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Context 

Whilst this review has looked across the entire prison leaver s ystem, inevitably in the time available, not every part 

of the system could be examined in depth and not every organisation has been able to fully engage.  

There are therefore further l ines of enquiry that are recommended to be followed. 

 

Update from the PCC’s Office – May 2022 

Although the review concluded in November 2021, the PCC and review partners had been working in the 

background to submit a bid to the MoJ Local Leadership Integration Fund.  The bid was submitted in October 2021 

and was declared successful in January 2022.  This report was able to both support the bid and influence the 

implementation of the project, which will  run from May 2022 to April  2023.  More learning and understanding will  

be achieved than could be captured in this time-limited review. 
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1 Executive summary 

The male prison leavers system in the Thames Valley is a highly complex environment, with mechanisms and functions 

that are not always clearly defined, implemented, or co-ordinated/mapped.  All  involved appreciate the seriousness of 
the responsibility they have in supporting those who have committed criminal acts to reintegrate into society and make 
meaningful contributions while sustaining crime-free lives. 46% of prison leavers returning to the communities in 
Thames Valley do so from HMP Bullingdon near Bicester and were the main focus of this review. 

 
It is estimated that reoffending in the Thames Valley costs approximately £630m per year, based on national figures and 
population size.  So why is it so difficult to manage the balance to achieve delivering post-custody support for 
resettlement and rehabilitation, and what should we be doing differently to support better outcomes?  

 
This review undertakes to answer this question, among many, and has sought the co-operation of as many stakeholders 
as possible.  The spectrum of statutory, commissioned, voluntary and community sector and charitable and faith 

services delivered in respect of the seven pathways to reducing reoffending, poses fundamental questions of the overall  
purpose of that system. These range from harder edged reduction of reoffending rates and reduction of risk posed by 
ex-offenders to others and themselves, to ‘softer’ outcomes such as improving quality of l ife.  
 

Currently the main focus is on measuring performance through the reoffending rates of ex -offenders who are subject to 
Integrated Offender Management and Multi -Agency Public Protection Arrangements. These monitoring arrangements 
are viewed as best practice nationally, however, there is very l imited monitoring locally of the improvement of quality 
of l ife and the cost benefits of reducing reoffending. 

 
This review finds that without system leadership involving all partners, driving a systemic and structured improvement 
programme that joins up all  parts of service delivery with the prison leaver at the c entre and existing organisational 

redesigns, a major opportunity will  be lost to radically reduce reoffending, improve performance and avoid costs.  
 
To address inequities and inefficiencies in the existing system, there are 20 recommendations (at section 17) arising 
from this report that cover the following areas: 

a. leadership and governance 
b. developing and improving key performance measures and measures of capability  
c. systemic improvement activity and design principles to structure the work required 

d. joined-up service delivery and co-commissioning across both agencies and pathways  
e. the role of l ived experience across the whole system 
f. specific recommendations regarding: 

i . accommodation 

ii . day of release arrangements  
iii . use of electronic monitoring (tagging) 
iv. employment opportunities 
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2 Introduction and background 

The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner commissioned FutureGov to undertake a whole system review of the 

male prison leavers’ journey from approximately 7.5 months prior to release to at least 6 months post  release. This 
review has had the support and involvement of a wide range of statutory, private sector, not-for-profit and voluntary 
and community sector partners, overseen by the Thames Valley Local Criminal Justice Board and its Reducing 
Reoffending Board. It builds on the ‘From Day One’ conference in December 2020, where the theme was ‘From day one, 

everyone in the Thames Valley leaving prison should have access to employment, housing and support’ . Whilst female 
prison leavers were outside the scope of this specific review, further work is anticipated and is subject to a pending bid 
to the Ministry of Justice under its Local Leadership and Integration Fund. 
 

It is the first time that the entire journey has been analysed in this way, using a systems thinki ng methodology, in order 
to better understand what the overall  purpose of the current system of control, risk management and support is, and 
what impact it is actually making. Geographic, organisational and contractual boundaries result in the prison leaver 

themselves being the only person who sees their journey end to end. 
 
The review was undertaken between July and November 2021. It was clear from the outset that the system and those 
working and volunteering in it were experiencing significant change, not least through: 

● the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
● the implementation of the new operating model for the Probation Service, and  
● the refocusing of the Integrated Offender Management Strategy 

but that such a review cannot wait for ‘steady state’ to be a chieved before further improvement activity takes place. 

This review is intended to drive significant practical improvements that can be implemented in a staged and 
manageable way, that respects the pressure and constraints that exist. 
 
The review included the following activity: 

● Desk-top research – strategies, reports, data, key performance indicators  
● Initial discussions with key stakeholders across the system 
● Stakeholder workshop 7th September with key partners to discuss the current effectiveness of the seven 

pathways to reduce reoffending 

● Reducing Reoffending Board updated 21st September 
● Work-shadowing front-line activity / discussions with front-line staff 
● Further workshop to map overall  process 10th November 
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3 What is a systems thinking approach? 

Complex systems of work emerge when multiple organisations are tasked with supporting their clients through major 

episodes in their l ives. Often, difficult family circumstances or chaotic or challenging lifestyles amplify that complexity, 
requiring a breadth of professionals to provide their expertise, often within defined role boundaries. 

 

The client is often the only person with visibility and complete understanding of their whole l ife circumstances and of 
their entire journey through support services. Often, each organisation deals with their piece of the overall  puzzle, with 
no single support worker/agency tasked with taking responsibility for the whole system of support.  

 
Whole Systems Thinking requires analysis of such systems of support by taking a pers on-centred view of how all  the 
arrangements complement or conflict with each other and how, together, they deliver impact for the client.  
 

By studying the overall  system, end-to-end, from the clients’ perspective, new insights can be gained about the 
activities that add value (‘the value work’), those that don’t (known in the systems thinking approach as ‘wasted effort’ 
in the system) and how the individual components relate to or conflict with one another. 

 
Improving the system requires working across orga nisational boundaries, and empowering front-line staff to do what 
matters (and therefore being trained and competent to deal with the typical and predictable client needs, irrespective 
of their parent organisation). This can also challenge traditional impr ovement plans that are often governed by project 

methodologies such as PRINCE2, which can require too-highly a structured approach to change. In Whole Systems 
Thinking, change is viewed as emergent – that the compelling reasons and direction for change wil l  emerge as 
knowledge builds through studying the system of work as a whole through clients’ eyes.  
 

Introducing a capability within the system (i.e., people tasked with this) to constantly study it, understand the blockages 
and bottlenecks and have the pos itional authority/delegations across organisational boundaries to make the necessary 
changes, is a bold move that will  challenge the system leaders’ thinking. This is because there is a fundamental 

relationship between the performance a system delivers and the management thinking that has created that system of 
work: 

 
 

By first studying the performance of the system (desk-based review, engaging with stakeholders), and then the system 
itself (‘as-is’ mapping), the review can then draw conclusions on the cur rent leadership thinking that drives the system 
and make recommendations for change (‘to-be’ / perfect / improved / envisioned). 

 
Throughout this review, we have used the acknowledged ‘seven pathways to reduce reoffending’ as a way of 
understanding how the various interventions are commissioned, structured and delivered: 

 Accommodation 

 Attitudes, thinking and behaviour 

 Children and family relationships 

 Drugs and alcohol  

 Education, training and employment 

 Finance, benefits and debt 

 Health 
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It should be noted however, that in various parts of the system, slightly different versions of this l ist are used. There are 

eight criminogenic needs measuring factors l inked to offending behaviour that are assessed using the OASys Probation 
system: Accommodation; Employabil ity; Relationships; Lifestyle; Drug misuse; Alcohol misuse; Thinking & Behaviour; 
Attitudes. There are also three additional ‘responsivity measures’ that are used on OASys to aid practitioners in how an 
offender may respond to support. These are learning disability and challenges; mental health conditions; indicators of 

low maturity levels. 
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4 Performance - how capable is the system in delivering its purpose? 

4.1 Firstly, what is the purpose of the system? 

Reducing Reoffending 
From the outset, it was clear that a fundamental purpose and focus of the system is to reduce reoffending. This is 
reflected in the ambition of partners to think differently about the system, in order to reduce reoffending, is a good 

place to start from and is where the vast majori ty of performance measurement is currently focused.  Our starting point 
has been the ambition of partners to think differently about the system, in order to reduce reoffending - and that is a 
good place to start from. 

 
The national definition of reoffending is: 
‘A reoffence is when someone commits another offence within 12 months of being released from custody (or receiving a 
caution, fine or court order) which then leads to a conviction, caution, reprimand or warning in the same 12 -month 

period (or up to 18 months to allow for court proceedings)’ 
Source: gov.uk Reoffending – GOV.UK – Reoffending published 19 April 2021. 
 

The key performance reports for understanding the level of reoffending include: 
● Integrated Offender Management (IOM) / Multi -Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) quarterly 

report to the Reducing Reoffending Board 
(e.g. Jul-Sept 2021: 6% of IOM cohort wearing a Buddi Tag charged with an offence; 26% of IOM non -tagged 

cohort charged with offence; 41.4% reduction in the number of charges from 6 months prior to adoption on 
IOM to the first 6 months on IOM) 

● Key Performance Indicators within specific contractual arrangements, e.g. ‘Pathways to Employment’ Project 
quarterly report (e.g. Apr to Jun21 – 6.1% reoffending rate in their client group) 

 

But discussions with partners have highlighted that the purpose of the system goes well beyond this understandable but 

nevertheless narrower definition of reoffending and raise a fundamental question about whether the purpose of the 
system is in fact much wider. 
 

Rehabilitation 
Systems thinking challenges the way in which we think about the prison leavers’ journey - to understand what the 
prison leavers themselves would say is the purpose of the system. 
 

Performance measures that are used in various parts of the system and asking specific questions of partners about the 
purpose of the prison leavers’ system, have highlighted a range of additional purposes, such as:  
● reduce crime and disorder 
● reducing the fear of crime 

● preventing serious harm to the public (MAPPA) 
● reduce risk to both the public and to the perpetrator  

● reduce vulnerability 

● protect and safeguard vulnerable people within the community  

● empower each individual to make positive changes to their l ives, allowing them to achieve their pers onal potential / 
ambition 

● enable engagement with support services to improve life outcomes  

● improve life chances 
● improve quality of l ife 
Taking all  these together, it raises the fundamental question, and a theme that we will  return to later in this report: 

How good is the Thames Valley at rehabilitation versus reducing reoffending? 
 
Value for money and efficiency 
Inevitably, comments have been made about the needing to ensure value for money and in some parts of the system. 

Cost models are used to monetise the impact of the interventions that are used to reduce reoffending, for example: 
● The IOM / MAPPA quarterly report compares the cost of offending behaviour before and after adoption to the IOM 

cohort 
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● A grant funded service’s quarterly report to the local Community Safety Partnership quantifies a range of public 
sector costs avoided such as health, unemployment, substance misuse and rough sleeping  

 
However, understanding savings and cost avoidance are not embedded as a systemic part of the overall  performance 
management arrangements. 

● achieve quantifiable savings for the public purse 

● Reduce demand at the front door 

Based on national estimates of the annual cost of reoffending (£18.1bn), the cost to the Thames Valley, based on 

population, is a staggering £630m per year, and whilst attributing specific savings or cost avoidance is problematic, this 

reinforces the need to think well beyond where we are currently. 

4.2 What can we learn about the system's purpose from its current priorities? 

The current strategic partnership direction set by the Local Criminal Justice Board (LCJB) 

The Local Criminal Justice Board’s purpose and vision is: 
‘To reduce crime, harm and risk by increasing the efficiency, effectiveness and credibility of the Criminal Justice 
System. By working in partnership, the board aims to improve services to the public with the minimum costs, 

supported by the best available evidence.’ 
 

One of the LCJB’s priorities for 2021/22 is to reduce reoffending: 
‘reducing crime, harm and risk by removing adult and youth offenders from the CJS, especially through the use 

of Integrated Offender Management. Improving offender access to health provision, accommodation and 
support for women to reduce inequalities.’ 
 

The priorities set by the Probation Service  
Under the Probation Service South Central Reducing Reoffending Plan 2021-24, there is a 
‘commitment to reduce reoffending via a relentless strategic focus and enhanced joined 
up working’. 

 
Partnership priorities are particularly focused on improving the following pathways: 

● accommodation 
● education, training and employment (ETE) 

● substance misuse 
and on reducing violent crime. 
 

Specific Probation priorities include: 
● effective sentence management 
● creating more effective and structured interventions  
● working in prisons on rehabilitative programmes, ETE and through the gate 

resettlement support service 
 
 
The priorities set by the Police and Crime Commissioner 

Under The Thames Valley Police & Criminal Justice Plan 2021-25, as part of Priority  
 
4 – Improving the Criminal Justice System, there are two relevant priorities: 

● Reducing reoffending in the Thames Valley 
● Supporting innovative projects in crime prevention and rehabilitation 

 
In addition, it is understood that the Police and Crime Commissioner will  be launching a 

Reducing Reoffending Strategy in 2022, drawing on the findings and recommendations 
from this review. 
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4.3 How capable is the current system in meeting its purpose and priorities? 

The national statistics on proven reoffending (latest figures are Jan-Dec 19, published Oct 21) suggest that there were 
21,265 offenders in the Thames Valley, 23.4% of whom (4971) went on to reoffend. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/proven-reoffending-statistics-october-to-december-2019 

 

Whilst reoffending rates are carefully and closely monitored in some parts of the overall  system (e.g. IOM/ MAPPA) and 
through contractual arrangements with service providers, the overall  picture of Thames Valley’s performance (i.e. 
inclusive of all  prison leavers) and the impact partners are having on successful rehabilitation and reducing reoffending 
is not clear. 

 
Many organisations do of course monitor key performance indicators. However many of them measure inputs and 
outputs, in effect levels of demand and ‘work done’. These are often linked to individual pathways, smaller geographical 

areas within the Thames Valley or contractual arrangements, whether driven by national reporting or not e.g. su bstance 
misuse treatment - ‘percentage successfully completing a treatment intervention in custody and did not represent to 
treatment within 6 months’. They are not tied directly back to specific rates of reoffending at the Thames Valley level 
for the cohort of male prisoners that are subject to this review. 

 
A recent national IOM conference considered what success is in Integrated Offender Management – various statistics 
have been considered - Office of National Statistics (ONS), Crime Severity Scoring, Ca mbridge Crime Harm Index, etc. 
but at the time of writing, no agreement has been reached. National discussions are currently taking place to agree how 

to effectively measure the impact of IOM and further guidance is awaited. 

In the meantime, the quarterly report format developed by Thames Valley Police is seen as best practice nationally, and 
it is pleasing to see the recent inclusion of analysis by criminogenic need, which will  undoubtedly prompt richer 

discussions about performance. 

In some parts of the system, more qualitative measurement is made - for example using ‘Outcome Stars’: 
https://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/preview-the-stars-resources/ http://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Justice-Star-Scales-

Preview.pdf. 
Such tools can be used at both an individual client level in a very visual way to show how their l ives look and how 

they’re improving or otherwise, as well as being aggregated to demonstrate overall  impact of a programme or 
intervention (such as Troubled Families).  Not all  agencies are aware, have been offered or have access to comparable 
information. 

However, there is not yet one overall  dashboard of performance for the whole system that brings together the various 
data sources and measures of success to answer whether the purpose and priorities set are being achieved. In addition, 
we cannot yet answer the following: 

● As a collection of partner agencies working towards common outcomes, how good is the developing all iance 
across Thames Valley at ensuring that reoffending rates overall  are actively reduced (beyond the cohort of IOM 
and MAPPA) as a consequence of our actions and interventions? 

● How good is this developing all iance across the Thames Valley at ensuring successful rehabilitation? 
● What value for money / financial and social returns on investment is our system delivering? 

 

4.4 What are capabi lity measures? 

Beyond identifying the suite of measures that would help answer the general question ‘how did we do? ’ across all of the 

purposes and priorities that have been discussed above, there is another issue. 
 
The Systems Thinking methodology looks for ‘measures of capability’. These answer the question ‘how are we doing?’. 
And by that we mean not measures that just look in the rear view mirror and tell  us how we have done, but measures 

that also tell  us how well the current system is operating. 
 
By way of example, capability measures that this review has found it almost impossible to quantify, include: 

● percentage of prison leavers returning to the community with: 
○ a current proof of identity 
○ a live bank account 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/proven-reoffending-statistics-october-to-december-2019
https://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/preview-the-stars-resources/
http://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Justice-Star-Scales-Preview.pdf
http://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Justice-Star-Scales-Preview.pdf
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○ records of training and achievement from their time in prison 
○ a current CV 

○ settled, long term accommodation 
● percentage of prison leavers who are supported in person on day of release 
● percentage of prison leavers who have an effective mentor relationship as they return to the community  
● percentage of housing ‘duty to refer’ referrals that are made at least 56 days in advance 

● percentage of transfers of information between organisations that are complete and up-to-date, without the 
need for rework 
‘getting the correct forms filled in correctly at the correct time and with sufficient time can be a struggle, for 

example the Common Assessment Form’ (housing officer) 

● the number of assessments carried out at key points at similar times by different agencies  
● percentage of failed appointments  
● percentage of voluntary requests for Electronic Monitoring (tagging) that can be met 

● effectiveness - what is both the financial and social returns on the investment of resources that have been 
made and how do they compare across interventions and pathways? 

 
This is just an indicative l ist and could of course be expanded further and prioritised against those pathways where 

there is most to improve. The reviewers found that in everyone’s can-do attitude to support prison leavers, there are 
multiple offers of similar or identica l support. These are most often around immediate needs for clothing and toiletries, 
technology and CV writing but also extend to debt advice, day-of-release support, finding employment etc. 

Understanding how many and where these overlaps exist will  drive better assigning of clear roles and responsibilities in 
subsequent commissioning arrangements.  
 
The essential aspect of capability measures is that we are not looking for figures that give us just good or high 

performance, but measures where base performance might well be low and that we can track, experiment with 
improvements and see their impact on those measures. 
These measures need to be built alongside those suggested by the MoJ’s Local Leadership and Integration Fund 

guidance on Theory of Change and outcome monitoring. (Available upon request) 
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5 What data do we currently have and what is it telling us? 

5.1 The National Picture – headline statistics (adults and young offenders both male and female) 

● The latest total estimated annual economic and soci al cost of reoffending is £18.1 bil l ion (based on cohort of 
offenders identified in 2016 who subsequently went on to reoffend over a 12 -month period) 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/814650/economic-social-costs-
reoffending.pdf  

● In 2018/19, around 80% of those convicted or cautioned had a lready received at least one previous conviction 
or caution https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/4564/documents/46153/default/ 

● Black offenders had the highest reoffending rate (32.7%) in the year ending March 2018 – the rate for White 
offenders was 30.6% 

● The Other (incl. Mixed) ethnic group had the lowest reoffending rate (20.9%)  
● White offenders committed the most reoffences per person (4.17 on average)  
● Adults released from custody/ starting court orders had a 33% proven reoffending rate 
● Adults released from custodial sentences of less than 12 months had a proven reoffending rate of 58.9%. Taken 

from ‘Proven reoffending statistics: October to December 2019’ published by MoJ/ National Statistics 28 
October 2021’: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/proven-reoffending-statistics-october-to-december-2019  

5.2 The Thames Valley picture - some headline statistics  

● As at 30th September 2021, 210 people were being managed on the IOM scheme and a further 114 were 
MAPPA nominals (and of the 324 total, 28 are female- 13%) 

● Based on latest national estimates on the economic and social cost of reoffending, it is estimated that even a 

10% reduction in reoffending in the Thames Valley could save/avoid costs in the order of £63m per year  
● The South-East proven adult reoffending rate was 22.1% (Jan-Dec 19) 
● The national statistics on proven reoffending (Jan-Dec 19) suggest that there were 21265 offenders in the 

Thames Valley, with 4971 having reoffended (23.4%) 

● Approximately 38 prison releases per week into the Thames Valley, see below 

5.3 Prison releases into the Thames Valley 

1/4/17 to 31/3/20 (source: Probation data, 3 years, pre-COVID-19) 

● 5912 male prisoners released into the Thames Valley, 33% of which were on a Friday 
● 70% of male prison releases into the Thames Valley are from just five prisons, with Bullingdon in Oxfordshire 

accounting for 46% of all  releases  
● 29.5% were identified as MAPPA and 9.4% IOM, at any one time 

 

The top five releasing prisons  (male) into the Thames Valley were: 

Bullingdon (Category C/ Category B local function - reception/ resettlement) 46% 

Woodhill  (Core local prison, Category A high security / long-term) 15%  

Ranby (Category C working and resettlement - Nottinghamshire) 3.6% 

Springhill (Category D open prison) 3% 

Wormwood Scrubs (Category B local prison) 2% 

Total 70% 

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/814650/economic-social-costs-reoffending.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/814650/economic-social-costs-reoffending.pdf
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/4564/documents/46153/default/
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/proven-reoffending-statistics-october-to-december-2019
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5.4 Probation data on the criminogenic needs of those 3883 prison leavers currently on licence in the community (as 
at Sept 2021) 

A detailed analysis of criminogenic needs was produced by the South Central Probation Service’s Performance and 
Quality Team (contained in a confidential appendix), the findings of which supported the review team’s analysis: 

Breakdown of criminogenic needs  % having this need 

Accommodation  17% 

Employment, Training, Education (ETE) 62% 

Finance  22% 

Relationships 34% 

Lifestyle 40% 

Drugs  22% 

Alcohol  22% 

Emotional wellbeing 28% 

Thinking and behaviour 96% 

Attitudes  85% 

 
● 90% of prison leavers have >=3 needs (which reinforces the need to think about co-commissioning of 

interventions across multiple pathways) 

● The HMPPS Probation South Central Reducing Reoffending Plan 2021-2024 pays particular attention to 
accommodation, ETE and substance misuse 

● However, Accommodation appears in only 17% of cases, which does not correlate with what practitioners and 

key workers have expressed to be their experience.  There is an inherent challenge in recording this need as 
assessments can change and are prone to professional judgement and self-assessment by the prison leaver.  
Whether ‘sofa surfing’ counts as accommodation can vary from one organisation to another, with some only 
recording accommodation when is it deemed “suitable” or “stable”. It is an important measure; however, as 

we know that prison leavers without stable accommodation are almost 50 per cent more likely to break the 
law again. 

● Prison leavers who get a job are up to nine percentage points less l ikely to reoffend. 

The vast majority of cases have more than one criminogenic need identified with 3.5% of cases having either no needs 
or only one need identified.  The majority of cases (55%) have three needs identified, the most common combination 
being thinking & behaviour, attitudes, and one other need.  31% of cases have five or more needs, and 8.5% of cases 

have eight or more needs indicating a significant number of cases with multiple needs. 

This begs two fundamental questions: 
● is there enough support provided, whether commissioned or otherwise, regarding changing thinking, 

behaviour and attitudes? 
● how holistic are co-commissioning arrangements in integrating support services around the i ndividual prison 

leaver?  
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The following table is a breakdown of reoffending by geographic area ; however, it should be noted that this is based on 
a) all  adult male offenders and b) their last known address. 

Male - proportion of offenders who 
reoffend (%) Jan-Dec 19 

proportion who have 
reoffended (%) 

number in 
cohort 

number of 
reoffenders 

Buckinghamshire areas    

Aylesbury Vale 15.8 581 92 

Chiltern 18.8 239 45 

South Bucks 19.0 226 43 

Wycombe 25.2 719 181 

    

Milton Keynes 26.3 4209 1107 

Berkshire authorities    

Bracknell Forest 16.6 1011 168 

Reading 27.5 3495 960 

Slough 24.7 3600 888 

West Berkshire 20.8 1950 405 

Windsor and Maidenhead 13.6 (lowest) 1431 195 

Wokingham 15.0 1077 162 

Oxfordshire authorities    

Cherwell  32.6 (highest) 896 292 

Oxford 30.8 899 277 

South Oxfordshire 14.2 352 50 

Vale of White Horse 22.0 318 70 

West Oxfordshire 13.7 262 36 

 Total 21265 4971 

It is not clear why Cherwell has the highest percentage of reoffenders. The fact that Bullingdon prison is in that council 

area might influence last known address if that is recorded as a ‘default’ address, but that is more likely to affect cohort 
size than reoffending rate. 

5.5 Which area receive Bullingdon releases? 

A five-month snapshot of releases from Bullingdon August to December 2020, reveals that 80% of releases are into four 
main urban areas of the Thames Valley: 
Oxford  24% 
Milton Keynes 20% 

Reading  20% 
Slough  16% 
Wycombe and Aylesbury follow behind with 7% each; other areas have very small numbers, with Windsor and 
Maidenhead and Wokingham having none during that period. At the time of writing it is not clear to what extent this 

geographic picture is influenced by the following: 
● local connections 
● Probation office locations  

● availability and supply of suitable accommodation 
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5.6 Local Authority survey 

Six* out of the 14 local authorities in the Thames Valley responded to a questionnaire regarding their policies, priorities 

and services delivered, in particular their ability to provide suitable accommodation. 
From the information provided, those local authorities that were able to respond: 

● had no specific criteria for considering prison leavers’ accommodation needs, beyond the requirements of the 
Homelessness Reduction Act. ‘Local connection’ is key, but others are considered on a case-by-case basis.  

● reflected the lack of clarity about the extent of other housing options available beyond the councils’ own 
housing stock (e.g. probation and the voluntary, community and faith sectors) 

● had no specific accommodation earmarked for prison leavers and reflected an overall  and often ‘severe’ 
shortage of accommodation capacity** 

● had not identified specific employment opportunities to work with those councils  
● reinforced the view that a prison leaver is seen as presenting as a housing issue, rather than as an individual 

with multiple needs  
● typically had a month or less notice of a prison leaver being released (often shorter for those on short 

sentences) 
● did not tend to have an identified individual / role with specific responsibil ity for prison leavers 

● had no specific policy for prison leavers, although the Homelessness Code of Guidance for Local Authorities 
makes it clear that ‘a person who is vulnerable as a result of having served a custodial sentence or having been 
remanded in custody, has a priority need 

● had multiple triage and assessment forms, but a move towards streamlining 
 
* Buckinghamshire, Oxford, Oxfordshire, Reading, Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead. 
**Reading Borough Council and Buckinghamshire had recently received funding to improve accommodation for prison 

leavers; RBWM has received funding to work with ex-offenders and is developing data for the housing pathway as a 
result. Oxford stated they had a nominated individual from the housing options team to engage with criminal justice 
teams, RBWM has an ‘Accommodation for Ex-offenders Resettlement Officer’ 

 

  



 

14 

 

6 A whole system view of the prison leavers’ journey  

 

Mapping exercise underway at the November workshop 

 

Up until  now, the only people who see the whole system end-to-end are the prison leavers themselves. The review 

culminated in a workshop in November 2022 that brought together over 50 partners from 27 organisations across the 
Thames Valley, to work on mapping the whole system. 
 
The mapping exercise was based on: 

● a timeline of 7.5 months prior to release (the point at which Offender Management in Custody (OMiC) 
framework moves from in-prison to community probation support, through to six months post release and 
resettlement in the community 

● ‘swim lanes’ using the seven pathways  to reduce reoffending to differentiate the types of activity and support  
 
Alternatives to using the seven pathways were considered, namely: organisation, process, geography, type of offender, 
length of sentence and releasing prison. However, it was felt to be the best way to make the task more manageable and 

to tie it into other aspects of the review - for example the assessment of current pathway effectiveness at section 9). 
 
6.1 What did we learn from the workshop? 

The process mapping task was always goi ng to be difficult, particularly when we were asking the workshop attendees to 

map their activity against pathways, rather than by their organisations and with operational changes from COVID -19 
affecting what we could view as ‘steady state’. 
 

In advance of the workshop, we had requested any copies of existing processes that had been mapped, with l ittle 
success, reinforcing that this is not common practice amongst all  organisations to think about their work in this way, 
particularly when focused on one client group. 
 

Where activities could be mapped, it tended to focus on: 
● accommodation 
● drugs and alcohol (particularly on day of release) 

● from 12 weeks prior to release, with not much mapped any earlier, and not much mapped post release 
Almost nothing was identified on the children and family relationships pathway, reinforcing the view from the pathway 
analysis at the September workshop (which scored it as the lowest performing pathway). Similarly, there was l ittle on 
the attitudes, thinking and behaviour pathway, post release. 

 
Some support has the potential for substantial duplication and unclear accountability, for example debt advice, CV 
writing, proof of identity, provision of mobile phones and laptops. 
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Dovetailing the mapping workshop with the interviews and work-shadowing, it raises a fundamental question to resolve 

- what is the purpose of day one of release - and how do release plans balance the competing demands of further 
compliance and appointments with the prison leavers’ need to ‘decompress’ and  see family and friends. 
 
Of course, not all  partners were able to be at the workshop, and it is essential to see the mapping exercise for what it 

was - the start of an improvement activity that needs to continue and which needs also to consider mapping generic key 
sub-processes (for example triage and assessment, key appointments/ meetings) to better understand how they 
complement or conflict with each other in different parts of the system. 

On that point, it has become apparent through the interviews and workshops that the review team have carried out, 
that the review itself is building a better understanding of the issues that are in the system and which are affecting the 
effectiveness of service delivery. Consequently we are suggesting that the review is positioned as the start of a more 
thorough and structured approach to improvement of the prison leavers’ system across the entire network of partners 

who are involved. 

In addition, the workshop was used to bring together understanding of: 
● current risks and issues (summarised at section 12) 
● the forward plan of activity, new legislation and milestones across all partners 

(shown at section 15) 
● the current ICT systems in place across the partners - and whilst far from a 

complete picture, at least 21 databases and directories were identified in use 

(available in confidential appendix) 
● the number of improvement projects currently underway or being considered - 

44 were identified (available in confidential appendix). It is apparent that whilst 
all  these projects and ideas are all  well intentioned, there is no oversight of the 

totality of this activity, nor any partnership consideration of prioritisation. This 
is essential at a time when resources are so l imited. 

 

One of the main benefits of having the discus sions around the end-to-end 
process was the ability to develop some suggested draft design principles in 
order to structure the improvements required. These are detailed in the next 
section of this report. 
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7 What are the draft design principles for improving the system? 

In Systems Thinking methodology, once the purpose of the system is confirmed, and key measures of performance and 

capability are put in place, the framework for improving the system can be agreed. 
 
Design principles are usually drafted to set the framework for decisions about system and organisational designs. They 
are the criteria against which suggested improvements can be judged - do our ideas help or hinder the overall  purpose 

of the system that we have set? They are not a set of rules , but are intended to articulate what ‘perfect’ or ‘great’ might 
look like. Aspirational, yes, but they need to be so that they enable us to do the right stuff, ‘righter’.  
 
The following is a draft set of suggested design principles, that reflect all  of the work of this review - the desktop 

analysis, interviews, work shadowing and workshops. They are intended to be thought provoking and challenging - and 
should be a major topic of discussion for subsequent iteration and eventual partnership agreement.  
 

7.1 Draft design principles for an improved system for prison leavers  
 

 Design Principle Comments 
1 Shared performance and 

capability measures that are 
aligned to overall  purpose of 

the system 

● Is reducing reoffending the best high level metric, or should it be about 
reducing vulnerability, improving life chances, supporting people to reach 
their true potential? 

2 Think ‘Team around the 

individual’ - putting the 
prison leaver at the heart of 
our thinking, and making no 
front door a wrong front door 

● Irrespective of employing organisation, the frontline key worker ‘holds’ the 

prison leaver throughout their journey of release and has competence and 
capability across the whole system of support. 

● Referrals (handovers) only happen as a last resort 
● Or key worker that operates across all key professions/ agencies and VCS 

organisations 
● What does this mean for co-location and geographic focus of these teams? 

3 Think ‘partnership’ first ● The partnership owns and shares responsibility for the overall  purpose of 
the system 

● What can we do together to achieve our shared purpose that is better than 
we can do on our own? 

4 A long standing key 
relationship with each 
individual 

● Front l ine staff and prison leavers routinely comment on the importance of 
a deeper and long standing relationship 

● Needs to go across pathways, organisational boundaries and last the length 

of the prison leaver’s journey 
● help the person ‘belong’ to incentivise ‘behaving’ 

5 Earlier engagement with the 
prison leaver, prior to release 

● All organisations and contractual arrangements to encourage this  

6 Support that’s focused 
around all  seven pathways to 

reducing reoffending 

● Accommodation; attitudes, thinking and behaviour; children and family 
relationships; drugs and alcohol; education, training and employment; 

finance, benefit and debt; health 
● (additional pathways for females: history of domestic violence and abuse, 

and sex working) 
7 Digital engagement 

maximised 
● Earlier involvement with ICT training, and provision of kit 
● What else can the Thames Valley do that isn’t reliant on a national rollout 

of better connectivity and kit? 
8 Local voluntary and 

community sector 
organisations are 
appropriately commissioned 

for the longer term 

● Services that are critical to the prison leavers’ journey are commissioned 
and not left to chance 

● Probation Reducing Reoffending Plan indicates improved commissioning 
arrangements to allow smaller charities and faith groups to deliver  

● Could key Thames Valley VCS organisations explore forming a partnership 
entity that would allow them to bid collectively for new contracts  
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9 Key accountabilities and 
responsibilities for all  
pathways agreed and 

assigned 

● Accountability sits in one place; responsibility can be shared 

10 Referral means referral  ● Need to ensure that where referral (handover) has to happen, that the next 
agency ‘catches and holds’ the prison leaver, so that they don’t fall  out of 
the system 

11 Assets-based approach ● Strong in VCS - work with what’s there, not what’s missing 
12 Absorb variety – services 

tuned to the individual, not 
one size fits all  

● Think less about organisations and contracts and more about clients, 
pathways and integrated pathways  

13 Trauma informed approach 

embedded in all  services 

● Many partners have talked of the need to embed this approach in order to 

break the cycle of reoffending 
14 Lived experience should be a 

fundamental part of the 
overall  system 

● Needs to extend beyond employing ex-offenders and into involving 
prisoners and prison leavers in the co-design of services and support 

● Include voice of the child (l ink to Vulnerability Strategic Group?) and voice 
of the adult (not just the prison leaver, but their family also) 

15 Roles that straddle traditional 

organisational boundaries 
and professional disciplines  

● Multi-skilled front l ine staff, capable across multiple disciplines 

16 Assess once, use many times ● Accept that there will  be different assessment points across the timeline, 
but minimise as much as possible. 
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8 What does the geography of the system look like, and who is in it? 

8.1 The geographic area 

This map shows the Thames Valley Police area that covers the former counties of Berkshire and Buckinghamshire and 
the current county of Oxfordshire, noting that the pattern and boundaries of local government and health services in 
particular have continued to evolve. 

8.2 Who is in it? 

Within the Thames Valley there are: 
● 12 Local Policing Areas 
● 14 local authorities, of which 8 are unitary councils and 6 are 

stil l  operating in two-tier arrangements (which separates 

responsibilities for Housing from Social  Care and Public Health 
responsibilities) 

● 14 DWP Job Centre Plus offices  

● 8 Probation offices 
● The NHS arrangements are complex, with NHS South Central 

split into the BOB area (Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and 
Berkshire West); Frimley (including Windsor and Maidenhead, 

Bracknell and Slough) and Milton Keynes in the East of 
England with Bedfordshire and Luton. There are seven Clinical 
Commissioning Groups, 257 GP’s and more than ten NHS 
Trusts covering the area 

● 6 Approved Premises (five of which are for male prisoners) - 
residential units in the community which house and closely 
monitor ex-offenders 

● 5 male prisons (Bullingdon, Grendon, Huntercombe (foreign 
national men), Springhill, Woodhill) (plus Aylesbury Young 
Offender Institution) 

● Many other providers in the private, not-for-profit, voluntary and community sectors that are too numerous to l ist - 

for example Thames Valley Police maintains a directory of 346 interventions that local organisations provide 
● Thames Valley benefits from a vibrant and diverse voluntary and community sector, with several hundreds of 

volunteers supporting the prison leaver system, for example a Winter Night Shelter in Milton Keynes has 100 

volunteers supporting a handful of paid staff to work with the homeless, and a Thames Valley wide provider has 80 
volunteers supporting both victims of crime and offenders  

 
8.3 The geographic ‘hot spots’ and ‘not spots’ 

There is a wealth of information that is held in various directories, but with the exception of the directory of 
interventions held by the IOM/ MAPPA team, there is no single repository for information on services that are available 
for prison leavers, that is shared across all partners. 
 

‘it would be good to have a reference library of available support as we only provide information on the resources we are 
familiar with’ (commissioning manager, NHS) 
‘too many assumptions of what others are able to provide’ (HMPPS worker)  

 
The IOM / MAPPA directory provides an ideal basis to develop a knowledge bank available to all  partners and  editable 
by everyone, integrating other information sources such as those that are held by local authority social care services 
and community services, health and the voluntary and community sector infrastructure organisations.  

 
Once this has been done, i t can be converted into a visual representation of this data, in order to better understand the 
concentration of services (and why perhaps 80% of prison leavers are released into Milton Keynes, Oxford, Reading and 
Slough) and where services may be more patchy. A practical example would be to understand for instance the role that 

the farming and agricultural community might play in employment opportunities, if prison releases were more 
dispersed, and how this would work with Probation supervision and licence conditions. 
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9 How are the seven pathways to reduce reoffending performing? 

9.1 What is the current system of support for prison leavers? 

At the September workshop, we asked attendees to think about how well from their respective organisations, the seven 
pathways were performing. The table on the following page shows both the subjective view of the review team (Red -
Amber-Green {RAG} rating) and the average scores that partners assigned the pathways. This is not intended to be a 

definitive grading exercise; rather it is designed to provoke discussion and consideration of whether presentation of 
‘performance’ in this way (split by pathways) can be a base from which to build a better understanding of system 
performance. Further observations and context from the review team are then provided for each of the seven 

pathways, drawn from interviews and work shadowing. 
 
This l ist is not intended to be definitive, and again is intended to provoke discussion across the partners.  

Pathway Reviewers’ 
RAG status 

Partner 
score / 10 

Comments (pathway scores based on September workshop attendees’ scores 
and follow-up work) 

Accommodation Red 5.6 Sufficiency i s an i ssue, with no prioritisation or co-ordination for their 
accommodation has been identified.  Important point in light of legislation and 
housing provider policies confirming ex-offenders to be part of support for their 
vulnerable cohort  

Atti tudes, thinking, 

behaviour 

Red 5.3 Motivation to change behaviour is not a  key feature of engagement work, with 

practical arrangements receiving focus during limited time with key workers. 
Addressing this with those on short-term sentences is problematic, however, 
there i s a greater opportunity to develop consistent relationships and 

meaningful interactions with a llocated key workers while serving a  longer prison 
sentence 

Chi ldren and family 
relationships 

Red 3.9 The lowest scoring pathway and the only one to score less than half marks. 
Opportunities to explore the s ituation around family and networks are limited.  
Assessments focus on safeguarding, collecting cursory details, potentially 
avoiding discussions that might require trauma informed interventions. 

Lack of focus on the family as a protective factor and motivator for desistance 

Drugs  and a lcohol Green** 6.0 Key feature of engagement, and provision available and accessible during 
sentence and after release.  Strategic partners operate to reduce the harm of 
substance misuse, providing treatment and intervention when needs are 
identified 
**there was no opportunity to shadow drug treatment sessions during the 

review and, as such, this rating is perceived and had not been qualified. 

Education, training, 

employment 

Red  5.0 Del ivery negatively impacted by COVID - reduction in face-to-face work. Some 

opportunities to develop programmes, however, recent change of providers, 
with no real/planned handover will delay any visible impact.  Prisons now 
responsible for determining the curriculum to be offered.  Concerns that skills 
may not be in line with the employment opportunities 

Finance, benefits, 
debt 

Amber 7.0 Finance issues can be explored during the time that someone is serving their 
sentence, but the current system generally does not work towards assisting in 

addressing these until release. 
This  includes being able to apply for benefits. 

Health Amber 6.8 Inconsistently accessed.   

Increased focus on risk and prevention of self-harm and suicide. 

 
The second table at paragraph 9.10 shows a further subjective view from the review team of some of the key sub -

processes or supporting processes that exist in the overall  system: 
● IOM/ MAPPA 
● assessment and triage 
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● information exchange 
● commissioning 

● governance 
● electronic monitoring 

 
9.2 Accommodation 

Across the Thames Valley, better use needs to be made of cohort information to enable planning and sufficient 
provision. There are a number of examples of regions who have dedicated officers within Local Authorities, whose role 
is to take responsibility for the cohort and ensure that there is secure provision on release. Having people who are 

trained to assist prison leavers to navigate the system so that they can access the most appropriate accommodation is 
also essential.  
‘we need to get local authorities into prisons to see the constraints’ (HMPPS worker)  

 In the Thames Valley, there are no such people, and so access to accommodation was a lottery pre-COVID. The 

numbers reflected some provision, but there is sti l l work to do:   
48% in settled accommodation on release (April  to Jan) 32% transient, 20% homeless. 
That means that of all  the people released from the cohort, there were 52% without stable accommodation. Accepting 
that having a roof over one’s head is an essential, this level is unacceptable. For prison leavers who find themselves 

homeless, the options are l imited. There are a number of cha rities who might provide them with supplies, a tent to 
shelter them from the elements, but as one person shared: 
‘This place (Night shelter) does alright, but I was better off inside.  At least it was warm and I had three square meals.’ 

(prison leaver, homeless at time of review) 
 
9.3 Housing provision and access for prison leavers  

Across the Thames Valley, housing providers offer different types of accommodation, and support the need for 

affordable housing for people across the socio-economic spectrum.  This includes providers such as Paradigm (15,000 
properties across 30 LA’s) and Hightown Housing (7,200 homes across Herts, Beds, Bucks and Berks).  As recently as 
March this year Paradigm and Guinness partnership completed a large-scale housing exchange (swapping 1339/1151 

homes) to monitor property and support tenants more effectively along geographical l ines. 

Having had difficulties with obtaining contributions from Local Authorities, and being familiar with the arrangements 
and long waiting l ists for support with housing, there are concerns about their ability and will ingness to be flexible 
enough to support people who leave prison, and whether they are viewed as vulnerable in their own right. As an 

example - Paradigm Vulnerable Persons policy does l ist ex-offenders, but they also reserve the right to refuse 
accommodation if they are not happy with the mitigations in place to manage assessed risk. 

Additional barriers via Local Authorities who may insist on familial connection to the area. Those that we spoke to ha d 
strict criteria, and there was l ittle flexibil ity or reciprocal arrangements similar to those considered for social care 

arrangements where it may be necessary to remove someone for their safety or the safety of others.  
Recommendations 14 - 17 cover opportunities for improvement and better joint working arrangements to close the gap 
on provision and access to accommodation for those leaving prison. Other government (MoJ) initiatives such as 

Community Accommodation Services – Tier 3 (CAS-3) may result in further provision from April  2022 onwards. 

 
9.4 Attitudes, thinking & behaviour 

Opportunities to reflect on behaviour and the resulting consequences are essential to recognising what an individual 

needs to do differently to ensure that it does not happen a gain.  These behaviours run a continuum, from chance 
encounters with unintended outcomes to planned and premeditated activities. 
Dealing with and delving into the emotional psyche of a person is not something to be taken lightly.  It requires the 
existence of a relationship, one that takes time to develop, and the emotional l iteracy to be able to describe how one 

feels.  It is a complex area to engage in, and with many perpetrators of crime also having experienced being a victim, 
can be a minefield for professionals who are not adequately equipped. 

As a result, exploring attitudes to offending, thought processes and behaviour are given a wide berth by most 

organisations.  This is wise for those who may only encounter the individual sporadically, or wher e their involvement 
has a specific purpose, however, with the exception of the keyworker, whose involvement comes to an end when the 
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individual is released, there are no other specifically identified people outside of the IOM/MAPPA pathway that might 
take up this role. 

It has traditionally been the role of the Probation Service to work with individuals to address these areas. We spoke 
with Probation Practitioners who had very high workloads, who reflected the challenges this offers them to do 
meaningful one-to-one work to change thinking, behaviour and attitudes, some even describing it as impossible. 
However, there is a resource available to complete this work for those on statutory periods of supervision, not only 

through one-to-one work (as referred to above) but also through accredited programmes designed to address harmful 
thinking and behaviour associated with domestic abuse, sexual offending and general offending. This is group based, 
with lower level group interventions also available to address identity and substance misuse.   

 
Through partnership working, grant funding and other commissioned services, volunteers and others within the VCS 
become involved in this service delivery.  They can and do add value on the ground but this is not a sustainable 
arrangement, or one that permits the system as a whole to monitor progress, and ascribe success to specific 

interventions.  There is an increase in Probation Officers taking place nationally but it takes time to recruit and train 
these.  In the interim period, there is an opportunity for a strategic and collaborative approach to the current climate. 

 
9.5 Children and family relationships 

Support in this area was conspicuous by its absence.  There appeared to be very l ittle engagement and formal 
exploration of relationships during meetings and formal assessments such as the Basic Custody Screening Tool (BCST) 
forms asked questions in relation to risk, e.g. if there are children at the address where they were, and the address 

where they intend to l ive on release; and in the section about relationships where they are asked: 
● are you in a relationship?  
● do you have any children?  
● what are their names, gender(s) and Date of Birth? 

● who is looking after your children whilst you are in custody?  
● do you have access to your children?  
● are children’s services involved?  

Appreciating that the impact on the family structure and stability may trigger anger and frustration about the disruptive 
impact of the time served in custody on the family unit, there is l ittle focus on the family as a protective factor, one that 
can support resil ience and can be a motivator to serving the time and achieving and sustaining a positive resettlement 
post-release.   

There are a number of reasons this is a concern. There may be issues around the care of their children – social care, i l l-
health that would not be picked up as part of assessment, but would rely on the individual being prepared to share the 
information unprompted. The increased levels of vulnerability or feelings of failure and isolation are reported. 

Other opportunities for taking a latent interest in support and family relationships while people are stil l  serving their 

sentence stem from an interest in assessing and assisting them to access housing using a familial connection.  

Dedicated support for relationships is offered by Family Matters, operated by Thames Valley Partnership and funded by 
the Big Lottery and The Beatrice Laing Foundation, has support workers who regularly attend HMP Bullingdon and HMP 

Woodhill  Visitor Centres to offer advice, support and information, and support families who might be struggling to cope 
with having a family member in prison. 

 
9.6 Drug and alcohol treatment 

A wide range of services are required to support a cohort with addiction and substance misus e issues. The arrangement 
of matching provision to the needs of the population has resulted in disparate models of support across the Thames 
Valley. Details of commissioned services are not readily published and shared with partners.   
 

Treatment services offer support in the way of prevention, harm reduction and also treatment and recovery. The 
immediate support for those leaving prison with substance misuse issues will require them to report to a service so that 
they can be supported to use safely vi a scripts. 

 
Further l ines of enquiry are to be explored in this area.  We have contacted providers, and recognise the complexity in 
the ways that services are commissioned and provided. The multiplicity of commissioning arrangements and delivery of 
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support services via numerous authorities are further complicated by the geographical boundaries and coverage of the 
Health Trusts. The government has recognised the need to allocate an additional £80m in 2021/22 to the Department of 

Health and Social Care (DHSC) to enhance drug treatment and the number of treatment places available in 2021/22, as 
part of a £148m overall  funding package for reducing crime. 
  
9.7 Education, training and employment 

Education – a number of opportunities, which those who will  be serving a significant sentence will  find worthwhile in 
terms of supporting them on release. According to one provider, approximately one-third of the prison population 
accesses education. This takes the form of short courses, including both academic and vocation al subjects. 

 
A conversation with Probation led us to explore how many have issues with l iteracy.    Resettlement officers expressed 
that they spend significant time going through paperwork and requesting documents to support people who need to 
access services. Data indicates that 50% of the prison population have the reading level of an 11 -year-old or younger. 

  
When it comes to transferable skills and studying for qualifications that will  support them on release, changes in 
contract may influence outcomes. In a change to arrangements, prisons now determine the training programmes and 
education to be delivered.  Some have questioned this change in approach, reasonably stating that specialist services 

who provide education and employment advice are the experts in education and available employment. They have links 
into the industries, and have been designing courses to ensure that on release, people are able to access the 
opportunities that exist in the job market.   

 
There is also a question for employers and business leaders.  What is their part in ensuring that there are opportunities 
for prison leavers?  MK College received an award for their employment academy- in partnership with Greggs, Timpson 
and RMF Resource Solutions Ltd (HS2 staffing). The strength in their approach was providing a personal introduction to 

the employer, and customer focused roles that take into account and are successful due to the persons’ personality. 
This scheme is successful because it builds confidence when they can show that they have listened to what the 
employer has indicated that they need to support the delivery of their business.  Opportunities for employment across 

the Thames Valley should be explored with business leaders, including volunteering, and is explored in recommen dation 
20. 
 

9.8 Finance, benefit and debt  

This is an area in which there is one primary organisation that provides support as part of the formal system.  The DWP 
has responsibilities in relation to processing claims for Universal Credit in the first insta nce, and then supporting prison 
leavers into training and employment. Their processes include comprehensive information collection via 
interview/questionnaire, with a view of identifying the most appropriate offer of support.   

The role is not simply to determine eligibility to services, but where concerns are flagged during the interview, referrals 
and signposting are completed. There are pressures that influence the effectiveness of this process as an effective 
intervention.   

● Appointments are strictly l imited in time 
● Licensing restrictions may impact the ability of the person to attend a training course where face to face 

attendance is required 
There are also positive aspects that support engagement toward seeking and sustaining employment: 

● Provision of essential electronic devices (mobile telephones and or laptops) enabling claimants to access and 
use their online Universal Credit accounts, create and amend digital CVs along with digital job searches and 
applications 

● Attending to critical matters such as housing, and other issues that may impact their ability to complete 

training or retain work 

Support in this area is not offered solely by the DWP.  There are a number of agencies, usually from the VCS, that offer 
support with finance and employment opportunities.  It might be generally accepted that this approach ensures that no 

one falls through the gaps; however, the scale of this overlap has not been quantified.  It is possible, indeed likely, that 
there might be better ways to util ise some of the effort and resource to support prison leavers. 
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A good example of this is the support that Citizens Advice offers.  If they were able to access men while they were 
serving their sentences to offer support and advice, they would be able to use the highly trained volu nteer cohort.  At 

present, by the time they are approached for support, post release, matters are significantly worse, and a paid officer 
must be appointed to discharge the work required.  This highlights the opportunities for preventative activity and ear ly 
intervention. 

 

9.9 Mental health - working with complex needs 

The level of need among the prison population is high, and there are concerns around the potential to miss or 
appropriately identify vulnerability and fail to provide the required level of ca re. 

Incidences of self-harm have increased during the pandemic.  For safety, and to minimise the spread of the virus, 
prisoners were confined to their cells for up to 23 hours a day.  National figures indicate a prevalence of self -harm at a 
rate of 69%, and 67 self-infl icted deaths during 2020. A joint thematic inspection of the criminal justice journey for 
individuals with mental health needs and disorders identified that there continues to be no common definition of 

mental health used in the CJS and this leads to individuals’ needs being missed as they progress through the system. The 
report found that information from the police to the Crown Prosecution Service about an individual’s  mental health 
needs was often not clearly communicated or transferred at all, even when it is identified. Following court, the mental 
health flagging system used by the probation service is not helping practitioners to fully identify the risk and level of 

need presented.  
In Thames Valley, there has been a commitment to address  deaths in custody with the creation of the suicide 
prevention barometer. Despite best efforts, such as the barometer and the implementation of the Person Escort 

Record, which records risk and medical information, the absence of a common definition affects  how cases are flagged 
in different agencies, with a number of individuals being missed early in the process. 

 

The NHS recognises the need for additional support and resource and has addressed the need via their Long-Term Plan.  
Within the plan, there is a focus on developing better pathways for both long and short-term interventions, alongside 
improved support for mental health and substance misuse.  This includes initiatives such as Reconnect, which seeks to 

improve the continuity of care of vulnerable people leaving prison by working with them before they leave and 
supporting their transition to community-based services, thereby safeguarding health gains made whilst in prison.  
 

Reconnect services aim to improve the wellbeing of people leaving prison, reduce inequalities and address health-
related drivers of offending behaviours. Whilst not a service that provides clinical interventions, the Reconnect service 
offers l iaison, advocacy, signposting and support to those leaving prison to support engagement in  community-based 
health and support services. Reconnect is supported by community l ink workers and peer supporters and aims to 

provide practical and emotional support to people in the lead up to, and post release from custody, to ensure their 
health and social care needs are met. There is a focus on reconnecting people with health services in the community 
and supporting people to make and attend appointments.  
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9.10 Key sub-processes within the overall  system, as assessed by the review team 

Sub-process RAG rating Comments 

IOM / MAPPA Green Thorough, documented strategy and processes.  Key performance indicators 

identified and shared 

Assessment / 
triage 

Red Assessments are undertaken at numerous points by each organisation, often 
asking the same information, requiring the prison leaver to repeat their story 
and history 

Information 
exchange 

Red Systems do not support sharing, though there are opportunities being explored 
to collate basic information that would be ‘owned’ by the prison leaver - e.g. 
virtual campus to store information about qualifications and credentials earned, 

as well as the potential to hold identification and other key information.  
Implementation has not progressed, as cost is the limitation. 

Commissioning Red Commissioning arrangements unclear, overlaps and gaps not understood. 
Commissioning around pathways rather than person centred/ need-centred 

commissioning 

Governance by 
the Reducing 

Reoffending 
Board and its 
subgroups 

Green Acknowledged nationally as best practice. The MAPPA Strategic Management 
Board (SMB) reports directly to MoJ, not into LCJB governance arrangements. 

Whilst its arrangements extend beyond Police, Probation and Prison services to 
those other agencies who are under a duty to cooperate, it may be beneficial to 
share the impact of its work more widely 

Electronic 

Monitoring 

Green Buddi Tags having significant impact but insufficient capacity to respond to 

voluntary requests for tagging by consent 
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10 What have we learned about current thinking that drives the system? 

10.1 Types of document reviewed 

The review team were sent a range of strategies, policies, plans and performance documents to review, drawn from a 
range of partner organisations. The most pertinent are: 

● HMPPS Reducing Reoffending Plan - Probation Service South Central 2021-2024 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/regional-reducing-reoffending-plans  

● Thames Valley Police and Crime Plan 2021-2025 
https://www.thamesvalley-pcc.gov.uk/police-and-crime-plan/ 

● Integrated Offender Management Strategy December 2020 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/integrated-
offender-management-strategy  

● The Target Operating Model for Probation Services in England and Wales  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strengthening-probation-building-confidence 

OMiC– Offender Management in Custody, HM Inspectorate of Probation Research 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/custody-and-
resettlement/  

● Giving Police and Crime Commissioners Greater Powers of Competence – consultation Sept/Oct 2021 
https://committees.exeter.gov.uk/documents/s81172/Appendix%20A%20-
%20Consultation%20Document%20PCCs%20Greater%20Powers%20of%20Competence.pdf   

● Miscellaneous performance and data reports, e.g. Thames Valley Police Integrated Offender Management 
Performance Document (restricted circulation) 

● National Police Chiefs Council IOM National Training Manual (restricted circulation) 
● College of Policing Crime Reduction Toolkit - evidence based interventions  

https://whatworks.college.police.uk/toolkit/Pages/BubbleMode.aspx#filter=0#stage=Reoffending 
 

10.2 Main findings from the desktop review 

Findings from the desktop review have been incorporated throughout the review and this report, but the main issues to 
flag here are: 

● the need for strong strategic leadership across the whole system, building on arrangements already in place 
through the Local Criminal Justice Board and the role that PCC’s could take if granted a general power of 
competence 

● the importance of, and priority placed on, partnerships - featuring heavily in both the Probation Reducing 
Reoffending Plan and the Police and Crime Commissioner’s Police and Criminal Justice Plan  

● understanding the impact of the Integrated Offender Management Strategy focus ing on neighbourhood crime 
– is there sufficient focus on other offences / offenders and will  the government’s expectations of the make-up 
of the Fixed, Flexible and Free cohorts meet the needs of the Thames Valley? 

● the impact of the Lord Farmer report (Aug 2017) – the importance of children and family relationships - four 
years on - how successful is this pathway given its effectiveness was the lowest graded at the September 
workshop and little activity has been mapped 

● the impact of homelessness legislation and statutory guidance - committing offences can be seen as making 
oneself intentionally homeless and whilst the prevention and relief of homelessness duties stil l  apply, a ‘lesser 
duty’ is owed, which may manifest itself as delays before being considered 

 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/regional-reducing-reoffending-plans
https://www.thamesvalley-pcc.gov.uk/police-and-crime-plan/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/integrated-offender-management-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/integrated-offender-management-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strengthening-probation-building-confidence
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/custody-and-resettlement/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/custody-and-resettlement/
https://committees.exeter.gov.uk/documents/s81172/Appendix%20A%20-%20Consultation%20Document%20PCCs%20Greater%20Powers%20of%20Competence.pdf
https://committees.exeter.gov.uk/documents/s81172/Appendix%20A%20-%20Consultation%20Document%20PCCs%20Greater%20Powers%20of%20Competence.pdf
https://whatworks.college.police.uk/toolkit/Pages/BubbleMode.aspx#filter=0


 

26 

 

11 What have we learned from the case studies? 

During the course of the review, it was important to gain insight as to how the system operated from the perspective of 

the service user.  We spent time shadowing professionals and the men they were supporting who were at varying 
stages following their release from prison.  We identified interactions that might generate positive outcomes and others 
that present challenges for successful reintegration and rehabilitation. We were also provided with other c ase studies 
from partner organisations (a selection of which are included in a confidential appendix). 

 
Positive interactions included: 

● Expressions of the value that having a impactful relationship with key individual (pre and post-release) had on 
them 

● Persistence of VCS organisation to engage under difficult circumstances and pursue a positive outcome 
● Absorption of expressed anxiety and other emotions by workers while the prison leaver decompressed on day 

one of release 

● Perception by the prison leaver that the support officer was ‘going the extra mile’ – supporting them with 
provisions e.g. curtains 

● Being part of the IOM programme helps the prison leaver to refuse to engage with other known offenders - 
having a tag, or expressing that they were on the progra mme was viewed as effective justification for saying no 

to associates 
● Support to access and sustain full -time employment (TAP Social) 
● Wanting to give back after having a positive experience led one prison leaver to volunteer in a mentoring 

programme providing peer support 

● Employing company paid for gym membership as a ‘welcome home’ – fitness was flagged as being important 
to him 

Challenges: 

● Many prison leavers have to travel considerable distances on the day of release to attend probation and other 
appointments.  This generally increased stress, and some found coping mechanisms that were not helpful to 
them and completing day-of-release tasks 

● A number experienced failed appointments.  This was regrettable given the efforts they had made to attend.  

In one case, the officer was not present and someone unfamiliar stood in as a replacement.  To compound 
their frustration, the workers who met them were unable to reach anyone in the housing team to confirm his 
accommodation arrangements, and a meeting was rescheduled to take place four days later, after the 

weekend.  The prison leaver was left to make his own arrangements  
● Often experiencing uncertainty regarding accommodation 
● Low personal ambition – lack of motivation to work because basic financial needs are being met via disability 

benefits (personal independence payments) and deciding that there is nothing they can do or need to do  

● Failure of Housing team to view the prison leaver as vulnerable and therefore not prioritising their needs.  Gave 
warning that they were making themselves intentionally homeless because they wanted to l ive in the same 
town as their family yet were instructed to apply elsewhere in the county. 

● Three months post release and stil l  had no ID – even though he was in work 

● In each appointment, the need to repeat basic information and on occasion when meeting a new worker, being 
required to recount and relive parts of their journey 

Positive engagement is seen to bolster the confidence of the prison leaver, and more likely to generate expressions  of 

the likelihood of having a better chance of maintaining a tenancy or employment. 
 
The disjointed nature of the support that is provided serves to undermine positive relationships that have been built, 
and any confidence that future arrangements and engagement will  result in anything other than the poorer experiences 

they have had.  Having a single point of contact to co-ordinate and have oversight of arrangements would be a sensible 
place to start from, and could be anyone from the team supporting the prison leaver, rather than the onus being on 
Probation, as their large caseloads restrict them from being able to be responsive in the way they would like and that 
would be beneficial to their client base.  This arrangement would be supported with opportuni ties to keep colleagues 

and other contributing agencies involved and up to date on the progress and requirements to support rehabilitation.  
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12 What type of strategic risks and issues is the system facing? 

12.1 What did the reviewers identify? 

‘Thames Valley’ view of 

Reoffending and Rehabilitation 

The current focus on reducing reoffending is being hampered by a lack of a clear definition of what the prison leavers’ 

system is trying to achieve and a lack of associated performance and capability measures  

Multiple organisations within 
the system 

The multiplicity of organisations operating within the Thames Valley leads to variation in commissioning and service 
delivery, beyond what one might reasonably expect from differences in having localised / differing pr iorities. This leads to 
duplication and hampers effective signposting, referral and ultimately access to services  

Multiple improvement projects and ideas are underway, which is to be applauded, but with no overall  control of their 
prioritisation, design, funding decisions etc., the picture is chaotic 

Local perspective, especially for 
housing and accessing services 

There is not a shared perspective, culture and attitude across all partners about whether and to what extent prison 
leavers are deserving of support, for example made more complex by statutory housing guidance regarding the criteria 

for making oneself ‘intentionally homeless’. How do prison leavers’ vulnerabilities stack up against other residents’ 
vulnerabilities, and assessment of ‘priority need’ for housing? 
It is not clear why Milton Keynes, Oxford, Reading and Slough receive 80% of prison leavers and what impact that 
distribution has on overall  system effectiveness  

Timings At what point will  there be ‘steady state’? How well do we understand the forward plan for the whole system? 

Austerity, COVID-19 and 
organisational changes 

Whilst these are major impacts, the reality is that there will  never be steady state – and the question is really what can we 
do to strategically improve the system whils t continuing to absorb these impacts – if not now, then when? 

Commissioning intentions and 

framework 

It is not yet clear what are the area’s overall  commissioning intentions/ framework regarding rehabilitation and reducing 

reoffending(and link to other commissioning intentions, do this annually and make part of the forward plan) 

Voluntary and Community 
Sector 

Resilience and sustainability of the Thames Valley Voluntary and Community Sector in the long term 
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12.2 What type of operational risks and issues have the partners identified? 

The following table is a summary of what the November workshop attendees highlighted: 

Getting upstream of release date 

(14 comments) 

 

Many examples where services are firefighting owing to insufficient forward planning, earlier assessments and 
communication. Desire for earlier work with prison leavers and access to prison or better use of communication 

technology 

Information Sharing 
(11 comments) 
‘Some agencies don’t know what to do 

or who to refer to’ (workshop attendee) 

Poor information exchange between agencies, often not timely, lack of up-to-date information 

Staffing / resources 
(9 comments) 

High caseloads, especially those on short sentences, staff consistency, lack of resources  

Duplication 
(3 comments) 

Duplication of referrals  and/ or information, Assessment overkil l  – duplication of forms, silo working 

Miscellaneous 

(11 comments) 

Many of the comments related to mental health and substance misuse issues  
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13 What specific issues require further work? 

13.1 Availability of Approved Premises beds or alternative temporary accommodation 

Thames Valley has five Approved Premises for men, in Milton Keynes, Oxford (2), Reading and Old Windsor. Their 

combined capacity is approximately 100 beds, although during COVID-19, this has been reduced to 65 to allow for 
single occupancy rooms. There has been a recent programme and funding to increase by 10, of which 6 have been 
delivered. Assuming an average stay of three months, this gives an annual capacity of about 400 men. 

From the data that has been provided to this review, we know that there were 1745 men released into the MAPPA 
arrangements in the three years from April  2017 to March 2020. The requirement for APs will  of course vary across 
the three MAPPA risk levels, but if we assume that all  MAPPA nominals require supervision within an Approved 
Premises arrangement and with an average stay of three months, that would require a bed capacity of around 582, 

i.e. a shortfall  of 182 bed spaces per year in the current (steady state) provision, therefore equating to requiring an 
additional 46 beds. 

‘All my family are in Oxford, but I can’t stay with them as no room and I need to stand on my own two feet. It’s 
harder to get housing locally – makes stuff more difficult.’ (prison leaver) 

Beyond AP provision, and from the questions posed to local authorities during this review, we know that local 
authorities generally have no specific accommodation allocated for prison leavers. This means that the default 
position is their level of priority need, and whether they will  be viewed by the local authority (through committing 

offences) as having made themselves ‘intentionally homeless’. 
Recommendations 14 and 15 of this report suggest undertaking a feasibility study for increased provision of 12 -
week step-down accommodation from prison, as a minimum to provide capacity for an additional 45 -50 beds. 
 

13.2 Friday prison releases 

From the data available, we can see that 33% of prison releases in the three years between April  2017 and March 
2020 were on a Friday. (A more detailed breakdown of the data is included in a confidential appendix and this 

review has not looked at data that might be skewed during the COVID-19 pandemic) 

However these findings triangulate with the National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders 
(NACRO) national campaign on Friday Prison Releases, and also with recent analysis conducted by West Mercia 
Police (which came to l ight by chance during a recent work-shadowing between the two LCJB’s) 

Whilst further work is required in the Thames Valley to track whether those released on a Friday are statistically 
more likely to reoffend, the NACRO Briefing Update September 2021 contains supporting information, such as 98% 
of resettlement workers agreed with the statement: ‘being released on a Friday can be a race against the clock to 
attend appointments and access services before they close for the weekend’. 
https://3bx16p38bchl32s0e12di03h-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Nacro-Briefing-Friday-Releases-1.pdf 

No work shadowing of a Friday prison release has been carried out, but the review team did shadow a Thursday 
release from Bullingdon Prison. In essence, the prison leaver declined collection from the grant funded service 
provider, preferring to make his own way to Slough. He did this via taxi to Bicester (buses are every 2 hours from 

Bullingdon during the main part of the day, with hourly services only first and last thing), train to Slough via 
changes at Oxford and Reading. By 2pm, he had arrived at Slough hoping to have an appointment with the local 
housing authority, as he was ‘no fixed abode’, before meeting his probation officer by 4pm at their offices. He had 
already visited family, had a drink and been to the building society by the time he arrived. Neither of the meetings 

happened and he was rebooked for both on the following Monday, four days later. 
‘I’d rather have stayed in prison over the weekend as at least I’d have had a bed and a meal’ (Bullingdon prison 
leaver) 

Recommendation 18 of this report suggests two options that could be pursued: 

● discuss with local courts their ability to change sentence dates and/ or  
● join with the NACRO campaign on Friday Prison Releases to press for the law in England and Wales to 

mirror Scottish Law, so that a prison governor has the discretion to release up to 5 working days earlier, 

where it would assist with resettlement.  

https://3bx16p38bchl32s0e12di03h-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Nacro-Briefing-Friday-Releases-1.pdf
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13.3 Tagging 

From the IOM/ MAPPA performance information, we know that Buddi tagging of offenders is effective (6% of IOM 

cohort wearing a Buddi tag charged with an offence compared to 26% of the IOM cohort not wearing a Buddi Tag).  
In October, the government announced a further rollout of GPS tagging: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tens-of-thousands-more-criminals-to-be-tagged-to-cut-crime-and-protect-victims  

This does not yet involve the Thames Valley. If this continues to be successful in other areas, then it will  be rolled 
out nationwide. 

Discussions with the IOM/ MAPPA team revealed that they have to turn down requests to tag voluntarily as not 
enough Buddi tags are available, with budget being the limiting factor. The team has explored the consent issues 
and know that the demand is there from prison leavers, as many see it as a good influence on their l ifestyle and a 

great reason they can use not to engage with previously known associates. The team also states that use of tags 
gives an early indication of engagement - if it is not charged when required, that is a strong marker of 
disengagement and allows better targeting of resources. 

Further background information from HM Inspectorate of Probation and the College of Policing is available here: 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/electronic-
monitoring/ 
https://whatworks.college.police.uk/toolkit/Pages/Intervention.aspx?InterventionID=58&src=%23filter%3D1%23stage%3DReoffending  
Recommendation 19 of this report suggests extending the using of electronic monitoring to those pr ison leavers 
who consent voluntarily and to lobby for Thames Valley to be included as early as possible in any further rollouts of 
this technology nationwide. 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tens-of-thousands-more-criminals-to-be-tagged-to-cut-crime-and-protect-victims
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/electronic-monitoring/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/research/the-evidence-base-probation/specific-types-of-delivery/electronic-monitoring/
https://whatworks.college.police.uk/toolkit/Pages/Intervention.aspx?InterventionID=58&src=%23filter%3D1%23stage%3DReoffending
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14 What further lines of enquiry should we follow? 

Given the time constraints of this review, and the level of engagement that some partners have so far been able to 
commit, there are further l ines of enquiry to follow that are not specific recommendations within this report, as 

follows: 
● a more detailed analysis of the overall  accommodation capacity of local authorities, with specific focus on 

the spread across all 14 local authorities, not just the four that receive the bulk of prison releases 

currently (Milton Keynes, Oxford, Reading, Slough) 
● the potential impact of any post-implementation review of the new contractual arrangements that have 

been commissioned through the Dynamic Framework, beyond what will  be the usual contract 
management arrangements  

● how to improve commissioning arrangements to allow smaller charities and faith groups to deliver (also a 
priority in the Probation Service’s Reducing Reoffending Plan)  

● investigate the opportunity to develop further the emerging partnership data sharing capabilities of 
‘InterACT’ (joint work between the Hampshire and Thames Valley OPCCs), to aid partnership exchange of 

information 
● follow-up specifically duplication, effort that does not add value, and impact of failed appointments, and 

the reasons for them 

● Short Sentence Teams - this feature of the new target operating model for Probation was raised at the 
November workshop, but no further details are forthcoming at the time of writing this report 

● explore the feasibility for all 14 local authorities having a single point of contact for housing issues for 
prison leavers (compare with Welsh authorities all having a named Criminal Justice worker) 

● review the Adult substance misuse treatment statistics 2020 to 2021: report - Published 25 November 
2021: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/substance-misuse-treatment-for-adults-statistics-2020-to-2021/adult-substance-
misuse-treatment-statistics-2020-to-2021-report  

● investigate the Catch 22 pilot on Reducing Recalls in London, which relates to non-compliance with 

l icence conditions being the primary reason for recall, unrelated to increased risk of harm 
https://www.catch-22.org.uk/news/pilot-project-reduce-prison-recalls/  

● explore any relevant issues arising from November’s joint annual Summit of the National Police Chiefs’ 
Council (NPCC) and the Association of Police and Crime Commissioners (APCC), along with the recent 
publication of the APCC Impact Report 2020/21 

● (A confidential appendix contains a l ist of other projects and improvements that are in fl ight or being 
considered across the partnership - this was produced during the November workshop and will  need 
further review and prioritisation) 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/substance-misuse-treatment-for-adults-statistics-2020-to-2021/adult-substance-misuse-treatment-statistics-2020-to-2021-report
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/substance-misuse-treatment-for-adults-statistics-2020-to-2021/adult-substance-misuse-treatment-statistics-2020-to-2021-report
https://www.catch-22.org.uk/news/pilot-project-reduce-prison-recalls/
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15 What does the partnership’s forward plan look like?  

As a system that supports a significant number of people, there is a need to plan change, and ensure that all  
partners within that system are clear on the goals and objectives to be achieved.  The governance structure is a 

complicated one, and it is accepted that planning is  not just about having a shared vision and setting milestones.  
Ultimately, there must be a shared strategy to ensure that everyone is moving in the same direction to achieve the 
goals of the partnership.   

During the workshop in November, we asked participants to identify and table any planned activity that was set to 
take place within the next two years.  This scoping exercis e was designed to plot key milestones, generally 
anything with an operational or strategic focus. 

The aim was to generate a picture of any and all  predictable activity within the partnership.  This was possibly the 

first time this had been attempted, and the value in sharing the main pieces of work that were scheduled would 
present an opportunity to take in the direction of travel for some organisations, and pressures others would 
experience while going through the process of large-scale restructures. 

What became clear in the workshop, and evident from the detail  in the table above is that there are significant 

pieces of work scheduled to take place during the next twenty-four month period.  Many partners were not aware 
of each other’s pieces of work, and the detail  of many is sti l l not known, and has not been shared further, with the 
exception of those whose strategic plans are a matter of public record (Probation, IOM etc.). 

A more strategic approach to planning and executing delivery of these major activiti es should be considered as a 
matter of urgency.  With the timeline/pathway work showing significant overlap in support provided in some 
areas, and a complete dearth or absence of support in others, rationalisation of provision should be examined.  

This is not to be considered in an attempt to ‘cut costs’, but rather to preserve the offers of support that are 

yielding demonstrable positive impact and outcomes, and directing the excess provision and resource to support 
other areas that are not being covered well. 

This will  require clarity in relation to commissioning arrangements for specific parts of the system, so that roles 

and responsibilities are understood across the partnership.  Where joint working and delivery is appropriate, 
planned sharing of respons ibilities to ensure that the system remains robust should be implemented. 

The output from the workshop is shown on the following page and shows the limitations in partners’ knowledge of 
what’s on the horizon. This is not intended as a criticism; rather a demonstration of the impact of COVID-19 in 

particular, that partners currently have to focus on the ‘here and now’. 
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2022 

Jan-Mar 22 Apr-Jun 22 Jul-Sep 22 Oct-Dec 22 
Bullingdon Prison will become a 

GP practice 

Short sentence function 

(Probation) 

IOM National refresh Slough Substance Misuse re-

tender 

Present finding of this review Bracknell – potential of police, 

prison, probation and health 

roles 

 Oxfordshire ‘By Names List’ of 

people across the county 

experiencing homelessness 

using data collected across 

services on their health, support 

needs, aspirations. Real time 

data accessible to numerous 

organisations (Oxford City 

Council) 

 CJ Extra funding ends 

Universal funding 

  

Slough Borough Council – 

financial issues (bankrupt)  - 

funding reductions 

IOM / MAPPA Police staff uplift   

(from Sept 21 to Mar 22) 
service stabilisation and 

harmonisation 

• staff placements to be 

confirmed 

• processes to be harmonised 

during this period 

• all mandatory training 

• probation practitioners 

moving to a blended caseload 

 

March 22 to July 24 and beyond – service transformation 

• professionalisation and registration of probation officers 

• improvements to existing electronic case management and risk assessment tools, and probation 

buildings 

 

2023 

Jan-Mar 23 Apr-Jun 23 Jul-Sep 23 Oct-Dec 23 
 West Berks – Hostel review and 

re-procurement completion 

  

From Mar 22 to Jul 24 and beyond – service transformation 

• professionalisation and registration of probation officers 

• improvements to existing electronic case management and risk assessment tools, and probation buildings 
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16 Conclusions 

There is no clear overall  ownership of the prison leavers’ system and there is a lack of a defined overall  shared 
purpose and shared focus on priorities. Whilst there is a clear l ine of accountability to the Reducing Reoffending 

Board and Local Criminal Justice Board (LCJB), it is not so for the entire system, for example commissioned 
services. 
 

There are no clear capability measures currently in use that help us understand and improve system performance. 
 
There is a pressing need to lead and drive an integrated improvement programme across the whole system, which 
brings together and prioritises existing improvement activities and uses the findings of this report to develop 

further improvements. From a resources point of view, this is less about money, and more about releasing capacity 
in the short to medium term, to lead the necessary improvement work. Lots of current activity being undertaken 
by numerous contributors across the system.  The lack of overall  co-ordination results in some effort and input 
being is ‘wasted’ due to inefficiencies within the system; however that provides a great opportunity to fix and 

release capacity from existing resources. 
 
The perennial issue of information exchange (and in particular the multiplicity of triage activity and assessments 

and poor/ late notifications) is hampering effective and timely service delivery. It requires urgent and concentrated 
attention given its potential to improve services and release capacity. 
 
Commissioning arrangements are fragmented across multiple organisations, resulting in few if any strategic co -

commissioning intentions currently developed, understood and implemented across all relevant organisations. 
Thames Valley based voluntary and community sector organisations are unclear of their future role in providing 
commissioned services, which in part could be resolved by Probation’s stated priority to ‘...develop more flexible 

commissioning to allow smaller charities and faith groups to work with us to provide a more tailored service’. 
 
There are 14 local authorities and multiple housing and health organisations and providers, which makes 
understanding, coordination and consistency of delivery difficult to manage for those orga nisations operating at 

the geographic level of the Thames Valley. 
 
Nearly all  prison leavers currently in the community have multiple criminogenic needs (90% have >=3 needs), with 
‘thinking and behaviour’ needs assessed in 96% of cases, and ‘attitudes’ in 85% of cases. This raises fundamental 

questions about the effectiveness of current services and how services are currently commissioned by individual 
pathways by individual organisations and there being an opportunity to think and deliver services more hol istically 
and more balanced based on need. 

 
Prison leavers’ vulnerabilities compete with other residents’ vulnerabilities. Understandably, perhaps, those local 
authorities that responded to the questionnaire indicated that they had no specific prison leaver s’ policy, with the 
natural default position to consider housing needs under the Homelessness Reduction Act (2017) . 

 
Many partners have commented on the need to create more porous organisational boundaries where there is a 
better understanding of each other’s capabilities (e.g. improved understanding of IOM across all partners and 
better understanding by housing authorities of the practical prison constraints) and there are examples where 

roles are operating at and across the boundaries (e.g. the prison housing specialist at Bullingdon - currently part of 
the Accelerator Programme and the mental health specialist navigator working in the Housing Service in Milton 
Keynes Council). 

 
Mapping of the timeline of the prison leavers’ journey has proved tough given the current impact of COVID-19 and 
the roll ing out of the new target operating model for Probation has left partners unclear on key processes and 
responsibilities. The attempt at the November workshop was limited but did show the lack of upstream activity 

prior to release, the multiplicity of activity on and around ‘day of release’ and the lack of focus on specific 
pathways such as ‘children and family relationships’. (The output has been included in a confidential appendix.) It 
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is not surprising that current understanding across the various pathways is l imited and this work must be viewed as 
a start that can continue to be built upon. 

 
It is vital to agree a set of design principles, such as that suggested at section 7, to use as a framework that guides 
the improvement activity going forwards, alongside a clear forward plan of activity. 
 

There is an opportunity for the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner to: 
● facil itate an increased partnership focus that puts the prison leaver at the heart of its thi nking 
● put forward specific new policy objectives for the partnership to endorse, regarding: 

○ sufficiency of appropriate accommodation 

○ Friday prison releases 
○ Increased use of Electronic Monitoring (tagging), including supporting voluntary use by consent. 

 

An expectation and agreement has already been built in many parts of the system prior to this review, that there 
will  be: 

● a drive towards increased upstream working, with multi -agency working within prisons much earlier prior 
to release 

● ‘arrivals lounges’ in key geographic locations where co-location and multi -agency working will  be more 
the norm. 
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17 Recommendations 

17.1 Leadership and Governance 

1. Establish a strategic leadership group comprising all Thames Valley partners who are involved in working 
with and supporting prison leavers, in order to: 

a. Agree the overall  shared vision and both political and operational priorities for the Thames 

Valley’s approach to rehabilitation and reducing reoffending 
b. Create and commit to a Prison Leavers’ Concordat to be signed by all  (statutory) partners, 

requiring them each to articulate their strategy for reducing reoffending, tying it into the PCC’s 

Reducing Reoffending Strategy and Probation South Central’s Reducing Reoffending Plan 2021 -
24 

c. Hold overall  accountability for the performance of the whole system and assign specific areas of 
responsibility where not already determined or not clear  

d. Develop clear annual commissioning intentions across the partnership that are communicated to 
all stakeholders in the prison leavers’ system as part of a forward plan of activity 

e. Agree the design principles that are needed to implement a whole systems approach, delivering 
multi-agency services that put the prison leaver at the heart of the way those services are 

designed (A suggested list of design principles drawn from partner discussions is included at 
section 7) 

f. Agree the specific role that the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner can play 

(irrespective of whether a new power of competence is conferred and beyond what is alread y 
envisaged with co-commissioning with the Probation Service) in leading, convening and (co-
)commissioning activity throughout the prison leavers’ system 

g. Create the rationale for all  14 local authorities to work with the perspective of a Thames Valley 

regional level, recognising the co-dependencies that exist in delivering an effective system of 
prison leavers returning to the Thames Valley 

h. Agree and assign lead responsibilities for specific elements of the overall  system, so that there is 

improved clarity in commissioning and service delivery arrangements  
 

17.2 Developing and Improving Key Performance Measures and Measures of Capability  

2. Develop the framework / dashboard of outcome performance measures, beyond those currently reported 
to the Reducing Reoffending Board, that reflect: 

a. The partnership’s overall  ambition to improve rehabilitation rates and reduce reoffending, in l ine 

with the Probation Service’s Reducing Reoffending Plan and the Police and Crime Commissioner’s 
emerging Reducing Reoffending Strategy 

b. The forthcoming national guidance (expected shortly) on measuring success in tackling 
reoffending 

c. A new suite of measures to be developed that report capability at key points within the current 
system and that can be presented geographically using GIS s ystems where appropriate 
 

17.3 Systemic Improvement Activity 

3. Establish a multi -agency improvement team for a minimum of 12 months, seconded to the Office of the 

Police and Crime Commissioner, with ‘access all areas’ to: 
a. Continue the work that has started to map the overall  end-to-end system, standardise relevant 

processes and improve clarity of roles and responsibilities  
b. Act as the focal point for co-ordinating operational improvements, under the direction of the 

strategic leadership group, so that all  improvement activity is prioritised, understood, communicated 
and delivered 

4. Create a forward plan of all  future plans, legislation changes, programme/ project milestones, 
commissioning and contract dates, shared across all partners  
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5. Create a secure ICT platform (e.g. MS Teams) for partners to share system information (not personal 
data), e.g. key processes, standardised templates, latest information and hot topics regarding the seven 

pathways to reducing reoffending and a knowledge bank that builds on the existi ng Thames Valley Police 
directory of interventions, the National Police Chiefs Council’s IOM National Training Manual and the 
effective interventions in the College of Policing’s Crime Reduction Toolkit 

6. Create an overall  training and liaison plan in order to build the understanding of all  organisations of the 

whole system of prison leaver support 
7. Increase the amount of time that senior leaders in the system spend time work-shadowing front-line 

activity, in order to understand and develop key capability meas ures and to collate resultant findings into 
the overall  improvement programme 

 

17.4 Joined-up service delivery 

8. Develop a shared (by consent) partnership forward plan of prison releases, with clear roles and 
responsibilities assigned 

9. Reinstate multi -agency meetings with prisoners in Thames Valley prisons sufficiently in advance of release 

date 
10. Build on the currently l imited co-location of services by focusing multi -agency working and outreach 

services in those areas that receive the most prison releases (Mil ton Keynes, Oxford, Reading Slough)(but 
subject to understanding that those areas need to remain the predominant receiving areas)  

11. Resolve and communicate as a partnership the purpose, priorities and activities of ‘day one of release’, in 
order to increase the effectiveness of that critical time and reduce the duplication of effort and resources 
and the missed appointments that are prevalent. 

12. Consider the policy / legal requirements and risk for face-to-face appointments  - and move to using 
virtual meetings on a risk assessment basis, in order to give prison leavers a better chance of hitting all  
their required appointments on day of release and immediately after  
 

17.5 The role of l ived experience across the whole system 

13. Develop a plan to increase the impact of l ived experience through: 

a. encouraging partners (especially the 14 local authorities) to employ and provide unpaid work 
opportunities in their organisations, where that is not already the case, recognising it is a core 
part of current voluntary and community sector delivery 

b. require partners’ to drive social value in their supply chains using the Public Services (Social 

Value) Act 2012, and increase involvement of prison leavers  
c. create a process to increase the ‘voice of l ived experience’ in the design of  services, for example 

in relation to recommendation 12, below 

 

17.6 Accommodation 

14. Undertake a feasibility study/ outline business case for 12-week housing as step-down accommodation 
from prison (others are being piloted nationally, funded under LLIF) 

15. Examine partners’ current surplus assets (residential and commercial) that could be repurposed and then 
used to provide facil ities for the voluntary and community sector to be commissioned to run  

16. Review the effectiveness of local authorities’ Information, Advi ce and Guidance on housing, as required 
by s179(2)(a) of the Homelessness Reduction Act 2017 

17. Encourage those organisations who are not specified under the current duty to refer in the Homelessness 
Reduction Act 2017, to make timely referrals where appropri ate 
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17.7 Lobby for changes in the day of release arrangements  

18. Lobby for changes in the day of release arrangements  to bring down the disproportionately high level of 
Friday releases by: 

a. discussing with local courts and judges within HMCTS and HMPPS their ability within the current 

legal framework to plan sentences and hence release dates so that there is a more even 
distribution of releases across Mondays to Fridays, and to engage with relevant service providers 
to understand and coordinate the response to the impact of a reduction in Friday releases and 
therefore an increase between Mondays-Thursdays, and/or 

b. endorsing the NACRO campaign on Friday Prison Releases and press for the law in England and 
Wales to allow prison governors the discretion to discharge prison leavers up to five working 
days earlier if it would assist with resettlement in the community. 

17.8 Electronic monitoring (tagging) 

19. Extend the use of electronic monitoring, beyond current capacity/ eligibility: 
a. by exploring the business case for funding the tagging of those prison leavers who consent to 

wear them voluntarily, beyond those required to do so 
b. lobby government for an accelerated roll -out into the Thames Valley of both the existing GPS 

tagging and the pilot sobriety tagging programmes  

 

17.9 Employment opportunities  

20. Every local authority (working with DWP and New Futures Network) to identify: 
a. suitable employment opportunities, both directly and within its supply chain  
b. suitable unpaid work opportunities for the Probation Service to acces s 
c. opportunities through their staff volunteering policies to act as mentors  

 

17.20 Next steps 

21. Review this report’s recommendations and the partnership’s direction of travel in l ight of the outcome of 
the phase 2 bid to the MoJ’s Local Leadership Innovation  Fund (decision expected Jan 2022) 

22. Agree how the findings of this review and its recommendations will  be cascaded to all  partners who have 
been involved in the compilation of this report 
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