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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In September 2016 Jersey Probation and Aftercanece@gJPACS) was the subject
of an evaluation to assess the extent to whiotosmunity supervision services
adhere to principles of effective practice. Thesawhthis study were congruent with
the Service’s intentions to reduce re-offending pratiuce reports to assist with
policy formation. The CPAI-2010 (Gendreau, Andre&/Ehériault, 2010) was used
to assess nine domains of service delivery (eifhthich are scored). The evaluation
identified JPACS as having a number of strengttisieaing the highest possible
rating of very satisfactory in every domain relgtio effective practice and 100%
scores in domains relating to the characteristieceanagement and staff, inter-
agency communication and evaluation practices. ihldisates that JPACS is
currently well placed to deliver effective interdiem services that reduce the
reoffending of clients and, as a strong, profesaisad service, to continue to develop

these in response to the recommendations outlméds report.



INTRODUCTION

This evaluation was undertaken as part of Swaneeacg Evaluation Team’s

(SSET) project piloting use of the CPAI-2010 in Brétish Isles. Jersey represents a
very different jurisdictional context from the sm®s in Wales that have thus far
participated in evaluation as part of this pilouténomous from the legal systems of
England and Wales and France, the States of Jegisiate for the island and JPACS
is under the governance of a Probation Board congisf five Jurats (lay elected
judges). Probation Officers, or Delegués, haveraber of responsibilities across the
Courts and States of Jersey, including the manageof®robation Orders (a form of
provisional release comparable to the former Prob&rders of England and

Wales).

Independent from strategic and political developts@mprobation in England and
Wales, JPACS has developed longstanding relatipashith academics, researchers
and professionals in the criminological field, winitcas shaped the development of
the Service. This includes the delivery of commysiipervision for offenders
sentenced to Probation Orders, as well as offenmdirased from custody. It is this

aspect of service that was evaluated using the &2BAO.

DESCRIPTION OF THE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
INVENTORY (CPAI-2010)

The CPAI-2010 (Gendreau, Andrews & Thériault, 20d@¥ designed to measure

how closely offender intervention services adherthé principles of effective



practice that have been developed based on melgiealaresearch (Andrews &
Bonta, 2010). The CPAI-2010 has been used extdgsivéhe United States and
Canada where studies have found that servicestmethighest degree of integrity
have greater measured effect in terms of redu@raffending (Andrews & Dowden,

2005, Gray, 1997, Holsinger, 1999, Nesovic, 200Bo&venkamp, 2004).

Using interviews with practitioners and offendeesjiew of agency documents
(including case files) and direct observation céragy activity and core correctional
practice in supervision and programme sessions,|@@ked evaluators undertake a
detailed assessment of intervention services. Tiedomains of the CPAI-2010
include 143 items, 133 of which are scored ‘yasy’ ‘or ‘not applicable’ according to
whether different aspects of practice adhere tetheeiples of effective practice

(Gendreau, French and Taylor, 2002):

A. Programme demographics 10 items (none scored)
B. Organisational culture 9 items

C. Programme implementation/maintenance 10 items

D. Management/staff characteristics 18 items

E. Client risk/need practices 13 items

F. Programme characteristics 25 items

G. Core correctional practice 45 items

H. Inter-agency communication 5 items

|. Evaluation 8 items

To enhance reliability and reduce subjective sgptihere is a confidence rating for
each scored item that requires the scorer to italite reliability of their assessment
on a five-point scale according to the evidencelabke to support the score. An
overall score is calculated by collating the scanesach domain and dividing the
sum of these scores by the total number of apgkdédims. The overall score is

attributed a classification of programme integritiese range from ‘very



satisfactory’ (70% and above) to ‘unsatisfactobglow 50%). The average
confidence scores for each section are used totascthe reliability and validity of
the evaluation’s conclusions. The results of th&AECE10 evaluation are given in the
form of an in-depth report, which includes the sogisummary, overall
classification, qualitative evidence and recomménda. This enables services to
articulate the work they do in terms of evidencsdabpractice, identify the strengths

and weaknesses of programmes and develop strategmprove their service.

METHODOLOGY

An initial orientation meeting regarding this evation was held on foMay 2016 to
provide an overview of the CPAI-2010 to JPACS’'s&lrobation Officer, Assistant
Chief Probation Officer and Probation Team Leaddrmescale for the evaluation
was agreed following this meeting and on-site datkection took place during the
week commencing 12September 2016, though key interviews with thee€hi
Probation Officer and Probation Team Leader wedettaken over the telephone on
2" August and 28 August 2016 to accommodate conflicting sched@essite data
collection included observation of group sessidith® Adapt Domestic Abuse
Prevention Training (ADAPT) and Emotional CopinglBSkprogrammes as well as
live and video-recorded supervision sessions. \ieers were also conducted with the
Assistant Chief Probation Officer; five probatioffieers; research and information
officer; practitioners in substance misuse, resiwggustice, etc; six service-users and

one magistrate.



MATERIALS REVIEWED

* Adapt Domestic Abuse Prevention Training progranmagual

* Emotional Coping Skills programme delivery matesial

» Aggression Control Training manual

» Core programme manual

* Focus on People — Effect Change training materials

» Jersey Supervision Interview Checklist

* Observing Interview Skills: a manual for usershd dersey Supervision
Interview Checklist

» Journal articles including The Jersey SupervisikiisSStudy: outcomes and
reconvictions (Raynor et al, 2012); Skills and Tinag in British Probation: A
tale of neglect and possible revival (Raynor & Ugike, 2013); The Impact
of Skills in Probation Work: A reconviction studgdynor et al, 2014) and
Moving Away from Social Work and Half Way Back AgaiNew research on
skills in probation (Raynor & Vanstone, 2015).

» Jersey Probation and After-Care Service Annual Réppn2015 and Business
Plan for 2016

* Community Sentences and their Outcomes in Jerseyotirth report

* Summary of Three-quarter Year Stats, September 2015

* Probation Information leaflet

* Online resources at probation.je

* Probation Client Feedback leaflets

e Probation Client Feedback Questionnaire Result$ 201

» Level of Service Inventory-Revised

* Risk Matrix 2000

» Spousal Abuse Risk Assessment

« HCR20

* Policy Book

* Code of Practice

* Probation Standards document

* Referral forms

» Psychometric Testing reports for the Sex Offendeaiinent Programme

» Performance Review and Appraisal documents



RESULTS

A. PROGRAMME DEMOGRAPHICS
This section is descriptive only and does not dbuate to the scoring of the CPAI-

2010.

JPACS is co-located with the Magistrates’ Cour ipurpose-built building, central
to the town of St Helier, and provides a numbesastices across the courts and
States of Jersey including representation in P&rsjuiries, provision of a
community service scheme, probation, restoratiggge, prisoner through-care and
the preparation of Social Enquiry Reports. Underabspices of the courts, JPACS’s
remit extends to the Jersey Family Court Advisceywie (JFCAS), which has the
stated intention of looking after the interest€lofdren involved in family court
proceedings. Most recently, Independent Domestitevice Advisors (IDVAS) have
moved from their previous location in Police HQhe JPACS building. The
differing needs, risks and vulnerabilities of cleem these different services are
addressed through careful design including sepasateire entrances and rooms for
JFCAS, viewing windows in doors and location of IBVAterview rooms in the

Magistrates’ Court building, etc.

This evaluation focuses exclusively on probatiawises offered by JPACS, and
specifically the provision of community supervisionthe management of Probation
Orders and prisoner aftercare. These serviceaggely delivered in the JPACS
building, which is easily accessible from the @gntre, though elements, such as

group programmes, are sometimes delivered in dtloal venues. Accommodation in



the JPACS building is arranged over three flootse fleception and waiting area are
on the ground floor with access by elevator annissta the first and second floors,
where practitioners’ offices are used for supeovisessions with the majority of
clients. There are also meeting rooms which ard t@egroup-work sessions and
staff meetings. All rooms are comfortable, lightlaalean and the JFCAS facilities
can be used should clients have particular vulnigrab or needs. These include

child-friendly rooms with toys.

JPACS is funded by the States of Jersey on an &basis and the current financial
settlement has been agreed until 2019. Some elerésérvice are delivered in
partnership with community and third-sector agentieough arrangements such as
the Building a Safer Society strategy (BASS). TH2A®T programme, for example,
is delivered by the Jersey Domestic Violence Foumnaler BASS. JPACS also works
closely with Guernsey Probation Service to redwstscand maximise efficiency

relating to the development of ICT systems, acogsand providing training, etc.

At the time of this evaluation, the number of offers served by JPACS totalled 390
adults and 26 youths, 91% of whom were male. Thdgminant presenting problems
amongst those receiving community supervision vaérehol and substance misuse,
aggression and emotional instability, relationshgues and, to a lesser extent,
financial issues, deficits in employment, negapeer groups and health-related

issues.
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B. ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE
Strengths:
JPACS'’s goals and mandate are clearly laid odterAnnual Report and Business
Plan. The report is reviewed by the Probation Bpangduring accountability, and is
also made available to the public through JPACSbsite, reflecting an embedded
organisational commitment to transparency. The welgsrobation.je, is accessible,
comprehensive and offers a number of resourcesdimg a summary of the
Service’s remit and the specific standards andtioeissues relating to probation

supervision.

There is a strong managerial commitment to the ldpweent of initiatives to improve
services and, where opportunities have been idettidPACS has responded within a
reasonable period of time. For example, interverstivere put in place to address the
emergent issue of internet sexual offences in dtatgn with a specialist forensic
psychologist and the Jersey Supervision Intervide@dRlist has been embedded into
the clinical supervision of probation officers fmNing recommendations from the

Jersey Supervision Skills Study (JS3).

There are clear procedures for responding to pnobheithin the team, which are
routinely dealt with using a non-confrontationadnrcrisis approach. In general,
problems are dealt with through discussion and atiedh, enabled by a supportive
and hands-on managerial approach by all membessnodr staff, whose offices share
corridors with practitioners, operating an open+daalicy. In interview, all staff were
aware of the formal procedures for grievance asdiplinaries, etc, and relevant

documents are readily available, though at the tfrtee evaluation there had been
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no formal grievance for a number of years. Thereadsllegiate atmosphere in staff
meetings and day-to-day practices. A number oftfii@aers identified the support,
knowledge and experience of their colleagues asairtesources in their daily work.
They pointed out that, whilst staff may have ploloisical differences, they are united
by their common objective to, in the words of ofu® our best rehabilitating people
back into the community”. To facilitate construeigommunication, information is
frequently shared throughout JPACS in meetingstiaraigh the use of email,

workshops, reports and the Service’s electronicpdiook.

High levels of organisational harmony are refleatedxtremely high levels of staff
retention, with 100% of staff surveyed having remedi with JPACS for more than
two years. In fact, over 70% of staff members imedlin the evaluation had worked

in the Service for over ten years.

In its self-evaluation and research involvementticas, Jersey has gained
international recognition as an exemplar of leagronganisations. This evaluation
found evidence to support this reputation. The téslaas a conscientious and
methodical approach to the collection and recordingata, enabling the Service to
undertake internal quantitative assessments ddréifit areas of service delivery,
largely facilitated by the research and informatdincer working in collaboration
with external researchers. Additionally, JPACS nsakse of a number of eminent

external consultants to advise on several aspéserace delivery.
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Areas for improvement:

Those members of staff who are registered socigkeve are governed by the Health
& Care Professions Council (HCPC) standards of nofygberformance and ethics.
However, the standards relating to probation sugiernwv make no provision for

ethical conduct and there is no documented coa¢hads specific to JPACS, but for a
brief statement in the Annual Report that “In &dlwork the Probation and After Care
Service promotes respect and dignity for all.” Btithis statement is undoubtedly
worthy, it lacks the detail and description of rsgibilities that would make it

functional as policy.

Recommendations:

1. A document detailing the ethics of intervention ‘ebconsolidate the shared
vision expressed by practitioners and managemehivanld provide
guidance and accountability for all staff workinghin, or in partnership
with, JPACS in the delivery of services. Staff dddoe trained to ensure that

the ethical code is inculcated in every aspeceofises.

Rating: 8/9 (89%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4.6

C. PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION/MAINTENANCE
Strengths:
JPACS's service is congruent with the values aadtfres of the courts. Whilst they
describe conflicting perspectives at times regardndividual cases or practice
issues, interviews with both the magistrate andd®anagers and practitioners

revealed mutual respect and a shared philosoplaydieg the rehabilitation of
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offenders. The benefits of co-location in enabbnigigh level of responsivity to the
needs and wishes of the Court and meeting the désyafrcase management during
court procedures were clear throughout the evalngteriod, as practitioners and
magistrates are able to cross to each other’sihggdand discuss issuad hoc
JPACS'’s governance by a Probation Board consistifige Jurats ensures that the
interests of the courts are considered in all aspecservice delivery and that the
Service is accountable to its stakeholders in terhis fiscal responsibility. The fact
that JPACS is governed by its “principle customeas repeatedly identified in

interview as responsible for the Service’s success.

Stakeholder investment and stability are key twigling effective services. The
current Chief Probation Officer has been instrurakent establishing JPACS, which,
due to its autonomy, has developed a culturallpeasive range of services based on
consultation with community agencies and statubmgies in Jersey as well as on
review of the international literature relatingefective practices. The staffing levels
of probation officers have been prioritised and engasilient to recent funding cuts
and the current annual budget has been agreed20a8l The professional
credentials of staff are also maintained and erdgtfrough continuing professional

development practices.

Areas for improvement:

Perhaps the greatest issue currently facing JPA@$roposal that the Service
should be brought under the jurisdiction of Jers&Ommunity and Constitutional
Affairs Department. Evidence shows that it is deéntal to the effectiveness of

services when they are faced by far-reaching, coiotgs issues, and it is clear that
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JPACS’s development and administration of servie@sextricably linked to its
governance by the courts. The proposed change waiulde very least, result in
upheaval and disruption for an extended periog. difficult to predict what features

of its services JPACS may retain or lose in a maway from the courts.

To ensure that JPACS continues to develop serthetsneet the needs of the
community and to evidence this need for its ses/idanay benefit from taking a
more structured approach to identifying gaps iniserprovision and/or emerging

issues through the use of, for example, focus greungl/or surveys.

Recommendations:
1. The use of focus groups and/or surveys would peoVRIACS with on-going
documentation of the need for its services.
2. Itis a recommendation of this evaluation that JBA€mains under its current
governance structure to maintain the organisatistaddility necessary to

develop and deliver effective services.

Rating: 8/10 (80%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4.3

D. MANAGEMENT/STAFF CHARACTERISTICS
Strengths:
JPACS has a committed, professionalised, highlyHiedand experienced staff
team. All staff members delivering interventionsyé&aelevant undergraduate degrees
and years of experience in probation and relatdddi A large percentage of staff,

including the Chief and Assistant Chief Probatidficers, have relevant advanced
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postgraduate qualification. All staff are Disclos@and Barring Service checked and
are selected for employment based on assessmgiiofelationship skills and skills

specific to evidence-based practice (eg, pro-soa@lelling) using vignettes.

JPACS provides a comprehensive programme of tritainits staff, with training in
the theory and practice of effective interventibesg delivered two-three times
annually by a consultant forensic psychologist. iliddal training is sourced through
JPACS's research relationships with criminologistSwansea University and the
Cognitive Centre Foundation as well as links withireent academics who provide
specialist training in specific skills. Training jpmo-social modelling and problem-
solving is delivered to all members of staff, irdihg the administration team and all
members of senior management, demonstrating JPA®8Sderable commitment to
evidence-based practice throughout the ServicereTlis an annual Performance
Review and Appraisal process and monthly supenvisfqrobation officers. In
recent months, JPACS has implemented use of tkeylerterview Skills Checklist
to undertake a structured assessment of practitgkiés in video-recorded

intervention sessions as part of the clinical sug&mn process.

The Chief and Assistant Chief Probation Officerd &eam Leader all have an
intimate knowledge of the Service and staff andmarelved in the supervision of
practitioners and direct service delivery, for exdancovering office duty on
occasion. The managerial style is supportive aoghrecal rather than top-down.
Though practitioners described their complex wakl®and the high expectations of
the organisation as stressful at times, they gtessed confidence in their skills,

knowledge, resources and ability to run servicéscabely. Staff have the
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opportunity to identify issues with, and proposedifications to, the Service through
discussion with managers or during staff ‘away-dalsere is a high level of staff
investment and a shared belief in rehabilitatioevislent at every level and in every

aspect of practice.

Areas for improvement:

The Service requires a high level of skill and cdatmmant and it may be beneficial for
practitioners’ morale to formalise recognition afSgtive practice in team meetings
over and above the current level of support. Addaily, some practitioners feel that
a more transparent case allocation process (ieshsg the reasons for each

allocation with probation officers) may help to peat them feeling overburdened.

Recommendations:
1. JPACS should continue seeking to recognise, acledys, develop and
support the skills and commitment of its staff, @mthance the areas of

case allocation and positive reinforcement of gpiattice.

Rating: 18/18 (100%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4.7

E. CLIENT RISK/NEED PRACTICES
Strengths:
There are clear and appropriate selection criterithe various offender programmes
and services that JPACS delivers (eg, OffendindasThe Only Choice, Self

Management And Rational Thinking, Sex Offender et Programme, etc) and
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the exclusion criteria for each are entirely retgyaelating to risk levels,

criminogenic needs and ability to engage.

All clients are assessed using a valid instrume&t-R), which summarises clients’
personal characteristics as to the level of rigly fhresent. Additional risk assessment
tools are used to assess specific risks of sextealding, domestic abuse and
violence where appropriate (eg, Risk Matrix 2008R3; HCR-20). Assessment of
dynamic needs is undertaken periodically and thieR_$ re-administered following
completion of interventions and at end of Ordethwiients re-classified as
appropriate. Clients are also screened to ideanhfyliteracy or numeracy needs and

language issues that may impact upon their engagenith the Service.

Areas for improvement:

Whilst some responsivity assessment tools areablaito assess factors such as
depression through referral to specialist agendie8CS does not routinely conduct
structured assessments of the responsivity of déflento different styles and modes
of service. Staff members are informed insteachlyr experience and perception of
a client’'s engagement with interventions when aetaing the way in which they are
delivered. Practitioners are assigned to serviteites and clients to staff according
to caseload capacity and availability; or usingegignce, intuition and perception of

skill and need rather than any formal assessmestaéifskills and matching process.

Recommendations:
1. Actuarial measures used to assess responsivityrfaicicluding cognitive

ability, psychopathy, anxiety and depression (egnébal Aptitude Test



Battery; PCL-R factor 1; Spielberger-State-Traitxfaty; Beck
Depression Inventory) should be available to JPAGS to inform their
assessments.

2. Where possible, staff should routinely be assigoeattivities best
matching their skills (as assessed through stéftgen and supervision
processes) and should also be assigned to cligtfitswyom they can
work effectively (based on assessment of parti¢cipad staff
characteristics — eg, staff would be assignedigmtd with a similar
conceptual level). The mode and style of servideely should also be
adjusted in response to key offender charactesigig, low conceptual
offenders respond better to higher levels of pnogna structure).

3. The LSI-R should be re-administered at least e@anonths as well as at

end of engagement with interventions.

Rating: 10/13 (77%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4.2

F. PROGRAMME CHARACTERISTICS
Strengths:
JPACS primarily targets criminogenic needs sucadasessing pro-criminal
attitudes, reducing negative peer associationsgrenhg constructive use of leisure
time, reducing substance misuse, promoting fanffgcdon, communication and
problem solving and increasing Education, Trairang Employment (ETE)-related
performance. Non-criminogenic targets, such asedsong anxiety and increasing

self-esteem, are given less attention, though@eumted for as important

18
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responsivity issues, specific to each case andezhte by interventions such as the

‘opt-in” Emotional Coping Skills group.

To address offending behaviour, the Service adagt&l-learning and cognitive-
behavioural treatment strategies through the dsligéevidence-based manualised
programmes and the use of external consultanteughrtheir engagement with
manualised work in group programmes or 1:1 supirvisessions, clients are trained
to observe and anticipate problem situations, plahrehearse alternative pro-social
responses, practice new pro-social behaviourscireasingly difficult situations and
are trained to monitor and cope with high riskalitons, developing relapse
prevention plans. Positive feedback is routinelgduto reinforce clients’ pro-social
behaviours. There is also evidence of clients’ fpand friends being trained to
provide support through family problem-solving sess for young people and home
visits/supervision sessions including significatiteys for adults. Clients are also
given the opportunity to engage in further worknddPACS to relearn/reinforce pro-

social behaviour, following completion of their tst®ry engagement.

Practitioners monitor closely the whereabouts a&t pssociations of clients through
information-sharing and recording of contacts. Eheran expectation that clients
will spend a large proportion of their week in moeial tasks. Where a client is
unemployed, their job-searching activities are nayed as part of their contact with
practitioners and interventions are suggestedrmispcial use of leisure time,
including provision of an Active Card to some ctgrenabling their use of local gym

facilities.
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In line with the evidence regarding effective pireet JPACS predominantly targets
higher-risk offenders, with approximately 80% ataoks being assessed as presenting
a moderate to high risk of re-offending. Programmih the highest intensity and
duration are reserved for higher-risk offenders&a@ample, the Self Management and
Rational Thinking programme targeting high-riskeoffiers runs for thirty-five
sessions, whilst the Offending Is Not The Only Cegirogramme for medium-risk
offenders comprises twenty. Where a client sulijeet Probation Order makes good
progress, completes interventions successfullytlagid risk of reoffending is

reduced, there is an opportunity for the Orderaadiurned to the Court for early

discharge with the support of JPACS.

Areas for improvement:

Whilst the treatment dosage of programmes deliverexdfenders varies by risk, with
higher-risk offenders receiving the highest intgner duration of service,
practitioners appear resistant to using risk d@sgion to prioritise resources such as
their time and level of investment in case managenfenumber of practitioners
described struggling to manage workloads of chaoitt “needy” cases. It may be
beneficial for practitioners to re-frame their piiisation of cases around risk and to

deal with non-criminogenic needs through referral delegation where possible.

JPACS may also benefit from the use of an openargramme (eg, a token economy)
to motivate clients’ compliance through the us¢aoyible reinforcers and punishers.
Appropriate reinforcers must be meaningful to dbeend administered immediately,
consistently, and made contingent upon performahpeo-social behaviours.

Appropriate punishers should be individualisedrisuge that they are meaningful to
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clients in order to suppress behaviour and shoeldrief, immediate, consistent and

high-intensity.

Whilst clients have some input into the deliveryrdérventions at the sentence-
planning stage and on an informal basis througtiait engagement with JPACS, the
only formal mechanism for them to modify the sturetand rules of the services
provided is through their completion of a feedbgualkstionnaire at the end of their

engagement.

Recommendations:

1. Clients should spend at least 40% of their times@®hrs per week) in pro-
social tasks. Development and maintenance of apaksveekly timetable
would enable practitioners to assist clients in nosimg and achieving
this.

2. Treatment dosage of supervision as well as progesyshould vary by
risk and practitioners should receive periodicirag, support and
guidance to ensure that their management of casgsnmensurate with
the level of risk. The evidence suggests that emga&gt in interventions
should total 100 hours for moderate-risk and atldauble that for
higher-risk offenders.

3. To motivate behaviour-change effectively JPACS daldvelop a menu of
reinforcers (eg, leisure activities, recreatiorguipment, social reinforcers
such as praise, etc) and punishers (eg, withdrafyaivileges,
expressions of disapproval, etc). Clients shouldilsen the opportunity to

nominate and approve reinforcers and punisheragore that they are
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meaningful to them individually. Reinforcers mustrmumber punishers
by a ratio of at least 4:1. Staff also need torbméd to assess whether the
punishment is appropriate or produces negativeiozec
4. An additional formal mechanism for clients to peiinput to the
Service, such as a service-user focus group, Wmeilseneficial in

developing client investment in JPACS and impro\segvices.

Rating: 20/24 (83%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4

G. CORE CORRECTIONAL PRACTICE
Strengths:
The evaluator observed a number of positive stiesegmployed by staff members,
particularly in their use of authority and relatshiip practices. They focused on
behaviour rather than the individual, gave spediiiections, used their normal (not
raised) voices, informed clients of the choices atteindant consequences regarding
compliance/non-compliance, gave encouraging messagpported their words with
action, were ‘firm but fair’, and were generallysitove regarding a client’s
engagement, providing respectful guidance towandd,praising, compliance. They
were open, warm, respectful, non-blaming, gendlegible, enthusiastic, optimistic,
solution-focused and motivational in their work hvdlients, avoiding argumentation,
developing discrepancy gently and supporting séiéacy. In view of the foregoing,
it is unsurprising that all clients identified JP8@s a supportive environment, with
the majority describing “having someone to talk &"the most important element of

the Service.
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Practitioners positively reinforced pro-social b@bar, explaining why they liked the
behaviour exhibited by the client and encouragirents to consider the benefits of
continued use of this behaviour. They also engagedts in some problem-solving
techniques including focusing on the antecedemtsatiour and consequences of
their offending, clarifying goals that could reseler prevent future negative
consequences and generating alternative solufitnesevaluator also observed a
number of practitioners, including the ADAPT progwrae facilitators, using elements
of cognitive restructuring by developing descripgmf problematic situations,
generating descriptions of thoughts and feelingaggating discussions and
identifying risky thinking, establishing alternags and setting up additional practice

opportunities.

Areas for improvement:

There was some disparity in delivery, with somecptianers utilising more
components of effective treatment interventions thidners. There was inconsistency,
for example, in the disapproval given to clientgareling anti-social behaviour, which
should be immediate and detailed in order to pmvit foundation for anti-criminal
modelling. Whilst the skill-building proceduresmbdelling, role-play and practice
were referred to in programme manuals and intervieith practitioners and clients,
the evaluator observed no practitioner using $hiilding techniques with clients and
it does appear that this element of effective praahay be somewhat underused.
Clients recalling their involvement in role-playddiot understand it as a skill-
building technique but as a way of illustratingmaying-out’ offending behaviour to
increase understanding. It is possible that prangts are under-confident in using

these techniques.
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Recommendations:

1. All staff delivering interventions would benefibim continued training in
the core correctional practices with a focus opai¥e disapproval and
structured learning procedures for skills-building.

2. ltis encouraging that JPACS has recently initiatse of video-recording
of intervention sessions and use of the Jerseyr@smn Interview
Checklist in clinical supervision. These shouldused to provide

feedback to staff to improve their therapeuticlskil

Rating: 35/45 (78%) Very Satisfactory CR: 3.5

H. INTER-AGENCY COMMUNICATION
Strengths:
JPACS works in a multi-agency context, includingalvement in JMAPPA and
RAMAS processes for the multi-agency managemeriskfand Child Protection
processes alongside Social Services. AdditiondPACS is formally linked to a
number of agencies that offer services relevatitémeeds of offenders, some of
which (eg, victim support, mental health, substancgise, etc) are represented
amongst the staff team at JPACS. Staff routinelyoadte with outside agencies on
behalf of their clients, and the evaluator obsems@ekral examples of this as well as
evidence of effective inter-agency communicatiocjuding telephone conversations,
email correspondence and meetings with staff frtmeroorganisations. Leaflets and
posters in the waiting room and practitioners’ @#8 provide clients with links to

other organisations and the community, and refelwalments in JPACS'’s policy
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book are easily accessible to staff members. Slsdf have the opportunity to engage
in multi-agency training across the various orgatoss (eg, Child Protection
training delivered by Social Services), which eeal#ffective co-ordination between

JPACS and other agencies in regards to sharedslien

Areas for improvement:
One client mentioned the embarrassment associatedeing seen to pick up certain
leaflets or read certain posters (eg, substanceseisupport, sexual health, etc) in the

communal waiting area.

Recommendations:
1. For greater confidentiality, it might be useful f®?ACS to maintain a
comprehensive, regularly updated handbook or fadflénks to
community resources, which could be made availabilee waiting room

for ease of reference.

Rating: 5/5 (100%) Very Satisfactory CR: 4.8

. EVALUATION
Strengths:
JPACS takes a conscientious and rigorous appraaetaiuation, involving:
quarterly checks reviewing files and monitoringatreent progress; video-tapes of
programme sessions being sent to the Cognitiver€&wundation to ensure
adherence to the manual; use of the Jersey SujperWgerview Checklist to

evaluate the integrity of probation supervisiorsgass; the distribution of client
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feedback questionnaires, with results publishedialty) the standardised re-
assessment of clients on target behaviours; angattering of follow-up

reconviction data.

The fourth of a series of reports evaluating theatfveness of JPACS’s community
supervision services was published in November 20itbthe Service has also been
the subject of a number of peer-reviewed journttlas regarding the Jersey

Supervision Skills Study (JS3).

Recommendations:
1. The addition of structured measures such as psyetnenassessments of
attitudes and skills may be of benefit in providagore in-depth and
accurate measure of progress than analysis of esanghe LSI-R scores

alone.

Rating: 8/8 (100%) Very Satisfactory CR: 5
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Category Points # of points N/A % Score CR

A. Programme demographics no scoring

B. Organisational culture 09 08 0 89% 4.6
C. Programme implementation/maintenance 10 08 0 80% 4.3

D. Management/staff characteristics 18 18 0 100% .7 4
E. Client risk/need practices 13 10 0 77% 4.2
F. Programme characteristics 25 20 1 83% 4
G. Core correctional practice 45 35 0 78% 3.5
H. Inter-agency communication 05 05 0 100% 4.8
I. Evaluation 08 08 0 100% 5
Treatment sub-total (E and F) 38 30 1 81% 4.1
Total 133 112 1 85% 4.4
Very satisfactory 70%+

Satisfactory 50-69%

Unsatisfactory below 50%

CONCLUSIONS

Overall, Jersey Probation and Aftercare Serviceived a very satisfactory rating on
the CPAI-2010 for its community supervision sergic€he total score of 85%
compares extremely favourably with other publisB&AI-2010 scores. It was
evident in interviews for this assessment that JBAGtaff are committed,

enthusiastic, knowledgeable and skilled.

In the scoring of the CPAI-2010, particular attentis paid to section E (client
risk/need practices) and section F (programme chenatics), because the evidence
base suggests that both items indicate the stromgkdity for intervention success.
The combined score of E and F for JPACS is 81%ratedl very satisfactory,

reflecting the Service’s considerable investmernh&adoption of evidence-based
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approaches to risk assessment and interventiotiggacthough the evaluation did
identify some areas for improvement here, includirggneed for a more structured
approach to assessing and accommodating respgrisauies; and the opportunity to
increase effectiveness of services through theofiae operant programme, such as a
token economy. It is hoped that these and oth@mmetendations made in this report
will contribute to JPACS'’s ongoing efforts to impeoand develop services in line

with the evidence base.
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