






commissioning strategically by aiming for coterminous prison and
community-based resettlement support, provided where possible and
appropriate by the same organisation. Good practice such as the model devised
by the Foundation Training Company (FTC), which runs prison-based
workshops and signposting, followed by local resettlement centre assistance
within days of release, should be encouraged.

Our Review estimates that any new or increased initial expenditure to
expand the work of community-based organisations will be recovered within a
only a few years if the high cost of re-offending can be reduced, even by
between seven and 10 per cent through such support.

8.6.5 DEVELOPING CLARITY AND CONSISTENCY FROM LOCAL
AUTHORITIES (LAS)
Our Review urges national and local government to implement the
recommendations for radical social housing reform made by The Centre for
Social Justice’s report Housing Poverty.48 For if our social housing estates are to
once again be thriving communities of opportunity rather than conveyor belts
to crime, action must be taken without delay. These essential reforms include
proposals for addressing the crisis of affordability; increasing the number of
shared ownership schemes; tackling under occupation and social breakdown
and delivering socially mixed communities. They all amount to a much needed
injection of innovation in social housing.

Alongside these essential broad reforms to reverse social breakdown on
social housing estates we make three core recommendations in relation to
released prisoners and LA housing support.

We have encountered some innovative and helpful work led by Housing
Associations in their support for ex-offenders. But despite the Government’s
recent efforts to develop good practice from LAs towards released prisoners
looking for accommodation, it appears that many prisoners remain isolated
when seeking assistance in this regard.

8.6.5.1 Removing released prisoners from the ‘intentionally homeless’
category
We recommend that the Government urgently amends the Homelessness Code
of Guidance guidelines to ensure that released prisoners cannot be classified as
‘intentionally homeless’. While we recognise that offenders should face the
consequences of their crimes, we consider this label, which we hear often
forces people onto the streets, unhelpful both to offenders and to the
community. The desperation of homelessness on release from prison fuels re-
offending.
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8.6.5.2 Local authorities and CPRTs
We consider it essential that LAs should be more locally accountable over their
treatment of released prisoners. We believe our recommendations for the
establishment of local CPRTs are an ideal opportunity to install such
accountability. We therefore recommend LA housing teams should submit
quarterly written reports to CPRTs. These reports should detail the number of
ex-prisoners who have made priority housing applications to the authority
during the previous quarter as well as the application outcomes. The CPRT
should be authorised by its founding legislation to report any evidence of
maltreatment to the relevant Regional Government Office and the MOJ for
further investigation.

We also note that in some cases it is inappropriate and unhelpful for
prisoners to be released back into their former communities and old social
relationships. These prisoners often find the immediate challenge of living a
crime free life impossible to meet as soon as temptation and familiar pre-
prison habits confront them. We therefore recommend that in cases of self-
referral, prison managements, in consultation with CPRTs, should work with
identified LAs at the earliest opportunity to offer alternative release locations.
In such cases a prisoner transfer to the identified locality would be welcomed
at least one month prior to their release date, in order to enable new basic
community links to be established.

8.6.6 SPECIAL CATEGORIES OF PRISONERS
Throughout this Review we have been emphasising the
importance of localised community solutions to the
problem of the present stubbornly high re-offending rates
– approximately 60 per cent of prisoners are re-convicted
within two years of release.

One of our major reform proposals is the creation of
CPRTs in specific geographical areas across England and
Wales. CPRTs will have responsibility for both the
imprisonment and the rehabilitation of offenders,

including the management of offenders after their release from prison within
their local communities. We have also recommended that in certain
circumstances some prisoners should be able to serve later parts of their
sentences in Community Supervised Homes for Offenders (CSHOs), as
determined by our proposed Community Supervision and Release Boards
(CSRBs) (section 3.7.1).

We believe that there are at least five categories of prisoners who may be
particularly responsive to our reforms and new initiatives within their
community. They are:
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Half the people we polled
supported our proposal to release
vulnerable categories of prisoner
into supervised community
accommodation after they have
served part of their sentence in
prison49



8.6.6.1 Women prisoners
There are currently 4,263 women in prison,50 a figure which has virtually
doubled in the last 10 years.51 Home Office research has found that two thirds
of women in prison have dependent children under 18 years old.52 Very few of
them are violent offenders or pose an immediate risk to the public. Almost a
third of women are in prison for drug offences.53

Similarly to the male prison population many female prisoners are held a
considerable distance from their local community. The average distance
between their home and their prison is 55 miles and over 800 women are held
in prisons more than 100 miles from their local communities.54

Women prisoners often have a history of suffering from domestic violence
(just under 50 per cent),55 from mental health problems (over 70 per cent) and
almost 40 per cent report they have attempted suicide at some stage in their
past.56

The Corston Report on vulnerable women in the criminal justice system,
commissioned by the Home Secretary and published by the Home Office in
March 2007 stated:

The government should announce within six months a clear strategy to
replace existing womens prisons with suitable geographically dispersed
small multi-functional centres within 10 years.57

We agree with this and many other recommendations in the Corston Report.
We also believe that our proposals for CPRTs will make it easier for a CPRT

area to allocate part of its local budget to local women prisoners. As a result of
CPRTs many more women prisoners would serve their sentences much closer
to their homes and families than at present.

Depending on the number of women prisoners in its area, CPRTs could
follow the recommendation of the Corston Report and create a small, multi-
functional custodial establishment for women in the community. Alternatively
a CPRT which follows the recommendations of this Review and creates a
number of CSHOs could then allocate one or more of their CSHOs to women
prisoners.

In either case, women prisoners in a CPRT area would have a better chance
of serving their sentences closer to their homes and families and with
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improved prospects for their rehabilitation in the community. This is
particularly important in light of the evidence presented by The Centre for
Social Justice and The Smith Institute,58 which suggests that urgent, and early
intervention is needed in the lives of our vulnerable children for the sake of
their futures. Tailoring appropriate criminal justice system support for women
prisoners, many of whom as we have noted are primary carers, would go some
way to responding to these crucial challenges.

At present the re-offending rates for women prisoners within two years of
release are 60 per cent.59 An important contribution to reducing this re-
offending rate might be made if more women were held closer to their families
and if more women could have accommodation arranged on their release. This
figure should also be significantly improved if a local community, including its
VCS organisations, were to become actively involved with the after-care of its
women prisoners.

8.6.6.2 Older prisoners and those with a disablilty
As of August 2008 there were 2,405 prisoners aged 60 and over in England and
Wales, of which 493 were over 70.60

Since 1997, when there were only 837 prisoners aged 60 and over, they have
been the fastest growing age group in the prison estate.61 However, there is no
consistent national, regional or local strategy for elderly prisoners. Most of the
evidence we have taken leads us to conclude that many elderly prisoners are
held in unsuitable conditions and do not receive adequate, tailored support.
Prisons and prison regimes are far more conducive to younger, more physically
mobile offenders.

During our evidence gathering we have also been informed of often
inadequate and only sporadic support for physically disabled prisoners,
estimated by a number of surveys to constitute as much as a 25 per cent of the
prison population.62 Our conclusions have recently been substantiated by the
Prisons Inspectorate Annual Report, which found that only one in six
prisoners reported a disability and criticised present prison provision:

…the provision for, and care of, disabled prisoners remains patchy and
inconsistent. Many prisons did not have a disability policy, and it was rare
to find any form of needs analysis or consultation with prisoners to help
establishments to carry out there duty under the Disability
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Discrimination (DDA). The lack of dedicated facility time, training and
support for disability liaison officers was endemic.63

We agree with the recommendation made by HMCIP that NOMS and the Prison
Service should urgently establish clear national guidelines of good practice for
managing disabled prisoners. We believe that our proposals for CPRTs will in time
ensure far more consistency and decent provision for this group in custody.

We also recommend that as part of our reforms for CPRTs there should be
special consideration for holding selected elderly prisoners, as well as those
with a disability, in the community in CSHOs during the later stages of their
sentences.

Many elderly prisoners do not pose a danger to the public. So a CPRT which
sets up its network of small CSHOs could usefully allocate one or two of its
CSHOs to elderly prisoners in the later stages of their sentences. Such decisions
should be subject to the necessary risk assessment and public protection
criteria and taken by our proposed CSRBs.

Selected disabled prisoners would also benefit from more specialised care
and supervision in the latter stages of a sentence. CPRTs should allocate within
its network of CSHOs one or two properties for this purpose. Such properties
should be adequately equipped and meet all the necessary requirements
outlined by the DDA.

8.6.6.3 Prisoners suffering from mental health disorders
Leaving aside the significant number of prisoners who suffer from severe
mental health problems, studies show that a much larger number suffer from
less severe conditions such as depression and anxiety disorders (section 4.1.3).

Although some of these prisoners may be so disturbed that they could be a
threat to the public, many more present no such risk. Those evaluated as being
in the no-risk or low-risk category by CSRBs could usefully be transferred at
any appropriate point in the sentences to CSHOs, providing enhanced links
with primary health care and community mental health professionals, within a
local CPRT area.

The advantage of transferring prisoners with lesser mental health disorders
to CSHOs is that they are likely to benefit from better medical care and
resettlement programmes than would be available to them in prison. Research
claims that 96 per cent of prisoners with mental disorders are released without
supported housing and 75 per cent of them are released without appointments
to see carers.64 We believe that the aforementioned high percentage figures
would be reduced when the prisoners concerned were accommodated in
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CSHOs within a CPRT area for the latter part of their sentences. We believe
that although community mental health provision has its problems, prisoners
would have far better access, within the community, to medical, advisory,
housing and general resettlement services. These community services, much
more easily accessible from a CSHO than from a prison, would give a prisoner
suffering from a lesser mental health disorder a better chance of finding their
feet after release and a better chance of not re-offending. On transfer to a
CSHO it would be essential for the prisoner to register, with the support of the
CPRT, with a local GP if they have not already done so.

8.6.6.4 Prisoners categorised as eligible for day release and who are already
working in the community under Release on Temporary Licence (ROTL)
schemes
In the present prison regime there are approximately 4,600 Category D prisoners
held in 14 Resettlement Prisons.65 An example of such a prison is HMP Latchmere
House in Richmond, Surrey.

Virtually every prisoner in HMP Latchmere House goes out of the prison early
in the morning to do a days work in the local area. Often this is paid work such as
driving buses or working for approved employers in the Surrey/West London area.
Sometimes the prisoners are assigned unpaid community work for local charities
or churches. All such workplaces are approved and inspected by prison officers
from HMP Latchmere House.

We have interviewed prisoners, ex-prisoners and employers who have been
connected with HMP Latchmere House. All give credit to the concept of
Resettlement prison. All complain of the inflexibility, bureaucracy and sluggish
decision making processes that seem to characterise the interface between HMPS
and the wider world of commercial and community employment for prisoners on
day release. For a more detailed analysis of the strengths and weakness of HMP
Latchmere House see section 6.3.2.

We recommend that the functions of the present resettlement prisons should be
carried out by CPRTs who should transfer resettlement prison inmates doing day
release work to CSHOs.

There is no obvious function of a Resettlement prison that could not be carried
out by a CSHO. The disciplines, curfews and supervision requirements would be
the same. But CSHOs, by virtue of their smaller size and involvement in the local
community, would be more flexible, less bureaucratic and noticeably cheaper in
public expenditure terms than Resettlement prisons such as HMP Latchmere.

We therefore recommend that any appropriate CPRT should put selected
inmates of all Resettlement prisons in its area into CSHOs to do the same day
release work and supervising regime but with greater flexibility and greater
involvement in the local community.
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8.6.6.5 Ex-service prisoners
It is estimated by the National Association of Probation Officers (NAPO) that there
are over 7,000 ex-servicemen in prison in England and Wales, amounting to
approximately 9 per cent of the prison population.66 The Government, which
disputes the accuracy of the NAPO estimate, is currently preparing an official
survey assessment which it hopes will be undertaken within the next year. Until
such a review is undertaken we consider the NAPO estimate worthy of very
serious consideration and not anomalous to our Review discussions.

We recommend, based on the reasons outlined below, that many ex-service
personnel prisoners be considered as a special category of prisoner. We suggest
that the re-offending rates of many such prisoners might be reduced by
specialist tailored regimes of disciplined rehabilitation and practical training.

A specialist model of rehabilitation
In making our recommendations for the special
categorisation and provision for ex-service prisoners we
highlight the lessons our Review learned partly from visiting
the Military Corrective Training Centre, Colchester (MCTC),
and partly from our discussions with military personnel at all
levels in the armed forces as well as senior civil servants.

We are aware that despite the considerable success of
MCTC in rehabilitating its Servicemen Under Sentence
(SUS), there are good reasons for hesitating before making
direct comparisons between MCTC and civilian prisons.
These reasons are:

1. The majority of Servicemen Under Sentence (SUS) at MCTC have not
committed a crime. Many are serving a sentence for going AWOL.

2. The SUS have all undergone a level of military training and are therefore
more receptive to a regime of discipline and intense community.

3. Some SUS at MCTC are preparing for re-entry into the Armed Forces and
therefore have a specific motivation to engage in rehabilitation.

4. MCTC staff are highly trained military personnel seconded to the Centre
for a specific period of time.

Notwithstanding these important caveats we do believe there are constructive
principles to apply from the regime at MCTC to our proposals for prison
reform. We observed that:

1. MCTC staff are empowered through specialised training and effective
man management to be leaders of men, not warehousers. All staff were
fully engaged in the delivery of results-based offender management.
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2. There is an excellence in MCTC’s early assessment of individual SUS
welfare needs. The comprehensive welfare based assessment of each SUS
within hours of arrival was crucial to the planning and delivery of relevant
rehabilitative interventions.

3. Three principal values permeate everything MCTC works for:
Rehabilitation, Retraining and Resettlement.

4. There is a consistent, disciplined and purposeful daily regime at MCTC.
This regime starts at 06:00 and ends at 22:00. Rewards for good behaviour,
such as the opportunity to watch TV on selected evenings, must be earned.

5. Rehabilitation and support was tailored to the long-term. Resettlement
preparation, either for SUS discharged into civilian society or for those
returning to service, was underpinned by the recognition that SUS must be
equipped to lead life beyond the walls of the Centre.

We therefore recommend that a proportion of the estimated 7000 ex-
servicemen in prison in England and Wales could be more effectively
rehabilitated by serving their sentences in specialist training establishments
modelled on MCTC. This should be investigated by a pilot study conducted at
MCTC, funded by its local CPRT. This pilot study should identify current ex-
service personnel as well as a selection of those progressing through the court
system for participation.

If as we estimate such a pilot will prove effective in rehabilitating ex-service
prisoners more effectively, in the long term we recommend that CPRT’s should
have a special establishment for such ex-service offenders who may be
considered less likely to re-offend if they have served their sentences, or part of
their sentences, under the tailored regime of discipline and practical training
that has worked so well at MCTC.

We believe that this innovation would be justified on the following grounds:

1. Many ex-service prisoners, unlike most other prisoners, have in the past
responded well to some form military discipline, training and regimental
life.

2. A percentage of ex-service offenders are reported to have had
psychological or mental health problems – including in some cases Post
Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) which may have arisen during their
military and combat experience. These PTSD-affected prisoners will
particularly benefit from the MCTC regime which is developing
considerable experience in handling and treating this problem.

3. There seems to be a growing public recognition that some ex-servicemen
may have special problems when they leave military life. A response by
society as a whole to those whose problems from military life have
contributed to their offending behaviour in civilian life is appropriate.

4. Service organisations from the British Legion, Help for Heroes, Regimental
Associations and Combat Stress may be willing to offer practical or
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financial support the rehabilitation of ex-service offenders in the
community. This support would strengthen the rehabilitative effort to
reduce re-offending for this category.

5. Some ex-servicemen who have made successful reintegration attempts
after leaving may be willing to act as individual mentors to ex-service
offenders after their release on a voluntary basis.

6. Some of the supervised half-way houses or CSHOs proposed in these
recommendations should be joint ventures between a CPRT and service
charities. Within the CSHOs staffing team should be ex-service personnel,
backed up by ex-service volunteers.

Although these community rehabilitation programmes
designed for prisoners who are ex-servicemen have their
origins in the past personal histories of individuals who
once responded to military discipline and training, the
programmes themselves must look to the future. They
should not be encouraging ex-prisoners to look back
nostalgically to the earlier lives in uniform. They should
be helping them look forward realistically to rehabilitated
lives as law abiding civilians in the community.

In-reach programmes for ex-service prisoners
We welcome the recent initiative by the Government Veteran’s Policy Unit to
set up a Prison In-Reach programme for ex-service prisoners. This programme
enables prison officers to access the SPVA (Service Personnel and Veterans
Agency) computer database. It also enables ex-service charities to liaise with
prison staff on casework appropriate for individual prisoners.

We recommend that this Veterans in Custody In-Reach provision, led
encouraging at HMP Everthorpe, is developed and strengthened to offer more
resettlement services and facilities to ex-service prisoners across the estate.
This will be particularly vital for ex-service prisoners who are not considered
appropriate for our proposed specialist units.

8.6.6.6 Public expenditure implications for special categorisation
In earlier sections of our Review we have proposed the transfer of a number of
prisoners in special categories out of their prisons and into CSHOs under the
authority of the appropriate CPRT.

For illustrative purposes of the public expenditure implications from our
proposals, let us imagine a house which is rented and staffed by a CPRT for use
as a CSHO. By sharing or converting rooms, between four and 10 offenders
could be housed there under supervision.

We know from discussions with a residential home for reforming drug
addicts and other organisations which house and supervise ex-offenders
that the total cost of a potential CSHO for 10 offenders is likely to be
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between £180,000 and £220,000 a year, or £18,000 and £22,000 per year per
prisoner.

Some of these costs should be offset by contributions from the CSHO
residents who are earning wages in the local community from employers, or by
contributions from grant making bodies and trusts. CSHO running costs will
vary depending on the category of resident. Specialist mental health provision
or homes designed for the elderly will have higher overall management costs
than those housing prisoners under the ROTL scheme.

But looked at in the round it could be estimated that our proposals would
offer a significant reduction in public expenditure at 40–50 per cent below the
present annual custody cost of £39,500 per prisoner. If a reduction in the rate
of offending could be achieved by CPRTs then the gain to public expenditure
would be even more substantial.

8.6.7 PILOTING THE INTERMEDIATE TRAINING CENTRE MODEL
We recommend that a selected CPRT should commission, monitor and
evaluate the Intermediate Training Centre (ITC) model we outline below and
further in Appendix Three. Our Review has been impressed by the ITC model
presented and considers its exploration important for improving the transition
between prison and the community, and ultimately, in reducing re-offending.

The Intermediate Training Centre

The ITC is a concept developed by Life Change UK. Life Change UK believes that the rehabilitation of offenders

is possible through positive motivation; hard-work; effective leadership and training; and by forging individual self-

respect.

The ITC brings together a partnership of public, private and VCS providers to deliver an intensive residential

programme of personal development; academic, social and life skills training; and support, all of which promote

lasting personal change.

Referrals to the ITC

Offenders (known as Trainees once at the ITC) should be referred to the centre as part of their sentence plan,

either as part of their resettlement strategy or as an alternative to custody.All referrals will be preceded by a

series of motivational interventions during which time offenders will be assessed. See Appendix Three for an

overview of process and pathways.

The ITC Philosophy

The ITC’s rehabilitative work is based on three key elements: situation, relationships and environment change.

� The situation encourages a sense of purpose, looking to the future and letting go of the past.

� Key relationships promote a sense of trust, respect and open communication between trainees and staff.

� The environment is one of safety and security, where an individual is able to explore and experience

positive growth through creativity without being subjected to further condemnation, failure or abuse.
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8.6.8 A TAX BREAK TO ENCOURAGE EMPLOYERS TO HIRE LONG AND
MEDIUM SENTENCE PRISONERS AFTER THEIR RELEASE FROM JAIL
As we have noted, many prisoners face a great number of difficulties as they try
to find employment. We make recommendations for the reform of the
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974 below to remove
some of these barriers. Here we make a recommendation
to incentivise employers to take on prison leavers. We
recommend that private sector employers who hire any
prisoner who has served more than six months in jail
should receive a credit against Employers National
Insurance Contributions (NIC).

The credit would be £5,000 for full-time jobs of 30
hours a week or more or half that amount for part-time work of 16 hours per
week.

This credit is an extension of the scheme already announced by the
Conservative Party’s policy document Keep Britain Working.68 It is also in
harmony with recently announced schemes by the present government to give
cash incentives to employers who take on long term unemployed. But our
recommendation sets the credit limit for employing ex-prisoners at £5,000
which is double the £2,500 credit recommended by Keep Britain Working for
previously unemployed workers from all categories.

The justification for setting the employers NIC credit at the higher figure of
£5,000 for hiring ex-prisoners within one year of their release is that this would
give real incentive to employers to take on a category of long term unemployed

Programme Delivery

Skilled motivational trainers, teachers, support staff and volunteer mentors should deliver an experiential and

intensive journey of change. For those referred from custody this should encompass further education and

skills training as well as broader personal development work. For many offenders referred to the ITC as an

alternative to custody, this might be their first experience of such investment.The syllabus should include a range

of activities that will enable trainees to recognise the impact of their former offending behaviour; rationalise their

cognitive processes; develop genuine self-confidence and self-esteem; and gain or improve a range of useful skills

and qualifications. It will be the duty of ITC staff to assist trainees in arranging additional housing, accommodation

and mentoring support on release.

Projected costs

Based on a previous comparable voluntary sector model studied by members of our working group we estimate

that a 12 month ITC programme might cost between £14,000–£16,000 per trainee, depending on size of facility

and necessary initial capital expenditure.

60 per cent of the people we
polled supported offering
employers small financial
incentives to hire ex-prisoners 67

67 The Centre for Social Justice, YouGov polling, 19 January 2009
68 The Conservative Party, Keep Britain Working – Helping our economy sustain jobs through the recession,

November 2008, p15
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workers which is too often the victim of discrimination even before the
interview stage.

Each year approximately 65,000 sentenced adult prisoners are released from
jail.69 Almost all of them have considerable difficulty finding employment.
Although some employers are open minded about hiring ex-prisoners, as we have
noted (see section 8.5.4.1) the evidence given to our Review suggests that most
recruiting managers discriminate against released prisoners, usually without
interviewing them, as soon as it is disclosed that they have a criminal record.

The proposed incentive to employers to hire ex-offenders would result in
benefits and gains to HMRC from income tax VAT receipts. We note the robust
estimates, quoted in Keep Britain Working70 from David Freud’s analysis for the
Department of Work and Pensions (DWP), to the effect that such savings and
gains may be calculated at £8,100 a year for an average unemployed person
coming back into work. We suggest that the gain to the Exchequer for bringing
an ex-prisoner into employment will be significantly higher, partly because
they usually prove to be a longer term recipient of benefits and also because the
chances of re-offending are likely to decrease.

Subject to all the caveats and safeguards outlined in Keep Britain Working71

we believe, based on informal discussions with small and large scale private
sector employers, that our recommendation could result in the hiring of
around 6,500 ex-prisoners a year (approximately 10 per cent of the released
prisoners who are eligible for employment after their release). Such a
productive incentive to employers would soon pay for itself with the Exchequer
and could also make a significant contribution to reducing the levels of re-
offending by released prisoners.

8.6.9 REFORM OF THE REHABILITATION OF
OFFENDERS ACT 1974
As we have previously noted the Rehabilitation of
Offenders Act 1974 is nearly 35 years old. In its day it
marked an important step forward in the rehabilitation of
offenders who had served sentences of less than thirty
months imprisonment by expunging their crimes from all
disclosure requirements, reports and records after a 10
year period of offending-free rehabilitation.

However the 1974 Act now looks outdated if not
antiquated. Its language and timescales are out of date and in many cases it is
a disproportionate stumbling block to resettlement.

The Apex Trust helpline has
received 37,000 calls since 2001
from people confused by the
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act
1974

69 Ministry of Justice, Offender Management Caseload Statistics 2007, London: Ministry of Justice, 2008, p146
70 The Conservative Party, Keep Britain Working – Helping our economy sustain jobs through the recession,
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report of the review of the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974, London: Home Office, 2003



239

LEAVING PRISON

We recommend that government should pass a reformed and strengthened
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act appropriate for the 21st Century, based on and
including elements of a recent Act passed in the United States called the
Second Chance Act (section 8.6.9.1). To avoid duplication our Review
concludes that this new Act should incorporate the simple yet progressive
recommendations made by the Breaking the Circle review, which have been
overlooked by government since its publication in 2002. During our
discussions about the declaration of criminal records we could find no one
who disagreed with the findings of Breaking the Circle. This work should be led
without delay.

Our meetings with ex-prisoners and resettlement organisations led us to
conclude several things which result in our incorporating the findings of
Breaking the Circle in our proposed new Act. We concluded that, while certain
offenders must be exempt from fixed disclosure periods on public safety
grounds (those who remain on licence, such as Life Sentence prisoners), it was
now necessary to apply a fixed period of disclosure to all sentences, reforming
the current provision which prevents any offender who has served more than
30 months from having their conviction spent. We concluded that disclosure
periods should be substantially shortened for all sentences. We concluded that
offenders deserved far better explanation of the provisions within the Act than
they receive at present. We concluded that new guidelines for employers
should be drawn up to ensure ex-offenders receive fair and proportionate
treatment from employers, preventing such things as irrelevant requests for
disclosure which we have heard happen frequently.

We recognise the complexities of such reform and implementation.
However government should now dedicate itself to the necessary changes
required. It must find a way through the challenges presented in order to assist
ex-prisoners, and ex-offenders in general, more fairly in their attempts to
secure legitimate employment opportunities.

However, we believe that merely to adjust and update ROA 1974 would be
to miss a considerable legislative opportunity. If Parliament is committed to
fixing our broken society in the world of ex-offenders then we recommend that
future legislation in England and Wales should seek to replicate many of the
admirable features of The Second Chance Act 2007 (SCA), recently passed by
the United States Congress.

8.6.9.1 Incorporating principles from the United States Second Chance Act of
2007 (HR 1593)
This groundbreaking legislation encouraging the rehabilitation of offenders in
local communities was passed by the United States Congress in 2007 with
strong bi-partisan support.

The US Senators sponsoring the Bill were led by Joseph Biden (Democrat)
now Vice-President, Danny Davis (Democrat), Arlen Specter (Republican),
Sam Brownback (Republican), and Patrick Leahy (Democrat).
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The main purposes of the SCA are to encourage local communities to re-
integrate ex-prisoners into society:

� By helping newly released prisoners to be mentored by trained
professionals and volunteers;

� By making better provision for transitional housing for recently released
prisoners;

� By expanding job training and employment placement services for ex-
prisoners;

� By encouraging prison based family programmes and counselling
services to keep prisoners families connected during a custodial
sentence;

� By encouraging programmes in local communities which address the
concerns of victims of crime with particular emphasis on restorative
justice programmes;

� By encouraging community drug programmes for released prisoners;
� By encouraging the participation of trained volunteers, including

volunteers for faith-based groups, in the rehabilitation of offenders.

One interesting feature of the SCA is that it makes provision for grants from
the Federal government in the above areas provided there are matching grants
from VCS organisations.

We recommend that a new government and Parliament should incorporate
some of the features of the United States SCA into UK domestic legislation,
particularly in a reformed ROA replacing the 1974 legislation. We believe that
a provision for ‘matching grants’ between central government and VCS
organisations in the field of rehabilitating offenders would work particularly
well under our proposed CPRT reforms. These matching grants could be
financed on the government side from the existing NOMS, and in time our
proposed CPRTs budget, and would bring in extra funding and activity from
VCS organisations community level.

So, an England and Wales equivalent of both the legislation and the
administrative practises of the US SCA 2007 could be a valuable initiative in
the community’s rehabilitation of prisoners at local level.

8.6.9.2 In summary
We have recommended the following reforms to improve the support
prisoners receive in their preparation for release and their re-entry back in
society. We believe these measures will reduce recidivism and make our
communities safer. They are:

� Bridging the identified prisoner finance gap through measures to improve
access to benefits on the day of release and reforming the way in which the
Social Fund supports prisoners (section 8.6.1);
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� Launching a £20 million fund to establish a local voluntary mentoring
scheme for released prisoners aged between 18 and 25 years old, who have
served 12 months or less (section 8.6.2);

� Strengthening the advice services in prison for offenders soon to be
released particularly in regard to housing and employment and
broadening performance management targets (section 8.6.3.1);

� Following the best practices of external organisations such as Pecan, FTC
and Apex which successfully provide resettlement support for released
prisoners (section 8.6.4);

� Improving the consistency of support offered to released prisoners by
Local Authority Housing teams (section 8.6.5);

� Making special resettlement arrangements for certain categories of
prisoner including women prisoners, older prisoners, prisoners with
mental health disorders, prisoners already working in the community on
ROTL and ex-service prisoners. Within these categories selected prisoners
should serve the latter part of their sentences in CSHOs (section 8.6.6);

� Piloting an Indeterminate Training Centre in a selected CPRT area as a
condition of sentence or an alternative to prison (section 8.6.7);

� Introducing a tax break to encourage employers to recruit ex-prisoners
(section 8.6.8);

� Legislating to reform the ROA 1974 by incorporating both the
recommendations put forward in Breaking the Circle (2002) and the most
important provisions and principles of the United States Second Chance
Act 2007 (section 8.6.9).
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NINE
A new programme for
government

We simply cannot go on like this.
Former Lord Chief Justice, the Right Honourable Lord Phillips of Worth Matravers1

9.1 Setting the agenda
Any incoming government, of whatever political complexion, needs to put
prison reform on its agenda. The present policies of containment or
warehousing have failed. The ever increasing prison population, the
stubbornly high re-offending rates, the acute problems of overcrowding in our
jails, the disturbing incidence of mentally ill prisoners, the wasted resources on
misguided drug treatments in prison, the inadequacies of NOMS and the
expensive costs of re-offending coupled with the rising public expenditure on
prisoners and released prisoners are all testaments to the present failure. As the
former Lord Chief Justice the Right Honourable Lord Phillips of Worth

Matravers has said: ‘We simply cannot go on like this’.
Unfortunately the present Ministry of Justice (MOJ)

does appear to want to go on like this. It is committed to
its £2.3 billion prison building programme, including the
three Titan prisons which almost every voice in the entire
spectrum of parliamentary, media and prison-informed
opinion is against. The MOJ is blind to the weaknesses of
NOMS which is becoming steadily more bureaucratic, less
effective, more centralised and more expensive. Such
tweaks that have been made to the system such as 40,000
early releases under the End of Custody Licence (ECL) are

short term moves of administrative or political convenience. There is nothing
in this area of government that approximates to a clear strategy for prisons or
takes a holistic approach to the two big crises of re-offending and
overcrowding.

1 How Important is Punishment?, Speech to the Howard League for Penal Reform by the former Lord Chief
Justice the Right Honourable Lord Phillips of Worth Matravers,15 November 2007
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A new government could, over the period of a parliament, deliver a strategy
that would reduce re-offending, make local communities safer and ease prison
overcrowding. In our Review we have set out both the detailed
recommendations and an overall vision for such a strategy. But delivering it
needs political will and persistence by an incoming government. We believe
that this can be achieved in four main ways:

1. Explaining the new strategy to the public
2. Passing the essential parliamentary legislation
3. Working in partnership with the Treasury
4. Involving local communities and voluntary sector organisations

9.2 Explaining the new strategy to the public
Public opinion polls show that the majority of voters are worried about the
amount of crime committed by persistent and serious re-offenders. They are
ready to support new punishment and rehabilitation initiatives that work.
Neither longer jail sentences nor community punishments are widely thought
to be ‘working’. There is a reason for this. With one or two exceptions (such as
Liverpool with its community courts) there is no joined up link between a
prison and its local community.

9.2.2 LOCALISING THE PRISON SYSTEM
Our Review has come up with many recommendations. But the single most
important recommendation is for the powers of NOMS to be devolved to
Community Prison Rehabilitation Trusts (CPRTs).

Just as the public gradually accepted that the National Health Service (NHS)
could work better when its centralised powers were devolved to local Trusts
and Authorities, so the same principle of handing down Whitehall’s powers to
CPRTs could work well both for the punishment of offenders and for their
rehabilitation as law abiding citizens in the community.

This devolution of power will not stop all re-offending but for the reasons
given in the Review it is likely to prevent a considerable amount of re-offending
in each CPRT area. Collaborative prevention of re-offending by ex-prisoners as
a strategy of teamwork in a local community with the wholehearted
involvement of prison staff, the police, the probation service, the local
authorities, the local NHS trusts and authorities, voluntary agencies and
charities, local employers, local volunteers and the local media – this is our
CPRT vision.

Implementing the vision may be easier than Westminster politicians and
Whitehall civil servants expect. More good work is already being done at local
level in some of these key activities than is widely recognised. If well led,
properly coordinated and given the necessary devolved powers and budgets,
CPRTs have good prospects for brining re-offending rates down in their own
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communities. The best crime prevention and the best offender rehabilitation
will be a local effort of community teamwork – with the ex-offender in the
team. The public will soon be persuaded of this when they see the first CPRTs
up and running, gaining local acceptance in the way that early NHS Trusts and
Authorities gained acceptance both within hospitals and in the community.
However the first step in setting up CPRTs will be the necessary parliamentary
legislation.

9.3 Passing the essential parliamentary legislation
9.3.1 THE COMMUNITY PRISON AND REHABILITATION TRUST ACT
The Whitehall centred culture of NOMS/HMPS and the MOJ will never allow
prison and offender management power to be devolved to local and
community level without primary legislation. We therefore recommend the
early passage of a Community Prison Rehabilitation Trust Act (CPRT Act). It
should supersede parts of the Prisons Act 1952 and incorporate the
recommendations set out in section 2.8.1 of this Review. The objective of the
legislation would be the devolution of prison management and offender
management to CPRTs. NOMS/HMPS would retain certain core functions and
establishments in addition to the CPRT management and commissioning
functions in their own areas.

We envisage that some CPRTs would be rolled out more quickly than
others. For a variety of reasons we believe that Liverpool; Wales; Devon and
Cornwall; Avon and Somerset; Norfolk and Suffolk; Teeside; North, South
and East London and West Yorkshire would be early candidates for CPRT
status, with other areas to follow. We outline in more detail CPRT proposals
for Wales, Devon and Cornwall, Avon and Somerset and Teeside in
Appendix One.

9.3.2 THE SECOND CHANCE ACT
In addition to the CPRT Act we recommend an early and radical overhaul of
the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974 (ROA 1974) which we believe should
be renamed the Second Chance Act. This legislation could incorporate the
principal recommendations of the 2007 Home Office consultation document
Breaking the Circle and the US Second Chance Act of 2007.

9.3.3 A RESTORATIVE JUSTICE ACT
Finally, we recommend introducing a Restorative Justice Act (RJ Act) which
would enable RJ conferencing to take place in prisons and CPRT areas across
England and Wales as an important community tool for reducing re-offending
and for involving victims of crime in the criminal justice system (section 7.5).

This programme of legislation is modest in comparison to the parliamentary
criminal justice legislation introduced in the past 12 years, 1997–2009. Much
of this legislation has had little direct impact on prisons or the rehabilitation of



245

A NEW PROGRAMME FOR GOVERNMENT

prisoners. However it has created 3,600 new criminal offences of which over
1,000 can result in punishment by imprisonment.2

By contrast we believe the time has come for a new legislative focus on
prisoner rehabilitation, devolution of prison and offender management to local
communities and RJ. The three legislative measures recommended in the
preceding paragraph would be major reforms directed at reducing re-
offending and easing the prison overcrowding crisis.

9.4 Co-operating with the Treasury
Most spending departments approach Her Majesty’s Treasury (HMT) as if it
were a hostile adversary. The MOJ should make HMT its ally. By following the
principal recommendations in this Review and by taking other steps in co-
operation with HMT as summarised in the ensuing paragraphs, we believe that
it will be possible, over the period of a parliament, to make significant public
expenditure reductions for the benefit of the taxpayer. At the same time it will
be possible to reinvest part of these savings in improvements at community
level in prisons, in remuneration incentives for prison and probation officers
and in the key local services that will reduce re-offending.

9.4.1 A JOINT COST REVIEW
The first step in MOJ/HMPS co-operation is to set up a joint cost review of the
NOMS/HMPS budget (over £4.5 billion a year) and expenditure by other
government departments and agencies such as NHS and DIUS on prisoners
and offenders (some £450 million a year). There are good Whitehall
precedents for such a joint costs review, notably the MOD/HMT Defence
Costs Study of 1994 which resulted in both large savings and large
reinvestment in new defence equipment.

9.4.1.1 Cutting waste
From the evidence given to our Review on such matters as wasted drug
treatment expenditure (section 4.2); NOMS bureaucracy (section 2.2); the
prison building programme, particularly the Titans which we would scrap and
replace with fewer, smaller, better designed and less expensive community
prisons (section 3.7.1); and our recommendation to accommodate selected
prisoners from certain categories of offender in Community Supervised
Homes for Offenders (CSHOs) rather than in prisons; we are confident that
we have already identified important areas where significant public
expenditure savings can be made. We are also confident that a joint
MOJ/HMT costs study would identify additional substantial savings
particularly if the principle of ‘selectivity’ rather than ‘universal targets’ was

2 The Daily Telegraph, ‘Why is Labour so keen to imprison us?’, 5 January 2009
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to be introduced into NOMS/MOJ planning. For the reality needs to be faced,
starting with the example of prisoners with drug problems, that some prisoners
are interested in trying to break their cycle of re-offending and bad habits while
others are not. By concentrating resources on the former group rather than
trying to implement universal programmes that achieve targets directed at all
prisoners, including the latter group, public expenditure will be saved and
more re-offending will be prevented.

9.4.1.2 Establishing the true cost of re-offending
A second important objective of a joint costs study by MOJ/HMT would be to
calculate, as a breakdown, the true and contemporary costs of re-offending. In
2002 the Social Exclusion Unit calculated that the annual costs of re-offending
were £11 billion. This figure is now seven years out of date and may well have
been too conservative in the first place. A more accurate figure is needed. But on
the assumption we have argued for that the annual costs of re-offending to the
criminal justice system are now at least £12 billion, it can immediately be seen
that if in the period of a parliament new policies brought down re-offending by
five per cent, the savings would be £600 million annually; a 10 per cent reduction
would mean savings of £1.2 billion; a 15 per cent reduction would mean savings
of £1.8 billion; a 20 per cent reduction would mean savings of £2.4 billion and a
25 per cent reduction would mean £3 billion of annual savings. None of these
reductions are unrealistic or unattainable when you consider the current
astronomical levels of re-offending (section 1.4).

9.4.1.3 Introducing financial incentives
A third priority for the proposed MOJ/HMT joint costs study is to apply its
findings at local as well as national level. It is important that this study should
introduce a system of incentives and rewards for local CPRTs who succeed in
reducing re-offending in their area. By way of an illustrative example, our
Review has recommended (among other areas) a CPRT for Wales which is an
area currently responsible for the custody of approximately 2,500 prisoners, or
approximately 3 per cent of the prison population.3 (See Appendix One).

The current annual re-offending costs of the prisoners held in Wales can be
estimated at £360 million (3 per cent of the conservative £12 billion estimate).
If we suppose that by implementing its own local reforms including some of
those proposed in the Review, the CPRT for Wales reduces re-offending in its
area by 10 per cent. Savings of £36 million a year could be expected. We
recognise that a proportion of these savings would be indirect reductions, such
as reduced insurance payouts and other wider societal costs.

However, based on the newly established breakdown of the cost of re-
offending which we propose above, we suggest that government savings should

3 Ministry of Justice, Population in Custody, December 2008
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go back to the budgets of HMT and the local CPRT. The CPRT board could
decide to use this money, in the case of Wales as much as £18 million, in their
budget in a number of ways such as paying bonuses to prison governors,
probation officers and prison officers; investing in new facilities such as
residential or community drug treatment centres for offenders or in pump
priming more mentoring schemes. Such decisions will be made by the CPRT
board and will be designed, whether by incentives or by new investment, to
encourage further reductions in re-offending in the CPRT area. We
recommend that HMT invest its share of the savings in measures to reverse
social breakdown in Britain, as recommended by the Social Justice Policy
Group’s report Breakthrough Britain.

The concept of achieving reductions in costs by incentives and re-
investment is not alien to HMT. They have done it before, notably in
partnership with the Ministry of Defence over the 1994 Defence Costs Study.
But it is essential that the ingredient ‘in partnership with’ is brought down to
local or CPRT level. There is not much hope, on the basis of past experience,
that NOMS/HMPS will be sufficiently pro-active and energetic to reduce the
costs of re-offending on a national basis. But an energised and incentivised
CPRT could well deliver, at local level, a sustained reduction in re-offending.
This is because the best rehabilitation of prisoners is local rehabilitation. Our
CSJ polling has demonstrated considerable public support for localising our
prison system. Local communities will feel safer when they see re-offending
come down in their area as a result of a local strategy implementing policies on
the ground in a CPRT area.

HMTs co-operation should also be sought on initiatives to reduce re-
offending that bring in new money from charities, new efforts from voluntary
and community groups and new partnerships with the private sector in prison
management; the commissioning of new build prisons; and prison workshops
and prisoner employment. We have made a number of recommendations in
these fields.

9.4.1.4 Becoming energy efficient
Another area for the HMT/MOJ joint costs study should be energy conservation
and energy costs reduction. In the experience of members of our Review
committee prisons are often overheated and poorly insulated. Rarely are any
alternative energy sources such as solar power used in prisons. We believe that an
energy audit and review across the prison estate would result in substantial
savings. We are aware of a major private sector group which in 2008/09 carried
out such an energy audit and costs review across its own estate which had far
fewer major buildings and numbers of employees than the prison estate (140
prisons) and its population (83,000 prisoners). The private sector group estimates
its savings from the energy audit and review at £180–£220 million.

HMT will be good at identifying costs and potential savings from a
reduction in re-offending. MOJ, particularly NOMS/HMPS, has in recent years
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shown singular lack of comparable financial acumen. But if the two
departments, with some involvement from the private sector, were to co-
operate together first in a joint costs study and then in a local, well incentivised
programme designed to reduce both costs and re-offending levels, we believe
that there could be excellent results.

9.5 Involving local communities and voluntary sector
organisations
This Review has continuously advocated the devolution of prison and offender
management to local communities and CPRTs. The legislative and
administrative reforms we have recommended will be an area of momentous
change towards this objective, the ultimate purpose of which is the reduction
of re-offending.

Another area of change will be local transparency. The public want to know
how its own community is succeeding, or failing, in the reduction of re-

offending. Therefore local CPRTs and local prisons must
be required to publish annual performance reports. These
reports should be collated together in the form of league
tables and published with a commentary from the MOJ.

Government has a leading role to play in the
encouragement of the voluntary and community sector
(VCS). This should not be sidelined to the Office of the
Third Sector in the Cabinet Office or to a section of the
Department of Communities and Local Government. It
should be central to all government policy and the MOJ’s
contribution to it through CPRTs should be one of the

showpiece areas demonstrating the contribution that can be made by VCS
groups. We have covered these issues extensively throughout our but we would
highlight the role of the MOJ’s National Commissioner for Voluntary and
Community Groups (section 2.8.5) as a catalyst for expanding and
encouraging their work in the criminal justice system.

9.6 Conclusion

The mood and temper of the public in regard to the treatment of crime
and criminals is one of the most unfailing tests of the civilisation of any
country. A calm and dispassionate recognition of the rights of the accused
against the State, and even of convicted criminals against the State, a
constant heart-searching by all charged with the duty of punishment, a
desire and eagerness to rehabilitate in the world of industry all those who
have paid their dues in the hard coinage of punishment, tireless efforts
towards the discovery of curative and regenerating processes, and an
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unfaltering faith that there is a treasure, if you can only find it, in the
heart of every man – these are the symbols which in the treatment of
crime and criminals mark and measure the stored-up strength of a
nation, and are the sign and proof of the living virtue in it.

The Rt. Hon Winston. S. Churchill,
Secretary of State for the Home Department, 20 July 1910

‘Take away that pudding it has no theme’ was a gastronomic comment of Sir
Winston Churchill about a blancmange desert of uncertain shape and taste. We
hope that our Review does not suffer from any comparable lack of thematic clarity.

There are many specific ingredients and recommendations in these pages but
they are directed at two major themes – the reduction of re-offending by prisoners
released into the community and the easing of overcrowding within prisons.

In our search to find policy initiatives which would deliver these objectives
there are several important sub-themes such as:

localisation through the creation of CPRTs; the greater involvement of
voluntary and community groups; an overhaul of mental health and
substance abuse policy; more support to keep families together; a
reinvigorated programme of prison education, training and work; the use
of Restorative Justice conferencing; substantial reforms to pre- and post-
release resettlement support and three new Acts of Parliament creating the
legislative framework for these reforms.

But these are all part of a bigger picture which was sketched out in the above
quoted words of Winston Churchill when he was Home Secretary 99 years ago
as he called for:

…a desire and eagerness to rehabilitate … all those who have paid their
dues in the hard coinage of punishment and tireless efforts towards the
discovery of curative and regenerating processes.

At present the ‘tireless efforts’ and the ‘desire and eagerness’ to prevent re-
offending by rehabilitation are largely left in the hands of overworked
professionals. They are only just coping with the pressures of prison
overcrowding. Unfortunately, those pressures are likely to get worse tomorrow
thanks to the deteriorating economic and social climate. For history teaches us
that recessions cause an increase in crime which results in an increase in
prisoners. Since our jails are already full, a surge in the prison population
would make the already difficult task of managing imprisonment almost
impossible and certainly more dangerous. Prison reform is therefore becoming
an urgent, as well as a necessary political imperative.

Our Review provides both a strategy and a detailed agenda for a response to
this imperative. But it must be a response by our society at community level as
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well as a response by our politicians and prison administrators at the
Westminster and Whitehall level. If our Review stimulates a greater devolution
of power from the centre to local communities in a determined drive to reduce
re-offending and increase individual rehabilitation, a major reform of prison
and offender management policy will be accomplished.
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Appendix one: Community
Prison Rehabilitation Trusts
(CPRTs)

We recommend that a new Community Prison Rehabilitation Trust Act of
Parliament identifies special areas for CPRT pilots. We suggest that these first
selected areas include Wales, Devon and Cornwall, Avon and Somerset and
Teeside as the following submissions argue.

10.1 A CPRT for Wales
We recommend that Wales would be well-suited to a CPRT pilot for the
following reasons:

� Wales is a nation with its own language.
� Aspects of government are already devolved to the Welsh Assembly

Government (WAG) and key services relevant to prisoners and ex-
prisoners are already configured differently to those in England (health,
education and training, substance misuse, housing, youth services, etc),
responsibility for these services resting with the WAG.

� Wales is designated a region for National Offender Management (NOMS)
purposes and has in place All-Wales policy frameworks and documents
relevant to prisons organisation and resettlement planning.

� Although Wales currently has four police forces and probation areas three
of those are among the very smallest in terms of population covered and
staff employed (albeit not in terms of geographical area) in England and
Wales (Dyfed-Powys, Gwent and North Wales), complementing one
(South Wales) which is among the largest.

� Wales currently has only four prisons (Cardiff, Parc, Swansea and Usk/Prscoed)
which inadequately provide for prisoners committed by the Welsh courts (this
is particularly the case regarding women and girls (for whom there is no
provision in Wales) and children and young prisoners (for whom there is
inadequate provision at Parc and one Secure Children’s Home in Swansea).
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� For all these reasons we conclude that Wales, with its roughly three million
people and prison population of under three thousand, should become a
CPRT.

However, because Wales has the WAG, we recommend that the constitutional
framework for the Wales CPRT should be different from that in the English
regions. We recommend that the composition and budget of the Wales CPRT
should be aligned with that of CPRTs in England, but we conclude that the WAG
should be responsible for appointing members and administering the Wales
CPRT. This will mean building the administrative capacity of the WAG, which
currently has no responsibility for and limited expertise regarding custodial and
resettlement arrangements. The Ministry of Justice should recognise this lack of
administrative and policy capacity shortfall when funding the Wales CPRT.

Ideally prisoners committed by the courts in Wales should, as in the English
regions, be housed in Wales. Slavish adherence to that aspiration and rule of
thumb would not be sensible, however. Transport links between North and
Mid Wales and South Wales are slow and difficult and because North and Mid
Wales are relatively sparsely populated, and consequently generate few
prisoners, it would generally do prisoners and their families from those areas a
disservice were they to be accommodated near the South Wales coast where
most of the penal accommodation currently lies. Equally, however, Welsh
prisoners, particularly if Welsh-speaking or long-term residents with Welsh
accents, are likely to feel culturally out of place if housed in prisons on
Merseyside or the West Midlands. Pragmatic resolution of these conflicting
considerations needs to be achieved by the Wales CPRT when commissioning
new or existing penal provision and resettlement services.

10.2 A CPRT for Devon and Cornwall
Three category C prisons (HMP’s Exeter, Dartmoor and Channing’s Wood) are
located in Devon. Following the downsizing of a number of major MOD
establishments, there is considered to be the potential for the provision of new
establishments in the sub-region. There are currently no facilities in Cornwall.

Local government changes have significantly improved the ability to provide
co-ordinated delivery of re-offending initiatives, particularly achieving
increased harmony between agencies. In Cornwall, a single tier authority has
been established, whilst in Devon, a unitary authority for the whole county
(with the retention of the existing unitaries in Torbay and Plymouth) is
expected to be announced by the Boundary Commission.

Cornwall and Devon have a number of excellent additional credentials to
facilitate delivery of a successful pilot programme:

� There is a well established partnership network linking the business
community with key public sector stakeholders.
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� The sub-region can provide a wide diversity of training, vocational and
work relevant opportunities (urban, rural, manual, creative etc) for almost
every category of offender.

� There has been a massive investment in Further & Higher Education
provision. This provides a solid platform to deliver ‘up-skilling’ and
bespoke support packages.

� The area has just been restructured to provide advanced levels of business
and human support which could link with sustainable ‘through-the-gate’
initiatives.

� Cornwall and Devon both have access to European funding programmes
– Devon Competitiveness and Cornwall Convergence. Both these are
important in building long term capacity for this project.

� Trials have already been successfully delivered linking prisons and
business. Good examples are in the Environmental sectors (recycling etc).
This links with stated sustainability policies to make the environment a
key economic driver (Devon the Greenest Economy etc).

� There are opportunities to commission programmes through a variety of
pan European Schemes, as well as opportunities to link with local fund
raising initiatives such as the Business Improvement District, Local
Authority Business Growth Initiatives, Business Rate Supplement etc.

We also recommend Devon and Cornwall as a CPRT which should facilitate a
pilot of our recommended Intermediate Training Centres (ITCs) (section
8.6.7).

10.3 A CPRT for Avon and Somerset
The Avon and Somerset CPRT, as with all others, will be founded on the
principle that criminals come from, and are almost always, returned to the
community at some stage. The Avon and Somerset CPRT will ensure that
members of the community engage to effectively rehabilitate prisoners. CPRTs
harness all available resources from the public, private or voluntary sectors
within an accountable framework that delivers personalised, seamless and
holistic rehabilitation. Successful rehabilitation will be based on the four pillars
of motivation, stability, opportunity and support.

We recommend that the Avon and Somerset CPRT should encompass the
unitary authorities formed from the old county of Avon: Bristol, South
Gloucestershire, North Somerset, Bath and North East Somerset and the
County Of Somerset. Within the old Avon area are HMP Bristol (cat B local)
and HMP Leyhill (Cat D Open) and YOI Ashfield. Somerset’s only prison is
HMP Shepton Mallett – currently accommodating lifers. The Avon and
Somerset CPRT should assume responsibility for governance, strategic
planning, the commissioning of appropriate rehabilitation services and the
creation of a framework within which successful rehabilitation will occur.
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The CPRT will be chaired by an independent Chairman, appointed by the
Minister of Justice. It will include senior representatives from local authorities,
police, prison and probation services, private sector organisations (employers
and chambers of commerce), voluntary organisations, health, social services,
education and employment agencies and a rotating lay membership to ensure
public confidence.

10.4 A CPRT for Teeside
There are currently two prisons in the Teesside area. HMP Holme House, a
1,000 bed category B adult male prison, is situated at Stockton-on-Tees. Its
catchment area is Teesside, S.W. Durham and N. Yorkshire. It also houses
Young Offenders from the Teesside area who are en route to serve their
sentences at HMYOI Castington in Northumberland. The prison has been
extended considerably since it first opened in 1997 but regime provision has
struggled to keep pace with increases in prisoner places. Riots at the prison in
2002 and 2003 were attributed to increased lock-down hours when staff
sickness was particularly high.

HMP Kirklevington Grange is a resettlement prison at Yarm, Cleveland. It
houses 280 category C and D adult males with a minimum of eight months and
a maximum of three years to serve. The criteria for allocation to Kirklevington
are necessarily stringent because of its low security. The catchment area
extends from Carlisle to Leeds. In one case because of size and in the other case
because of entry criteria, the prisons in Teesside have a wider regional, rather
than local, function. Other prisons further afield cater for the areas young
prisoners, female prisoners and category C prisoners. Two prisons in Durham,
HMP Frankland (a high security prison) and HMP Durham (a local prison)
also serve the Teesside area.

The Teesside area has strong local identity rooted in its once prosperous
industrial past where heavy industry predominated. Regeneration, alternative
industries and a focus on environment are key issues now. Where shipbuilding
once took place, ships from across the world are now dismantled and the scrap
steel is sold on the international market. This, however, produces certain waste
products which compound existing problems in managing the fall-out from
industrial dereliction. A significant steel and engineering industry still exists
together with a traditional chemical industry.

TEESSIDE COMMUNITY PRISON AND REHABILITATION TRUST
The purpose of the Teesside CPRT would be to harness the energy and
commitment of local statutory, voluntary, business, health, education and
community agencies towards reducing crime in the region by substantially
reducing reoffending through taking ownership, as a community, for the
efficient and effective rehabilitation and resettlement of the offenders from
their area through their prison sentence and after release.



Members of the Trust Board will include senior representatives from local
authorities (Darlington, Hartlepool, Middlesbrough, Redcar & Cleveland, and
Stockton-on-Tees Borough Councils) from police, prison and probation
services, from local businesses and industry, from statutory health, welfare and
employment agencies and the courts, from further and higher education and
from a wide range of voluntary organisations.

The business of the Teesside CPR Trust might include:
As part of the national initiative to provide more prison places, the building of
a 500-bed ‘Academy prison’ in the area to provide local category C prison
places. Teesside offenders serving their sentences outside the area could serve
their sentence closer to home and free up places elsewhere in the system.

Business and industry leaders on the CPRT would consider their future
needs and help shape the nature of education and training provision in the
prison. As future beneficiaries, they would consider the viability of funding
workshops and training schemes.

The Tees Valley European Partnership, the main forum for local businesses,
local authorities, voluntary sector, industrial training, further and higher
education, and local community groups, should look at integrating elements of
offender resettlement into funded schemes. The University of Teesside should
be approached to adapt and develop its learning from the Meteor Programme
to apply to prisoners. The programme focuses on raising aspirations and giving
positive role models to local children so that they maximise educational
opportunities. Students on the programme: improve self-esteem and develop
self-discipline and perseverance; identify goals and solve problems; consolidate
subject knowledge; develop study skills and learning strategies.

The CPRT would seek the delivery of this programme to all prisons in the
area through the university’s Schools & Colleges Partnerships Team.

The CPRT would regularly take reports from represented organisations on
the progress of their ‘partnership’ links with the area’s prisons, reviewing the
development of these links and how the transition is managed from the
training and work experience in prison to training and work in the community.
Similarly, the CPRT will monitor transitions from prison health, addictions
and behavioural treatments to community based programmes and will direct
funding to ensure an appropriate balance of resources.

Voluntary groups will report on progress in their work with offenders and
seek approval and funding to develop the services which are most effective or
provide new services as needs are identified. Sentencers will be represented on
the CPRT and, through their involvement, will be more confident and focused
in their use of imprisonment and community sentences.

Over time the public, too, will gain confidence in the correctional services
as local communities take ownership of the treatment and support of their
offenders and this begins to make an impact on the rate of re-offending.
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Appendix two:
Prison Design – The Mitson
Academy Model

The following schematics illustrate the principles behind the academy model
of prison design, the basis of which is the combining of a section of prison
living accommodation (a house-block or wing) with one of a prison’s many
regime or service buildings to create a residential ‘academy’, ‘school’ or ‘college’.
This not only achieves new and better ways to deliver education, training and
work experience to prisoners and improved safety and job satisfaction for staff,
but also delivers economies in construction cost and energy consumption,
as combining two buildings into one reduces overall building footprint in
the following ways.

1. By eliminating the duplication of functional spaces that are required twice
over in two separate buildings but only once in one building;

2. By using the large atrium space, a feature of all standard prison wings, as
core regime activity space throughout the main working day instead of it
being used only as access and dining space for a fraction of the core day.

The illustrations below show examples of a College Unit, a Catering Academy
and a Sports Academy but, depending on the size and function of the prison
and the nature of local opportunities, many other possibilities exist including:

� A Business School
� An Academy for Industry & Technology (based around prison workshops)
� A Performing Arts Academy (which exploits under-used facilities, such as

the visits hall as a performance area)
� A Science Academy
� An IT Academy
� A Visual Arts Academy
� A Third Sector Academy
� A Building and Construction Academy

256



Larger prisons might consist of ten or twelve residential academies and smaller
prisons perhaps six or seven.
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Group rooms

OfÞce x2

Staff room

Tea bar

Library

Staff toilets

Prisoner toilets

Cleaning/sluice room

Corridor space Entrance foyer

Classrooms x 5

Facilities in a typical House block/Wing block Facilities in a typical Education block

The solution
A ‘COLLEGE’ UNIT

Cells
(Study bedrooms)

Main teaching area

All facilities of a
standard prison wing:
entrance lock, staff
ofÞces, toilets, group
rooms, tea bar,
cleaning/sluice room.

Library

Example 1: Education Block and House Block

A Residential ‘College Unit’

Example 1 illustrates how a different approach to the way a standard house-
block is designed and used, makes a separate prison education building entirely
redundant. Nearly all of the facilities provided in the education department
can be replicated equally well, or better, within a prison wing, which is
traditionally little occupied by prisoners during the working day. Once adapted
as a ‘college’ unit the prison wing offers additional valuable facilities that the
education department cannot, for example, study-bedrooms (cells).

The ground floor of an ordinary prison wing is equipped with tables and
seating units for dining purposes (used for 20 minutes x 3 times daily).These
units can be used flexibly and effectively in different configurations for study
and tutorial groups, where, overall, a larger number of ‘students’ can be
supervised by fewer ‘teachers’ than would be the case in classrooms.Where
special equipment or facilities are required (for an art class, say) this would be
accommodated in a suitably equipped, designated area of the atrium. The small
group or multi-purpose rooms which prison wings usually have would be
another resource for specific study or teaching purposes, as appropriate.With
the availability of lap-top computers and wireless connection, there would be
no requirement for a special IT room.

The only significant extra provision the prison wing needs to become a
residential college is a library – and the facility for it to be accessed by all
prisoners on a sessional basis and by the students of the ‘college’ at all
reasonable other times.

One of the most important practical advantages of this model is that the
integration of two distinct functions (in this case, residence and education) also
integrates two staff groups. Education staff are no longer isolated and more
discipline staff are engaged with prisoners’ daily constructive activity.

Through good design, an exciting and absorbing learning environment can

be created which:

� is appropriate for adult learners and adaptable to different learning styles

� is non-threatening to those who have failed in other educational settings

� encourages and enables peer-tutoring and peer-support

� puts purposeful activity at the centre of prison life not at the margin.
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The solution
A CATERING ACADEMY
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Hygiene/food
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Example 2: Prison Kitchen and House Block

A Residential ‘Catering Academy’

Example 2 describes the advantages achieved by combining residential
accommodation with the prison kitchen to create a residential Catering
Academy.

Using this model, a far greater number of prisoners than is possible
with the traditional approach, are able to learn and work in catering, one
of the most popular occupations in prison.

As in example 1 above (the College) combining separate buildings
together as one has significant economies, but the main advantage here is
the enormous gain in regime and impact on prisoner work and training.

Nowadays, prison kitchens are almost completely superfluous in the
preparation of breakfast.They are busy for about 2 hours each day
preparing lunch and 2 hours preparing tea after which they close as a
regime activity.This is a huge waste of expensive plant and a large building.
Large numbers of prisoners could gain educational and vocational
qualifications and train for real jobs in the community were the kitchen to
become the heart of a prison Catering Academy.

The academy would, of course, be responsible daily for producing the
meals for the whole prison but this would be only a part of its function.
Facilities would be available for students of the academy to improve their
general education and to learn every aspect of the catering industry,
theoretical and practical, according to their interests and abilities. Kitchen
facilities would be accessible for practical work throughout an extended
working day as would the study and teaching facilities.With more
prisoners committing more hours to the work, the academy could offer a
far wider range of learning experiences than ‘prison catering’ and could
undertake commercial contracts and, importantly, charity work such as
making soups for an inner city ‘soup run’ for rough sleepers.

The potential for impact on the rest of the prison is also significant. It
would be difficult to imagine a prison with its own ‘Catering Academy’ not
being able to improve the standard of food and food hygiene.

As with all other academies, the Catering Academy would be
‘sponsored’ by or twinned with similar establishments and industry
partners in the community.There would be opportunities for prisoners
either to continue their education or seek work through the sponsoring
organisations after release.
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House block or wing

Sports Academy

Teaching area Physiotherapy rooms Entrance

Viewing gallery
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Example 3: Sports Hall and House Block

A Residential ‘Catering Academy’

Example 3 is that of combining a prison wing with the prison gym to form a residential ‘Sports Academy’. As with catering, sport is one of
the most popular regime activities in prison and, it might be said, one that assumes the proportions of a consuming passion for a significant
minority. In a traditional prison there is seldom, if any, opportunity for large numbers of prisoners to explore and develop their sporting
interests and talents, save for the devotees in every prison who commit to weight training. Although at times commendable attempts have
been made to deliver numeracy and literacy programmes as well as sports programmes in prison gymnasia, staffing problems, lack of teaching
facilities and the absence of a learning culture has produced limited results at the expense of recreation sessions for the other prisoners.

A prison Sports Academy would offer large numbers of prisoners with basic needs the opportunity to address poor educational
achievement through a medium which is active and engaging to them involving a range of programmes at a range of levels covering sports and
games, skills development, refereeing, fitness, recreational facility management, etc., and at the highest level, sports sciences including sports
physiology, nutrition and physiotherapy.

In this, as in all academies, residential staff would be working with specialist staff as a dedicated single team, playing their part in regime
delivery, not just policing.

Like a prison kitchen, the sports centre is a resource for the whole prison. Therefore a major part of the students’ work in the Sports
Academy will be the supervised delivery of recreational, fitness, skills and sports programmes to other prisoners.Teaching and mentoring are
important ingredients in gaining vocational qualifications.

The Academy also presents powerful opportunities to address important lifestyle issues with prisoners, including attitudes to health,
alcohol and drugs.

Affiliation with local and national sports clubs and associations, as well as the fitness industry, would ensure direction and relevance,
provide incentive and means to maintain commitment after release and drive motivation towards greater achievement.

New Prison Architecture
The major problem with both past and present prison design is a belief that
prisoners are best supervised and controlled when housed in large Victorian-
style galleried halls that are securely zoned off from regime and service
facilities and which serve little purpose other than to warehouse people in the
supposedly most economical way. This not only creates problems over the
mass movement of prisoners, but reduces the working day, leaves certain staff
groups isolated, detaches core discipline staff from prisoner activities and
divides staff effort rendering regimes far less effective than they could be.

Those who work in these ‘human warehouses’ will vouch that prisoners are
not so easily –in this environment, largely due to the scale of the buildings, the
disconnection that vertical space imposes and because of the unstructured,
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random (purposeless) nature of prisoner activity on the wings. Although there
is some value in the straight sight-lines inherent in this architecture, visibility
is unavoidably impaired by staircases, landings and railings and not what it is
claimed to be. In fact, the design of prison wings, particularly the gallery
feature, makes it easier for prisoners to monitor staff movements than vice
versa so that control and supervision are avoidable.

Integrating a regime activity with cellular accommodation to form an
‘Academy’ can be achieved in a way that intrinsically improves prisoner control
and supervision as well as economy of construction. Architecturally, the
solution centres on the way a traditional straight wing of cellular
accommodation is reconfigured (broken) to create an ‘insertion point’ where
the regime buildings become part of the newly created academy. As described
elsewhere, better supervision and control come about as a result of the
combined efforts of two staff groups working in one location, but breaking the
straight line of the prison wing at right angles to form two shorter spurs means
that prisoners cannot so easily disconnect from the hub of activity or staff
supervision. As illustrated above the complete effect de-institutionalises
prisoner accommodation and provides a different environment and different
opportunities to challenge the culture of negative prisoner behaviour.

© Supporta RPD, 2007

ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR THE PROPOSED MITSON ACADEMY PRISONS
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TWELVE
Appendix three:
The Intermediate Training
Centre (ITC)

Headquarters and administrative support

Phase 1 ‘Step Change’
Motivation and AssessmentTraining Wing Rolling Programmes of
twelve individuals feeding into Phase 2 ‘Life Change’ Courses

Referrals from
courts, probation
and local prisons

Phase 3Vocational SkillsTraining Wing – internal and external provision working with employers and
other training providers

Assessment and access to vocational training (examples below)

Volunteer mentors
will be trained and

encouraged to
participate at all levels

of activity

Phase 2 ‘Life
Change’

Self-esteem/
Personal

Development/
Offender Behaviour/
Communication and

Basic Skills
12 week intensive

courses

Individual offenders
may be identiÞed as
suitable for direct or

more rapid
movement into

Phase 3

Phase 4 ‘Through-care’ Wing
Staff andVolunteer Mentor support and supervision back into the community – access to housing, work/further

training/volunteering/community work

Construction
Industry various

associated
courses

Catering and
Service

Industries

Rural Skills
courses in e.g.

Horticulture and
Environment

Armed Forces
Regular andTA
andVoluntary

Work

Social
Enterprise/Self-
employment

courses

Model of delivery



262

Bibliography

Aitken J, Porridge and Passion, Continuum International Publishing Ltd, 2005
Allen R (ed), Advancing opportunity: routes in and out of criminal justice,

London: The Smith Institute, 2008
Allen R and Baroness Vivien Stern (ed), Justice Reinvestment – A new approach

to Crime and Justice, London: International Centre for Prison Studies,
2007

Archer J, Prison Diary Volume 1: Hell, London: Pan Books, 2003
Archer J, Prison Diary Volume 2: Wayland – Purgatory, London: Pan Books,

2004
Archer J, Prison Diary Volume 3: Heaven, London: Pan Books, 2004
Aos, Miller and Drake, Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce Future

Prison Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates, Olympia:
Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2006

Baroness Jean Corston, A review of women with particular vulnerabilities in the
Criminal Justice System, London: Home Office, 2007

Blakey D, Disrupting the supply of illicit drugs into prisons – a report for the
Director General of the National Offender Management Service, 2008

Blom-Cooper L, The Penalty of Imprisonment: Why 60% of the Prison
Population shouldn’t be there, London: Continuum, 2008

Boardman, J and Parsonage, M, Delivering the Government’s Mental Health
Policies: Services, staffing and costs, London: Sainsbury Centre for Mental
Health, 2007

Brooker et al, Short Changed – Spending on Prison Mental Health Care,
London: Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health, 2008

Cabinet Office Social Exclusion Taskforce, Reaching Out – Progress on Social
Exclusion, London: Cabinet Office, 2005

Centre for Research in Social Policy, High Hopes: supporting ex-prisoners in
their lives after prison, Norwich: The Stationery Office, 2008

Child Poverty Action Group, Welfare benefits and tax credits handbook
2007/08, London: Child Poverty Action Group, 2007

Citizens Advice, Locked Out – CAB evidence on prisoners and ex-prisoners,
Citizens Advice, 2007

Commission on English Prisons Today, Localism – a consultation paper,
London: The Howard League for Penal Reform, 2008

Dame Anne Owers, 06/07, HM Chief Inspector of Prisons for England and
Wales, Annual Report, London: HM Inspectorate of Prisons, January 2008



263

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Dame Anne Owers, 07/08, HM Chief Inspector of Prisons for England and
Wales, Annual Report, London: HM Inspectorate of Prisons, January 2009

Department for Children Schools and Families and Ministry of Justice,
Children of Offenders Review, London: Department for Children’s Schools
and Families, 2007

Djemil H, Inside Out, How to get drugs out of prisons, London: Centre for
Policy Studies, 2008

Drake and Barnoski, Increasing Earned Release From Prison: Impacts of 2003
Law on Recidivism and Criminal Justice Costs, Olympia: Washington State
Institute for Public Policy, 2008

Durcan G, From the Inside – Experiences of prison mental health care, London:
Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health, 2008

Edgar and O’Donnell, Mandatory Drug Testing in Prisons, RDS Study 189,
London: Home Office, 1998

Esmee Fairbairn and The Smith Institute, Restorative Justice: the evidence,
London: The Smith Institute, 2007

Esmee Fairbairn Foundation, Rethinking Crime and Punishment, London:
Esmee

Fairbairn Foundation, 2008 Freeing spirit: prison and the arts, PRT report No
73, London: Prison Reform Trust, 2008

Greenlaw G, St James Roberts I, Simon A and Hury J, National Evaluation of
Youth Mentoring Schemes 2001-2004, London: Youth Justice Board, 2006

Halliday J, Making Punishments Work: A Review of the Sentencing Framework
for England and Wales, London: Home Office, 2001

Health and Safety Executive, Survey of Workplace Absence Sickness and Health,
London: Health and Safety Executive, 2005

Her Majesty’s Prison Service, Annual Report and Accounts 2007–2008, London:
Her Majesty’s Prison Service, 2008

Her Majesty’s Prison Service, PSO 0900 Categorisation and Allocation
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons and HM Chief Inspector of Probation, The

Indeterminate Sentence for Public Protection: a thematic review, London:
HM Inspectorate of Prisons and Probation, September 2008

HM Government, Every Child Matters – Green Paper, London: The Stationery
Office, 2003

HM Government, Reducing Re-offending Through Skills and Employment,
London: The Stationery Office, 2005

HM Government, Youth Crime Action Plan 2008, London: HM Government, 2008
HM Inspectorate of Prisons, The Mental Health of Prisoners – a thematic review

of the care and support of prisoners with mental health needs, London: HM
Inspectorate of Prisons, 2007

Home Affairs Select Committee, Rehabilitation of Prisoners, First report of
session 2004–05, London: The Stationery Office, 2005

Home Office, A Five Year Plan for Protecting the Public and Reducing Re-
offending, London: Home Office, 2006



Locked Up Potential

264

Home Office, An evaluation of prison work and training, London: Home Office,
1996

Home Office, Breaking the Circle: A summary of the views of consultees and the
Government response to the report of the review of the Rehabilitation of
Offenders Act 1974, London: Home Office, 2003

Home Office, Crime in England and Wales 2007/08, London: Home Office,
2008

Home Office, Departmental Report 2007, London: Home Office, May 2007
Home Office, Freedom of Information Release 4631, 6 December 2006
Home Office, From the Neighbourhood to the National: Policing Our

Communities Together, London: Home Office, 2008
Home Office Research Study 208, Women Prisoners: a survey of their work and

training experiences in custody and on release, London: Home Office, 2000
Houchin R, Social Exclusion and Imprisonment in Scotland, Glasgow: Glasgow

Caledonian University, 2005
House of Commons Committee of Pubic Accounts, Meeting Needs? The

Offenders’ Learning and Skills Service, London: The Stationery Office, 2008
House of Commons Education and Skills Committee, Prison Education,

Seventh report, London: The Stationery Office, 2005
Iowa Department of Corrections Victim Advisory Council, Victim Impact

Classes and Evidence-Based Practices, Iowa Department of Corrections,
2007

James D et al, Outcome of psychiatric admission through the courts, London:
Home Office, 2002

James E, A Life Inside: A Prisoner's Notebook, London: Guardian Books, 2005
James E, The Home Stretch: From Prison to Parole, London: Guardian Books,

2005
Jewkes (ed), Handbook on Prisons, Cullompton: Willan Publishing, 2007
Jolliffe D and Farrington D, A rapid evidence assessment of the impact of

mentoring on re-offending: a summary, London: Home Office, RDS, 2007
Kiernan and Smith, Unmarried parenthood: new insights from the Millennium

Cohort Study Population Trends, 114, London: Office of Population,
Censuses and Surveys, 2003

Learning and Skills Research Centre, Developing Oral Communication and
Productive Thinking Skills in HM Prisons, Learning and Skills Research
Centre, 2006

Lord Carter of Coles, Managing Offenders, Reducing Crime: A new approach,
London: The Stationery Office, 2003

Lord Carter of Coles, Review of Prisons, Securing the future: proposals for the
efficient and sustainable use of custody in England and Wales, December 2007

Lord Ramsbotham, Healthy Prisons, Suicide is Everyone's Concern, a thematic
review, London: HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 1999

Lord Ramsbotham, Patrick Barbour and Corin Taylor, HMPS is failing – a new
approach is urgently needed, London: The Taxpayers’ Alliance, 2008



265

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Lord Ramsbotham, Prisongate: The Shocking State of Britain’s Prisons and the
Need for Visionary Change, Free Press, 2003

Lorke, Lukka and Soteri-Procter, Faith and voluntary action: community values
and resources, Institute for Volunteering Research, 2003, cited in NOMS
Consultation, Believing We Can, London: NOMS, 2007

Mair and Canton, ‘Sentencing, community and the role of the Probation
Service’ in Gelsthorpe L and Morgan R (eds), Handbook of Probation
Cullompton: Willan Publishing, 2007

Martin and Player, Drug Treatment in Prison: an evaluation of the RAPt
treatment programme, Winchester: Waterside Press, 2000

Matrix Knowledge Group, The economic case for and against prison, London:
Matrix Knowledge Group, 2007

Melzer et al, ‘Prisoners with psychosis in England and Wales: a one-year
national follow-up study’, Howard Journal 41, February 2002

Miles and Strauss, The Academy – A Report on Outcomes for Participants (June
2006–2008), ESRC Centre for Research on Socio-cultural Change,
Manchester: University of Manchester, 2008

Ministry of Justice, Criminal Statistics: England and Wales 2007, London:
Ministry of Justice, 2007

Ministry of Justice, National Offender Management Caseload Statistics 2007,
London: Ministry of Justice, 2008

Ministry of Justice, Prison Population Projections 2007–2014, Ministry of
Justice Statistics Bulletin, London: Ministry of Justice, 2007

Ministry of Justice, Prison Population Projections 2008–2015, Ministry of
Justice Statistics Bulletin, London: Ministry of Justice, 2008

Ministry of Justice, Re-offending of Adults: results from the 2006 cohort,
London: The Stationery Office, 2008

Ministry of Justice, Research Summary 5, Factors linked to re-offending,
London: Ministry of Justice, 2008

Ministry of Justice, Sentencing Statistics 2007, London: Ministry of Justice,
2008

Morgan R, ‘Probation, governance and accountability’ in Gelsthorpe L and
Morgan R. (eds), Handbook of Probation Cullompton: Willan Publishing, 2007

Morgan R, ‘Thinking about the demand for probation services’, Probation
Journal 5, 2003

Morgan R (eds), Handbook of Probation, Cullompton: Willan, 2007
Nacro, Findings of the 2004 survey of Court Diversion/Criminal Justice Mental

Health Liaison Schemes for mentally disordered offenders in England and
Wales, London: Nacro, 2005

Nacro, The forgotten majority, London: Nacro, 2000
Napo Briefing, Ex-Armed Forces Personnel and the Criminal Justice System,

National Association of Probation Officers, September 2008
National Audit Office, Meeting Needs? The Offenders’ Learning and Skills

Service, London: The Stationery Office, 2008



Locked Up Potential

266

National Probation Service London, London Probation Strategic Plan
2008–2011, London: London Probation, 2007

Newburn T. And Shiner S, Young People, Mentoring and Social Inclusion, Youth
Justice, 2006

Niven and Duncan, Resettlement outcomes on release from prison 2003,
London: Home Office, 2005

NOMS and the FSA, Signposting Offenders to Financial Capability Training,
Debt Advice and Financial Services, London: NOMS, 2006

NOMS Communication Unit, Briefing for Staff and Stakeholders, London:
NOMS, 2007

NOMS Consultation, Believing We Can, London: NOMS, 2007
NOMS, The National Offender Management Service, What is it all about?

London: NOMS, 2005
NOMS, National Reducing Re-offending Delivery Plan, London: NOMS, 2005
Office of National Statistics, Substance Misuse amongst prisoners, London:

Office of National Statistics, 1999
Ofsted, Learning and Skills for Offenders serving short custodial sentences,

London: Ofsted, 2009
PricewaterhouseCoopers, Review of Prison-Based Drug Treatment Funding,

London: PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2007
Prison Reform Trust, Bromley Briefing, London: Prison Reform Trust,

December 2007
Prison Reform Trust, No One Knows, London: Prison Reform Trust, 2007
Prison Reform Trust, Titan Prisons: a gigantic mistake, London: Prison Reform

Trust, 2008
Public Accounts Committee, Reducing Prisoner re-offending, Fifty Third

report, London: The Stationery Office, 2002
Rack J, The Incidence of Hidden Disabilities in the Prison Population, Egham:

Dyslexia Institute, 2005
Ramsay M (ed), Prisoners’ drug use and treatment: seven studies, London:

Home Office, 2003
Ramsey (ed), Prisoners’ drug use and treatment: seven studies, Findings 186,

London: Home Office, 2003
Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists, Meeting the speech language

and communication needs of vulnerable young people – model of service
delivery for those at risk of offending and re-offending, London: Royal
College of Speech and Language Therapists, 2007

Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists, Speaking Out: young
offenders with communication difficulties, London: Royal College of Speech
and Language Therapists, 2007

Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health, Policy Paper 7, Getting the basics right:
developing a primary care mental health service in prisons, London:
Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health, 2007

Shelter, Good practice: briefing, Barred from Housing, London: Shelter, 2007



267

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Singleton et al, Psychiatric Morbidity among Adults living in Private Households
2000, London: Office of National Statistics, 2001

Singleton et al, Psychiatric Morbidity among Prisoners in England and Wales,
London: Office of National Statistics, 1998

Singleton et al, The impact and effectiveness of Mandatory Drug Testing in
prisons, Findings 223, London: Home Office, 2005

Social Exclusion Unit, Reducing Re-offending by ex-prisoners, London: Social
Exclusion Unit, 2002

Stewart D, The problems and needs of newly sentenced prisoners: results from a
national survey, London: Ministry of Justice, 2008

The Centre for Public Innovation, Review into the current practice of court
liaison and diversion schemes, London: The Centre for Public Innovation,
2005

The Centre for Social Justice & The Smith Institute, Early Intervention: Good
Parents’ Great Kids, Better Citizens, September 2008

The Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain, December 2006
The Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain, July 2007
The Centre for Social Justice, Housing Poverty, 2008
The Centre for Social Justice, The Next Generation – a policy report from the

Early Years Commission, September 2008
The Conservative Party, Keep Britain Working – Helping our economy sustain

jobs through the recession, November 2008
The Conservative Party, Prisons with a Purpose, London: The Conservative

Party, 2008
The Prison Policy Group, Building More Prisons? Or is there a better way?, June

2008
UKDPC, Reducing Drug use, Reducing Re-offending, London: UKDPC, 2008
Youth Justice Board, Annual Review 2001/2002 – Building on Success, London:

Youth Justice Board, 2002



268

Glossary

CARAT Counselling, Assessment, Referral, Advice and Throughcare
CMHT Community Mental Health Team
CPRT Community Prison and Rehabilitation Trust
CSHO Community Supervised Homes for Offenders
CSRB Community Supervision and Release Boards
DAT Drug Action Team
DIUS Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills
ECL End of Custody Licence
HDC Home Detention Curfew
HMCIP Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Prisons
HMP Her Majesty’s Prison
HMPS Her Majesty’s Prison Service
IDTS Integrated Drug Treatment System
IPP Indeterminate Sentence for Public Protection
ITC Intermediate Training Centre
LA Local Authority
LSC Learning and Skills Council
MCTC Military Corrective Training Centre, Colchester
MDT Mandatory Drugs Test
MHIRT Mental Health In-Reach Team
MOJ Ministry of Justice
NAPO National Association of Probation Officers
NOMS National Offender Management Service
NPS National Probation Service
PACT Prison Advice and Care Trust
PCT Primary Care Trust
PDU Problematic Drug User
POA Prison Officers’ Association
POLARIS Programme for Offender Learning and Resettlement

Information Services
PRT Prison Reform Trust
RAPt Rehabilitation of Addicted Prisoners Trust
RCSLT Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists
RJ Restorative Justice
ROLT Release on Temporary Licence
SLT Speech and Language Therapist
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TUPE Transfer of Undertakings Protection of Employment
(Transfer to new employer with rights and benefits maintained)

VCS Voluntary and community sector
VDT Voluntary Drugs Test
VIC Victim Impact Class
VO Visiting Order
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Majesty’s Prison Service
Ann Renton, The New Bridge Foundation
Anne Mason, Sycamore Tree Manager, Prison Fellowship England and Wales
Anthony Sherman, written submission
Antonia Rubinstein and team, Safeground
Baroness Linklater of Butterstone, Chair, Rethinking Crime and Punishment
Captain D R Thomas, MCTC Colchester
Caring for Ex-Offenders, Holy Trinity Brompton
Carrie Bishop, Mothers' Union
Cathy Eastburn, Good Vibrations
Cathy Hillman and family, Beyond the Gate
Charles W Colson, founder Prison Fellowship
Chris Thomas, Chief Executive, The New Bridge Foundation
Christine McDonnell, public submission
Claire Moser, Policy Officer, Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists
Clara Clint, The Prince’s Trust
Clive Martin, Director, Clinks
Colin Moses, National Chairman, Prison Officers’ Association
Corin Taylor, Research Director, The TaxPayers' Alliance
Dame Anne Owers, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Prisons
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Dan Van Ness, Executive Director, the Centre for Justice and Reconciliation,
Prison Fellowship International

Danny and Emma Kruger, Only Connect
David Ahern, Chief Executive Officer, The Shannon Trust
David Algie, British Medical Association
David Ong, Director Prison Fellowship International, Yellow Ribbon Project,

Singapore
David Scott, Chief Probation Officer, London
Deborah Cameron, Chief Executive, Addaction
Debra Clothier, Nacro
Derek Julian, prison reform campaigner
District Judge Justin Philips and team, West London Dedicated Drugs Court
Dr Clare Jenkins, British Medical Association
Dr George Fernie, British Medical Association
Dr Ian Palmer, Professor of Military Psychiatry, Head of Medical Assessment

Programme
Dr Redmond Walsh, British Medical Association
Dr Sylvia Hampton, written submission
Edward Garnier QC MP, Shadow Minister for Justice
Edward Myler-Crook, research paper submission
Frances Crook, Director, The Howard League for Penal Reform
Fr Peter Hannaway, St Matthew’s Westminster
Gail Jones, Head of Services, Rehabilitation for Addicted Prisoners Trust
Gary Enefer, written submission
General Sir Richard Dannatt, Chief of the General Staff
Geoff Dobson OBE, Deputy Director, Prison Reform Trust
George Hosking, Chief Executive, The WAVE Trust
Gillian Bridge, written submission
Godfrey Allen, Chief Executive, APEX Trust
Gram Seed
Ginny Lunn, Director of Policy and Development, The Prince’s Trust
Harry Quinton, President, The Foundation Training Company
Helen Edwards, Director General Criminal Justice, Ministry of Justice
Ian Mulholland, Governor HMP Wandsworth
Ian Thomas, written submission
Jackie Lowthian, Nacro
James Newell and team, The Nehemiah Project
James Riches, Nacro
Jane Groves, Mothers’ Union
Jane Kelly, written submission
Jane Mackenzie, England Policy Officer, Royal College of Speech and

Language Therapists
Jerry Petherick, Managing Director, Offender Management & Immigration

Services, G4S Care & Justice Services
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Jessica Berens, Action for Prisoners’ Families
John Baptiste
John Hill, written submission
John Podmore, Senior Operational Advisor, Offender Health, Department of

Health
John Roberts, Operations Director, Inside Time Publication
Joshua Hordern
Judge Stan Thorburn, High Court Judge, New Zealand
Julian Corner, former Chief Executive, Revolving Doors Agency
Julie Coombes, Phoenix Futures
Juliet Lyon, Director, Prison Reform Trust
Keith A Mallinson, written submission
Kim Workman, former Director of Prisons, New Zealand
Lieutenant Colonel Richard Holroyd, former Commandant, MCTC

Colchester
Linda Effah, Jobcheck Helpline Manager, APEX Trust
Lisa Aldrich, Prison Fellowship International
Liz Goulden, NOMS Estate Planning and Development Unit
Lord David Ramsbotham, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Prisons 1995 – 2001
Lucie Russell, Smartjustice
Lucienne Sharpe, Touch the Sky Ltd
Lucy Smith, Nacro
Mandy Ogunmokun, Caring for Ex-Offenders
Mark Earley, President, Prison Fellowship Ministries USA
Mark Johnson, Special Advisor to the Prince’s Trust and the National

Probation Service
Mark Leech, Editor, Prisons Handbook
Martyn Eden, Relationships Foundation
Matthew Owen, Civic Agenda
Michael Aguda
Michael Emmett, Caring for Ex-Offenders
Michael Schluter, Chairman, Relationships Foundation International
Michael Timmis, Chairman, Prison Fellowship International
Mihir Magudia, Westminster Advisers
Nikki Crane, Dance United
Pat Nolan President, Justice Fellowship USA and major contributor to the

United States Second Chance Act 2007
Patrick Barbour, Chairman of the Politics and Economics Research Trust
Pauline Austin, The New Bridge Foundation
Peter Dawson, Governor, HMP High Down
Peter Handy, Director, Partnerships in Care
Phil Chadder and team, Chaplain, HMP Brixton
Professor Andrew Coyle, Founding Director, International Centre for Prison

Studies



273

SPECIAL THANKS

Professor Karen Bryan, Speech and Language Therapist, European Institute of
Health and Medical Sciences, University of Surrey,

Raymundo Leal, founder AVE Fenix Drug Rehabilitation Programme, Mexico
and Belize

Rebecca Guy, Speech and Language Therapist, Surrey Primary Care Trust
Richard Paxton, written submission
Richard Stunt, New Hope Mentoring Project, Birmingham
Rob Allen, Director, International Centre for Prison Studies
Rob Owen, Chief Executive, The St Giles’ Trust
Rob White, written submission
Robert Reid, written submission
Roger Howard, Chief Executive, UK Drug Policy Commission
Ron Nikkel, President, Prison Fellowship International
Rory Paget-Wilkes, Green Pastures Housing
Rt Hon Sir Peter Lloyd, Chairman, The New Bridge Foundation
Sally Burnell, Nacro
Sharon Barrett, National Offender Management Service
Simon Newberry, CEO – Offender Management, A4E
Simon Pellew, Chief Executive, Time for Families
Sir Andrew Green, Chairman, Migration Watch
Sir Charles Pollard, Associate Director Restorative Solutions and former

Chief Constable Thames Valley Police 1991–2001
Slavi Novak, Slovenian Ministry of Justice
Stanley Ronald John Haimes, public submission
Steve Aos, The Washington State Institute for Public Policy
Steve McKeown, Shelter
Steve Rawlins and team, Pecan WorkOut programme
Struan Macdonald, Veterans Policy Unit, Ministry of Defence
Stuart Read, Chief Executive, Prison Fellowship England and Wales
Stuart Ware, written submission
Susan Solanki, British Medical Association
Suzanne Jozefowicz, The Dialogue Trust
Terry and Monica Stone, written submission
Tim Jones, unpaid Special Advisor, HMPS
Tim Snowdon, Changing Tunes
Tom Chandler, PLIAS Resettlement
Tony Shoebridge, The Dialogue Trust
Yvonne, PACT

The Prison Reform working group would also like to thank Gabriel Doctor and
Becky Tuson at the CSJ, Gemma Anslow for her voluntary research assistance,
as well as Stephen Parker and Kim Mandeng for their editorial support.


