
Community Resolutions Project – 60 second update

1. Overview

The central goal of Community Resolution (CR) is to reconcile victims, offenders and their communities, whilst repairing the harm caused by the behaviour of the offender.  It empowers victims and communities by giving them a voice, and allows offenders to take responsibility for their actions - potentially reducing future offending behaviour.  This is often done outside of a traditional criminal justice outcome and so most offenders are not criminalised.

CR can be used as an alternative to arrests/prosecution, but can also run alongside or be post conviction in more advanced cases.

CR was adopted by Suffolk Constabulary in September 2009, with all customer facing officers receiving training by April 2010.  CR is structured across four tiers in Suffolk, with all officers trained in the lowest level of ‘street’ community resolution, around 80 advanced CR trained and 11 trained to case conference level.  Specialist interventions will be outsourced for the highest tier, coordinated by Stuart Hudson (County PPO Co-ordinator).

2. Benefits

· Allowing officers to ‘do the right thing’ for victims, offenders and the community (common sense policing);

· Avoiding unnecessary criminalisation of low-level local crime offenders (often youths);

· Potential for reduced re-offending;

· Increased victim, witness and community satisfaction and confidence through increased engagement and ownership of the problem, process and outcome;

· Increased organisational productivity for constabulary and partners (reduced bureaucracy);

· Provision of a clear framework to assist officers in determining appropriate intervention and outcome.

3. Structure

There are four clear tiers of Community Resolution (see Appendix A), a summary of each has been provided below:

Community Resolution 
A CR is an alternative to a criminal justice intervention undertaken by frontline officers.  The officer dealing with the incident, taking into account the victim, offender and offence, can determine the most appropriate outcome which could include:

· Letter of apology

· Reparation

· Compensation

· Words of advice

All customer facing staff have been trained.  

Level 1 – Advanced Community Resolution

This is similar to a community resolution, but must include a restorative element to the outcome.  The victim and offender must meet to agree the restorative action.

Over 80 officers and partners have been trained.

Level 2 – Case Conferencing

These are dealt with through a panel, which can include partners and the community.  Conferencing usually takes the form of a structured meeting, which may include victims and witnesses but will always include the offender.

The panel will consider local priorities and a range of restorative options identified by the community, which could include options such as:

· Litter Picking

· Criminal Damage Cleaning

· Clearing Wasteland

· Community Work

11 Safer Neighbourhood Team (SNT) officers have been trained.

Level 3 – Specialist Case Conferencing

Specialist restorative conferencing is aimed at tackling the most serious and complex cases, including those involving prolific and priority offenders and is not an alternative to prosecution.

Due to complex nature of specialist case conferencing (offenders are within the criminal justice system) this is outsourced and managed by the County PPO Co-ordinator.  

Supt Terry Byford

Partnership Superintendent – West Suffolk
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Changes to CSPs/ReOffending

1. Introduction

Below is a short key point guide on the role of Community safety Partnerships (CSP’s) in reducing re-offending as within the Home Office document,’ National Support Framework,’ ‘Reducing Reoffending, Cutting crime, Changing Lives.’ Guidance on new duties for community Safety partnerships in England and Wales

http://www.crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/crimereduction055.htm
2.  Summary of guidance

This guidance came into effect on 1 April 2010 and has two key areas of change:
· A new duty on CSPs to formulate and implement a strategy to reduce reoffending by adult and young offenders
· Probation becoming a responsible authority of CSPs, having previously been a co-operating body. The other responsible authorities are: police, police authorities, local authorities, fire and rescue, and health.
The statutory changes provide CSP’s with opportunities to build on existing work streams to tackle crime locally and reduce re-offending.  Partnership working to reduce reoffending should be based on a shared analysis of need and a clear evidence base, building on existing work, including:

· Prolific and other Priority Offender (PPO) schemes
· Drug Interventions Programme (DIP)

· Integrated Offender Management (IOM)
· Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements5 (MAPPA)

· Safeguarding children and vulnerable adults.

At present CSP’s support local PPO schemes and delegate the delivery of these schemes to other statutory bodies. The police have led these schemes historically with the support of Suffolk County Council, Probation, Youth Offending, Prison Service and the Drugs Intervention Program (DIP).

The emergence of the Integrated Offender Management (IOM) model has provided a new focus to review the current arrangements of the delivery of the re-offending agenda. In Suffolk this is an on going process.
The Home Office Regional Deputy Directors in Government Offices, National Offender Management Service (NOMS) Directors of Offender Management, Youth Justice Board (YJB) Heads of Regions and all of their respective representatives in Wales can play a key role advising and guiding CSPs in taking forward their new duties, including signposting access to data and research evidence.
3.  CSP efforts to reduce reoffending should focus on activity at three levels:
· Strategic planning to identify the profile of offender activity and needs in the area (for example, access to accommodation) informed by the pathways out of offending, as well as ways to ensure the protection of the community and victims. This should be reflected in the CSP partnership plan and align with the plans of the Local Criminal Justice Board (LCJB) and the NOMS Director of Offender Management (DOM)
· Operational activity, informed by information shared among partners, and based on a problem-solving approach to target and reduce offending and protect the public

· At the individual level, case management intervention is required to assess individual offender need, to plan interventions based on this need and to co-ordinate access to these interventions (whether through court ordered statutory offender management or voluntary Integrated Offender Management).
4. How the reoffending agenda could fit in with current CSP work

CSPs should seek to integrate work on reducing reoffending with existing work to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour and tackle substance misuse where appropriate, for example, by incorporating reducing reoffending into the partnership plan. In taking forward the new duty, CSPs should find the ASPIRE model, used by probation to underpin statutory Offender Management, helpful:
· Assess the profile of reoffending in the area alongside crime information, drawing on the widest possible range of data streams (including social inclusion data) from existing and new partners, to produce the strategic assessment

· Strategically Plan for action, drawing on needs and evidence-based practice, with agencies contributing resources and commissioning services as appropriate, with consideration of early intervention, diversion from custody, enforcement and social inclusion

· Implement the plan by delivering case management-based interventions, drawing on mainstream and commissioned services and support

· Review performance, drawing wherever possible on existing multi-agency performance frameworks (such as the national indicator set (NIS) in England)

· Evaluate success to review impact on outcomes and ensure value for money.

The above provides a process in which Suffolk can together take forward the reducing re-offending agenda.
5.  Conclusion.

The work of the CSP’s currently delivers fits very well with the reoffending agenda, and it is considered that this will not cause extra work for Suffolk CSP’s , but provide a greater awareness of the role that the reoffending agenda can have on reducing crime and increasing public confidence. The support of the current PPO schemes are vital and also support for IOM process will need to be considered as it develops county wide.

Stuart Hudson

PPO Co-ordinator
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