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Preface

This inquiry report comes at a turning point. We are in the midst of turmoil in our democracy, where
representatives of all three major political parties have stood up to say that change must include
serious devolution to the local level as part of wider renewal and reform.

At the same time, professionals and policy makers across the crime reduction and justice spectrum
are looking at localisation in a more serious and considered way than for many years. 

The forefront of this debate has been the push for greater local accountability in the police. When the
then Home Secretary, John Reid, asked Sir Ronnie Flanagan to undertake a review of policing in
spring 20071, accountability to local people was one of the four areas he was asked to investigate. 

This set in train a series of policy events, the major achievement of which was a political consensus
on the need to improve accountability. What was not achieved was a means to do so. 

The debate continues, with new proposals being considered by David Blunkett’s Labour party review,
and both Conservative and Liberal Democrat proposals on the table for some form of direct election. 

Meanwhile, in the criminal justice community, several influential commentators have been 
arguing for localisation for some time, such as Lord David Ramsbotham, author of Prisongate and
former chief inspector of prisons. But 2009 is seeing a consensus building from several directions
at once. 

The Howard League’s Commission on English Prisons Today, chaired by Cherie Booth QC, the Justice
Select Committee’s inquiry on Justice Reinvestment, and the Centre for Social Justice’s report
Locked up Potential, chaired by Jonathan Aitken2, have all engaged in the debate on localisation, with
some powerful arguments for radical change and devolution.

Localisation of prison and probation for adults would mean significant, long term reform. The reform
that may be imminent is further localisation of responsibility for tackling youth offending. Though no
policy is yet on the table, a number of campaigners, including the Prison Reform Trust3, have argued
that the costs of custody should be localised. 



Indicative of the seriousness with which the Youth Justice Board takes these arguments, they have
changed their position to one of support for localising budgets — if not commissioning. The debate
continues, but is a testament to the recognition nationally that youth offending teams’ local structure
has been more effective in many ways than the centralised structures for adults.

This report aims to connect with these debates from the perspective of the local — local communities,
local authorities and public services delivering at the local level. It aims to deliver a vision of a wholly
new approach, one that will chime with the public as much as professionals. We have heard the
message that professionals and the public at heart want the same thing, but have been driven apart
by a system that separates rather than connects. 

This report is intended to provoke a debate and challenge the status quo by presenting a new
perspective on the justice system. The principles of localisation and reform are supported by all the
members of the panel, regardless of party or position.

In that context, this report contains specific recommendations that are coherent with each other — but
which may not cohere with the policy position of any specific party, or with the personal perspective of
any given member of the panel. 

This report should be read for what it is: a challenge, not a commitment. Policy change in an area
such as this depends on robust evidence, detailed financial analysis and inclusive debate over time.
We are committed to holding this debate. What the outcome of the debate is must be the result of
much further work, but we hope this report will stand as a significant contribution to that process.

In that spirit, let’s take back the criminal justice system — it was always meant to be ours.

Clive Betts MP (chair)
David Burrowes MP
Baroness Henig CBE
David Howarth MP
Alison Seabeck MP
Baroness Stern CBE





Introduction
By Andy Sawford 
Chief Executive of the LGiU

Following the success of last year’s Never Too Late for Living report about older people, the LGiU and
the All Party Parliamentary Local Government Group have this year conducted an inquiry into Justice
in Communities. We consulted a wide range of local authorities, government agencies, charities,
think tanks and independent professional organisations. Our aim was to identify proposals to
reinvigorate the justice system by setting free the creativity and drive of local government.
Throughout the inquiry we were struck by the degree of enthusiasm on two key issues; that the
existing centralised criminal justice model is failing and that the solution is greater local control and
accountability.   

The current system was found to fail the public, professionals, victims and offenders. The public do
not believe it meets their needs or responds to their priorities. Professionals are frustrated that they
are unable to build the links with local partners necessary to reduce re-offending. Victims feel
disenfranchised, uninformed and uninvolved in the process. For offenders at high risk of reoffending
too often there is little or no coordinated response to the problems that encourage offending. The
result is an expensive system which fails to rehabilitate offenders. 

The system is broken. It needs fixing. Tinkering and half measures will not suffice. We need a decisive
break with the centralised model. We propose the full transfer of funding and powers to local
politicians to decide the Primary Justice approach in their area. Professionals currently spend their
time complying with national policy when they should be free to experiment to see what works for
their citizens. Local votes and not central targets should determine policy priorities. 

If victims feel disengaged we should engage them through restorative justice and community court
programmes. Rather than mend problems when they have occurred why don’t we prevent them by
employing early intervention schemes. A disenchanted public should be engaged through interactive
media. We need to inform them about local court decisions in a format they can understand and
comment on if we are to get them involved. 

This report offers politicians of all parties an opportunity to act to restore faith in the criminal justice
system. It makes a compelling case that by granting real power to local communities we can
revitalise the system and make it work for all our fellow citizens.  It is time for a new approach. 

1PRIMARY JUSTICE



Recommendations

Recommendation 1

We need a new approach to criminal justice. This new approach should focus on primary justice.
Primary justice should be local, community-based and focused on prevention. It should be part of
a wider approach that also tackles concerns about behaviour disruptive to good community
relations, in a way that is effective and provides community reassurance without the need to
criminalise that behaviour. It should enable local areas to use available resources wisely to
achieve the best outcomes for their communities.

Recommendation 2

We should fund primary justice by moving money from national services into a local pot in each
upper tier area. This pot would be used to commission local services, either from existing
providers or by setting up new local services. A local budget could include approximately 35 per
cent of the prison budget, the administration budget for magistrates courts, local policing and
probation. This would not affect justice in terms of deciding criminal law, which would remain a
prerogative of national government and Parliament.

Recommendation 3

Primary justice should be about communities taking responsibility for meeting the needs of
vulnerable people as part of delivering safety and justice for the whole community, and helping
everyone become a contributing member of society. Support should recognise that there can be an
overlap between victims and offenders, and that becoming a victim can itself create needs that are
easily overlooked. The right services should be available across the spectrum of problems that
individuals and families have that need solutions, including the recognition that needs are often
linked. Priority areas for help must include:

l housing
l mental health, including substance and alcohol abuse
l employment, education and skills
l family and relationships.

Recommendation 4

Primary justice should be designed to focus on retaining or gaining employment. Different 
areas will take different approaches, but there should be a general commitment to the 
principles of:

l flexible sentences so offenders can keep working

l clear roles for business and the voluntary sector in opening up employment 
for ex-offenders

l leadership by local authorities on an intelligent approach to employing 
ex-offenders

l using paid and unpaid work while in prison to create opportunities for highly 
visible payback while in prison.
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Recommendation 5

What provision of safety and justice looks like locally should be extremely flexible and tailored to
what exists locally already, as well as being relevant to local needs and vision for the future.
Examples of good practice which have worked well in different areas, such as Community Justice
Courts, the Diamond Initiative and Women’s Centres, should all be integrated into this reformed
approach. Local areas should be encouraged to borrow practice from pioneering areas, but not be
constrained to deliver a nationally prescribed model.

Recommendation 6

Restorative justice should be a mainstream part of primary justice. Local areas should have
discretion to choose the practice that suits their community, and recognise that it takes time to
change the focus of the system. But in the longer term there should be an understanding that the
availability of restorative justice is as important to victims as justice through the criminal system. 

Recommendation 7

Primary justice should be built on the understanding that success and the confidence of the public
depends on timely, accessible and relevant information about the consequences for those who
commit crimes. This might involve:

l Encouraging professionals to interact with the public as much as possible by feeding into
existing “face the public” sessions

l Creating space for prison governors to be recognised public figures in the community

l Feeding information about justice into existing sites that profile crime information

l Using aspects of social networking to give victims, witnesses and members of the public
opportunities to access information and express opinion online about specific cases in the
public domain

l Working with victims and victim groups to find simple ways to be keep them informed of
the progress of cases quickly and cheaply by encrypted email or text.

Recommendation 8

Discussions of police accountability should be widened to a more general debate about accountability
for the whole of safety and justice locally. Accountability proposals should be efficient, democratic,
local and coherent and should support the principles of primary justice described here. 

Recommendation 9

To make primary justice a reality there would need to be arrangements to deal with relationships
with other areas and other services. To ensure collaboration between local areas, there should be
voluntary agreements based on the Multi Area Agreement model, backed up by national oversight.
To provide assurance about funding the safety and justice budget should be ring-fenced, but this
should be reviewed and the ring-fencing removed if it is found to be an impediment to investment
in prevention.
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Chapter 1 — the symptoms

The UK spends more on law and order as a percentage of its GDP than any other OECD country. 4

However a significant minority of crime is not recorded. The discrepancy between the level of
recorded crime (5.4 million offences in 2007-2008) and that identified by the British Crime Survey
(10.1 million offences in 2007-2008) indicates that a large percentage of crime (over forty five per cent)
is not recorded. 

Only a small minority of recorded crimes are detected. A minority of recorded crimes is detected
and this figure has gone down substantially in the last 10 years.5 Only 28 per cent of recorded crimes
were detected in 2007-2008 compared with 35 per cent in 1988. This means in 2007-2008 only 1.4
million of the 5.4 million recorded crimes were detected. 

We imprison more people than our Western European partners. England and Wales, at 153
prisoners per 100,000 general population, has the highest per capita rate of imprisonment in Western
Europe, apart from Luxembourg (155).6

But we are running out of space to imprison people. The prison estate is running at ten per cent
over capacity. On 30 January 2009 the prison population was 82,240.7 The official capacity of the
prison system is 74,871.8 By the end of June 2014 the number of prison spaces is projected to
increase to 96,000, however demand is also set to increase.9

The majority of prisoners are re-convicted within two years of their release from custody.
Two thirds of all adults are re-convicted within two years compared with three quarters of young
offenders.10

There is a problem. Through the lifetime of this inquiry, the story in the evidence we received was of a
system that is very far from working properly. There was evidence of good projects, good people and
good partnerships, but always in the context of serious concerns. In the light of the evidence, it is not
political hyperbole to describe the system as being in crisis. 

The problems fall into four broad categories. First, what we are doing to stop people offending who
are in a cycle of crime is woefully inadequate. Second, the criminal justice system continues to be
tightly focused on offenders, and the public, victims and witnesses are all badly served as a result.

Third, we are spending huge amounts of money on the wrong things, and the structure of the system
is impeding efforts to change what we invest in it. Fourth, professionals in the system have become
distanced from the people they serve and from each other, leading to a deep frustration from
professionals and distrust from the public.

Cycle of crime

“The key gap for me is the lack of coordinated support for prison releases who are adults, not Prolific
and Other Priority Offenders (PPOs) and have served less than a year in prison so are not engaged by
Probation. There is little or no action plan to deal with these offenders who, despite not being PPOs,
commit a considerable amount of crime. Most Serious Acquisitive Crime offences will not, at worst,
result in a prison sentence exceeding a year.”

Chief Inspector, Cambridgeshire Police
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“An acknowledged gap exists in provision for adults released from a prison sentence of less than 12
months. This represents a substantial number of offenders for whom the probation service has no
statutory obligations and which includes many repeat offenders [known as the revolving prison door
population...] with multiple problems.”

Probation Association

“My bigger fears in many ways are for the prisoners who are serving 12 months or less and the fact
that there will remain no statutory provision to support those people across the prison walls. These are
the people we see five and six times a year coming in for two or three weeks at a time.”

Wandsworth Prison

This ‘acknowledged gap’ represents approximately 75,000 individual short sentences each year, with
short sentence prisoners occupying 20,000 prison places at any given time. This is despite the fact
that in 2007 the re-conviction rate was the highest for this group than for any other custodial or
community sentence — 59.9 out of 100 offenders given a sentence of 12 months or less went on to be
convicted of another crime within 12 months of release11. This group also had the greatest risk of
going on to commit severe offences.

Living with the reality
My partner has had numerous short sentences over his life time and two over the last 10 years,
both… six months duration of which he served both in custody for a period of six weeks and then
released on tag for a further six weeks. The impact upon me was enormous emotionally, socially
and financially and the impact on him since then has been huge in extremely negative ways.

His first sentence was violence related (Aggravated Bodily Harm) and at the time I spoke to
Probation asking what help and support would be available on his release. There was nothing
because his sentence was deemed short term. I was hoping that probation would be able to offer
one to one support, referrals to other agencies for employment and education needs and also group
work for anger and behavioural management. 

His second offence was fraud-related and again I asked Probation (following a report in which they
stated to the court that he had a 56 per cent chance of re-offending) what help and support would
be available on his release. Again, nothing was available. While in prison he received nothing in the
form of rehabilitation, no work, education, nothing. The reason they gave was that he may be moved
to a different category prison and so it wasn’t worth starting him on anything. Obviously when he
was released there was no follow-up, support, rehabilitation or advice available to him (apart from
having his tag checked).

I feel very strongly about the lack of support for ex offenders (and indeed for people currently in
custody) merely adds to and paves the way for problems in the future. It is difficult enough for
people to obtain employment with a criminal record, let alone trying to challenge and change
behaviour that has led to their convictions (whether that be violence, fraud, antisocial behaviour or
drug/alcohol use). If they are unable to perceive how their behaviour impacts on others, themselves
and society then they are very unlikely to change what they do.

It seems that the system is designed to keep offenders in the revolving door rather than providing
effective community (and prison) based support, advice and training. In the long run the money
spent on setting up effective, good quality services would surely outweigh the cost of imprisonment. 

Anonymous member of UNLOCK
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The outrage is that everyone working to reduce re-offending is aware of this vast unanswered hole in
the system. While there are some examples of projects trying to respond to this problem, they are few
and far between. It raises the obvious question of what the public would think if they were aware of
the demonstrable risk this creates for them.

Needs of victims

“I think the justice system has in some ways missed the biggest stakeholder. The biggest stakeholder
is the public…If the public very, very clearly thinks that the criminal justice system respects the rights
of offenders in the vast majority of cases but does not respect the rights of victims, we are getting
something wrong…We have not listened to them. We must listen to them.”

Louise Casey

“The last 25 years have seen considerable innovation and reform for victims of crime, but these
provisions do nothing to help 96 per cent of victims. These are the people whose offenders are not
detected and whose cases are not processed through the criminal justice system…around half of all
victims do not report their crime to the police. Although many of these people are victims of relatively
minor offences, a substantial number have experienced extremely serious and distressing crimes but
are too anxious to inform the authorities. In particular, this includes victims of racially motivated
violence and other harassment, domestic violence and serious sexual crimes.”12

Victim Support, Criminal Neglect

No one defends a system that does not meet the needs of victims, witnesses and the public at large.
But the system is endemic with obstacles to making change a reality. In particular the evidence
suggested weaknesses in:

l provision of information — there is too little, too late, and barriers between organisations act
as an excuse for not keeping people informed

l restorative justice — there is irrefutable evidence that restorative justice can benefit victims,
often dramatically, and yet it remains an under-funded and vulnerable service, where it
exists at all

l access to services — crime can leave vulnerable people even more vulnerable, but public
services are not oriented to put support in place when it is needed most.

Use of resources

“Although the National Offender Management Service was set up to try and create a seamless...
service, the idea was to try and integrate the service, I think that it has proved very bureaucratic and
cumbersome, disappointingly so.”

Prison Reform Trust

“We spend vastly too much money on all this. The courts work fantastically inefficiently, the prisons
and probation do not work together at all – there are vast savings…to be achieved, through …effective
leadership to use the resource that is actually there in a creative way.”

Charles Clarke, former Home Secretary

“At the heart of the problem is the excessive use of custody which absorbs a disproportionate amount
of the criminal justice budget, both through the costs of keeping offenders in custody and through
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spending on a prison building programme. There is a growing consensus that the criminal justice
budget should be invested differently, that more should be done to prevent crime and that better use
should be made of sentences in the community, with custody being the penalty of last resort.”

NACRO — the crime reduction charity

“Cuts to probation have not helped as they would appear already to be a failing service and [this] will
reduce their capability of working in partnership even further.”

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

Dano Sonnex and Nigel Farmer were found guilty of the horrific murder of Laurent Bonomo
and Gabriel Ferez while under supervision by the London Probation Service. 

Justice Secretary Jack Straw responded: “There may be those who assert that insufficient
probation service resources was a factor in these failings. This is emphatically not the case.
Probation spending has increased 70 per cent in real terms in the last 12 years. Last year
London Probation under spent by £3.5 million on a budget of £154 million, and the service as a
whole under spent by £17 million. The fundamental problems — as the independent reports
emphasise — were managerial. It was a failure to allocate London Probation resources sensibly
between the different areas, to supervise workloads, and to heed obvious warning signs — like
sickness rates in Lewisham and Greenwich probation area being an average of 27 days per
year, more than twice the London Probation average.”13

The evidence presents quite a clear consensus. There is plenty of money being spent, but we have
built an ineffectual bureaucracy and an addiction to using prison that is costing us a fortune, and
delivering a system that fails. 

No one argued for more money to be spent overall. Many people argued, often passionately, for
money to be spent differently. Overall, the evidence suggested that the system suffers from the
following failings.

1) There is wide support for spending money early rather than late — on investing in areas like
Sure Start, neighbourhood renewal and family intervention so that people are diverted from a
path that too often ends up in crime. But this investment would have to come from local
government — and local government gets no financial recognition for doing so and reducing
the prison budget accordingly. Where there are partnerships working on the ground, they are
under pressure to deliver short term results, which acts as a disincentive to investing in long
term change.

2) The integration of prison and probation into the National Offender Management Service has
not been a success. Some argued it has resulted in a prison-focused structure which has
not delivered minimum standard in probation, but has instead weakened it further by
marginalising it within NOMS. The Police Federation described it saying: “It is clear that the
prison and probation system is feeling the immense strain and is no longer fit for purpose
and we remain steadfast in our call for a root and branch review of the entire criminal justice
system and how improvements can be made to the way each organisation within the system
works with the other component parts.”

3) The relationships between organisations who share responsibility for our safety are
complex and dysfunctional. While there are many good partnerships and projects, we
heard far more complaints about organisations who refuse to speak to each other,
partnerships denying relevant people a place at the table and IT systems which do not
communicate. 
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4) There is an over-reliance on Priority and Prolific Offender (PPO) schemes as a cure all for
reducing re-offending. While PPO schemes appear to be one of the few successful
examples of local collaboration that includes the probation service, they represent only one
intervention, and as a senior practitioner in Cambridgeshire police noted: “The fact that
PPO schemes nationally account for approximately 0.5 per cent of [the] volume of
offenders, accounting for up to 10 per cent of [the] volume of crime means that even a 100
per cent successful scheme will only reduce crime by a maximum of 10 per cent.”

The picture is this: huge money is being spent, but in a system that appears designed with almost no
local focus on the needs of communities or for long-term, broad-scoped change. 

Professional distance

Professionals in the system are frustrated. There is a complex web of responsibilities which includes,
as well as all the individual organisations:

l Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRP) a group of primarily public sector
agencies based at lower tier local authority level who collaborate on community safety

l Local Criminal Justice Boards (LCJB) a group of public sector agencies who collaborate at
police force level on criminal justice

l Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP) operate both at upper tier and lower tier local authority
level, but it is the upper tier who have responsibility for the Local Area Agreement (LAA)
targets on community safety which are negotiated with national government.

Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships coordinate further partnerships below them, including
groups working on Priority and Prolific Offenders (PPO) and Multi-Agency Public Protection
Arrangements (MAPPA) for high risk violent and sexual offenders.

We heard voices from every professional group say similar things about their own restrictions and the
performance of others:

Police (Cambridgeshire): “The support of some (criminal justice) agencies continues to be 
sporadic.” 14

Probation (NAPO): “Many front line staff (now spending 80 per cent of their time behind computer
screens) need to build on working relationships with some of the most marginalised in society.”

Magistrates (Association): “In recent years, the place of magistrates’ courts and the role of
magistrates in serving their communities, and drawing upon their local knowledge, has been eroded.”

Police (Bedfordshire): “There is the lack of a partnership mechanism that enables data collected by
police and other CDRP partners to be fed into other criminal justice agencies for consideration….The
lack of a flexible partnership mechanism to feed this information into, prevents the CJS from
understanding and reacting to such information.” 15

Council (Norfolk): “Many partners within the criminal justice system have steadfastly refused to
engage with CDRPs over the years. They still go to the Local Criminal Justice Board (LCJB) but local
authorities are not invited… and some criminal justice agencies will not come to the CDRP…
I have now, after years, managed to get on to two subcommittees of the LCJB but we cannot get any
further.” 16

9PRIMARY JUSTICE



Police (Bedfordshire): “When it comes to visibly delivering justice within communities there is very
little join-up. Practitioners have expressed that police bureaucracy and a stifling performance culture
has dramatically reduced their ability to apply common sense and deliver justice within the
community.” 17

Probation (Association): “There are numerous examples of good practice between criminal justice
agencies, but better information sharing agreements are needed with agencies such as housing,
Jobcentre Plus, schools etc.”

Magistrates (Association): “In terms of community orders, very few of the orders actually get used,
often because they are not offered to courts as part of a package by the Probation Service.”

Prison (Wandsworth): “Where those partnerships, certainly from my perspective as Governor of
Wandsworth, absolutely are not working are with local authorities and with local government.” 18

Council (Windsor and Maidenhead): “We wholly agree good partnership working is essential, but not
all individuals are similarly convinced… often partnership working is seen as an opportunity to tap into
funds.”

No system can function without the commitment and hard work of the professionals who work in it.
But, as evidenced by this sample of responses, the professionals are all facing the same endless
frustration — a system full of disconnects: professionals disconnected from each other, professionals
disconnected from the public, and this disconnect turning into anxiety and resentment. What was
common across all the separate professions was a profound commitment to reducing offending. But
they are not pulling together, they are, in some cases, actively fighting each other and the system. 

Charles Clarke described it like this: 

“You are very dependent on the quality of the people locally and usually it is the vicar or the police
officer or the voluntary person or whatever who drives this and makes it go, because everybody can
see the benefits of partnership. Invariably they are working against the system because the system
has these vertical lines of accountability- and that is an absolutely core problem.”
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Chapter 2 — a local prescription

“Somehow at some point politicians are going to have to say we cannot have a prison population that is
just ever-increasing, we have to deal with this and we have to put it into primary care if you like, which
is what they are doing in the health service.”

Frances Crook, Howard League for Prison Reform

The criminal justice system needs dramatic change. Not tinkering, not half measures. But a whole
new conception of its focus and purpose. This inquiry has exposed four key areas that must be
tackled as a matter of urgency: breaking the cycle of crime for people given short sentences,
prioritising the perspective of victims, re-ordering the money we spend and reconnecting the
professionals with each other and the public.

This inquiry has also heard a clear and straightforward consensus about what will deliver that
change. We must localise.

Probation Association: “Services geared towards local need rather than national delivery context
would be much more likely to achieve results.”

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead: “It is far better to work within a local context because
localities differ hugely in terms of need.”

Lord Ramsbotham: “Local authorities are responsible for youth offending teams and I would like to
see adult offending teams, male and female, run by the local authority in the same way, so that the
lower level of offender is dealt with like that, leaving the trained probation officer free to deal with the
higher end of the spectrum which needs the more professional treatment.”

Charles Clarke: “I have no difficulty with imprisoning, I would say for longer, some of the people who
are the really serious and dangerous people that are around and keeping them completely out of the
system I have just described, but there is a large chunk of prisoners who ought to be in some kind of a
community-based prison.”

West Mercia Probation: “Whatever comes out of this, I would want very much to support the notion of
doing what is relevant and what will work locally for local communities, absolutely, and not for
offenders. It has to be about what local communities want. The one body that people do recognise as
being local is their local authority, and some of it, I think, is about putting back together the local state
that has been broken up over the years.”

Baroness Neuberger: “Just outside Newport, in Bettws, there is the Bettws Time Bank in
conjunction with the local authority with a very, very energetic third sector organisation, with police
involvement, with lots of local businesses giving their spare capacity as rewards for the kids for getting
involved. That has worked extremely well with crime down 17 per cent.”

Louise Casey on Local Government: “They are very close to what the public want because, unlike
many other aspects of the criminal justice system, they have to get themselves elected.”

Sir Robin Wales: “I am responsible in my area. That is what people think. They vote for me. If the
Police Service does not work, I get the blame. That is unfair, because I do not have the power…
Let my electorate decide. If we trust people, give them a vote, so they can then say, “Crime is 
the most important thing for me, you have not solved it, I am not voting for you, I am voting for
another person.”
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Primary justice

What would a local system look like?

The rest of this report attempts to describe a new kind of system, very different to what we have
today. One that will respond to the failures we have heard described. 

At the heart of a new system we need a new concept. This was suggested by Frances Crook when she
described the conceptual split in the health service that is reflected in real divisions in how they order
their service. We need to create a system of primary justice.

There will always be serious crimes that need the Crown Court, the national prison service, long
sentences and high security. This report makes no substantial recommendations about this national
system or how it should operate.

The failings we have heard clearly and urgently relate to those crimes which are not as serious, those
sentences which are not long — and the terrible effect on our communities as a result. In health we
recognise the wisdom of having general practitioners, community nurses, midwives and a primary
care system which focuses on catching problems early, treating minor illnesses and keeping people
healthy so they stay clear of hospital.

Justice needs GPs. It needs a system that stops problems before they start — that catches symptoms
and dispenses fixes that keep the community healthy and whole. This must be local, because it must
be what the community needs, depending on what that community is like. It must depend on local
knowledge and local people who know your street, your neighbour, your history and your family.

Principles of primary justice

1) Local — so that the local services that can make a difference to breaking the cycle of crime
are closely linked to the justice system and know they have a responsibility to make a
difference.

2) Democratic — so that the public can have a say on how problems are addressed in their area
and so they know they can use their vote to express their discontent if the system doesn’t
deliver.

3) Efficient — so that money can be directed to give best value for money — encouraging
spending on prevention, not reaction, on victim and public satisfaction, not bureaucracy, and
on interventions that work, not just more prison places.

4) Coherent — a simple and connected system so that everyone is clear on who does what, who
is accountable and who has to work with who — for the sake of the public and of
professionals who want to be part of the solution

How could this work?

It has to start with money. Not more money, but redirecting the money that is already in the system
so it can be spent differently. 

According to the latest figures from the Ministry of Justice, approximately 35 per cent of prison
capacity is made up of prisoners in the following categories:

l prisoners on remand (awaiting trial or sentencing)
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l prisoners sentenced to 12 months or less
l prisoners of under 18 years of age.

The funds currently being spent to accommodate these categories of prisoner could be devolved to
the local level. Upper tier councils would be designated to hold the funds. Issues of who would be
accountable for expenditure are discussed in Chapter 7. 

This is a form of Justice Reinvestment — a concept developed in the United States where use of prison
is highest in the world and dwarfs custody figures in the UK. The focus of justice reinvestment is to
enable local communities to direct funds according to what they believe will be most effective for
reducing crime and maintaining safety. The evidence suggests that community choices when
empowered in this way can result in a significant decrease in the use of prison places as well as
reductions in offending.

Safety and justice

Simply devolving the cost of custody would not alone allow the kind of radical re-shaping the system
requires. In order to ensure all agencies and professionals are working towards shared outcomes,
and so that maximum funds are available to support community choices, the fund should include
other devolved budgets as part of a combined Local Safety and Justice budget.

Administration of magistrate courts — responsibility for the administration of magistrate courts has
only recently been nationalised, a move which the Magistrates Association argues has significantly
weakened the accountability and connection the magistracy has to local people, to their regret.
Returning this budget to the local level would restore this link. It would also open the door to more
imaginative options for courts, allowing them to sit in community facilities or operate mobile courts
that would significantly benefit rural communities in particular. Relocalising court budgets would not
give local discretion over criminal law or sentencing. We heard no appetite for local discretion over
justice in this sense.

Local policing — There is an ongoing debate about police accountability, and while this report does
not endorse any particular view about structural models of accountability, many of the models
currently being debated would require a local budget to deliver local policing. If, as the evidence seen
by this inquiry suggests, there is an urgent need to integrate the work of police and criminal justice
agencies on the ground, then a combined Safety and Justice budget that included local policing would
be a significant step. 

Probation — It seems likely that a specialist, trained probation function would be needed for high risk
offenders in the “acute” system, as suggested by Lord Ramsbotham. But the majority of probation
should be localised, and the link between local services (including social services professionals) be
re-established. Probation was in the past a local service, and the evidence available suggests that
nationalisation has not been a success.

YOUTH OFFENDING — THE MODEL TO LEARN FROM

“The youth offending team’s evolution has been absolutely fantastic.”
David Chesterton

While the approach advocated here for primary justice may seem radical, it is not
unprecedented, as responsibility for youth offending already sits within local authorities.
Much of the national policy relating to youth crime in this country has been heavily criticised, 
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and the inquiry exposed a number of areas for improvement, including integration with
mental health, the need for earlier intervention and transitions to adulthood.

However, the inquiry also revealed that the local arrangements for tackling youth offending
are widely seen as significantly more successful than the arrangements for adults. There
was general recognition that youth offending professionals have greater credibility with
judges and magistrates than probation officers, and that the policy challenges that remain
can be tackled within a delivery context that is making positive progress.

“Whilst the benefits of the Crime and Disorder Act in terms of establishing youth offending teams
have been very positive, I think what has happened now is that local authorities have come to see
youth offending teams as having the sole responsibility or primary responsibility for dealing with
all young people who are offending… but now, with the public service agreements, responsibility
for preventing youth crime, for preventing re-offending and all the other aspects actually rests
with the local authority, which is a significant advance.”

Youth Justice Board

It is not surprising therefore, that the area of greatest concern and most challenging debate
is the use of custody — the only remaining area managed nationally. Campaigners such as the
Prison Reform Trust advocate the devolution of the costs of custody to the local level, a
position now supported by the Youth Justice Board, though they argue they should retain
responsibility for commissioning.

What this money could buy

What would be critical would be that decisions could be taken locally about what local provision
should look like, depending on what was needed in the community, what was already available, and
how successful local initiatives could be in freeing up money for new projects by reducing offending or
by using alternatives to custody where the public was in favour of this option.

A local safety and justice budget might fund:

l local prison
l neighbourhood policing
l probation services
l hostel accommodation
l secure mental health beds
l drug and alcohol treatment centre
l specialist women’s services
l mobile or local magistrate courts
l restorative justice teams/panels
l coordination services providing links to private sector housing, 

debt advice, basic skills, employment services, behaviour 
modification counselling. 

This money would be held as a partnership budget, in the same way as the Area Based Grant is held,
at upper tier. Existing arrangements for delivering community safety outcomes would be expected to
ensure community safety funds in districts and youth offending funds in local authority children’s
services were aligned towards shared objectives. There would be clear expectations of seamless
collaboration between districts and counties, as there should be with Local Area Agreements. Detail
of collaboration would depend on the accountability model adopted.
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Recommendation 1

We need a new approach to criminal justice. This new approach should focus on primary justice.
Primary justice should be local, community-based and focused on prevention. It should be part of
a wider approach that also tackles concerns about behaviour disruptive to good community
relations, in a way that is effective and provides community reassurance without the need to
criminalise that behaviour. It should enable local areas to use available resources wisely to
achieve the best outcomes for their communities.

Recommendation 2

We should fund primary justice by moving money from national services into a local pot in each
upper tier area. This pot would be used to commission local services, either from existing
providers or by setting up new local services. A local budget could include approximately 35 per
cent of the prison budget, the administration budget for magistrates courts, local policing and
probation. This would not affect justice in terms of deciding criminal law, which would remain a
prerogative of national government and Parliament.

16 PRIMARY JUSTICE





Chapter 3 — community responsibility 

“One of the reasons why we are dealing with such an overcrowded system is because prisons have
been asked to make up for other local services that, for one reason or another, either have not been
provided or things have fallen through. So whether it is the care system, whether it is mental health
services, whether it is social services and whether it is drug treatment in the community, there is 
a lot more that could be built up on the preventative end which would actually stop people heading
for prison.”

Prison Reform Trust

“Despite the fact that all prisoners need an element of support to re-engage with and successfully
re-integrate into society and communities they are often failed by the system…it is an indictment
upon the current arrangements that case study successes are few and far between as prison
leavers struggle to break the stigma of offending behaviour and fully integrate into the local
communities from which they originate.”

Bridgend County Council

There is a problem at the heart of re-offending which is this: a lot of very needy people end up
committing crimes. Their needs are real, but so is their offence — and when there are limited
resources it seems wrong to help people who do wrong. But not helping them puts them at high risk
of doing more damage. 

The Cabinet Office Social Exclusion Unit did a report into the state of people in our prisons.19 For local
services, the statistics should be a dark reminder of where many of the people we fail end up:

l 27 per cent of prisoners were taken into care as a child (compared to 2 per cent of the
general population)

l 52 per cent of men and 71 per cent of women prisoners have no qualifications (compared to
15 per cent of the general population)

l 67 per cent of prisoners were not in employment before going to prison (compared to 5 per
cent of the general population)

l 72 per cent of men and 70 per cent of women prisoners have two or more mental disorders
(compared to 5 per cent of the male general population and 2 per cent of the female general
population)

l 72 per cent of prisoners were in receipt of benefit before going to prison (compared to 13.7
per cent of the general population)

l 32 per cent of prisoners were not in settled housing or accommodation before being sent to
prison (compared to 0.9 per cent of the general population) 

l 21 per cent of women prisoners are lone parents (compared to 9 per cent of the general
population)

l 22 per cent of the prisoners who were married on entering prison are now divorced or
separated. 

This chapter considers the key areas that a local system could focus on — not help that goes beyond
what law-abiding people receive, but a basic framework that makes sure no one is held back when
they want to change their life and start afresh.
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On release

Prisoners need access to the basics on release. National provision does not ensure this. 
The average offender is released with a £46 discharge allowance. This amount is expected to 
last the offender two weeks until their benefit payments are processed. Taxpayers, particularly in
an era of public spending restraint will not wish to vote for more money to be paid to released
offenders.20

However, as Harry Fletcher, Assistant General Secretary of National Association of Probation Officers
(NAPO) has noted “Prisoners released with the standard grant of £45 will not receive any benefit for
32 days and will be expected to survive on less than £1.50 a day. That is a recipe for re-offending. The
government needs to sort this mess out now.” 21

MERTON

The London Borough of Merton is an example of a local authority that is taking constructive
action to deal with this problem. Their PPO team provides the following services to released
prisoners: 

Upon release… he/she will be provided with a HMP release document, which may or may
not contain a photograph. More often than not, this will not be sufficient for JobcentrePlus
purposes. JobcentrePlus will often request passport/drivers licence/utility bills… offenders
rarely possess this type of identity. 

Therefore during early intervention interviews of [offenders] in HMP, the PPO team will
establish whereabouts of his/her identity documents, which may be with his family or
associates. 

Failing this, we will purchase a copy of their birth certificate, retained by the PPO 
unit until release. Thus the application can be made immediately on release. Although
there will still be some delay in receipt of benefits, this process leads to less 
re-offending.

Housing

“When you look at the list of people local authorities have to accommodate, and it is a slightly
different matter for kids, generally speaking, [ex-offenders] are not a priority and so we have to do
something that will address that too…unless we do something at the other end to support the
principal providers of accommodation, they will simply put the shutters up, as they have done
generally for a very long time.”

David Chesterton

Prisoners need accommodation when they leave prison. Many of the respondents to the inquiry noted
the importance of housing while recognising the profound difficulty in filling that need when housing
providers are wary of problem tenants and demand for social housing is intense. 

Mr Ian Mulholland, Governor of HMP Wandsworth, said: “It is always a decision for me as to
whether I keep somebody an extra evening without any legal authority in order to discharge 
them the next morning so that they have a bed for the night or whether I say, ‘No, we are not
doing that’.”
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HOUSING EXCHANGE SCHEME — MERTON AND CAMDEN

An ‘accommodation/housing’ partnership is about to be launched as a pilot. This was
initiated as a result of interviews in prison with a number of offenders who said that on
release they did not want to return to the area they came from as being near their peers
would encourage their re-offending. This was particularly mentioned by those who were
drug users and those with few family ties in the home borough. Relocation offered a chance
of a fresh start. 

FLOATING SUPPORT PILOT — HEREFORDSHIRE

People assessed as being vulnerable or at risk of homelessness due to drug or alcohol
abuse or offending behaviour can be referred to the project. People with substance misuse
issues often have difficulty securing and keeping tenancies. The pilot focuses on providing
housing support alongside treatment or criminal justice sentences as well as providing help
to contribute to the community, such as employment or debt management support.

Substance abuse and mental health

“Our biggest anxiety across the system at present is the mental health issue and the lack of facilities
for patients with particularly low-level mental health.”

John Howson, Magistrates Association

“Our major concern at present is not so much the people with drug problems but those with alcohol
problems; there are far fewer services, from our point of view, for those people than there are for
people on drugs. There may not be enough for the people with drug habits but there is virtually
nothing, it seems to me, for people who are dependent on alcohol in large parts of the country.”

Magistrates Association

The public believe that drug and alcohol addictions are a major cause of crime. Seventy-one per cent
of the public believe drugs are a major cause of crime today and 52 per cent believe alcohol is.22

The annual costs of drug and alcohol abuse to the UK are significant. The socio economic cost of
drug related crime is estimated at £13 billion, with an estimated fifth of arrestees dependent on
heroin.23 The annual cost of alcohol related crime and disorder is estimated at between £8 billion and
£13 billion, with a fifth of violent crime occurring in or around licensed premises.24

Treatment programmes save the taxpayer money. Alcohol treatment is estimated to save five times its
cost in health, social and criminal justice services.25 Every £1 invested in drug treatment, is estimated
to produce savings of £9.50 in criminal justice and health costs (based on sustained behaviour lasting
for two years after treatment).26

The Bradley Report revealed that “services are currently organised in such a way as to positively
disadvantage those needing to access services for both mental health and substance misuse/alcohol
problems. Individuals needing both services have to access one service at a time.”27 Offenders who
experience one of these problems often experience others.

An example of the gaps in service is the problem that substance dependent prisoners are not
necessarily linked to a local prescription service or provided with medication for the weekend if
released late on Friday afternoon. This results in both drug related deaths and increases the chance
of individuals committing drug related crime. London Borough of Lewisham has set up a model to try
and address this. 
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Employment

“Another very simple thing is the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act which could be amended… At the
moment, we are requiring someone serving a six-month sentence – and I will check these figures – to
have a 10-year period of disclosure to prospective employers. That is going to make it very hard to
enter the employment market.”

Prison Reform Trust

Employment is a very significant problem for ex-offenders — but it is also a problem for the rest of the
community. Ex-offenders who do not have work are far more likely to commit further crimes. Without
work they are dependent on benefits and a cost to the taxpayer.

But finding employment is very difficult. Criminal Records are easy to get and hard to get rid of.
Whenever someone providing a public service commits a crime, there are renewed calls for more
stringent checks and a renewed push to purge anyone with a criminal record from the system. CRB
checks for those working with children can never be run out. While this is reasonable for sexual
offences, the inquiry panel knew of a senior officer working in children’s services who had to disclose
a minor count of affray for every new post — decades after the misdemeanour. 

One ex-offender described his frustration at wanting to be able to use his experiences to save other
young people from a similar life of crime, but finding that his criminal record meant he had no
chance of finding work that would allow him to give something back to those young people. He was
convinced that young people need to hear from people who had been there, who came from the same
estates. And they needed to see that people who stop offending are making a choice that leads to
something positive. Knowing that a family member with a criminal record is shut out of the job
market is an invidious message that says there is no merit in leaving crime.

Alienation
I received an eight-month sentence and served four months. [Freedom] has been the most alienating
period. As a convicted person I am in effect excluded from employment and insurance. I have sought to
do voluntary work but have been rejected. Society has made it clear that it wants no truck with me. I
am not allowed to contribute to society.

I am extremely fortunate in having a supportive wife, neighbours, friends, a home, and a pension
income. Somebody without these would, having served a short prison sentence, have no incentive to
obey the law – the only incentive they would have would be to avoid detection.

Anonymous member of UNLOCK

While employment is the end aim, for many offenders basic numeracy, literacy and job readiness
preparation is required before work is possible. Education and skills are critical, but the current
system acts as a disincentive. Prisoners are paid more for low skilled work in prison than to attend
education or training.

Families and relationships

In a year there are:

l 29,200 children subject to a child protection plan28

l 60,000 looked after children29

l 160,000 children with a parent in custody30
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According to the Prison Reform Trust, children of prisoners have about three times the risk of
developing mental health problems compared to their peers and experience higher levels of social
disadvantage, but there is no statutory support for them as a group. 

The government recognises the importance of maintaining supportive family ties for resettlement and
reducing re-offending. 

The Children’s Commissioner exposed the problems with the fact that there is no women’s prison in
the whole of Wales.31 The government’s strategy for women prisoners, including “mother and baby
units” where mothers are imprisoned with their babies, is undermined by the requirement that
women be kept lengthy distances from home and family contacts. 

The role of communities

“The public do demand that those who commit offences are punished… But it is artificial
confidence... because often when the offender is released they return to the community where they
live and also probably committed their crimes, and we know the high re-offending rates that
happen. In the short term, however, the public do feel – it is out-of-sight, out-of-mind – it has been
dealt with.”

Cllr Jason Stacey, Leader, London Borough of Ealing

There are no easy answers — offenders have needs that it will always be problematic and politically
unappetising to provide for, even if there is very good evidence that it would reduce crime.

The problem at present is that responsibility for meeting the needs of offenders is taken away from
communities, but only for a time. Inevitably offenders are delivered back to communities, not only
with aggravating problems such as unemployment and substance dependency still in place, but often
more problematic than before. 

More could be done in prisons, but the reality is that the problems offenders have which increase
their chances of offending started while they were in their local community. Solutions must therefore
be rooted in their community. Creating the illusion that problems are dealt with by removing
offenders only moves the problem to another day.

Primary justice would not be a magic bullet — but it would make the money we spend go much
further, and provide solutions that would last much longer.

The needs of victims

“We are rightly exercised about paedophiles, but seem to have little sympathy, understanding or
interest in those who have been their victims, many of whom end up in prison.” 32

Baroness Corston

There is universal support in principle for a system that is focused on the needs of victims. What is
problematic is that meeting the needs of victims can expose grey areas that public services are not
well equipped to deal with.

The first grey area is that people are frequently victims of crime outside the criminal justice system.
Much crime goes unreported, though the impact of the crime remains real. Victim Support has done
considerable work demonstrating that the impact of crime on victims often translates into tangible
needs such as housing, health and finance. 
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The second grey area is that some victims go on to become offenders, and vice versa. A simplistic
view that divides the world into victims and offenders, without recognising the potential for overlap,
will fail to deliver for some very vulnerable people. 

“Charlie was given a 16-month sentence at age 22 for hitting a police officer during an anti-BNP
protest which turned violent. This was his first offence. Charlie had a father who was a chronic
alcoholic; he had suffered physical, sexual and verbal abuse at the hands of his uncle and a
neighbour. On release he was given bail accommodation to find someone else squatting there.
Employers refused to consider his applications due to his criminal record and he was fortunate to
eventually find employment with a charity promoting arts in prison.”

Personal account given to inquiry

This is not to say that offences should be excused, as that is unjust for those who they have gone on
to victimise. But where we can go wrong is to continue to punish people after their sentence is
complete. If someone has not been given a life sentence by the courts, they shouldn’t experience a
life sentence in the community. This applies equally to both victims and offenders if they are excluded
from a full and contributing life. 

What this means is there is an imperative for public services to avoid careless assumptions and be
reflective and informed when providing for the needs of the community as a whole. It means that
public services should not be quick to restrict the help they provide to those who are obviously
“victims”, but be fair and open in recognising that others may have needs that are also the result of
crime and abuse.

Recommendation 3

Primary justice should be about communities taking responsibility for meeting the needs of
vulnerable people as part of delivering safety and justice for the whole community, and helping
everyone become a contributing member of society. Support should recognise that there can be an
overlap between victims and offenders, and that becoming a victim can itself create needs that are
easily overlooked. The right services should be available across the spectrum of problems that
individuals and families have that need solutions, including the recognition that needs are often
linked. Priority areas for help must include:

l housing
l mental health, including substance and alcohol abuse
l employment, education and skills
l family and relationships.

Making support palatable

“Councils must continually balance resources to ensure our services are available to all who 
need them and limitations on resources, particularly in the current economic climate, means that
we must often prioritise particular groups over others. Because of the very nature of the 
‘offender group, it is often extremely difficult and sometimes impossible to prioritise them over
others. A good example of this can be seen in the provision of suitable housing when they leave
prison, with many communities reluctant to see offenders who have caused them harm return,
and frequent issues of ‘nimbyism’ whenever we see applications to develop managed
accommodation units for offenders.”

Clr Judith Woodman, Deputy Leader, Cardiff City Council
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The reality is that providing support for offenders is politically unpalatable. A primary justice system
must recognise this and should include measures that will reassure the public that support is
focused on offenders contributing to society.

One way to do that would be to introduce a new approach to paid work. The current prison service
provides work to 24,000 inmates at a time. This amounts to just under a third of all prisoners. Their
wages are derisory and have been frozen since 1992. The average prisoner earns £9.60 per week.33

Prisoners do not receive cash but have ‘accounts’, which can be added to by families and friends
conditional on their good behaviour. These are administered by the prison authorities. It is strange
that offenders have ‘accounts’ while in prison but the government has not seen fit to ensure that
each of them have access to a bank account that can be used both while in prison and on their
release.

The Prison Earnings Act 1996 was passed but never implemented — it would have allowed the
government to make deductions from prisoner pay for a variety of reasons including tax, victim
compensation, or to mitigate the costs of imprisonment. 

A primary justice system, focused on short sentence prisoners and people on remand, should take a
new look at work. There are a range of opportunities.

“While the business community may not be able to actively engage in the ‘punishment’ angle of
community justice, it can lead on the recovery of offenders and communities.”

Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce

Primary justice should have links with business and the voluntary sector. Business responses to this
inquiry argued that they tend to be left on the periphery in policy discussions about safety ad justice,
when in reality they can make a genuine contribution. If organisations are given a role in justice, they
have the awareness and motivation to create employment opportunities that would otherwise shut
out ex-offenders.

A primary justice system should be designed so that it is not inevitable that offenders will lose their
jobs because of imprisonment. There should be consideration as to whether to have flexible
sentences that can be served on evenings and weekends so that work can continue.

Local authorities should review their approach to employing ex-offenders, to ensure that they are
strategically balancing the risks to the public against the need to re-integrate ex-offenders. They
should look to provide an example to all other employers in the area. The example of Salford City
Council, given in the following chapter, illustrates that this is an achievable goal.

Primary justice should consider different approaches to paid work while in prison — communities
might endorse higher wages if they were redirected into highly visible reparation or schemes with
clear links to rehabilitation. This could take the form of payment back into the safety and justice
budget, money to compensate local victims or savings ring fenced to pay for housing rental deposits
on release. 

Offenders shouldn’t be rewarded — but they can be more clearly seen to be making good use of their
time in prison to pay back communities. The use of community payback schemes is useful and
reassuring for the public both as part of a prison sentence and as an alternative to custody.

“I am glad you referred to Community Payback which we reckon values at £34.5 million over six million
hours of unpaid work for the community. Some of the more recent developments – not just the visible
jackets but local people having a say in the type of unpaid work – are just one example.”

Frances Flaxington, Ministry of Justice
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Recommendation 4

Primary justice should be designed to focus on retaining or gaining employment. Different areas
will take different approaches, but there should be a general commitment to the principles of:

l flexible sentences so offenders can keep working

l clear roles for business and the voluntary sector in opening up employment for ex-
offenders

l leadership by local authorities on an intelligent approach to employing ex-offenders

l using paid and unpaid work while in prison to create opportunities for highly visible
payback while in prison.
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Chapter 4 — preserving what works

There are considerable needs to be met and energy and imagination would be required to 
achieve all that is possible with a local system. However, there are many examples of local good
practice. They illustrate the range of options open to local authorities. Options they may wish to
consult when developing schemes of their own. Below we analyse the work of the Community
Justice Courts, the Diamond Initiative, Women’s Centres and private and public sector
employment projects.

Community Justice Courts

The North Liverpool Community Justice Centre was opened in 2005. There are now 12 additional ones
in Bradford, Birmingham, Devon and Cornwall, Hull, Leicester, Merthyr Tydfil, Middlesbrough,
Nottingham, Salford, Haringey, Newham and Wandsworth. 

The Local Criminal Justice Board, the local judiciary and magistrates, the local council, crime and
disorder reduction partnerships, safer neighbourhood teams and other voluntary services are all
involved in the court. The approach emphasises problem solving eg identifying and resolving the
underlying causes of offending. 

The presiding judge the Hon David Fletcher described the emphasis put on local engagement which
the centre provided. 

“While community meetings continue – a key part of my own role is meeting residents on a one to one
basis – I spend lots of time out and about in North Liverpool with people as wide ranging as our
criminal justice partners, local football clubs, youth groups, schools, community and parents group,
and these are the people that help us keep our finger on the pulse of the area.” 34

The types of crimes that are prioritised are informed by consultation with the community. The court
has tended to focus on quality of life crimes such as vandalism, graffiti and anti-social behaviour
related offences. However, the community are not directly involved in sentencing which remains the
responsibility of the judge. 

The centre works to engage the community. They describe how:”From the outset we’ve worked
closely with local newspapers and radio and distributed regular newsletters to every household in
North Liverpool… We’ve also ensured that public meetings are well publicised through leaflets,
posters and advertising.”

The community engagement officer has also organised diversionary activities for young people
such as training “in fire safety around bonfire night, provided with diversionary activities on 
Mischief Night (that’s the night before Halloween).” It has a “large community room in the grounds
of the centre.”

This is used “by local groups and… many community organisations which in turn inform their
members and the wider community about the work of the centre.” This is perhaps the reason why
Jack Straw observed that in terms of public confidence “the centre had helped to increase confidence
locally so that the decline was not as large as it was in other areas”.35
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Diamond Initiative 

The London Diamond Initiative is being piloted as part of a wider scheme called the Integrated
Offender Management programme. The programme will run for two years and will target a group of
offenders with the aim of breaking the cycle of offending. 

Six boroughs are putting in resources from a range of different agencies to target the offenders
receiving little, if any post-release supervision. The Newham Diamond Team includes Work Access
Officers and Key Workers providing support with accommodation, substance misuse and education,
training and employment. 

There are some relatively small geographical areas that history has shown to disproportionately
contribute to crime. The logic is that focusing resources in these areas will significantly reduce the
costs of offender management in the long-run. 

The London Diamond Initiative builds on the ‘Million Dollar Block’ project in the USA which emphasises
greater local ownership of crime and its solutions. Unlike many other support programmes, this
initiative provides targeted long term intervention for a smaller number of offenders. 

Women’s centres

Baroness Corston was asked to compile her report in response to the deaths of six women at Styal
prison, Cheshire, between August 2002 and August 2003. Her report looked at the incarceration of
female offenders. She called for the creation of a larger network of women’s centres. There are 96
women’s centres in England included in the National Directory of Women’s Centre’s published in
2004 by Keighley Women’s Centre.36

These centres act as a single place to access a diverse range of women’s services. They also provide
support services to vulnerable women at risk of offending or who have offended. These centres are an
alternative to custody. 

They “draw together the various services in the community that provide interventions for issues key to
women’s well-being such as physical and mental health, drug and alcohol misuse, physical, sexual
and emotional abuse, family support, housing, domestic violence, education and training,
employment, finance, benefits and debt advice, programmes to address attitudes, thinking and
behaviour, legal advice, counselling and therapy, improving self-esteem, isolation and poverty.” 37

Referrals could be made by schools, general practitioners, probation, prisons, police, courts, Crown
Prosecution Service, or users could self refer. 

The women’s centres in Asha and Calderdale were cited as examples of good practice. Asha is based
in Worcester. It was set up in 2002 and receives over three hundred referrals a year. It offers a woman
only supportive environment providing many of the services listed above. 

The Calderdale Evolve programme for female offenders and those at risk of offending provides
assistance at every stage including, at risk of offending, at the point of arrest, through the criminal
justice system and sentencing options and at resettlement on release from prison. The use of prison
for female offenders is particularly damaging because they tend to be the primary carer for children.
18,000 children a year face their mother being sent to prison. 

Despite the transparent benefits that women’s centres provide, the experience many reported to
Baroness Corston was of ongoing difficulty in engaging with local authorities.
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Employment services

Private sector: The National Grid has a Young Offender Programme. It has trained more than 1,000
offenders and has been expanded to include 80 companies since its inception. It works in more than
20 prisons. Offenders train in the 13 week Gas Network Operative NVQ level 1 courses, during this
time they will be on Release on Temporary Licence. The re-conviction rate for those on the
programme is seven per cent which is very low compared with predicted re-conviction rates for this
group. Jobs are provided for successful trainees on their release. 

Public sector: Salford City Council has an impressive array of employment focused initiatives. Back to
Work IN Salford has to date enabled 35 ex-offenders into full-time employment, and 36 to gain a
recognised qualification. A partnership with Salford College and Forest Bank Prison has developed a
painting and decorating workshop and eight-week introduction to construction course within the
prison. This is part of wider work in Salford creating training and job opportunities in construction
with over 60 construction employers. For those not able to access these entry level opportunities,
there is a 13-week work placement scheme that allows candidates to demonstrate their employability
by providing exposure to work environments. This builds on pre-employment training during custody.

BACK TO WORK IN SALFORD

Salford’s partnership with local prisons enables it to identify suitable offenders to work in
their Community Leisure Centre on release. Chosen offenders are guaranteed a three-
month placement on release from prison. After three months candidates move on to other
jobs or are often offered permanent employment. 

Those chosen were high risk offenders who had between them hundreds of convictions for
offences involving drugs, violence, theft and firearms. Most of them had spent the majority if
their adult lives in custody and, like many prisoners, had complex problems including a long
history of difficult family circumstances, drug/alcohol abuse, literacy or numeracy problems. 

“Participants have proved to be excellent employees — willing, enthusiastic, knowledgeable
and popular with the rest of staff. None have re-offended.”

The start up costs of the project were £5,750 per offender. Assuming 61 per cent of offenders
would have been re-imprisoned (based on national re-conviction rates) the savings on
imprisonment and custody costs are £53,500 per offender.

Recommendation 5

What provision of safety and justice looks like locally should be extremely flexible and tailored to
what exists locally already, as well as being relevant to local needs and vision for the future.
Examples of good practice which have worked well in different areas, such as Community Justice
Courts, the Diamond Initiative and Women’s Centres, should all be integrated into this reformed
approach. Local areas should be encouraged to borrow practice from pioneering areas, but not be
constrained to deliver a nationally prescribed model.
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Chapter 5 — getting value

In a time of economic downturn, the imperative to ensure value for money in public expenditure is
even more acute. The inquiry heard three key concerns about the current funding system as it
impacts on the ground:

1) There is inadequate means to direct funds into prevention, which is a demonstrably more
cost effective way of using resources than waiting until crime has already taken place.

2) Funding for projects that produce results is short term and insecure, meaning projects stop
and start. This means having to invest in new start up costs each time and creating little
chance of impacting on issues that need effort over the long term. 

Prevention

“I would also stress again the need to shift our focus to prevention, and intervention as early as
possible, if we are to stand any chance of stopping the annual increase in the number of people who
find their way into our already overstretched criminal justice system.”

Cllr Judith Woodman, Deputy Leader, Cardiff City Council

Criminal justice is not the only policy area where prevention is regarded as a better use of scarce
resources. Children’s services focus on early intervention because children with a good start in life
achieve better throughout childhood and health services recognise the value of keeping people
healthy rather than trying to cure them once they are ill or care for them after the onset of disability. 

Blackpool Springboard Project

In April 2006 a virtual team was established and began to accept referrals. The project aimed to offer
an intensive service to 60 families which were of particular concern to the Council and its partners as
being “chaotic” or difficult to support effectively. This was a determined attempt to break the cycle of
dependency and the pattern of intervention, closure, and reopening of cases. The referral criteria
were that the family:

1) were in contact with a range of services
2) lived in Blackpool for more than 12 months
3) had the capacity to change.

The University of Salford undertook an evaluation of the project which reviewed the impact across 11
‘domains’ which reflected the activities of the project: sexual health, physical/mental health, health
behaviour, offending behaviour, anti-social behaviour, domestic violence, supervision and
vulnerability, accommodation, employment and education.

The evaluation found dramatic outcomes in the areas of criminal and anti-social behaviour, among
other areas.

Twenty-seven of the 42 families had members within them who committed at least one criminal
offence during the 12 months prior to their acceptance into Springboard… Every one of the families
showed reductions in criminal activity during the time they received support from Springboard. 93 per
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cent of the families displayed a significant reduction in the three areas of activity, with only two
families displaying an increase in activity.

The Blackpool study is particularly useful, as it provides a detailed financial analysis of the prevention
activity for sample families involved in the project. The analysis looks at actual costs and then
compares to scenarios with a reasonable likelihood of having taken place without the project
intervention:

Example project cost — £17,722.00

Cost of scenario 1 — children taken into care — £166,400
Cost of scenario 2 — hostel accommodation required because of unsafe housing conditions —
£6,423
Cost of scenario 3 — children known to youth offending incarcerated for six months -£32,888
Cost of scenario 4 — serious injury arising from house condition requiring eight-week hospital
admission — £2,101

Maximum savings — £190,090
Maximum cost without return — £17,722

This illustrates both the strength of prevention and the difficulty of calculating value for money. In
the worst case scenario the project investment provides such a significant return that it would be
foolish not to invest. In the best case scenario there is no financial return, merely costs — though it
could be argued that providing troubled families with support that address serious need is a return
in itself. 

Sandwell Council captured the challenge: “The rationale for lack of investment in this area is that
with prevention you are required to evidence something that hasn’t happened.”
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What the Blackpool analysis also reflects is the importance of looking at prevention activity in the
most flexible way possible. If the investment is weighed looking solely from a health or housing
perspective, for example, the investment does not provide value for money. Only by looking at the
totality of public spending do the true costs of not acting — and true benefits if action is taken —
become apparent. 

The experience of Norway suggests that a strong focus on prevention rather than enforcement can
result in lower crime. Norway favours investment in the welfare state over investment in police and
prison.38 

While there are challenges, there is also a strong body of concrete evidence about the impact of
specific interventions for children on their chance of offending in future. 

The Children’s Commissioner for England has documented research which makes the following
case:

1) Living in a neighbourhood where there is violence makes it likely that at least some young
people will witness violence against others or be victims of violence. Both increase the
chance they will become violent or carry weapons.

2) Children who are abused or neglected have a much greater chance of being arrested for a
violent offence later in life.

3) Young people who should not ordinarily be at risk of offending are far more likely to offend if
they live in a deprived neighbourhood.

Research gathered by the Commissioner also provides direction about what works, and what doesn’t.
Children should not be seen as objects to control — when young people are given an active role in
regeneration it can result in lower rates of violence. It is helpful to understand risk factors, but
bringing children at risk of offending into early contact with the criminal justice system is not the way
to reduce risk — but the opposite. Children should be helped, not labelled. 

Interventions that can make a difference to reduce offending include parent training, nurse home
visiting, and either universal or targeted programmes in schools on cognitive techniques to develop
thinking skills, such as anger management.

A robust approach to reducing crime would support children better than we do today. In fact, the
evidence suggests our approach is punitive, not preventative.

“Current responses to youth offending are too often reactive. Agencies tend to focus on tackling
those already with problems rather than preventing the flow of individuals into criminal life. As such,
current practices are both wasteful and expensive. There remains insufficient strategic focus, and
therefore resource provision, on early intervention… many young people are being locked up for
breaches of punishments handed out for lesser offences and many are being incarcerated earlier
than need be. This is evidenced by the fact that two thirds of children who are in prison in England
and Wales are there for non violent offences.”

Association of Chief Police Officers

“Just five per cent of the [Youth Justice Board]’s budget is spent on prevention compared with 
75 per cent on custody. Though the government’s rhetoric suggests that it has accepted the argument
for early crime prevention, this has not yet been reflected in the way resources are allocated; 
evidence-based early intervention is still seen as a “pet project” rather than a mainstream crime
prevention tool.”

Policy Exchange, Less Crime, Lower Costs 39
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Stability

“To record qualitative outcomes… requires a long-term investment; this is at odds with the nature of
the short term funding available.

“One of the key barriers to effective use of resources is the wide variety of funding streams, each
requiring different outputs which in some cases result in the focus of the delivery being more about
making the outputs match the requirements of the funder than on qualitative outcomes.”

Sandwell

“The cost of this process [of tackling community incidents] is comparatively low with much greater
savings elsewhere in the justice system but the funding is not secure. It can only be hoped that a way
of securing funding for this genuinely multi-agency activity can be found.”

Runnymede Borough Council

“Where funding is available to support preventative programmes and intensive support these tend to
be funded through short term grants or pump priming funding, often provided through central
government departments. While the outcomes of these programmes may be successful there is no
recognition at a national level that additional resources may be required in order to mainstream these
activities and often no resource or capacity at local level to support past the grant funded period.”

Northampton Borough Council

The inquiry heard repeated accounts throughout the evidence of the need for stability and coherence
in funding for critical interventions. The national lead is split between the Home Office and Ministry of
Justice, and funding streams continue to be short term and short-sighted. Though there has been a
national commitment to ending the proliferation of small, conditional and restrictive grants to local
areas because of the inefficiency that results, the practice seems to continue in criminal justice. This
is bad practice and means must be found to stamp it out.

The primary approach

“Money should be held locally and more resources channelled into prevention.”
Salford City Council

“One way that partners locally are trying to ensure the multiple needs of offenders are met is by
pooling commissioned services where possible.”

Dorset County Council

“We need closer local working relationships between criminal justice agencies in the shape of joint
public services teams who operate joint budgets, joint working arrangements and undertake joint
evaluation and learning. In this way public agencies would know the full cost of providing youth
services, and in the spirit of ‘economic rationalisation’ could make investment decisions across
agencies knowing the added value it would bring.”

Association of Chief Police Officers

The function of a ‘primary justice’ approach must be to deliver better quality of life in a way that
makes the most of scarce resources. Localising key budgets would change the way we work in two
important ways.

First, it would bring together in one place all the budgets that contribute towards crime reduction.
While the safety and justice budget would be ring-fenced in the first instance, and the costs of
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custody for more serious crime would still be held nationally, it would provide a dramatic step
towards greater visibility, and would significantly increase the potential for local areas to make the
investment in prevention that is required — and also reap the benefits of reducing the need for
incarceration.

Secondly, holding a single budget locally would allow important projects to be funded from
mainstream budgets, and therefore be protected from frequent policy change nationally. Where local
areas were convinced of the worth of interventions, they would have the means to fund them over the
long term. 

Thirdly, because of the nature of local delivery, and the developed relationships that exist through
local strategic partnerships, local areas would be better motivated to consider the value of projects in
the widest terms across public services, not just for narrow sector-specific targets.
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Chapter 6 — primary justice for victims

A majority of the public believe the criminal justice system meets the needs of the accused 
80 per cent of men and 79 per cent of women agreed 40

A majority of the public believe the criminal justice system does not meet the needs of victims
Only 34 per cent of men and 37 per cent of women agreed that the needs of victims were met 41

The repetition of the need to re-orient the criminal justice system around the perspective of victims of
crime has been so oft-repeated it has become trite. And still it does not happen. A system of primary
justice offers the opportunity to change this disconnect dramatically. Approaches that include
mediation and reparation are more victim focused than the criminal justice system in the UK and
used worldwide.

Austria A series of offences are not liable for prosecution if the offender has voluntarily made good
the damage they have caused. 42

France A prosecutor may with the agreement of both parties if it seems to him this would repair the
damage caused to the victim, rehabilitate the individual etc decide on mediation and instruct the
offender to take action to achieve these objectives. 

Germany Mediation between victim and offender can be required even if the latter does not admit
responsibility. Some offences are eligible for dismissal without trial in cases where parties have
reached reconciliation.

Holland Both victims and offenders can refer themselves to restorative mediation. 

Slovenia If the victim consents a prosecutor may suspend prosecution of a criminal offence that
incurs a fine or a prison sentence not exceeding three years if the suspect agrees to any ONE of the
following actions- repair, compensation, community service or payment of alimony. 43

Restorative justice
One specific approach that has a strong evidence base and is used in projects of varying size in the
UK is restorative justice. Re-ordering the funding system as part of a primary justice approach would
mean creating the potential to mainstream funds for restorative justice. 

“In terms of restorative justice, we very much welcome your suggestion that the debate around it should
have a greater focus on the benefits of RJ for victims. We recognise that RJ has benefits for those
victims who want it, and that it can help victims to make sense of their experience, and in turn help a
victim to recover from it. However, it is important to recognise that RJ will not be the right approach for
all victims (or all offenders) and we firmly believe that no pressure should ever be put on a victim to
participate. We would like to see the use of RJ expanded, and built around the needs of victims.”

Victim Support

“It is right we should aim to keep young people who commit minor crimes and misdemeanours out of
the court system by making use of alternative welfare-orientated approaches such as restorative
justice.”

Association of Chief Police Officers
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What is it?

Restorative Justice is victim centred. Both victim and offender are brought together to resolve the
issue. Offenders are required to accept responsibility for their offence. A solution is agreed between
both parties which can include a simple apology, financial compensation or reparation. 

There is overwhelming evidence that restorative justice is effective in every sense that matters. In the
Smith Institute review by Sherman and Strang of over 36 tests where restorative justice has been
compared to conventional criminal justice, it has been shown, in at least two tests to:

l substantially reduced repeat offending for some offenders, but not all
l doubled (or more) the offences brought to justice as diversion from CJ
l reduced crime victims’ post-traumatic stress symptoms and related costs
l provided both victims and offenders with more satisfaction with justice than CJ
l reduced crime victims’ desire for violent revenge against their offenders
l reduced the costs of criminal justice, when used as diversion from CJ
l reduced recidivism more than prison (adults) or as well as prison (youths).44

The effectiveness of restorative justice does not depend on the context — it is equally applicable in
neighbour disputes as in violent crime. The examples that follow illustrate this wide applicability.
While a primary justice approach would only see less serious crimes dealt with at the local level,
given the benefits of restorative justice for victims and community wellbeing, there is an argument
that primary justice should provide restorative justice for more serious crimes as well, where
appropriate.

CASE STUDIES FROM THE UK

Chard and Ilminster Community Justice Panel, Somerset

Attendance is voluntary and dependant on the offender accepting responsibility for their
actions. However, there are sanctions if the offender declines to attend. So far there have
been no refusals. Henry Hobhouse, former Somerset County Council lead on Community
Safety described the Chard Restorative Justice Panel:

“In 2005 in Chard we ran a thing called the Restorative Justice Panel, and this was funded by the
Home Office…It has in our particular case a 95 per cent non re-offending rate and it actually
produces remorse or shame in the perpetrator.”

He provided the following example: A 14 year old boy who smashed up an old lady’s fence.
He appeared in front of the panel and the agreement was that the young man would restore
the fence to its former glory and paint it. The materials were supplied by the community
fund and the young man did the job — he is still doing a gardening job for this lady 18 months
later.

“There have been over 300 cases through that particular panel. This year we applied for
£100,000 a year from the Home Office to allow us to turn Somerset into a restorative justice
county and have panels across Somerset. We have been turned down.”

Places for People — Housing Management in Preston

Places for People has been using restorative justice in its community safety team since 2006
to mediate neighbour disputes that could escalate into disorder and criminal behaviour.
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This case involved three tenants who live on an affordable rented scheme in adjoining
terraced properties, and two tenants were complaining about the tenant who lived between
them. 

The complaints had gone on for 18 months and central to the problem was the 20-year-old
daughter of the middle tenant who, while she did not live there, used to attend the property
regularly and play loud music, have late night parties and be abusive to the other two
tenants and their families. This had got to the point where the partner of one of the tenants
was arrested for common assault against the daughter as matters were escalating out of
control.

They agreed to a Restorative Justice conference. The meeting was very constructive. All
parties acknowledged they needed to move forward and be able to live together. 

They agreed that, when daughter visits the property, should she be in a drunken state, she
will not be allowed entry to her mother’s house. If she becomes either drunk or causes a
nuisance or annoyance while inside the property she will be asked to leave immediately. And
all parties were to be courteous to each other.

Thames Valley Police

Thames Valley Restorative Justice Service is a partnership of Probation, Police, the Prison
Service and Victim Support. Thames Valley Probation is the lead organisation and provides
administrative support. It is currently funded mainly by probation with a small amount from
the South East Area Prison service. The service is a small organisation — this is due entirely
to budgetary constraints, not to demand.

Two young men robbed a filling station, armed with a knife. They threatened the three
employees, saying they had a gun. One of the employees escaped through the back door and
raised the alarm. The offenders, both heroin users, were subsequently jailed. They
volunteered to take part in RJ while in prison. 

The victims had all been traumatized by the offence, particularly the manager, who was still
on medication as a result. 

The conference was very emotional from the outset. The offenders gave a remorseful
account of what they did and apologised. The victims told them how afraid they were, how
their jobs had suffered, how they had sleepless nights, about the anxiety of walking down
the street, about the fear of retribution and how their personal relationships had suffered. 

The offenders were shocked and shamed by the evident harm they had caused, which was
much greater than they had imagined. They spoke about their upbringing and how they had
turned to drugs. They talked about what they had done in prison to turn away from drugs. 

The victims listened with interest and compassion. This had a profound effect on the
offenders. Everyone discussed constructively how the offenders could turn their lives
around. Later, one of the victims said of her manager colleague: “I drove home a completely
different person to the one I drove there, a massive weight had been taken off her shoulders
and she seemed ready to move on”. The manager herself said later that the meeting had
enabled her to start living the rest of her life.

The two offenders both made good progress in prison, stayed off drugs, and one of them
became a mentor for other drug users. 
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Restorative practice in the police

“In the last 18 months we have had 6,000 police officers who have been trained in delivering restorative
interventions. In those forces which have fully embraced the concept of delivering restorative justice
within communities, the RC [Recorded Crime] re-offending rate is around about five to seven per cent
compared with a reprimand re-offending rate of around about 30 per cent… it also delivers
significantly on victim satisfaction.

“We had KPMG look at the processes of dealing with shoplifting, lower level assault, criminal damage,
through the formal criminal justice system and we worked out that the custody and arrest process
took an average of 19.5 hours to complete. For every one of those offenders who is dealt with in a
restorative way, using the youth restorative justice disposal for example, we save about 18 hours of
police time.”

Garry Shewan, Association of Chief Police Officers

Justice that heals

The appeal of restorative justice is in the name — it seeks to restore what has been broken. It can be
used in prison for crimes of appalling violence, or with children in schools to tackle bullying. It treats
everyone involved as a human being and, unlike the criminal justice system, tries to understand how
people think, why they behave as they do, and what will make all parties involved safer, happier and
on a positive track for the future.

Restorative justice is not designed to replace criminal justice, but to complement it. Though there are
many passionate advocates in the UK, and the evidence of its effectiveness is indisputable, the issues
about funding and finance described in Chapter 3 mean that projects are vulnerable to closure and
new initiatives stand little chance of becoming established. 

Restorative justice does cost money, but the evidence demonstrates that it also provides value for
money compared to other responses. A primary justice system should provide a lens that can enable
expenditure to be re-balanced over time with less money wasted on multiple prison sentences and
more available for interventions that helps victims, like restorative justice.

“Restorative Justice is not a gimmick or a quick disposal to be promoted in order to reduce
bureaucracy, achieve efficiency savings or deliver on performance targets…A restorative model of
dealing with crime and offending which seeks to repair the harm done to victims and communities,
seeks to reduce re-offending and bring offenders to accept responsibility for their actions and help
build strong, vibrant and active communities is worthy of pursuit.”

Association of Chief Police Officers

Recommendation 6

Restorative justice should be a mainstream part of primary justice. Local areas should have
discretion to choose the practice that suits their community, and recognise that it takes time to
change the focus of the system. But in the longer term there should be an understanding that the
availability of restorative justice is as important to victims as justice through the criminal system. 
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Chapter 7 — the public face of justice

“I have a really hard job in keeping up with the acronyms, what the letters mean today, because they
probably change and mean something else tomorrow… if you really want to give people power they
have to understand what it is, where it is, who has paid for it and how they can control it.”

Frances Crook, Howard League for Penal Reform

“The public want three very straightforward things. They want to know that there are
consequences, and not pleasant ones, for people who break the law… Second, they want to know
very, very clearly that the organisations that they think are there to protect them are tackling the
issues that matter to them… Third, they want a set of entitlements. They want to understand the
service that is on offer.”

Louise Casey, Neighbourhood Crime and Justice Adviser 

“Our strong and clear conclusion is that it is fundamentally important to shift the focus and emphasis
of the crime statistics debate from the national to the local perspective” 45

The risk of being a victim of crime has fallen in the past 10 years. It has declined from 40 per cent in
1995 to just over a fifth today (22 per cent). 46

However, a majority of the public believe this risk has increased. A consistent majority believe the risk
of being affected by crime is increasing in each year since 1996 with this figure ranging from 75 per
cent in 1996 to 65 per cent in 2007-2008.47

The public view the criminal justice system as “distant, unaccountable and unanswerable”. Louise
Casey reiterated to the inquiry the outcomes of research for the Cabinet Office report, Engaging
Communities in Fighting Crime.

They do not have confidence in the Criminal Justice System to deter, punish or rehabilitate offenders.
Only 44 per cent of the public said they were very or fairly confident that the CJS was effective at
bringing people to custody. A mere 37 per cent of the public were convinced the CJS system as a
whole was effective.48

They want more information on how offenders are being managed. Louise Casey reports that “Fifty-
eight per cent of the population want straightforward information on action that is being taken to
tackle crime and on consequences for the offender.”

“We regularly inform communities of local crime problems, profiles and problem solving activity.
However, within the community profiles, we fail to provide meaningful and reassuring information
regarding offenders and offences brought to justice as a result of action taken to resolve crime
problems… those within local communities are typically more interested in what happened to those
apprehended for the spate of criminal damage offences on their estate last month. This is the type of
low level, local information that communities frequently request and this is the type of information that
inspires confidence in the CJS at a local level.”

Bedfordshire Police

“Police officers don’t all deliver on the victim’s code of practice and victims and witnesses are left in
the dark as to what is happening in the case and this is the cause of people not wanting to go to court
to give evidence.”

Salford City Council
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Among the many challenging problems highlighted by this review, there is one area where need is far
simpler to satisfy. Primary justice would need to be about information. There is a clear link to primary
health: public information campaigns are one of the core tools of primary care, making sure that
people know the risks of their choices and the action they can take to stay healthy. This should be a
cornerstone of primary justice too.

“Currently victims are entitled to receive information about their case within specified time periods…
however, the current system is, in our opinion, too slow… For example, the Witness Care Unit is
reliant on receiving information from the Courts Service before it can inform the victim that a
defendant has been released on bail. The time allowed for this means that a number of days could
pass before a victim is informed of important decisions… We also think that there is scope for the CJS
to look at how it could provide information to victims and witnesses about their case online.”

Victim Support

The Ministry of Justice is currently trialling a website that provides online access to sentences given
in a local area. While this is a step in the right direction, it remains a long way from the accessible
information that local partnerships are currently developing as part of the Policing Pledge. 

While there should be no requirement forcing local areas to produce online resources as part of 
a primary justice approach, it is likely to be something that would be enthusiastically embraced 
by local professionals. This also recognises that most members of the public do not want to give
their time to see justice done and safety maintained, but do take an interest and want to be
informed.

One of the issues raised in the inquiry was the demise of local papers that used to provide qualitative
information about court proceedings and sentencing. The internet now offers opportunities to replace
that sense of immediate access to information in a context that makes sense to people.

The Chard Restorative Justice Panel in Somerset has been very well received by local media,
demonstrating that there is a market for local stories with positive conclusions. “The local newspaper
is very supportive of the project and reports any news about the panel in a very favourable light…
Local radio regularly has the coordinator on to talk about the panel and how it works.”

Recommendation 7

Primary justice should be built on the understanding that success and the confidence of the public
depends on timely, accessible and relevant information about the consequences for those who
commit crimes. This might involve:

l Encouraging professionals to interact with the public as much as possible by feeding into
existing “face the public” sessions

l Creating space for prison governors to be recognised public figures in the 
community

l Feeding information about justice into existing sites that profile crime information

l Using aspects of social networking to give victims, witnesses and members of the public
opportunities to access information and express opinion online about specific cases in the
public domain

l Working with victims and victim groups to find simple ways to be keep them informed of
the progress of cases quickly and cheaply by encrypted email or text. 
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Accountability

In Chapter 1 we outlined the frustrations of professionals working in the field. They reported:

l professionals not cooperating
l partnerships with unclear linkages
l professionals who believe they should be involved in partnerships not being permitted

membership
l over-reliance on projects in the absence of any wider strategy.

What the system needs is local accountability. The inquiry heard many versions of the same issue —
that professionals in the criminal justice system are disconnected from the local communities that
they serve, and this impedes their ability to work in partnership and create confidence.

“The growth of national structures has led to bigger areas covered more remotely, less local
knowledge and therefore less local support. Most consultations end up favouring the “Heartbeat”
approach: know your local police, court, etc…”

Herefordshire Community Safety and Drugs Partnership

“The Magistrates Association firmly believes that summary justice should be rooted in communities,
along with actions both to try to prevent offending requiring such justice, and to deter offending. The
Magistrates Courts must have an essential part to play in delivering justice locally in an open
democratic and participative manner, as it has for nearly 650 years.”

Magistrates Association

This kind of accountability depends on a few key things. It means the visibility of key players, such as
Governors, judges, magistrates, police and probation officers, and local elected politicians. It means
communicating frequently and openly with the press. It means designing services with permeable
walls — where the public comes in and feels they are welcome. 

Hon David Fletcher gives an account of how he has achieved this in Liverpool:

“A key part of my own role is meeting residents on a one to one basis – I spend lots of time out and
about in North Liverpool with people as wide ranging as our criminal justice partners, local football
clubs, youth groups, schools, community and parents group, and these are the people that help us
keep our finger on the pulse of the area…From the outset we’ve worked closely with local newspapers
and radio and distributed regular newsletters to every household in North Liverpool. The local press
coverage has been extremely positive, as has the local media coverage, both TV and radio…There’s a
large community room in the grounds of the centre which is now used by local groups and we work
with many community organisations which in turn inform their members and the wider community
about the work of the centre.” 49

North Liverpool Community Justice Centre

Primary justice would sweep away the confusion embedded in the existing system. At the local level,
there would be one shared budget, which would need to be supported by a single strategy.
Professionals would still be likely to report to different management structures, but those
management structures would be inextricably linked through financial reporting arrangements. 

Inevitably this raises questions of accountability. While this report does not consider accountability
structures, there is a very strong argument for shifting the current debate which is entirely focused
on police accountability to a wider debate about safety and justice as a whole. 

All the arguments that have been made in the police debate apply even more strongly to criminal
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justice. A primary justice approach would provide the perfect foil for clear and powerful accountability
at the local level, with the very real means to make change happen.

There were varying views from the evidence about leadership. But where there was significant
agreement was that leadership should be unified, and it should be local. Whatever direction the
debate takes, these two concerns must be paramount.

“Establishing a lead agency for this process is not at all easy…If it were not possible to establish an
independent local lead perhaps it should be Councils that take the lead…they also have a massive
amount to gain from improved performance on reoffending.”

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

“There are too many separate partnerships with overlapping responsibilities. Ideally a single
Community Justice Partnership could be created, bringing together both local authority and criminal
justice agencies, at a strategic level.”

Association of Police Authority Chief Executives

“The more interesting and innovative approaches that have been taken at local levels are having more
of an impact in terms of preventing offending and also re-offending, and where they have been
successful it is often because those partners and agencies in the local area have stepped outside of
the norm and have actually shown real courage in putting these programmes forward, often against a
lot of public suspicion. The thing would be to allow that to continue, to actually give the freedoms at a
local level to actually put in place and implement those sorts of programmes.”

Cllr Jason Stacey, London Borough of Ealing

Recommendation 8

Discussions of police accountability should be widened to a more general debate about
accountability for the whole of safety and justice locally. Accountability proposals should be
efficient, democratic, local and coherent and should support the principles of primary justice
described here. 
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Chapter 8 — transition and coordination

This report describes a wholly new approach to justice. A primary approach — that tackles problems
early, that keeps professionals rooted in the communities they serve, and that is focused on
repairing wrongs and getting people on track so that communities and the people within them can
flourish.

Such a seismic change could not happen overnight. In the previous chapter we suggested that the
debate on accountability should be widened to encompass all the organisations that would
contribute to primary justice. There are two pragmatic issues which would need consideration in
moving towards a primary approach: multi-area coordination and transitional arrangements for
finance.

Coordination

Though high security prisons and issues of serious and organised crime would not be dealt with
locally, there would still be a need to provide some specialist support services to very small groups,
which would not be possible in most local areas without inter-authority collaboration. There would
also be need for negotiated agreements so that people can be moved between localities where
their home area is linked to their offending. 

Collaboration should take place using the voluntary Multi Area Agreement model, rather than any
prescribed structure. In order to mitigate against failures of collaboration that could put
communities at risk, central government should retain an oversight role and an exception power to
compel collaboration if risk to individuals or communities is identified. This oversight role would
not require an independent agency — it would be an exception activity that could be managed from
within a nominated central department, on behalf of the Secretary of State. 

Transition

The logic for creating a combined safety and justice budget as part of primary justice is to enable a
coordinated approach that can invest in prevention as part of a long term strategy. However, if
funds were held as part of a wider budget in the local authority, there would inevitably be concerns
about safety and justice funds being redirected to meet shortfalls elsewhere, such as the costs of
care for older people. There is a strong logic to say a budget for safety and justice should be ring-
fenced to provide that assurance.

That said, ring-fencing the funds may create a barrier to investment in prevention. If needs
assessment determines that providing investment in housing would have significant impact on
reducing crime, there might be resistance to diverting funds from safety and justice, regardless of
the evidence base. This would undermine the potential of a localised system. 

Bearing this in mind, ring-fencing the safety and justice budget should be temporary, to ensure in
the short term continuity of service and provide reassurance to professionals. The effectiveness of
ring-fencing should be measured by the extent to which safety and justice funds can be redirected
into preventative interventions, where these can be shown to have a demonstrable impact on safety
and justice outcomes. If ring fencing impedes investment in prevention, it should be phased out.
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Recommendation 9

To make primary justice a reality there would need to be arrangements to deal with relationships
with other areas and other services. To ensure collaboration between local areas, there should be
voluntary agreements based on the Multi Area Agreement model, backed up by national oversight.
To provide assurance about funding the safety and justice budget should be ring-fenced, but this
should be reviewed and the ring-fencing removed if it is found to be an impediment to investment
in prevention.
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Afterword — the problem of punishment

The oral witness sessions exposed cracks in the polite consensus we expect from policy makers and
professionals. Measured debate was marked by moments of acrimony. There was a fractious split
between the defenders of punishment and the advocates of rehabilitation. Even the terms of the
debate caused deep disagreement. 

This reflects the tensions in the views of the public. In a Ministry of Justice survey of importance in
sentencing, punishment was rated highest (49 per cent), reparation next (43 per cent) and
rehabilitation last (36 per cent). But 94 per cent said the most important thing was that the offender
didn’t do it again50, and evidence suggests that rehabilitation is the most effective means of reducing
re-offending.

In the system we have today, that challenging debate takes place at the national level. In a primary
justice world, local leaders would be responsible for dealing with these difficult issues. 

They would need to develop their own path. Manifestos would have to be written and policies
developed which traverse the difficult line between punishment and rehabilitation. Local leaders
would need to reflect deeply on the impact of their rhetoric and the local tensions that careless words
or badly pitched policy might inflame. Elected local councillors will be familiar with these
responsibilities, but a more local system would result in new pressures and expectations. They may
be surprised at the depth of feeling in the community, among professionals, and among their own
political colleagues. 

A more local system would mean that there would be increased expectations that responsibility would
be taken for the level and perception of crime in the area. As ever local politicians may be judged
unfairly, on circumstances beyond their control or responsibility. However, with a devolved system
they would have a greater capability to take action than is currently the case. 

This report does not attempt to resolve the challenging and emotive question of punishment. What it
does do, deliberately, is argue for an approach that opens this debate to everyone. Local communities
have been increasingly shut out of questions such as these, to our great disadvantage. There are no
easy answers, but asking a local question would provide a better debate.
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Appendix 1: oral witness sessions

Jonathan Aitken Centre for Social Justice 

Bob Ashford Head of Youth Justice Strategy, Youth Justice Board 

Peter Burnham Head of Community Safety, Norfolk County Council

Louise Casey HM Government’s Neighbourhood Crime and Justice Adviser

David Chantler Chief Executive, West Mercia Probation Trust 

Charles Clarke MP Former Home Secretary 

Mick Creedon Chief Constable, Derbyshire Police Constabulary 

Frances Crook Director, Howard League

John Drew Chief Executive, Youth Justice Board

Frances Flaxington Deputy Director of CJG Partnership, Strategy Unit, Ministry of Justice

Penelope Gibbs Prison Reform Trust

Cllr Henry Hobhouse Somerset County Council, Lead, Community Justice 

John Howson Deputy Chairman, Magistrates Association 

Juliet Lyons Director, Prison Reform Trust 

Ian Mulholland Governor, HMP Wandsworth

Baroness Julia Neuberger HM Government’s Independent Volunteering Champion 

John Plummer Project Director, Young Offenders Academy

Lord Ramsbotham Former Chief Inspector of Prisons 

Gary Shewan Assistant Chief Constable, ACPO Lead, Community and Restorative Justice

Cllr Jason Stacey Lead Member, Crime and Public Protection, London Councils and Leader of 
Ealing London Borough Council

Sir Robin Wales Mayor of Newham London Borough Council 
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Appendix 2: written evidence
Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) Criminal Justice Business Area 

Association of Police Authority Chief Executives 

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council 

Bedfordshire Police 

Blackpool Borough Council 

Bridgend County Council 

Cambridgeshire Police 

Cardiff City Council 

Catch 22

Cheshire Constabulary/Cheshire East Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership

Children’s Commissioner for England — 11 Million

City of London Corporation 

Cumbria County Council 

Derby City Council 

Dorset County Council 

The Enthusiasm Trust

East Lindsey District Council

Essex Police

Fife Council Social Work Service and Fife Constabulary 

Gateshead Council

Gloucestershire Police Authority 

Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce 

Hackney London Borough Council

Halton Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership/ Cheshire Constabulary/ Halton Borough Council 

Haringey London Borough Council 

Havant District Council

Herefordshire Community Safety and Drugs Partnership 

Howard League for Penal Reform

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation

Lancashire Police 

Lewisham London Borough Council

Magistrates Association

Merton London Borough Council

Metropolitan Police 
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National Association of Reformed Offenders (NACRO) 

Newham London Borough Council

Northampton Strategic Partnership 

North Yorkshire Criminal Justice Board 

North Yorkshire Police 

Places for People

Plymouth City Council

Police Federation of England and Wales 

Prison Reform Trust 

Probation Association 

Redbridge London Borough Council

Safer Runnymede Partnership 

Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health 

Salford City Council

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council 

Somerset County Council 

Suffolk County Council 

Sunderland City Council 

Surrey County Council 

Surrey Criminal Justice Board 

Tendring District Council 

Thames Valley Police 

Tower Hamlets

UNLOCK

Victim Support

Waltham Forest Council 

Waverley Strategic Partnership 

West Dorset District Council 

Windsor and Maidenhead 

Women in Prison 

Youth Justice Board for England and Wales

This inquiry also received a number of personal contributions, many of whose stories we have
included in this report. We would particularly like to thank UNLOCK, the National Association of
Reformed Offenders, for their helpfulness in putting us in touch with people whose personal
experience has informed our work.
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Panel members’ biographies: 

Clive Betts MP (Chair)
Labour MP for Sheffield Atercliffe since 1992, Clive has chaired the All Party Parliamentary Local
Government Group since 2007.  He currently sits on the Communities and Local Government Select
Committee, and was a member of its predecessor, the Transport, Local Government and the Regions
Committee, since 2001.  Prior to entering Parliament, Clive was leader of Sheffield City Council.

David Burrowes, Shadow Minister for Justice 
David Burrowes is an assistant solicitor at a firm in Enfield specialising in criminal law. He has
commented on equality (defending the diversity of non-fashionable views on morality), fatherhood,
criminal law issues, and his local hospital. He has served on the Public Administration Select
Committee since 2005 and on the committees on the Armed Forces Bill, the draft Legal Services Bill
and the draft Human Tissue and Embryos Bill. Promoted to Shadow Justice Minister in July 2007, he
has campaigned on violent crime saying his first priority was to make the area safer, through zero
tolerance, and more police and CCTV. 

Baroness Ruth Henig CBE, Chairman of the Security
Industry Authority
Baroness Ruth Henig is President of the Association of Police Authorities, former Chair of Lancashire
Police Authority and a former member of the National Criminal Justice Board. She served as a
Magistrate in Lancaster for 20 years and chaired Lancaster district’s Community Safety Partnership.
In 2000 Ruth was awarded a CBE for her services to policing, and in 2002 was appointed as a Deputy
Lieutenant for Lancashire. In June 2004 she was made a life peer as Baroness Henig of Lancaster,
and currently serves on the House of Lords European Scrutiny Committee covering Home Affairs and
Justice.

David Howarth, Shadow Secretary of State for Justice
A Cambridge law and economics don and former leader of Cambridge City Council, David Howarth
was promoted to Shadow Secretary of State in January 2009. He chaired the economic policy working
group and was a member of the European Lib Dem council. He was elected to Cambridge City
Council in 1987, and served for 17 years. David led the Liberal Democrat group though the 1990s
becoming leader of the council when his party took control in 2000, until he stood down in 2004. He
has served on the Constitutional Affairs/Justice Committee for three years and spent two years on the
Environmental Audit Committee. 

Alison Seabeck, Chair, Parliamentary Labour Party South
West Regional Group 
Alison Seabeck was elected as MP for Plymouth Devonport in 2005. Alison had previously been an
adviser to Lord Hattersley when he was Deputy Leader of the Labour Party and Shadow Home
Secretary, and to the Rt. Hon Nick Raynsford MP in various Ministerial roles. On entering Parliament
Alison was elected as the founding Chair of the All Party Parliamentary Local Government Group.
She has served in the government as a Whip and as Parliamentary Private Secretary to the Europe
Minister Geoff Hoon. Alison has also served on a range of select committees.
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Baroness Vivien Stern CBE, Honorary President Penal
Reform International
Baroness Vivien Stern is Senior Research Fellow at the International Centre for Prison Studies (ICPS)
at King’s College London. She is also an Honorary President of Penal Reform International (PRI), an
NGO promoting penal reform throughout the world, of which she was a founder member and
secretary-general from 1989-2005. In 1999 she was appointed as an independent member of the
House of Lords. She is currently a member of the Parliamentary Joint Committee on Human Rights.
From 1999-2003 she was a member of the European Union Committee of the House of Lords. In 2003
Baroness Stern became the Convenor of the Scottish Consortium on Crime and Criminal Justice. She
is also a member of the Scottish National Advisory Board on Offender Management, advising the
Scottish Executive on penal policy. 
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