by committing crime or reoffending.

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Case Study: Eden Recovery Unit and One Recovery programme
at HMP Forest Bank

Kindly contributed by

Challenge
A)	To implement a recovery culture within HMP Forest Bank and
Through-the-Gate in Bury where previously the service had
revolved around substitute prescribing.
B) 	 Change staff and service users’ culture.
C) 	Challenge entrenched drug and alcohol misuse and in particular, structure a regime that supported
the needs of prisoners who were reducing off methadone to become abstinent.
D) 	To provide opportunities for prisoners to break the cycle of reoffending and to “upskill” them to
improve employment opportunities.
E) 	 To deliver in partnership.
Solution
The concept of “Growing Recovery” was formed as part of the recovery pathway at HMP Forest Bank,
which allowed:
•	prisoners who have progressed in their own recovery to offer mutual aid to those at the start of
their journey: and/or
•	those struggling to progress due to obstacles and barriers present within their life and with their
lifestyle choices;
•	a peer mentoring approach, which allowed for the breaking down of barriers between staff and
prisoners, to gain mutual trust and respect.
Using these champions also provided an opportunity for those who had progressed to learn new skills
and to develop both their abilities of communication and their empathy for others.
The Unit covers a wide range of interventions from harm reduction and relapse prevention to social
capital and Five Ways to Wellbeing. Service users are signposted into complementary therapies,
employment, education, housing and healthy lifestyles as all these interventions provide the prisoner
with an understanding and a perspective of real life values. The positive pro-social environment
this creates sets a standard for the behaviours which, in turn, helps them to adapt back into their
communities as a functioning member of society. The recovery service also links in with the
Programmes team in HMP Forest Bank who deliver specific and more detailed interventions around
substance misuse and New Psychoactive Substances.
As part of their recovery journey the Unit encourages prisoners to link in with family members or
supportive others, to provide a seamless approach to support upon release and to provide protective
factors which prevent them from returning to the previous life style of drugs and offending. The Unit
supports the transition back into the community by providing training and employment opportunities,
appropriate housing and Through The Gate support. This work starts by producing a care plan, and plan
for release, which family members and supportive others are invited to help formulate. Regular “family
days” are held and community providers are invited in to promote their services to family members, so
they are aware of the support available to them and how to access it.
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This recovery pathway is continued
Through The Gate back into the community
through the One Recovery Partnership. The
partnership is made up of Sodexo, ADS, BEST,
Harvey House and Service Users and delivers
community drug services in Bury.
As part of the contract the partnership agreed
to set up a recovery hub in a prime accessible
location from where numerous services where
offered. This is run by peer mentors who have
been through the recovery pathway and offer
lived experience to current service users. This
facility is available to other organisations such
as Narcotics Anonymous (NA) and Alcoholics
Anonymous (AA) to deliver their services.
There is a small café, which is well used and
run by volunteers. This facility continues to be
developed along with a new initiative in Bury
–“Community Cohesion Hubs”.
A staff culture change was encouraged by
integrating prison staff with community staff
to ensure the ethos of Sodexo, abstinence
and recovery were at the heart of service
delivery.
Benefits
•	Unequivocal improvements to service user experience and improvement of outcomes including
abstinence.
• Greater access to integrated services.
•	Seamless management approach from point of arrest, into custody and Through The Gate- “one
worker, one client”.
• Assurance to commissioners of improved service.
•	Joint working with other specialist internal and external services ensures a “joined up” approach
which supports prisoners and helps to build healthy relationships.
• Mutually beneficial sharing of expertise and skill set.
• Innovative model of delivery then replicated in other Boroughs.
• Reduction of risk for offenders.

Offenders who participated in the focus group thought that learning new skills and help for
employment were especially important to successful rehabilitation. However, they also felt that
education, training and skills development should go back to first principles, i.e. teaching the basic life
skills, emotional tools and work ethics that they were missing as children and young people. This was
thought to be something that went beyond the basic level of training many had been offered.
“You need courses to educate on self-worth and wellbeing… the importance of emotional
nurturing, as well as living skills – learning to cook… pay bills.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
“They should give you some realistic tools, extend programmes beyond level 2. They should
also scrap worthless jobs – it’s slave labour. You need schemes that link you into work, like
Railtrack. You can see that if you actually put in the work, you can put it to good use later.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
“They should find out what you want to do and build skills around your interests. You don’t
get many options in prison – I learnt flower arranging!” (Participant in offender focus group)

Participants also thought that preparation for work needed to be appropriately tailored, recognising
people as individuals and identifying their assets, as well as providing training that is tailored to the
world of work and prepares people for meaningful job opportunities on release:
“You need understanding of what work entails… work ethics.” .
(Participant in offender focus group)

One participant also spoke of the need to ensure continuity between training and development in
prison and on release.
“You want help to continue the interests that you might have developed in prison. If you are
working towards something, you want to continue on the outside.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
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Employability: HMP Addiewell

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Kindly contributed by

Case Study: The Campus
Kindly contributed by

Challenge
To deliver a pre-release employability course at HMP Addiewell
designed to assist Prisoners to leave prison to a positive destination
such as full time/part time employment, College and Volunteering
Work thereby reducing the chances of the Prisoners reoffending.
Solution
In September 2015 the appointment of an external employability specialist was secured who had a
wealth of knowledge and experience in helping people with a number of barriers secure and sustain
employment. The new Employability Coordinator brought his extensive welfare to work experience
into the prison and translated it to make it both prison and Prisoner friendly. He then developed all the
materials, course content and brought the network of contacts he has amassed from his previous role
into the prison adapting delivery to fit in with the challenges of working inside a prison including how to
get the Prisoners to do effective job search without using the internet etc.
The next step was to “market” the hidden talents of the Prisoners to Employers and very quickly links
were established with companies such as Virgin Trains, Click Netherfield, Rosehip restaurant etc. who
have attended the prison to carry out interviews with selected prisoners before their release.
Benefits
Over the course of just under 10 months, employment has been secured for 10 prisoners out of a total
of 14, with 12 in-prison interviews and 2 x Post liberation interviews which is a success rate of 71%. There
is now a number of Employers who view HMP Addiewell as their employability partner and return to the
prison for help in fulfilling their recruitment needs.
Links with additional companies are constantly being established and there are discussions with an
external training company to introduce a Barista coffee machine training course to enable Prisoners to be
further upskilled, increasing their employability prospects.
The programme has also been expanded to help steer the Prisoners into other positive destinations
and a further 45 Prisoners have been referred onto Work Programme, liaising with the work programme
provider to ensure a smooth transition for the Prisoners; contacts have been established with Community
Jobs Scotland and local colleges such as West Lothian College who are now holding open sessions within
the prison. Of the 8 prisoners attending the College session, 5 applications have been submitted.
As this pilot was such a success, this will now be a regular occurrence within the prison, expanding to
additional colleges, such as New Lanarkshire College, who have recently interviewed a Prisoner whilst he
was still in custody to start a course upon his release. In addition, as part of the pre-release programme
an external company Step Together, attend the prison to promote and provide a route to volunteering
work upon release.
The employability programme has evolved rapidly over the past 11 months and a recent visit from the
Scottish Prison Service resulted in the Employability Coordinator being given an exclusive invite to join
their employability working group which is a huge accolade and he was described as being “inspirational”.

Challenge
Many young people who have had contact with the Youth Justice
System have had, at the best, poor outcomes from their educational
journey. Often they have a chaotic family life that does not support
settled educational progress. Many have been excluded from one
or more schools or Pupil Referral Units. In addition some have
previously unidentified educational needs, let alone health or family
needs.
Solution
The international evidence base is clear – providing better educational outcomes for this group of
young people is key in reducing reoffending. Developing an Education Pathway for this cohort that
improves educational outcomes and addresses any issues that is gets in the way of this could be a
significant contribution to reducing reoffending and improving opportunity.
Proposals for The Campus School to specifically meet the needs of this group of young people is
an innovative concept by the Campus Educational Trust. This was approved by the Department for
Education in 2015 under the Free School legislation. The key features are:
•	An enhanced curriculum through an educational day until 19:00, 7 days per week and 365 days per
year.
• The school will be for young people in the areas served by a specific youth court.
•	Young people working at Key Stage (KS) 3 and 4, extended to include ages up to 17 years old and
convicted by a Court or on release from the secure estate.
• Mustering the range of specialist provision needed for young offenders
• Arrangements for safeguarding and public protection
Any Campus will be aligned with a Youth Court and intended to serve local authorities in their
jurisdiction with admission being a condition of a Youth Referral Order, Bail, a Community Sentence or
Release from Custody including potentially those released on temporary license.
Whilst contact with the Criminal Justice System will be a key part of the admissions criteria the
Campus is at heart a community school with attendance in many cases lasting beyond the duration of
the order.
The Campus Educational Trust has worked closely with Haringey Local Authority, Police Borough
Commander, the local Court bench and Health to develop plans for the first Campus to serve Highbury
Corner Court. The CET is also exploring developing Campus schools to serve the communities of
Croydon, Merseyside, Stoke and Greater Manchester.
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Benefits
The Campus model is for a tightly defined group of some of the most troubled and troublesome young
people in our communities. CET, and the partners we work with, recognise that success in the Campus
can contribute to regional and national policies in relation to:
•	Improving educational attainment in a target group being left behind by overall improvements in
the education system
• Reducing offending and reoffending
• Reducing the number of young people counted as Not in Education Training or Employment
•	Building local community confidence in the ability of the justice system to deal with young people
who break the law.
• Improving health, and especially mental health, outcomes for a priority group
• Troubled families

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Intelligent and secure use of technology
Too often unnecessary duplication, complex procedures and archaic ways of working lead to blurred
accountabilities and unacceptable delays in delivery across public services. These problems are
particularly acute across the complex delivery chain of the Criminal Justice System. Inefficient handoffs and delays in one part of the system regularly slow down or frustrate others.
Modern policing demands new approaches to delivering both operational performance and business
support services. Budgetary pressures, increasing citizen demands and national initiatives, such as the
Information and Communications Technology (ICT) convergence agenda, are creating a challenging
environment for UK policing.
The Association of Chief Police Officers’ overarching strategy for ICT, the ISS4PS, called on the police
service to work together to adopt common standards, products and services. The strategy specifically
recognised that:
“…the police service in England and Wales can no longer afford to treat ICT as isolated programmes of work
developed and operated independently by separate organisations. The police service must now advance into an
era of integrated services, shared information and common governance.” (PITO. 2006.)

This means implementing shared IT infrastructure and shifting investments to the most efficient
platforms, including shared services and next generation storage, hosting and networks and promoting
greater mobility and remote access. Cleveland Police is already rising to these challenges with a focus
on business, operational and ICT transformation. The Force is also striving to reduce the financial
burden on the taxpayer, with a target is to achieve 20%+ savings against the current cost of services.
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Case study: Cleveland Police – First outsourced criminal justice
service in UK policing

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Kindly contributed by

“Cleveland Police is proud to be one of the first UK forces to
completely move away from paper based Criminal Justice processes.
Sopra Steria has enabled us to achieve a lot in a short space of time
and they have helped us transform the way we work. We now are
able to work on cases more quickly and effectively which allows officers to spend more time in local
communities.” Detective Chief Superintendent
Challenge
Time consuming and resource heavy, the preparation of prosecution case files has typically been
carried out internally by UK police forces. As part of its 10-year transformational partnership, Cleveland
Police has outsourced its Criminal Justice Unit (CJU) to Sopra Steria.
The vision for a transformed CJU at Cleveland mirrors that of the November 2010 HM Inspectorate
of Constabulary report “Stop the Drift”. The Force was looking for a way to improve the speed and
accuracy of the court process, to support cases getting to court more quickly and to avoid extended
proceedings.
The ambition included:
•	Business process redesign to deliver a continuous flow of information and eliminate tedious
repetition in data entry and provide better use of intelligence.
•	Move away from a paper-based case file to a more integrated technology solution providing a
seamless chain from reporting of a crime, through arrest, charging and custody and on to case file
preparation.
• 25% reduction in Criminal Justice Unit costs.
•	Introduction of highly trained expert role as Evidential Review Officer.
• Free up officers for frontline services.
Solution
Sopra Steria has implemented new technology and undertaken process redesign. Stringent service
level agreements are in place to shape behaviours in line with the Force’s operational and business
objectives.
Integrated technology is central to the new CJU and is linking all the remodelled Criminal Justice
processes in a seamless chain.
Sopra Steria has worked closely with the Force at every stage of the programme, including Cleveland’s
Custody partner Tascor, and officers and staff have been fully trained in the new systems, workflows,
forms and templates.

Sopra Steria has introduced the post of Evidential Review Officers who are highly trained, with legal
qualifications such as the ILEX Certificate in Criminal Justice Administration.
Benefits
• 25% reduction in cost.
• Reduction in bureaucracy.
•	Enhanced operational efficiency through Digital Evidence Management as it minimised the need for
proximity to physical objects.
• Improved citizen focus, including 31 officers released to the frontline.
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The wider Criminal Justice System is undergoing an ambitious programme of reform. Major changes are
being implemented through the delivery of the ‘digital court’, to remove paper based systems, and the
Common Platform Programme, to bring together essential information. For example, the HMCTS Court
Store application now provides a digital repository and document management system, primarily for
use within the Magistrates’ Courts and replacing outdated paper based systems.
The exponential increase in data generated through these reforms present national and local
government with enormous opportunities and huge challenges, since there is a need to build systems
to analyse and derive meaning from this data. Increasing exploitation of this data requires the
Department, Combined Authorities and agencies to invest in a data aware workforce and analytical
capabilities. The data sharing protocols likely to be introduced through the Digital Economy Bill,
currently focussed purely on the reduction of fraud and error in government, should be examined and
a joint action plan agreed.

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Case study: Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service
Driving Digital Transformation

Kindly contributed by

Challenge
The current ICT landscape of systems within Her Majesty’s
Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS) was designed and
built around business processes and technologies that are
at least 15 years old. The Criminal Justice System Common
Platform (CJS CPP) and System Efficiency Programmes (CJS
EP) are joint initiatives between the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) and HMCTS to deliver IT-enabled
business.
Sopra Steria worked in collaboration with HMCTS staff
and other partners to deliver digital transformation
within the Criminal Justice System via the HMCTS Court
Store and Bench Solution: a new digital repository and
document management system primarily for use within
the magistrates’ courts.
Solution
The principal objective of this project is to deliver a
data store that is accessible from different devices and
by individuals across the Criminal Justice System, and
is capable of storing both structured and unstructured
data. The Court Store and Bench project has been crucial
for HMCTS to move away from a reliance on paper, and
towards working digitally in the courtroom; in line with
Government Digital Service (GDS) principles the system
was delivered in an agile way.
This involved:
•	Product Manager and stakeholder engagement as part of the Discovery phase to understand how
those working within the system went about their daily tasks.
•	Using the Agile sprint-based methodology Scrum to place the Product Manager at the heart of the
decision-making process.
•	Embedding a consistent and constant user feedback loop via a number of usability GDS-compliant
workshops to understand the way that users interact with the system in context, so that their
feedback could be evaluated and then incorporated back into the build, as the system was being
developed.
•	Assembling a flexible and integrated multi-disciplinary team with varied skill sets, including
specialists in User Experience, Dev-ops, Architecture and Test Automation.
• Successful collaboration with other partners as “one team”.
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Benefits
Sopra Steria delivered HMCTS’s Court Store and Bench Solution. This new document management
system was successfully rolled out nationally at the end of March 2016 and enables:
• Automated receipt of case paperwork from the CPS.
• Direct access to the documents relating to the case for the Legal Adviser.
• Documents to be shared with Bench members using tablet devices.
• Role-based access for other authorised Criminal Justice practitioners.
• Robust data housekeeping and archiving capability.

There is also a clear message emerging that technology can play a far more profound role, supporting
and enabling the best efforts of offender managers to reduce stubbornly high rates of reoffending. We
know that offenders often struggle to access information and services for themselves. A social sector
stakeholder illustrated the problem in the following terms

The new electronic document management system is already delivering benefits to CJS staff including:
•	improved efficiency – with the automation of a number of in-court processes, the reduction of
administrative overhead and the replacement of documents with a single data store;
•	improved quality – greater transparency and accuracy provided by a single accurate view of
information for all parties;
•	a more modern workplace – via an easy-to-use digital system that is responsive to the business
needs.

Technology could never be used to replace human interaction that vulnerable prisoners with complex
needs particularly rely on, but should complement rehabilitation programmes:

“The Court Store and Bench Solution has been key in enabling the modern digital courtroom and assisting the
delivery of efficiencies across the magistrates’ courts”. (Court Store and Bench Product Owner, Her Majesty’s
Courts and Tribunals Service)

“The education facilities in prisons are all different and they all work differently. So, moving
from prison to prison makes it difficult for prisoners to continue with their education. Every
time they move it’s like they have to start again.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

“IT has a lot of potential and can change lives, if we use it cleverly and within existing
resources.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

However securely managed mobile solutions, in the hands of offenders who demonstrate a willingness
to change, could significantly improve:
•	the way services are delivered as an offender becomes more self-sufficient and makes more
informed choices through controlled access to digital services;
•	emotional bonds with loved ones and the wider community, as offenders use tightly controlled
digital channels and social networks at a fraction of the current cost;
•	resettlement – as specialist support continues outside the prisons and on release, supporting the
offender’s integration into society;
•	wider efficiency savings as staff allocate less time to paper-based and cumbersome back office
functions.
Some prisons are already looking at piloting tablets in prison, as an educational tool for distance
learning and a means of overcoming barriers to integration and access to education:
“Distance learning is cheap but effective. It can focus on peoples’ needs and the level that
they’re at and it can equip them for when they leave prison.” (Private Sector Stakeholder)

This technology could drastically improve the way support is provided in our prisons and, crucially,
through the gate. For example, it could:
•	allow offenders access to tailored education material on a secure tablet within their cell, that has
been prepared based on information received from other parts of the Criminal Justice System and
be ready to use upon their arrival in prison;
•	be the source of their rewards for good behaviour, by for instance giving offenders the chance to
access the entertainment services they actually want as opposed to renting costly televisions;
•	be used to train and find future employment upon release, where digital material could supplement
the physical workshops within the prison;
•	and follow an offender’s journey through incarceration and informing the support they receive
through the gate once their information and performance is agreed through a resettlement plan.
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Innovation study: Justice Accessibility Development
Environment (JADE) Offender Tablet

Breaking Barriers: Doing it Justice

Kindly contributed by

Over the past year, Sopra Steria has been developing the JADE
Offender Tablet. The Tablet is a securely managed mobile
solution that could revolutionise the way in which justice is
delivered, and radically change the experience for offenders as
they access services and navigate their way through the justice
system. The Tablet is designed to stay with an offender from the moment they enter prison, to the
time they are Through the Gate and rehabilitating back into society.
The JADE Offender Tablet will help offenders in a number of ways, and can be individually tailored to
specific needs. The Tablet seeks to achieve three goals:
• Self-sufficiency – As highlighted in this report, offenders often struggle to access services in the
outside world – particularly ahead of their release. The JADE Offender Tablet would enable easy
access to online services and assist both offenders and their managers with preparations for release
from custody. For instance, the Tablet would make it easier for offenders to make a housing enquiry,
seek financial support or arrange a job interview. This not only empowers offenders and gives
them a sense of independence, but it also enables them to make informed choices and adequately
prepare for life back in the community.
•	Connectivity – It is also crucial for offenders to maintain contact with their families, loved ones
and wider communities, which is often highlighted as a key route to reducing reoffending. The
Tablet ensures that positive relationships can be developed and sustained throughout an offender’s
time in prison, and can be accessed more conveniently and in a more private setting than the
current prison telephony system where calls have to be held in public.
•	New skills development – By allowing offenders to access online content, the Tablet widens their
opportunities to learn and work towards qualifications, both in prison and then in the community
once released. The Tablet facilitates access to approved online courses and interactive user forums
that support interaction between students and teachers, helping offenders to get their lives back
on track and out of the cycle of reoffending.
In addition to supporting the offender, the Tablet offers significant benefits for offender managers
as well. For instance, staying in contact with an offender, both in prison and once they are Through
the Gate, becomes considerably easier once they can be reliably reached online and gives managers
an alternative channel to holding meetings face-to-face. It also has the potential to reduce the
administrative burdens on managers, and ensures that they spend more time delivering front line
services. For example, the Tablet allows offenders to sign up for learning materials themselves and
eliminating the paper work that would need to be filled out and sometimes duplicated by prison staff.
Given the environment in which the JADE Offender Tablet would be used, it is critical that it is secure
and cannot be used for any illegal purposes. The Tablet is therefore a locked down device with a highly
tailored applications store, which only provides access to approved Apps that specifically support an
offender’s journey towards rehabilitation.

Devolved system leadership and workforce development
Effective and competent leadership at devolved levels is fundamental to successful transformation
of the Criminal Justice System. There are various developments that have a direct bearing on this,
for example the establishment of Police and Crime Commissioners and the empowerment of prison
governors. This is a pre-requisite to creating integrated approaches to rehabilitation and resettlement
and recognising the role that Police and Crime Commissioners can play in this.
Police and Crime Commissioners
The Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 established Police and Crime Commissioners
(PCCs) as elected officials with total responsibility for policing. Under the terms of the Act they are
required to:
• secure an efficient and effective police service for their area;
•	appoint the Chief Constable, hold them to account for running the force, and if necessary dismiss
them;
• set the police and crime objectives for their area through a police and crime plan;
• set the force budget and determine the precept;
•	contribute to the national and international policing capabilities set out by the Home Secretary;
and
•	bring together community safety and criminal justice partners, to make sure local priorities are
joined up.
Elected for the second time in 2016, PCCs cover all 40 force areas across England and Wales (with the
exception of Greater Manchester and London, where PCC responsibilities lie with the Elected Mayor).
Respondents to the review reported that since the PCCs came into existence they have managed to
establish a good relationship with the police, and are “cohesive and stable”.
Respondents to the review thought that the PCCs and the Police had the most power to effect change
within the Criminal Justice System due to their resources, and their position and status within local
communities:
“Their [Police] voices are listened to in the community and if they say that there should be
less people in prison and we should spend money differently, people will listen to what they
have to say.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)
“The localised system should be more responsive but how do we do it? We need the PCC
and Police involved.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)

However, although it was reported that some PCCs are now turning their attention to the wider
Criminal Justice System, they have no responsibilities or power over the wider system.
Some respondents also thought that as elected officials, PCCs had varying degrees of competence and
capability as system leaders and that some Police and Crime Plans lacked ambition:
“They [PCCs] could be more ambitious in their local Police and Crime Plans, they don’t all
see the bigger picture.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
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Some respondents were also concerned that party political interests could influence the role and
function of PCCs, making it more difficult to achieve change across the system:
“Those that are independent are better, they do not have the same political slant to their
role.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
“Party politics can make it more difficult to effect change, PCCs stand on a political platform.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

One of the PCCs areas of responsibility is supporting victims and commissioning victims services. Some
of these services are provided ‘in-house’ by the police, while others are provided by voluntary sector
organisations. Respondents had mixed views about the relative merits of each:
“The advantage of the police providing these services is that they do the assessment so
people don’t have to tell their stories multiple times.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Some respondents wanted to see the government increase the powers of PCCs around the treatment
of victims within the wider Criminal Justice System:
“We’re [PCCs] victims’ champions in local areas and we take this responsibility seriously,
but we’re frustrated that the Criminal Justice System doesn’t take victims as seriously,
especially as many perpetrators are also often victims. We would like more powers to ensure
that victims are treated better. Giving evidence and going to court needs to be much less
painful.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Empowerment of prison governors
The empowerment of prison governors is one of the core areas of the recent White Paper on Prison
Safety and Reform:
“With clarity on the standards they need to achieve, the leaders in our prisons need the levers, control
and decision-making authority to deliver. We want governors to have the power and budget to
determine how their prisons are run, including how to prioritise and deliver services within their prisons”.
(MoJ, 2016. Page 26)

This is part of a process that started with the establishment of Reform Prisons and the role of Executive
Governors.
The Government are hoping to tackle some of the issues within prisons by the development of six
Reform Prisons, as part of a £1.3 billion prison building programme, which will replace a number of old
Victorian prisons. Each prison will continue to have its own governor, but the six Reform Prisons will be
under the overall responsibility of four Executive Governors.
The Executive Governors have been chosen for their experience and system leadership and have been
given the resources, capacity and a support team to enable the role to be effective. The role of the
Executive Governors is to work outside of the current system so they can consider how to improve and
change the system:
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“They [Executive Governors] are additional to the team, and they need to work outside of the
framework of the current rules. They can’t be bound by petty bureaucracies, they need to
think outside the box.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Some respondents were very positive about this:
“More autonomy for governors is positive because it enables greater engagement with local
communities and they can have control over who they bring in and out of prison – they can
be more diverse in their thinking and focus on individual needs.” (Social Sector Stakeholder)
However, there were some concerns about the function and roles of the Executive Governors:
“Executive Governors have downgraded the role of existing prison governors and all staff,
and this hasn’t gone down well.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

Despite these reservations the Executive Governor roles are demonstrating effective system leadership.
For example, some of the factors cited by respondents that are enabling change include:
•	having capacity to develop networks – having freedoms from operational responsibilities has
enabled Executive Governors to have the time to develop networks and establish new partnerships
with key agencies, e.g. education providers, and employers;
• ability to build the right support team – Executive Governors have been able to recruit a support
team with the right skills and competencies to address the agenda for change that they have
prioritised;
•	thinking and acting strategically – Executive Governors have been able to use their leadership
skills to develop strategies that fit with the local area priorities and the needs of the prisons they
are responsible for.
The role of Executive Governors is clearly having benefits but it is as yet unclear how or if these roles
will be scaled up. The Ministry of Justice have set out their intention to learn from the Executive
Governor roles:
“We will learn from what the reform prisons are doing and apply this to the rest of the estate, as we give greater
decision-making authority to governors as they build capability in their prisons. Two of the executive governors
are responsible for more than one prison. We will consider what benefits this cluster model brings and what the
best scale is, including whether to move towards a cluster-based approach to managing the prison estate in the
longer term”. (MoJ, 2016. Page 27)

One of the areas that is thought to have had the most impact is in the freedom to recruit locally
without the constraints of a national system. The MoJ have recognised the potential for this:
“We will also look carefully at how well these governors have been able to set and implement their own
workforce strategy, whether it is possible to do so within current structures or whether changes are required to
create prisons as distinct, individual legal entities”. (MoJ, 2016. Page 27)

Workforce development
Aside from the development of skills and competencies for system leadership at local levels there is a
need for wider workforce development. In order to enhance the effectiveness of rehabilitation, prevent
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reoffending and create a life opportunities approach across the Criminal Justice System there is a need
for new roles and new skill sets. There is a particular need for prison staff to be able to work more
directly on the skills, attitudes and behaviour change needed for effective rehabilitation:

“Staffing is an on-going challenge, people lacking key competencies, loss of experienced
workforce (retirement etc.). It has a knock-on effect on safety of staff and service users, NHS
England been to slow at addressing this.” (Public Sector Stakeholder)

“As the government focuses more on rehabilitation, unless the skills gap is addressed, we will be setting
staff and governors up to fail. If we want rehabilitative prisons we need to provide staff with the access
to the kinds of skills needed to support this”. (O’Brien, R & Robson, J. 2016. Page 97).

In terms of the experience of prison in preventing reoffending, many of the offenders who took part in
the focus group viewed prison as having a negative impact. Participants almost unanimously felt that
the prison system failed to adequately prepare them for leaving prison. However, all the participants
agreed that what makes a difference – and that was pivotal to many of them in their own recovery –
was finding someone that showed some understanding and compassion, and who was able to engage.
In some senses it didn’t matter who that person was: they could be a prison officer, drugs worker or
volunteer. What was important was their ability to build trust and to engage:

This needs to be recognised at the Prison Officer Entry level Training as well as for existing prison
officers. This is especially important for prison staff where there is increasing recognition of the need
for skills and competencies in rehabilitation, in particular recognising the importance of the role that
relationships play in supporting prisoner rehabilitation.
In her review of the prison education system, Dame Sally Coates recognised the importance of
widespread workforce development to realise the vision for creating greater opportunities in prisons
through education. In particular, the Coates review calls for increased sharing of good practice, for
example through the professional networks supported by the Education and Training Foundation (ETF).
Realising the potential of education in prisons will also require development of the teaching workforce
engaged in prisons. For example, the Coates review identified that:
•	there are estimated to be over 4,000 teachers (excluding the circa 1,200 industry instructors)
working in prisons (including private prisons);
• there is an average of over 30 teachers per prison;
•	most staff in public sector prisons work full time (56%), which is different from the mainstream FE
sector where more work part time (55%);
• there is less staff turnover in prisons than in mainstream FE;
•	staff tend to be older in prisons than in mainstream FE. The most common age band in public
prisons is 50-54, but is closely followed by the 45-49 group;
•	teachers in prison tend to be paid less than in mainstream FE. The largest number are in the
£24,000-£27,000 range, with only around 10% earning over £30,000 per year.
Most importantly, given the prominence and importance of the teaching workforce in prisons, the
Coates review noted that:
“Very few Initial Teacher Training (ITT) or Post Graduate Certificate in Education (PGCE) entry routes
has a prison teaching option. Most prison teaching jobs do not appear in the mainstream teacher
recruitment press”. (Coates Dame S. 2016. Page 23)
This issue is equally true for other professionals working in prisons such as health workers. One
respondent to the review suggested that there should be mandatory placements for trainee health
professionals in the prison estate:
“Prisons should be mandatory for graduates as a complex care environment e.g. placements.”
(Public Sector Stakeholder)

Respondents also thought that NHS England needed to do more to recognise the particular training
and development needs of health staff working in prisons:

“There was a drug worker – an officer – in the prison who was compassionate and cared.
He saw the good behind the bad. I was banned from the chapel and the gym, but he got
through. I took chance because of the way he came across and talked to me… he talked to me
about my family waiting on the outside… he gave me hope.” (Participant in offender focus group)
“I had the same with Mr ____. He would take the time to talk and not treat me as a number.”
(Participant in offender focus group)
“The best help I had was from a voluntary organisation, an outreach coordinator. They helped
with housing, and planning what I was going to do and where I was going to go. The probation
services didn’t talk to each other, but I had a person there to help me through.”
(Participant in offender focus group)

Several participants also felt that the best possible opportunity for engagement was with someone
with lived experience:
“What works is visible recovery – people going in and able to say ‘I was you 12 months ago.’
They can’t argue with that.” (Participant in offender focus group)

The changing nature of needs and demands, in particular increasingly complex needs that encompass
health and social care goes beyond the workforce development of prisons, it has implications for the
whole system.
There is a need to create more integrated learning and development opportunities across health,
social care, education and skills and criminal justice. This needs to also be capable of encompassing a
workforce that is divided across the public, private and social sectors.
A shared approach to workforce development can help achieve this ambition by building effective
partnerships and relationships at the ground level that address silo mentalities. These silo mentalities
are built up at the level of professions and breaking them down to produce a more integrated model
of practice will require new approaches to workforce development. This is especially challenging as it
requires individual practitioners to act and think outside of their professional spheres of competence
and capability but with the right support it can be achieved.
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Kindly contributed by

The challenge
Rates of mental health problems are high amongst the offender
population and to work effectively with this group professionals
from a wide range of agencies and across sectors, need to have
greater understanding and awareness of mental health issues and
problems.
This Connect 5 Training Programme is funded by the Greater Manchester Office of the police and
crime Commissioner and is being delivered by Manchester’s Buzz, Health And Wellbeing Service.
Solutions
The training is free and aims to build capacity amongst front line workers working across Greater
Manchester within the criminal justice workforce, including the community and voluntary sector.
The training aims to promote and support the mental wellbeing of service users where poor mental
wellbeing is an issue. It also aims to help participants better understand the terminology around mental
health, mental wellbeing and mental illness.

Ensuring leaders, at devolved levels of
accountability are tasked and equipped to lead
transformational change and deliver service
improvements. This must be supported by
a workforce that is trained and skilled on a
cross sector basis in preventing offending and
supporting rehabilitation, resettlement and
reintegration for those who do offend.

5.
use Devolved
system leadership
& workforce
development:

Benefits
Between March and December 2016 a total of 1,283 places were offered on the Connect 5 Training
programme across three sessions. 75% of these places were taken up.

A wide range of professionals and practitioners from different agencies and sectors participated in the
training including: Fire and Rescue, Probation Service, Prisons, Housing, CRCs, Social Sector agencies,
Employment Services, Children, Families and Women’s’ Services, Victim Support, the Police and Drug
and Alcohol Services.
Increased confidence
Across the three sessions 93% – 99% of participants reported increased confidence to talk to
service users about mental health and wellbeing. Amongst those who did not report an increase, the
reasons given included having already attended training in mental health awareness or having from a
background of mental health work.
Increased knowledge and awareness
Across the three sessions 95% – 99% of participants reported increased knowledge and awareness
about mental health and wellbeing.

1.

Co-commissioning
and co-design

4.

Attendance
Session 1  466 attendees (527 places offered)
Session 2  260 attendees (378 places offered)
Session 3  232 attendees (378 places offered)
Some people attended Session 1 only, which is why sessions 2 and 3 figures drop off.

Integrated approaches to strategy, planning
and delivery of services, facilities and
infrastructure that make use of the potential
opportunities afforded by place based
models of change and devolution. This
includes greater flexibility in the use of
devolved budgets, estates rationalisation
and collaboration in planning for the prison
building programme.

Intelligent and
secure use of digital
technologies:

Improving data
analysis and sharing
and enabling
greater use of
technology as a
tool to support
prevention and
rehabilitation.

2.
3.

Co-production

Creating a life
opportunities approach
to prevention of offending
and reducing reoffending:

The need to ensure that the public and
victims of crime are engaged and that
Focusing on the capabilities and capacities
of offenders rather than on their deficits
as a means of ensuring their effective
rehabilitation and reintegration as citizens.

offenders as service users have a voice,
and can meaningfully contribute to
service development plans and making
informed choices about prevention.
Co-production is also essential to
encourage new ways of working
and creating and sustaining equal
partnerships across the public, private
and social sectors.
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Conclusion and
recommendations
The Criminal Justice System exists in order to prevent crime, protect the public and victims of crime
and ensure that offenders are appropriately punished and rehabilitated so that the risk of further
offending is reduced. It is a system that has often been subject to reform, at times to emphasise
punishment and custodial sentences and at others rehabilitation and preventing reoffending. Significant
reforms have recently taken place in response to increasing financial pressures and the need to ensure
that the system is cost effective and able to meet its primary objectives for reducing crime and
preventing reoffending.
Despite, or perhaps at times because of this history of reform, the Criminal Justice System continues to
represent a significant cost burden on the Exchequer and reoffending rates remain stubbornly high. The
introduction of market forces and privatisation of some services has not always delivered the intended
results and there is a perceived risk amongst those working in the system that it is more fragmented
and less integrated than in the past.
Amongst the offending population there are some significant demographic features that suggest wider
structural inequalities and lost life opportunities play a role in contributing to why people offend.
These factors do not excuse people from personal responsibility but they are necessary to understand
within the context of preventing crime and preventing reoffending. Of particular concern, despite
many service improvements to divert these offenders away from custodial sentences are the high
numbers, especially amongst those in prison that have mental health and substance use problems.
Public confidence in the Criminal Justice System is essential, especially for victims. But there is also a
need for the public and victims of crime to understand what works in ensuring public safety and how
the system can be effective not only in punishing offenders but rehabilitating them. In order to achieve
this, the system needs to be more transformational, especially in its capacity and ability to effectively
change lives for the better. The barriers to achieving this are various but include:
Tensions between central
control and place based
change

Limited capacity for
innovation

Lack of integration

Departmental control of
budgets
Lack of joined up strategy
with other departments
Hesitation about devolution
and place based change
Leadership and public opinion

Relational risk management
– impact of service cuts and
increasing pressures
Restricted use of information
technology
Empowerment and risk sharing
Impact of short term sentencing

Shared incentives and outcomes
Contractual barriers
Prioritisation and access to
services
Integration with the social sector
Integrated approaches to
resettlement and rehabilitation
Upstream integration and
prevention

Overcoming these barriers is not a simple process but will require concerted actions by central
and local area leadership across the system. In particular, a place based approach to change and
transformation of the system is needed that can continue to ensure public safety while providing an
effective and co-ordinated system that can change people’s lives for the better and effectively protect
communities. The report identifies five building blocks where actions are required to address and
overcome the barriers:
1.	Co-commissioning and Co-design: integrated approaches to strategy, planning and delivery of
services, facilities and infrastructure that make use of the potential opportunities afforded by place
based models of change and devolution. This includes greater flexibility in the use of devolved
budgets, estates rationalisation and collaboration in planning for the prison building programme.
2.	Co-production: the need to ensure that the public and victims of crime are engaged and that
offenders as service users have a voice, and can meaningfully contribute to service development
plans and making informed choices about prevention. Co-production is also essential to encourage
new ways of working and creating and sustaining equal partnerships across the public, private and
social sectors.
3.	Creating a life opportunities approach to prevention of offending and reducing reoffending:
focusing on the capabilities and capacities of offenders rather than on their deficits as a means of
ensuring their effective rehabilitation and reintegration as citizens.
4. I ntelligent and secure use of digital technologies: improving data analysis and sharing and
enabling greater use of technology as a tool to support prevention and rehabilitation.
5. D
 evolved system leadership and workforce development: ensuring leaders, at devolved levels
of accountability are tasked and equipped to lead transformational change and deliver service
improvements. This must be supported by a workforce that is trained and skilled on a cross sector
basis in preventing offending and supporting rehabilitation, resettlement and reintegration for those
who do offend.
The following recommendations are intended to support a process of transformational change that is
place based and can enhance the capacity and ability of Central Government and local areas working
collaboratively to improve the Criminal Justice System and ensure public safety and cost effectiveness.
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Recommendations
1.	Central Government should ensure greater devolution of both powers and budgets for the
Criminal Justice System to Combined Authorities in support of local area plans and strategies for
addressing causal and contributory factors in preventing offending and reoffending, i.e. health,
substance misuse, mental health, education, housing and employment. This should include
guidance on co-commissioning and powers by which Combined Authorities can use the funding,
and any cost savings that are realised flexibly, i.e. through the reallocation of budgets to move to
a broader approach to preventing crime and reoffending such as upstream interventions for early
identification and action.
2.	Central Government should make clear commitments to co-commissioning and co-production
of services, facilities and infrastructure with local and national agencies. For example, the Ministry
of Justice should consult with local areas on any changes to the Prison Estate (including recategorisation) and commit to a place-based prison estate transformation programme that is
supportive of those Combined Authorities that are seeking devolution of criminal justice powers
and budgets on the basis of co-commissioning and co-production.
3.	Government and Combined Authorities should agree integrated outcome measures that
encompass the full range of policy areas that will be addressed, in order to further strengthen and
support local areas in developing a life opportunities approach, i.e. Combined Authorities, working
with national and regional agencies should be assessed on the combined impact of their integrated
strategies and approach to preventing crime, reducing reoffending and improving life opportunities
for all of their communities.
4.	The Ministry of Justice should, once appropriate local or sub-regional structures are in place, fully
devolve custodial budgets for low and medium risk offenders to those Combined Authority areas
that have demonstrated a commitment to an integrated approach to offender management and
reducing demand on the prison service.
5.	The government should immediately reduce the use of less than 12-month custodial sentences
and provide financial incentives by which local areas can develop effective alternatives to custody
that are in line with emerging evidence and best practice in risk management of offenders in the
community. This should be supported by providing guidance to the Police, Crown Prosecution
Service and National Probation Service around making appropriate sentencing recommendations
for the Courts based on evidence of individual risk of harm and risk of reoffending.
6.	Elected Mayors and Police and Crime Commissioners should develop local area Criminal Justice
Transformation Plans which are Bi-Partisan, led by an evidence-based approach and are based on
best practice in co-production with local communities, victims, offenders and families.

7.	Elected Mayors, Police and Crime Commissioners and relevant partners supported by the Ministry
of Justice, need to ensure procurement of new ICT systems have interoperability with other
partners and that relevant local and national ICT systems that have effective information sharing
protocols are established. This should include sharing of health and social care data with Criminal
Justice Systems.
8.	The Ministry of Justice, Prison Governors and Community Rehabilitation Companies should support
the development of secure ICT platforms and technologies that can enable prisoners to have
access to information and resources that facilitate rehabilitation and resettlement. This could be
supported through a series of nationally supported pilots in select prisons and CRCs.
9.	The Royal Colleges and related professional training agencies should work with partners in the
Criminal Justice System at national and Combined Authority or sub-regional levels to develop
shared learning platforms for workforce development that seek to integrate best practice across
criminal justice, health and social care, education and skills.
10.	Local authorities should develop priority work streams for youth justice that are focused on
targeted prevention and up-stream interventions with a life opportunities approach to children and
young people that are most at risk of offending/reoffending. This should include integrated and
co-ordinated work between local criminal justice partners, Alternative Educational Providers, family
intervention services and Early Years providers.
11.	Local health and social care commissioners should jointly develop plans to address
underrepresentation of Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) children and young people in
appropriate health and social care support services with risk assessments for offending as part of an
integrated, whole system approach to preventing offending and enhancing life opportunities.
12.	The Ministry of Justice should replace the women’s estate with smaller, community focused
establishments. Funding released from this transformation should be reallocated to local areas to
flexibly develop a whole system approach for integrated service provision to manage and prevent
women from offending. This should include leveraging individual and social sector assets and
investment in social sector women’s provision.
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