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SummaryThe Jersey probation service has been implengitirown version of
‘what works’ for the last ten years. This paperiaes the approach used, and
describes particular aspects of the developmermegsothat are believed to have
contributed to relatively successful implementatibhese include comprehensive
risk/need assessment; good use of information; goatmunication; support from
sentencers and staff; and partnership with outsidiées able to provide training,

development and research support.

Setting the scene: Probation in Jersey

Jersey, the largest of the Channel Islands at daregniles has a population of over
85,000 people. Self-governing since 1204, it hagnbeen part of, or colonised by,
the United Kingdom, but is a remnant of the DuchiNormandy. As a result its
Government and Judiciary bear little resemblana®toparable institutions
elsewhere in the British Isles. The Bailiwick of &nsey, which incorporates

Alderney, Sark and the other Channel Islands, mstgutions which are basically



similar but with many differences of detail, anc¢t@npletely independent of Jersey.
Until 1957 the official language was French, ancmaf the population spoke Jersey
Norman French. However, the use of English is abmost universal with
Portuguese the most common second language. Désgitenany laws and some
parts of court procedure remain in the French lagguLegislation is proposed and

debated by the States, the Island’s government.

Until the last half of the 2Dcentury, Jersey was essentially a rural societyrism
became an increasingly important industry betweertwo world wars and grew
considerably in the post war years. However, dutleglast 25 years it is the financial
services industry that has overtaken both agriceillfund tourism to become the
principal force in the Jersey economy. The Islandaw reliant on the income
produced from this industry to fund its infrasturet. Perhaps because of the speed of
these changes, Jersey has retained many of thectwastics of its rural past: for
example, the twelve Parishes are still the cemtf@such of the Island’s
administration. Each has its own elected Policeidds upon and administers benefits
claims, maintains its roads and so on. The ti@didf honorary service is strong with
many administrative and judicial functions relyimgon unpaid elected volunteers at

both Parish and Island levels.

This is the context within which the Jersey Pratratind After Care Service (JPACS)
operates. Probation was established by law in 28 the first full time
appointments being made in the early 1960s. Prab&ifficers or Delegués are
appointed by a gathering of all the Judges knowth@s$-ull Court with the Attorney

General and Magistrate also in attendance, anagequbstly take an oath of office



before the Samedi Court (the equivalent of a Cr@eart which curiously sits not on

a Saturday, but a Friday).

The JPACS is governed by the Probation Board ctmgisf five Jurats (lay elected
Judges). A member of government is also invitedltt®nd to encourage liaison with
the political body responsible for Home Affairs.eT8ervice employs 40 staff, many
of whom work part time or job share (28.03 full éraquivalent). 13 of these
including the two senior managers are Delegué® Oiploma in Social Work
remains the standard qualification for Probatiofigefs, and trainee Probation
Officers complete a three to four year programneeiporating the Diploma in Social

Work taken at a University in Scotland or North&eland.

The JPACS works with young offenders aged 13 ard a8 well as with adult
offenders. During 2001, 685 written and 132 verbabrts were prepared for the
criminal courts, and 237 Probation Orders and 2@&@unity Service Orders were
made during the year. The Probation Order opeeatexss the sentencing tariff and is
a form of provisional release, being made instdadmunishment, as Probation
Orders used to be in England and Wales. Commueeityi& Orders are made as a
direct alternative to a custodial sanction, wite ttifender being told in Court the

length of sentence that would otherwise have beposed.

Thefirst steps
During 1991 and 1992, the Chief Probation Offic@PQ) and Assistant Chief
Probation Officer (ACPO) became aware of the emngrgvidence about ‘what

works’. The findings were presented to a Probabdficer awayday in 1992 by the



then CPO Dr Debbie King, and were seized on erdistisally by the team. A
working party was formed to investigate furthergd am consider how best to
incorporate the research into practice. It quidddgame apparent that if this was to
happen then the Service would have to redesighh &sdimited resources meant that
trying to ‘bolt on’ effective practice would not lv@&able. The working party reported
back every three months or so on progress, attagiestablish consensus on the
best way to proceed. This proved comparatively @adlyis stage, when no changes
had yet been put in place. Each member of the wgrarty was asked to imagine
that Jersey had no Probation Service and to inmemtusing the evidence about

effective practice. This and other exercises ¢etthé following decisions:

All those offenders remanded for Social Enquiry &&p(SERS) should be

assessed for their risk of re-offending and anyicrogenic needs.

* This would allow Probation to concentrate on medamd high risk offenders
and avoid making low risk offenders worse.

* Low risk offenders with social work needs wouldgg in touch with the
appropriate agencies outside the criminal justroegss, Community Service
being recommended for those low risk offendersdbas risk of custody.

* Arange of one-to-one and group work Cognitive Betaral programmes
would be in place for medium and high risk probaics.

» These programmes would complement and not repladgional probation

supervision, as it was recognised that otherwisgtbblems and issues faced

by probationers would remain ‘live’ and potentialgduce the impact of or

prevent the completion of programme work.



* The results of these initiatives would need to leasnred to establish whether

they were effective and to prevent ‘drift’.

In 2002 these decisions appear to be logical ah@articularly ambitious, but in

1992 they appeared exciting and radical. There wis@a number of immediate
difficulties. The first was that there was no asssnt tool available. Only the Mid
Glamorgan Probation Service was running a programhieh had been rigorously
evaluated, the Reasoning and Rehabilitation programteveloped by Robert Ross
(Ross et al. 1986) and it was not yet known ifarked in a European setting (Raynor
and Vanstone 1996). The Courts were completely anawf the research evidence,
which did not always fit a justice based sentenomoglel. The JPACS had a
rudimentary information system and no researchagpaVorkload continued to rise
significantly year on year, and this long term wb#d to fitted in alongside the

normal daily and weekly deadlines.

However, by April 1996 significant progress hadrbeade towards implementation.
Some of the pioneers of ‘What Works’, including @h8utton, then CPO of Mid
Glamorgan, and Colin Roberts of the Probation &&tlinit in Oxford, were
generous with advice and assistance. A longstandiatjonship with Seymour-
Davies Ltd. (now the Cognitive Centre Foundatioeyeloped further as they worked
on disseminating validated assessment tools argtgorones in various locations
throughout the British Isles. Considerable time weken to brief the Jersey Courts
and other stakeholders on the changes the Serdogedto make, and the Courts
agreed to significant changes in practice. Two gtaswere the replacement in

Probation Orders of explicit conditions to attemdgrzammes with an understanding



that attendance on programmes could be a matténddservice, and an explicit
discretion given to probation officers not to pasgo the police information
concerning probationers’ personal drug use. Thisrdauling allowed the JPACS to

work for the first time in a constructive way witlon-abstinent drug users.

The emerging system

By the summer of 1996 the following measures wengace:

» Assessment - All subjects of Social Enquiry Reports (SERsYevbeing
assessed using the LSI — R (Level of Service lorgrt Revised, Andrews
and Bonta 1995). This was also being used to meatianges at the end of
each programme and the end of every order. A safat2 was normally
required before Probation supervision would be iclamed, although this
could be overridden either way by the report writds no British data was
then available linking LSI — R scores to re-offerglrates, the Canadian

values were used initially.

» Case Management - It was recognised that the positive aspecth®f t
traditional probation officer/probationer relatims should be retained, and
that social work training and values were justmagartant as they had always
been. Most probationers would start supervisioa gtandard six week
induction group, with groups starting every two k&erhe probation officer
leading each group would become the case managttoge probationers
after the group, allocating them to programmes iating to risk and need,

whilst providing reinforcement of learning from grammes and social work



assistance with ‘welfare’ needs. Those offendessiitable for a groupwork
induction would receive a similar programme induatly. The induction
programme itself was a locally devised packageidnog standard
information about expectations of probationers sthalso continuing the

assessment process begun during the SER phase.

Programmes - The Reasoning and Rehabilitation Programme, knasv
SMART in Jersey, was chosen for probationersahtghest risk of re-
offending, defined as an LSI-R score of 24 or m@teprobationers reaching
this threshold would be referred unless an ovemids agreed by the ACPO.
This programme was chosen because of its trackdec&anada and in Mid
Glamorgan. It consists of 35 two hour sessions/degd twice weekly. Local
research had predicted 35 — 50 referrals per yéws.posed serious
difficulties for a Service with six probation oféics and three assistants.
Probation officers wanted to deliver this progranthmamselves but after
lengthy discussions were finally persuaded thabiild be impractical for
them to do so. Although all probation officers waaned in SMART,
delivery of the programme was contracted out tdRin¢her Education
College, Highlands, which welcomed the idea ofaating this client group
into an education setting. Sessions were recordeddeo and reviewed by
the Cognitive Centre with feedback to the ACPO tredProgramme leader at
Highlands for supervision purposes. In additionAteohol Study Group
(ASG), a locally devised eight-session programmesi since 1986 would
continue for probationers who needed alcohol edutaand two Cognitive

Centre programmes ‘Dealing with Destructive Lew#I§ale Aggression’



(known as ACT in Jersey) and ‘Offending is not ¢cimey choice’ (OINTOC)
were selected for street violence offenders andumedsk (LSI-R 12-23)
‘general’ offenders respectively. A TACADE/Homefioé modular
programme was available for those using illegabdriACT, OINTOC and
TACADE were all available as group work programroefor one-to-one
delivery. The services of a native Portuguese-spgakobation assistant
were obtained to allow Probation Orders to be niadespect of the Island’s
largest non-English-speaking resident minority, #redpost holder received
extensive in-service training including programnaky to ensure that the
guality of supervision on offer would equal thatdable to English-speaking

probationers.

Information - The selection of an effective computerised caseagement
system, the Integrated Case Management System (J@M&loped by a
consortium of Probation Services in Eastern Englanovided probation staff
at all levels with the information they needed: édsample, about the progress
of a particular probationer, or how many probatisriead completed which
programmes, or how many had complied with particsiandards of contact.
By 1996 all staff had ICMS installed on a networld on their desks.
Having gone to all this effort the JPACS was detpetl to establish whether
the changes were worthwhile, and an evaluatiorysitass set up drawing on
the Cognitive Centre’s connections with the Uniitgref Wales in Swansea.
In addition the staff group continued to meet saMimes each year, to

review progress assisted by statistics generabea FEMS.



Whilst all this represented considerable progness)agers and staff were aware of
gaps in provision. There was no validated riskari predictor in use, nor were there
structured assessments for domestic violence ooféemders. No suitable

programme for female offenders had been found. Qbtas the TACADE

programme none of the programmes were designeaffemrders aged under 18 years.
All of these gaps in provision have since beerdilvith the exception of the need for

a structured programme for female probationers.

Further problems emerged as implementation progde$ke induction programme
proved to be unsuccessful and was discontinued sdtae six months of operation
Scheduling of group leaders became a very diffimdk for the ACPO with such a
small team, and workload had again increased. Afieeefforts made to sell
probation’s effectiveness this should not have l@esuarprise, but it had not been
taken into account and planned for. After attengpimumber of different approaches
a dedicated programme worker was appointed frominvihe team and proved to be
a successful way of delivering the programmééanagers were involved in a time-
consuming Service Review conducted by Deloitte Bmache; this eventually
resulted in a positive report and considerableaepdsources, but took place at a time
when leadership was also required to embed thegelsan practice. Probation
officers were overworked and the one-to-one prognarwork suffered until the

programme worker was appointed.

However, the developments which had been put icepleere supported by staff who
shared the vision of their managers that changedesisable and achievable. The

small size of the JPACS and the knowledge thaiutctcnot rely on any one else to



work out the solutions helped to build a senseoafimon purpose. Both senior
managers come across Service users rather moretioéte their counterparts
elsewhere, and this coupled with practitioner imeahent in the project helped to
ensure that probationers continued to be recogisedal people rather than abstract
units to be processed. The JPACS has a strongoredaip with the Courts, partly
arising from its status as a Court body rather thaart of government. The fact that
the Courts could veto any development, but choséondo so, ensured that progress
was by consensusWhilst programmes were seen as an important conmpare
supervision the importance of the case managedeswas also recognised and to
emphasise this as well as being trained in alptogrammes used by the JPACS,
Probation Officers were trained in Pro-social médglby Dr C Trotter, (Focus on

People — Effect Change 2001).

Some early results

The first detailed results from the evaluation gtuere produced in 2001 (Raynor
and Miles 2001) and further reports are planngdwaghly two-year intervals as the
number of cases available for analysis grows. @wbousand offenders assessed
using LSI-R were covered by the initial report, efhconfirmed that LSI-R is highly
predictive of reconviction in Jersey (though fayigen LSI-R score the risk of
reconviction for a woman is considerably lower tli@ma man). Dividing the 1,073
initial LSI-R scores into quartiles (low, low-medu high-medium and high risk of
reconviction) yielded average one-year reconvictaies for each risk band of 11 per
cent, 17 per cent, 29 per cent and 43 per cenécésply. Within each risk band the

outcomes of different sentences were comparedremaurprisingly, reconviction

10



rates following all sentences were strongly inflcesh by initial risk levels. However,

there were some interesting differences betweetesees.

Among the lower risk offenders, fines and Commufigrvice tended to be followed
by lower reconvictions than either prison or pratratwith probation appearing to be
the least effective of the sentences availabléoferrisk offenders. Among higher-
risk offenders probation appeared rather more &¥fecThe highest-risk group in the
study consisted of offenders sentenced to probatiinthe expectation that they
attend the SMART programme, and they had a recbaricate of 48 per cent,
significantly better than the 67 per cent achiebg@omparable offenders released
from the Young Offender institution (who actuallgcha slightly lower assessed risk
at the point of sentence). Other encouraging figsliconcerned the impact of
programmes: for example, the first 43 offendersamplete the SMART programme
showed a significant average reduction in LSI-Resdgfrom 29.1 to 24.8, p<.001),
as did the first 23 to complete ACT (20.2 to 1§<.,05). Encouraging results were
also achieved in a random sample of other commueityences for which initial and

end-of-order assessments were available.

Further research on larger numbers should add deradily to these initial results, but
already some practical consequences have follolwseéxample, probation orders are
now seldom proposed for low-risk offenders, andeserers have been encouraged
not to make them. The discovery that very few womeseiving community
sentences had a high risk of reconviction ledde@sion not to commit resources to
a women’s programme, but to supervise them onex&ohtstead. The main finding,

perhaps, is that with a sound approach to assessmeém good information system it
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is not difficult to gather useful information abdbe impact of services and to make
informed decisions as a result. This seems elemgertat we suspect that few British

probation areas are yet able routinely to monitmt @valuate their work in this way.

L essonsfor other places

Paul Gendreau has pointed to the neglect, in aahlstt works’ research, of effective
implementation as a central element in effectiaefice (Gendreau et al.1999); this is
also the subject of a recent international editdtkction (Bernfeld et al. 2001) and is
an emerging theme of much of the recent Home Ofisearch on the National
Probation Service Pathfinder programmes (for exarijallin et al. 2002). Jersey
shares many of the characteristics of other jurigzhs, such as tight controls on
public spending and difficulty containing growthprison numbers. What can we
learn from Jersey’s experiences about the prodestaning to implement ‘what

works’ in Probation?

The first obvious lesson from the story outlinedtiis short paper is that
implementation must be led by managers who areinoest and knowledgeable
about the direction they intend to take, and aepared to spend time discussing it
with staff and with other criminal justice agenci€his involves listening and

learning as well as persuading and convincingpttiet is to achieve active
engagement. A similar process was documented iMiti€slamorgan STOP
experiment, where there was an emphasis on creatimgture of curiosity’ about
effectiveness and results (Raynor and Vanstone)2@ammunication may be easier
in principle in a small service which can be eaadgembled in one room, but it is not

automatic and needs to be carry the right messkgegxample, research and
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monitoring results are disseminated to staff as smothey become available, and
discussed frequently in full staff meetings whéreytcan be thoroughly questioned.
All probation staff and relevant members of parimgranisations have been trained,

but perhaps more importantly they have been inwblve

A second clear feature has been the recognitidrivithat works’ is a comprehensive
approach involving several elements which musnly@ace early in the process.
There has been a pragmatic readiness to adopt gomagh’ solutions and make
them work in a timely manner. For example, it wesognised from the beginning
that effective case management and monitoring reduimnformation systems which
could deliver useful and timely results locallydahe Integrated Case Management
System was chosen, with the result that Jersepérasftited from good information
management and self-monitoring for several yeaievie mainland struggled to
resolve a raft of problems generated by the morgitaous and vastly more expensive

CRAMS system.

Similarly, it was recognised from the start tha #ifective use and monitoring of
programmes would depend on the introduction ofesyatic assessment of risks and
needs. The LSI-R came with a track record in otloeintries and was available as
part of a package including training, consultaneg eesearch support which could be
integrated with other ‘what works’ developmentsefiéhare no perfect assessment
instruments (see Raynor et al. 2000) but the tiradlyption of one with evidence-
based claims to be ‘good enough’ has allowed Jdosbgnefit from the use of
risk/needs information in its policy and practicece 1996. On the mainland the

much more ambitious home-grown Offender Assessi@gstem (OASYys) is still not
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in general use, and several years of major ‘whaksvanitiatives have had to go

ahead in the absence of a comprehensive and agjisogpproach to assessment.

A final point is about collaboration and partnepsim development. The
developments outlined in this paper have involMede collaboration between the
Jersey Probation Service, the Cognitive Centre &ation providing training and
consultancy, and the University of Wales, Swanseusiging research support and
research training. This paper itself, written b@taef Officer, a part-time research
and information officer and a University-based egsker, is an example of
collaboration, which has now also extended to mesean the island’s unique Parish
Hall Enquiry system. There are changes ahead feeyewhere the island’s policing
and its constitution have both been the subject@ént suggestions for reform
(Clothier 1996, 2000) and a current review is logkat the whole criminal justice
system. However, continued attention to building élridence base and continued
integration of policy, practice and research ik like a promising strategy for the

future.
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