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1. Summary
1.1.
Clear Track is one example of an enterprising and innovative initiative purposefully designed not
only to bridge the gap between community and custodial sentences by providing sentencers with an
alternative to custody sentencing option, but also to provide the criminal justice system with an intervention
aimed at addressing some of the failings that accompany short-term prison sentences (Section 3).
1.2.
However, the extent to which Clear Track was accessible as an available sentencing option was
limited despite the project’s readiness to demonstrate the effectiveness of a programme designed around a
person-centred approach to addressing offending behaviour (Section 4). Due to the innovative nature of
Clear Track there appeared to be an element of ambiguity with regard to the CJA 2003 and its flexibility in
accommodating the project as a ‘third sentencing option’ which bridged the gap between both custody and
community sentences (Home Office 2002). The fundamental importance of this legal technicality delayed
both the development of the Clear Track project and the inter-agency partnership with probation (Section 6).
1.3.
Clear Track’s delay in ‘going-live’ can be wholly attributed to the constraints of the Criminal Justice
Act and the limited scope within which interventions such as Clear Track can operate. This is of significant
concern for the development of ‘Clear Track-type’ projects in the future; and until such matters are resolved
at government level, innovative interventions such as Clear Track will be lost to the pressures of an
established and inflexible system (Section 6).
1.4.
Clear Track as a pilot intervention, offered the courts a service designed to introduce an innovative
way of thinking about sentencing options. By drawing together several interventions under the umbrella of
an holistic package of care, through supportive measures, such as addressing accommodation needs,
employment needs, training and education needs, and other needs such as social support, Clear Track was
able to offer an alternative to custody for several low-risk young adult offenders at no extra cost to an already
strained Criminal Justice System (Section 5)
1.5.
With respect to formalising good working relationships and in the interests of delivering an efficient
supportive intervention package aimed at addressing the multiple needs of young adult offenders, the Clear
Track management team worked diligently to promote the interests of the project and its participants.
Throughout the life of the project, Clear Track established mechanisms aimed at advocating and improving
service delivery and to maximise the referral capacity of the project, these included the Steering Group
Committee and working relations with the local Probation Service and the courts (Section 6).
1.6.
The evaluation concludes that despite more than reasonable efforts made by the Clear Track
management team to improve the consistency and effectiveness of the referral process as a whole, the overall
process failed to provide Clear Track with the relevant number of suitable candidates with which to engage.
Thus, the evaluation suggests that the Clear Track project could have benefited from the implementation of a
multiple agency referral process (Section 7).
1.7.
The Clear Track project ran for twenty-seven months, from November 2006 to December 2008.
During this time the project received sixty-three referrals, of which thirty-one (49%) went on to start the
Clear Track project. Of the thirty-one young offenders who started the project, ten (32%) young offenders
completed the project and 21 (68%) young offenders breached the programme (Section 7).
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1.8.
The analysis of this evaluation study focuses upon the research period which ran for 18 months, from
November 2006 to May 2008. During this time, data collection was conducted around forty-seven young
offenders who had been assessed as eligible by a referring agency, and were referred to the Clear Track
project. Of the forty-seven young offenders who were referred to the project during this time, twenty-three
(49%) went on to start the Clear Track programme and twenty-four (51%) did not (Section 7).
1.9.
Providing enhanced residential supervision in a community setting for Clear Track’s participants
was a fundamental aspect of the project’s service delivery. Initially, Clear Track aimed to provide an
average length of stay of up to 16 weeks (approximately 112 days), however, due to the limitations of the
Criminal Justice Act 2003, Clear Track was restricted to providing a 60 day compulsory programme of the
specified activity requirement, as part of an overall community order. However, young offenders who
participated in the programme could continue to voluntarily engage with the project after they had completed
their 60 day programme (section 9).
1.10. Clear Track’s purposeful activities were specifically designed to meet the needs of the young adult
offenders who were sentenced to the programme and, as a result, engaged in activities that were assessed as
essential in addressing their offending behaviour (Section 11).
1.11. The operational structure of custody encourages young offenders to participate in education or
employment; for example, young offenders in custody are given the opportunity to participate in the day-today running of the prison through employment as a cleaner or as a kitchen assistant, which in turn
encourages independent living skills. Participating in education and employment are some of the ways in
which young offenders can construct their day whilst in custody. However, due to limited resources and the
constraints of being in custody, places are often limited. In contrast, the very nature of Clear Track as a
community based intervention means it can offer its participants a wide variety of purposeful activities that
are not necessarily restricted by the same constraints experienced by young offenders in custody. With this
in mind, Clear Track is able to provide activities in the community that could not be accommodated by the
Prison Service; for example, outdoor experiential learning such as canoeing and hiking, and a wide variety of
vocation and skills training such as forklift truck driving. Furthermore, the overall structure and regime of
custody encourages compliance amongst prisoners in the sense that good behaviour is rewarded, and out of
cell activities can be withdrawn as a consequence of negative behaviour. In a community setting such
incentives would not have the same level of impact. This is partly because an offender is aware of the extent
of their independence, and with this in mind, a young offender serving a community sentence would need to
be motivated and encouraged to engage in the Clear Track programme at all times (Section 11).
1.12. On the whole excessive alcohol consumption was a significant contributory factor towards the
offending behaviour of the young offenders who attended the Clear Track project. Offenders at Clear Track
attributed the onset of their offending behaviour to their alcohol consumption. Furthermore, the Clear Track
participants reported that their continuing alcohol consumption had resulted in their offending and violent
behaviour. Similar issues were reported by those young offenders in custody (Section 12).
1.13. The Clear Track management team were able to motivate and encourage its participants to rethink
the impact of their alcohol consumption and the effect that this may have upon their offending behaviour. As
a result the Clear Track management team were able to motivate five young offenders to voluntarily attend a
drug and alcohol focused programme to help challenge the extent of their alcohol and drug use (Section 12).
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1.14. When considering the risk-taking behaviour of the young offenders who attended Clear Track,
positive change in attitude and understanding had occurred as a result of being at the project. Overall there
had been a positive change in self–awareness in relation to their offending behaviour and a positive change
in attitude towards future offending behaviour as a result of being at Clear Track (Section 13).
1.15. Furthermore, Clear Track participants had positive views and aspirations about their future, with a
view to maintaining an offence-free lifestyle within the next ten years (Section 14).
1.16. On the whole, Clear Track and its management team have worked purposefully to ensure the
delivery of an effective project. The evaluation research findings presented in this report conclude that the
Clear Track project successfully challenged the underlying factors pertaining to an individuals offending
behaviour for some of its participants. These kinds of outcomes provide future investors with the foresight
and knowledge base of how best to maximise the potential effectiveness of the project in the delivery of
other UK Clear Track(-type) programmes and how these are best tackled (Section 15).
1.17. Overall, the Clear Track project achieved significant progress in relation to the development of an
effective and efficient service delivery through the implementation of best practice (Section 16). However,
the cost-efficiency of the project cannot be determined in the absence of accounts of the project’s spending,
and for this reason the evaluation is unable to determine if Clear Track is proven to be a viable investment
for funders as a cost-efficient project1 (Section 15).
1.18. The benefit here, however, as a pilot-intervention and a third sector not-for-profit service, as part of a
multi-agency organisational partnership, was that Clear Track was able to deliver their service at no
additional cost to the Probation Service or the courts (Section 15).

2. Introduction
2.1.
This report presents the Final Evaluation Report of the Clear Track project, following the
management team’s confirmation of the previous evaluation reports submitted throughout the Clear Track
evaluation reporting process2.
2.2.
The overall rationale of this evaluation was to measure how far and how effectively Clear Track has
met with its intended aims, objectives and targets whilst applying a scientific realistic framework. That is,
the purpose of the evaluation was to monitor the project’s contribution to the landscape of community-based
interventions through a conceptualisation of first, the theories of change which underpin changes in
offending behaviour; second, project implementation through assessing the processes and structures of Clear
1

The Evaluation Team was unable to determine the cost-effectiveness of the Clear Track project; this was because the
Evaluation Team was not able to view or gain access to the project’s accounts, notwithstanding numerous attempts to
access the accounts of the project’s spending over the life of the project. After the evaluation analysis of the Clear
Track project had been completed and after the finalisation of the evaluation report the Clear Track management team
provided the Evaluation Team with sight of the project’s accounts. In the interests of presenting an unbiased, impartial
and fair account of Clear Track’s cost-effectiveness and efficiency, the Evaluation Team is not able to incorporate new
data or new material into the evaluation analysis retrospectively. However, the Evaluation Team would like to note that
the Clear Track management team did allow for the viewing of the project’s accounts, albeit after the completion of the
evaluation analysis and the final evaluation report.

2

A complete copy of evaluation
http://criminaljusticeresearch.ncl.ac.uk

reports
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the
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project
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downloaded
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Track’s development and delivery; thirdly, project impact by assessing change which has occurred as a direct
result of Clear Track’s implementation; and finally, by measuring project efficiency through assessing the
overall effectiveness of Clear Track. In doing so, the evaluation ensures a comprehensive assessment of
Clear Track with a further aim of considering the wider implications for policy designed and future UK Clear
Track projects.
2.2
Accordingly, the Clear Track evaluation is organised around four levels of analysis which are
capable of measuring and monitoring what works; which mechanisms and processes are effective; under
what conditions; and for which participants? Presented under each of these key questions is a series of
detailed findings, these are thematically and conceptually organised as:

§

theories of change,

§

process and structure,

§

impact assessment of Clear Track,

§

and efficiency analysis

2.3.
The Clear Track Evaluation was originally proposed to be completed over a three year timescale –
September 2005 to August 2008 (as outlined in the ‘Evaluation Proposal of Clear Track’ Report, Campbell
and Lewis 2005:14). However, the Clear Track project’s delay in ‘going-live’3 had significantly impacted
upon the proposed research strategy timetable to such an extent that the evaluation-research data collection
phase was postponed by one year. Thus, for the evaluation to be completed successfully, in accordance with
the evaluation-research aims and research strategy, the evaluation needed to adopt a revised research
timetable that included an additional fifth phase.
2.4.
In ensuring the validity of the research findings the evaluation-research ran for four years, from
October 2005 to October 2009 (Campbell and Lewis 2007a:25).
2.5.
The evaluation is based upon a mixed-method research approach, including both quantitative and
qualitative research methods. Data collection included 18 stage one and 7 stage two offender behaviour
surveys, fifteen in-depth interviews, as well as 36 OASys assessment documentation and 23 pre-sentence
reports.
2.6.
The Clear Track project ran for twenty-seven months, from November 2006 to December 2008.
During this time the project received sixty-three4 referrals (refer to Appendice II, table FR08/09 9.6), of
which thirty-one (49%) went on to start the Clear Track project.
2.7.
Of the thirty-one young offenders who started the project, ten (32%) young offenders completed the
project and 21 (68%) young offenders breached the programme.
2.8.
Foremost, this report focuses upon Clear Track’s sentence planning, delivery and embedding
processes that are implemented with the young adult offenders sentenced to the project. Particular attention
is paid to sentence management, interventions and programme activities which are implemented as part of an

3

The delays experienced by the Clear Track project are outlined in detail in the Evaluation Report - March 2006
(Campbell and Lewis 2006a) and the Annual Evaluation Report - August 2006 (Campbell and Lewis 2006b).
4

Of the 63 referrals that were made to the project, nine young offenders had been referred twice and one young
offender had been referred three times, indicating that some young offenders may have attended the Clear Track
programme more than once.
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individualistic, tailored approach to addressing the holistic needs of those young adult offenders at Clear
Track when compared to the experiences of young offenders whilst at HMYOI Castington.
2.9.
This report will also consider the evaluation research outcomes and key indicators of quality in the
delivery of best practice in determining Clear Track’s effectiveness and cost-efficiency, as well as
implications for future policy and future UK Clear Track projects.
2.10. This report will also consider the evaluation research outcomes and key indicators of quality in the
delivery of best practice in determining Clear Track’s effectiveness and cost-efficiency, as well as
implications for future policy and future UK Clear Track projects.
2.11. Overall, the evaluation of the Clear Track project aims to direct penal reform through the
development and improvement of the theory, practice, understanding and utilisation of alternative to custody
sentencing options and their contribution to knowledge through the collaboration of cross-sector and crossdisciplinary working partnerships.

Theories of Change
3. Prison Review
3.1.
In accordance with the most recent World Prison Population List (International Centre for Prison
Studies 2009), the United States had the highest population rate in the world, 756 per 100,000 of the national
population. The prison population rate for England and Wales was 153 per 100,000 of the national
population, the seventh highest per capita rate in the European Union. Germany with a larger national
population, had an imprisonment rate of 89 per 100,000, and France had an imprisonment rate of 96 per
100,000 of the national population (see Table FR08/09 9.1) (Walmsley 2009).

Table FR08/09 9.1: An Overview of the Prison Population of England and Wales, Germany, and France, for
July 2009.
England and Wales

France

Germany

83,865

59,655

73,203

Prison Population Rate, per 100,000 of the
national population

153

96

89

Estimated National Population (millions)

54.56m

62.10m

82.16m

Prison Population

(International Centre for Prison Studies 2009)
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3.2.
On the 24th of July 2009, the prison population in England and Wales stood at 83,8655 (HM Prison
Service 2009). By 2015 the Ministry of Justice project that the prison population could reach a high of
95,800 prisoners6 (Ministry of Justice 2008a).
3.3.
A further four prisons were operating at ‘full-to-capacity’, this included local regional establishment
HMP Acklington (operating with a population of 100%). On the whole, 63% of prisons in England and
Wales were operating with a population that exceeded its ‘in-use CNA’ or were operating ‘full-to-capacity’,
a decrease of 5% from 2007 (Campbell and Lewis 2007b)7.

Table FR08/09 9.2: Prison Overcrowding in England and Wales since 1994*
Year
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007**
2008#
2009##

Number of ‘in-use CNA’

Number of Prisoners

Occupancy Level (%)

48,291
50,239
53,152
56,329
61,253
62,369
63,346
63,530
64,046
66,104
67,505
69,394
70,085
71,465
73,452
74,849

48,929
51,086
55,256
61,467
65,727
64,529
65,194
66,403
71,112
73,627
74,468
76,079
77,962
81,040
83,667
83,328

101
102
104
109
107
103
103
105
111
111
110
110
110
113
114
111

*Note: these figures represented the prison population at the end of June for each year (Prison Reform Trust 2007b)
** These figures represented the prison population at the end of June 2007 (HM Prison Service 2007c)
#

These figures represent the prison population at the end of July 2008 (HM Prison Service 2008)

##

These figures represent the prison population at the end of June 2009 (HM Prison Service 2009)

5

Of which 79,548 were male and 4,317 were female. In addition, 2,564 people were held under home detention curfew
supervision. No places were activated under Operation Safeguard at the time of writing. Operation Safeguard is a
contingency plan to deal with prison overcrowding in the United Kingdom; it involves using cells at police stations as
accommodation for prisoners when the number of available cells in prisons becomes critically low. The policy is
supported by the Association of Chief Police Officers and it outlined a list of criteria for prisoners who should not be
held in police station cells under Operation Safeguard, including among others: women, juveniles, and those with
mental health problems or those involved in a Crown Court trial.
6

The Ministry of Justice also project that the prison population could reach a low scenario of 83,400 prisoners and a
medium scenario of 89,700 prisoners for the same year (Ministry of Justice 2008).
7

Local regional establishment HMP Kirklevington was operating at 95% of their ‘in-use CNA’ at the time of writing
(HM Prison Service 2009)
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Table FR08/09 9.3: The Distribution of Growth for the Prison Population between 1995 and 2009

* The non-criminal population represents those persons held under the Immigration Act plus those held for civil offences such as
contempt of court and non-payment of child maintenance
(Ministry of Justice 2009a)

3.4.
From 1995 to 2009 the number of prisoners in England and Wales had increased by 66% 8, which,
according to the Ministry of Justice, is largely a result of an increase in the number of prisoners sentenced to
immediate custody (a growth of 78%) and an increase in the number of offenders recalled to prison for
breaching the conditions of their license (a growth of 16%)9 (See table FR08/09 9.3) (Ministry of Justice
2009a). Previously it took nearly four decades (1958-1995) for the prison population to rise by 25,000
(Prison Reform Trust 2009).
3.5.
The Ministry of Justice (2009a) attributed the prison population growth since 1995 to trends of rapid
growth and relative stability, which can be described as follows:

§ January 1995 – June 1998 – was characterised by a period of rapid growth, with an increase of
16,200 offenders receiving custodial sentences10, partly driven by an increase in the number of
offenders being sentenced for violence against the person and drug offences (Ministry of Justice
2009a).

§ June 1998-June 2001 – saw the prison population grow by 700 prisoners, partly as a result of the
introduction of Home Detention Curfew (Ministry of Justice 2009a).

8

This equates to 32,500 prisoners.

9

Other elements of the prison population accounted for 6% of the total increase since 1995, these can be attributed to an
increasing number of offenders being imprisoned for breach of a non-custodial sentence, an increase in the number of
remand prisoners, and a decrease in the number of offenders imprisoned for non-payment of fines.
10

The increase in the sentenced population was driven by those serving longer sentences of 12 months or more.
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§ June 2001-June 2003 – experienced a major increase in the prison population of 7,300 as a result of
increases in remand, recall and sentenced populations11, partly driven by more offenders being
sentenced for violence against the person and drug offences (Ministry of Justice 2009a).

§ June 2003-June 2005 – saw the prison population increase by 2,500 prisoners as a result of the
delayed effect of longer term sentences imposed in previous years (Ministry of Justice 2009a).

§ June 2005-January 2009 – the prison population significantly increased by 5,900 prisoners despite
the introduction of End of Custody Licence. The Ministry of Justice (2009a) attribute this recent
growth in the prison service to the delayed effects of previous large increases in the number of
offenders on longer term sentences and an increase in the licence recall population (Ministry of
Justice 2009a).
3.6.
For the most part over the past five years, the combination of a rising prison population and a lack of
prison facilities resulting in prison overcrowding have led to a renewed focus on the relative effectiveness of
prison when compared to alternative community-based sentences. In an attempt to resolve the current prison
crisis and to reduce the effects of prison overcrowding particularly in relation to reducing re-offending, the
rehabilitation of offenders and the interests of public safety and protection, advocates of penal reform, for
example Nacro, Prison Reform Trust, Rethinking Crime and Punishment initiatives, as well as parliamentary
and ministerial departments, proposed several initiatives such as:

11

§

Custody Plus12

§

Titan Prisons13

§

Early release on Licence14

§

Facilitated Returns Scheme15

The increase in the sentenced population was driven by those serving four years or more.

12

When asked when Custody Plus provisions would be introduced, the then Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for
Justice (Rt Hon Jack Straw MP), mentioned that ‘no decision has yet been taken as to when Custody Plus will be
introduced’ (House of Commons 2007)

13

The Secretary of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor, Mr. Jack Straw announced to the House of Commons that
previous plans for three 2,500-place Titan prisons costing an estimated £350m each were to be replaced with plans to
build five prisons each holding 1,500 offenders, each divided into smaller units (House of Commons 2009d).

14

The Early Release Scheme and Home Detention Curfew were introduced in 2007 in England and Wales to ease
prison overcrowding. To date, almost 50,000 offenders have been released under the scheme. However, Lord Woolf
recently argued that public confidence in the Criminal Justice System had become undermined by the Early Release
Scheme and that there was a realisation that what had been intended as a temporary measure, had become embedded
within the judicial system (Telegraph, 26th February 2009)
15

The Facilitated Returns Scheme was launched in October 2006 under the UK Borders Bill (2007) as an incentive to
persuade foreign prisoners to return voluntarily to their country of origin. The scheme offers a package of reintegration
assistance to the individual; however, no financial incentives are offered. The individual also receives a standard £46
discharge grant which is provided to all prisoners, including British nationals. The level of assistance offered is variable
and is dependent upon the individual circumstances of each case. Assistance is provided up to a maximum of £5,000 for
serving foreign criminals and £3,000 for those who have completed their sentence. However, only half of those who
have been removed under the provisions of the scheme have received reintegration assistance once they returned to their
country of origin. Once an individual is removed from the UK under the scheme's provisions, they are then excluded
from the UK, subsequently it is only possible to benefit from the scheme once (House of Commons 2009d).
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Table FR08/09 9.4: Prison Population by Length of Sentence for 2008 and 2009

** Total prison population for the end of June 2008 was 83,194, of which 78,689 were male and 4,505 were female.
# Total prison population at the end of June 2009 was 83,454, of which 79,158 were male and 4,296 were female
* Excluding indeterminate sentences
(Ministry of Justice 2009c)

3.7.
The extent to which the proposed schemes have been effective in reducing recidivism is not known,
however, there has been significant parliamentary debate relating to the inappropriateness of introducing
measures such as ‘Titan’ prisons (House of Commons 2009d). What is known is the extent to which prison
can be ineffective in reducing re-offending, particularly in relation to custodial sentences of less than 12
months, often referred to as short-term custodial sentences (Ministry of Justice 2009b).
3.8.
Reconviction rates do vary by type of order; however prisoners released after short-term sentences
tend to have proportionately higher reconviction rates than longer-term prisoners (Rethinking Crime and
Punishment 2002). Recent re-offending figures indicate that 47% of adults are reconvicted within one year
of being released from custody. For those offenders serving sentences of 12 months or less the rate of reoffending rises to 60% (Ministry of Justice 2009b).
3.9.
Furthermore, it has become widely accepted that short-term custodial sentences are on the whole too
short to have any impact upon offenders and that prison interventions are not long enough to meaningfully
address offending behaviour. At the end of June 2009, 5,115 people were serving a prison sentence of six
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months or less, and 2,465 people were serving a prison sentence of six months to 12 months16 (see table
FR08/09 9.4), (Ministry of Justice 2009c). Despite these figures having decreased from the previous year,
reconviction rates for sentences of 12 months or less (70%) are almost twice as high as reconviction rates for
those offenders who were sentenced to carry out unpaid work (38%) (House of Commons 2008a).
3.10. On the whole, these points raise the question, to what extent is there an over reliance on a prison
system which is arguably over-strained and under-resourced? Are prisons an effective use of public spending
when considering the rehabilitative potential of offenders? And to what extent are alternatives to custody
being seriously considered by Government and parliamentary peers as a viable sentencing option for
sentencers?
3.11. In achieving the vision of penal reformers to ‘Make Justice Work’17, it could be further suggested
that the government could benefit from a shift in thinking by recognising a need to move away from an overreliance on custody as a sentencing option and to show strong political leadership in promoting community
sentences that not only aim to tackle the causes of offending, but that also enable offenders to access
effective interventions to rehabilitate themselves more effectively.
3.12. The Home Office White paper entitled Justice for All (2002) supports this view stating that, ‘custody
has an important role to play in punishing offenders and protecting the public. But it is an expensive
resource which should be focused on dangerous, serious and seriously persistent offenders and those who
have consistently breached community sentences…For those who are not serious, dangerous or seriously
persistent offenders, we need to provide a genuine third option to sentencers in addition to custody and
community punishment. For this reason we will introduce new and reformed sentences that combine
community and custody sentences’ (Home Office 2002).
3.13. Recognising a need for change does not necessarily enable penal reform, nor does it facilitate
innovative ideas that are designed around a renewed way of thinking aimed at encouraging change. Change
can and is created through the development and implementation of enterprising and innovative ways of
thinking about penal reform. Introducing new or reconfigured sentences that challenge an over-reliance on
custody and that provide sentencers with alternative sentencing options to custody, not only allows for
change to occur, but it also suggests an advocacy for change.
3.14.
Clear Track is one such example of an enterprising and innovative initiative purposefully designed
to not only bridge the gap between community and custodial sentences by providing sentencers with an
alternative to custody sentencing option, but to also provide the criminal justice system with an intervention
aimed at addressing some of the failings that accompany short-term prison sentences. What’s more,
introducing innovative initiatives such as Clear Track will assist in creating a move towards identifying the
possibilities available to the criminal justice system and its agencies which enable penal reform.

16

In addition, at the end of June 2009 113 people were serving a prison sentence for fine default (Ministry of Justice
2009c).

17

The Make Justice Work campaign was officially launched on the 29th of June 2009. For more information go to
http://makejusticework.org.uk/
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4. Enabling Penal Reform
4.1.
Deprivation of liberty is a severe punishment and in the UK, where the death penalty has been
abolished, it is the most severe punishment available to the state (International Centre for Prison Studies
2004). The Prison Service, then, becomes a fundamental element in serving and protecting the public by
securely holding the most serious and dangerous, violent, prolific and repeat offenders, and by keeping in
custody those committed by the courts. The Prison Service also plays an important role in the punishment
and rehabilitation of offenders.
4.2.
In this sense, prison works by detaining the most violent and dangerous offenders; however, how
effective prison is in the rehabilitation of offenders in light of the impact of prison overcrowding is still not
known. This is partly because very little is known about the extent to which overcrowding impacts upon the
rehabilitative effectiveness of individuals in custody. The effects of overcrowding have however been
attributed to many of the problems which currently face the prison system, including prison suicide, prison
violence and re-offending (Conservative Research Department 2008).
4.3.
Sixty-three percent of the prison estate is overcrowded or full to capacity (HM Prison Service 2009),
resulting in a strain on resources as well as officers, prisoners, and the prison regime itself. This level of
overcrowding has remained relatively constant over the past year with an average of 19,180 prisoners
doubled up in cells designed for one between April 2008 and February 2009, accounting for 29% of the
prison population (House of Commons 2009a), (refer to table FR08/09 9.5).
4.4.
The implications associated with overcrowding have become a major focus within parliamentary
debates over the past few years. Concerns have primarily focused upon the growing number of prisoners and
the lack of prison places to accommodate such growth. Which in turn lends itself to concerns around the
impact that this may have upon the Prison Service in relation to its ability to reduce re-offending and
maintain public protection.
4.5.
The effects of an overcrowded prison estate raises doubt about the rehabilitative potential of the
service, where the consequences of prison overcrowding suggests that few proactive steps can be taken to
provide offenders with the help needed to address their offending behaviour, especially for those offenders
who are serving short term custody sentences.

Table FR08/09 9.5: Percentage of Cell Overcrowding by Year.
Year

Average number of prisoners doubling up in cells
designed for one

Percentage of prisoners in crowded
accommodation**

2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09*

16,244
16,864
16,887
18,190
19,054
19,180

25
24
24
25
25
25

*these figures represent the average number of prisoners doubling up in cells designed for one from April 2008 to February 2009
** Percentages have been rounded up or rounded down
(House of Commons 2009a)
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4.6.
Penal reformers have further expressed concerns that overcrowding significantly threatens prison
safety, leading to prisoners being held in inhumane, degrading and unsafe conditions and often damaging
attempts to maintain family support and reduce re-offending (National Advisory Council of Board of
Visitors 2002). In 2002, the then Home Secretary (Rt Hon David Blunkett MP) mentioned that ‘short
custodial sentences provide little or no opportunity for rehabilitation, reparation to the victim, or to change
the behaviour or problems which put offenders in prison in the first place.’ (Lord Chancellor’s Department
2002).
4.7.
The Ministry of Justice18 is obliged to protect the public and reduce re-offending by ensuring that it
can provide prison places for those offenders who the courts determine are in need of custody. To achieve
this and to resolve growing concerns around prison overcrowding, the Ministry of Justice needs to be able to
provide effective long-term and short-term solutions.
4.8.
Overcrowding could be removed by a massive programme of prison building; however, this does not
sit well with recent government proposals advising that the use of custody should be reserved for the more
serious of offences and offenders (United Nations 1990). Still, the government has recently announced that
it is committed to building new prisons to increase the net capacity of the prison estate to 96,000 by 2014
(Ministry of Justice 2009). This suggests that many of the long term and short term solutions proposed by
the government are, in essence, reacting to the current crisis which faces the prison system. The Lord
Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice, Rt Hon Jack Straw MP, suggested that the government would
not be able to build its way out of the prison crisis, indicating that the only way the pressure could be
relieved would be by sending fewer people to prison and by using more non-custodial based sentences19.
4.9.
Amidst the current prison crisis and in an attempt to rethink crime and punishment (Rethinking
Crime and Punishment 2003, 2002), penal reformers have advocated steps to introduce alternative sentencing
options. However, due to a lack of empirical evidence to suggest the significance and the effectiveness of
potentially viable alternative interventions in policy within criminal justice, and with a greater emphasis
placed on reducing the current prison population through measures such as prison building programmes, it
could be suggested that attempts to shape justice penal reform has instead focused on short term solutions as
opposed to long term investments in appropriate and feasible of sentencing disposals.
4.10. In aiming to reduce the prison population, the government has introduced policies and legislations
which play a clear part in the upward pressure on sentencers and their sentencing decisions. The last ten
years has witnessed the introduction of tough legislation which has implemented mandatory custodial
sentences for drink driving offences, for drivers who have three previous disqualifications over a ten year
period, life for some sex and violent offences and a mandatory three years for a third burglary conviction
(Rethinking Crime and Punishment 2003). This, on the whole, has created a certain level of ambiguity
amongst the public and the courts about sentencing.
4.11. Reviewing justice policy around the use of short-term custodial sentences could help by providing
clarity relating to the effectiveness of alternative sentencing options. Although the causes of prison
18

The Ministry of Justice, which was launched on the 9th May 2007, is responsible for criminal law and sentencing, as
well as the National Offenders Management Service (including the Prison and Probation Service) and the roles of the
former Department for Constitutional Affairs. The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP, who takes the role of Secretary of State for
Justice and Lord Chancellor, heads the Ministry of Justice. Overall, it is responsible for policy on the criminal, civil,
family and administrative justice system, including sentencing policy, as well as the courts, tribunals, legal aid and
constitutional reform.
‘We cannot just build our way out of prison crowding, says Straw’, The Times, 12 th July 2007,
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/crime/article2062175.ece, viewed 06.08.09
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overcrowding may not be a direct result of large numbers of prisoners serving short term prison sentences20,
it is widely accepted that such sentences are too short to have any impact upon offenders and prison
interventions are not long enough to meaningfully address offending behaviour. The Home Secretary and
Lord Chancellor in 2002, criticised short custodial sentences on the grounds that they ‘provide little
opportunity to tackle re-offending and indeed can often make things worse – disrupting family and work life
while putting offenders who have committed relatively minor crimes in the company of more serious
offenders’ (Lord Chancellor’s Department 2002). What’s more, the Ministry of Justice have argued that
community-based sentences of less than 12 months are proven to be more effective at reducing re-offending
than short prison terms (Ministry of Justice 2008b).
4.12. Similarly, the Chief Executive of Nacro, Paul Cavadino addressed the House of Commons stating, “I
personally cannot see a great deal of point in short prison sentences. They have a containment effect which
is very limited because the period is short, they are not long enough for any serious rehabilitation attempt,
they are long enough often for an offender to lose their home or lose their job, if they have one, which makes
them more likely to reoffend, and short sentence prisoners have by far the highest reconviction rate…..it
seems to me that there is little point in repeatedly using short prison sentences which imprison people in
overcrowded prisons and neither rehabilitate them nor deter them” (House of Commons 2009b).
Furthermore, by questioning the effectiveness of custodial sentences in achieving sentencing aims, Nicola
Padfield at the University of Cambridge stated, “we still live in a rather tedious sentencing world of custody,
community penalty, fine, as though a short custodial sentence is always a ‘tougher’ penalty than a
community penalty however tough. We have to do an awful lot of thinking in terms of creating better
alternatives for sentencing which involves not thinking that once you have crossed the custody threshold we
are into tougher sentences; actually these short custodial sentences we all know are ineffective on most
measures of effectiveness, whatever your measures of effectiveness are” (House of Commons 2009b).
4.13. There is a strong argument presented here for investing in the use of effective alternatives to shortterm custodial sentencing that aim to offer effective mechanisms for reducing re-offending and increasing
the rehabilitative potential of the offender. It is equally as important to recognise that alternative sentencing
options should also offer an efficient use of public spending by providing cost effectiveness. However, such
conditions should not influence policy in determining the range of sentencing options available to the courts,
nor should it deter sentencers from the appropriate application of a sentence simply because it may be
perceived as costly. Arguably, to create change in the sense of tackling reoffending and ‘making justice
work’, effective interventions need to be made widely accessible to the courts, as John Thornhill of the
Magistrates Association indicated, “magistrates would use community-based penalties with programmes that
are tailored to the individual needs of offenders….but very often we do not have programmes which
adequately address their needs…..we could use a wider range of community based penalties so that we can
tailor them to the individual, but they are not there, and that is one of the difficulties” (House of Commons
2009b).
4.14. The difficulties outlined here may be because ‘rethinking crime and punishment’ (Rethinking Crime
and Punishment 2003, 2002) is still relatively new, and current political and policy changes, such as the
revision of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 (CJA 2003), the introduction of NOMS, the introduction of the
Ministry of Justice, the partial restructuring the Probation Service, the introduction of the contestability
programme and current proposals to develop third sector strategy policies, may take time to be implemented
into the working processes and practices of the organisation infrastructure of the Criminal Justice System in
order to create the necessary change needed to tackle prison overcrowding, high reoffending rates and the
increasing prison population. It may also be because effective alternative sentencing options are not being
20

The largest proportion of prisoners in custody are serving sentences of 12 months up to 4 years (refer to table
FR08/09 9.4).
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commissioned at a rate fast enough to provide the courts with the sentencing options needed to alleviate the
prison crisis.
4.15. Clear Track, as an enterprising and innovative initiative was ideally placed to provide a realistic and
viable ‘third sentencing option21’ to justices by addressing the needs of young adult offenders in the
community and by tackling some of the issues associated with short-term prison sentences (Campbell and
Lewis 2005)22. However, the extent to which Clear Track was accessible as an available sentencing option
was limited despite the project’s readiness to demonstrate the effectiveness of a programme designed around
a person-centred approach to addressing offending behaviour (refer to section 7).

5. Allowing for Change: Clear Track as an Alternative to Custody
5.1.
In September 2005, Community Service Volunteers (CSV) and its subsidiary company Springboard
Sunderland launched an innovative pilot-intervention called Clear Track to explore the full scope and
potential of community custody as a workable, sustainable and effective sentencing option for criminal
justice courts. Clear Track as an intervention aimed to come between young people and their offending
behaviour by providing an intensive interactive programme that was essentially designed to reduce the
negative outcomes which can accompany short-term prison sentences, such as loss of employment,
accommodation, and loss of contact with family members. As a community custodial sentencing option,
Clear Track was designed to be used for those offenders who would have otherwise received a prison
custodial sentence.
5.2.
Clear Track as a pilot intervention, offered the courts a service designed to introduce an innovative
way of thinking about sentencing options. By drawing together several interventions under the umbrella of a
holistic package of care, through supportive measures such as addressing accommodation needs,
employment needs, training and education needs, and other needs such as social support, Clear Track was
able to offer an alternative to custody for several low-risk young adult offenders at no extra cost to an already
strained Criminal Justice System.
5.3.
Overall, Clear Track proposed to establish whether young adult offenders (aged 18-2123), who would
have otherwise received a custodial sentence, have a better chance of developing themselves as effective and
productive citizens by attending Clear Track as a community custodial sentence.
5.4.
In the interests of achieving effective service delivery and good practice and in the interests of
providing best value in the delivery of the project, Clear Track aimed to achieve this by:
§

engaging with low-risk young adult offenders, aged 18-21, who at the time of sentence would have
otherwise received a prison custodial sentence.

21

For more information on ‘Third Sentencing Options’ refer to Campbell and Lewis (2005) An Evaluation Proposal of
Clear Track, Report EP/11/05, November 2005, Section Two, Page 2

22

For more information on some of the issues associated with short term prison sentences refer to ‘Prison population
and its costs’ and ‘the effects of prison overcrowding’ in Campbell and Lewis (2005), An Evaluation Proposal of Clear
Track, Report EP/11/05, November 2005, Section three, page 4 and section four, page 5 respectively.

23

Primarily the young offenders who were considered to attend Clear Track were aged between 18 and 21, however, in
June 2008 this increased to 25 years of age (see Section 8.7).
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§

developing a holistic approach to support young adult offenders, addressing accommodation,
employment, training and education and other needs such as social support.

§

supporting offenders in a community setting.

§

developing a partnership approach to the delivery of service for the participants of Clear Track.

§

establishing whether Clear Track effectively addresses the offending behaviour of its participants.

§

demonstrating a cost-effective and efficient community custodial sentencing option.

5.5.
The Clear Track management team and its Steering Group Committee proposed that the intended
outcome of the project would be measured by the following targets:
§

to engage with up to 50 young adult offenders, aged 18-21, per year, over three years.

§

to provide an average length of stay of up to 16 weeks.

§

to provide a range of work-based learning activities, interventions and unpaid voluntary work for
participants at Clear Track.

§

to measure and compare the cost of Clear Track with the estimated cost of a prison establishment
holding young adult offenders aged 18-21.

§

to provide participants with the opportunity to engage in constructive activities, such as voluntary
work, education and training upon leaving Clear Track.

§

to measure change in behaviour and attitudes which occur throughout the treatment period.

§

to measure and compare the reconviction rates of participants leaving Clear Track with the estimated
reconviction rates of offenders leaving prison.

§

to network with stakeholders and other organisations.

5.6.
Clear Track as a community custodial sentencing option aimed at reducing re-offending and
promoting citizenship by assisted reintegration into society, moved away from the more conventional onesize-fits all model – where service provision tends to be based upon actuarial practices – towards providing a
more diverse provision that develops a range of skills and offers expertise tailored to provide a thorough and
comprehensive strategy, focusing upon each individual offender by identifying individual needs through
enhanced assessment processes.
5.7.
Clear Track concentrated on addressing offending behaviour and assessing offender related needs
through a structured weekly programme of interdependent concurrent activities as well as by:
§

discouraging participants away from crime whilst on the project,

§

keeping participants occupied,

§

providing participants with a sense of purpose,

§

providing a range of work-based learning activities, interventions and voluntary work,

§

helping and supporting participants with emotional, physical and mental health needs including
substance misuse,
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§

rebuilding the confidence and self-esteem of participants in doing everyday things,

§

helping and supporting the rebuilding of relationships with families and personal development,

§

and developing cognitive skills through challenging perceptions of self and others, attitudes towards
offending and motivational issues.

5.8.
Throughout the pilot period, Clear Track was evaluated by Newcastle University to assess its
effectiveness and efficiency; and to establish to what extent the project would be able to satisfy its overall
purpose in the establishment and delivery of an effective and efficient alternative to custody sentencing
option. The overall rationale of the Clear Track evaluation, as outlined in Section 2, draws upon the
proposed aims and targets of the Clear Track project to determine which processes and mechanisms were
effective; under what conditions; for which participants; which areas would benefit from improvement; and
implications for future policy.

Process and Structure
6. The Development of Multi-agency Partnerships
Process and Structure: Multi-agency Partnerships
Clear Track Aim: To develop a partnership approach to the delivery of service for the participants of
Clear Track.
Expected Outcome: To network with stakeholders and other organisations.

6.1.
Forging strong multi-agency partnerships across government and within the community was an
essential key to the success of Clear Track in enabling the project to deliver a wide range of interventions
tailored to address the individual needs of young adult offenders. During the developmental phase and
throughout the implementation phase of the project, Clear Track consulted with those agencies identified as
having a primary role to play in the multi-disciplinary delivery of the care of young adult offenders, for
example: NOMS Voluntary Sector Unit (VSU), the North East Regional Offender Manager (ROM), the
National Probation Service Regional Manager, the courts, the Youth Offending Service, and local prison
establishments, namely HMYOI Deerbolt and HMYOI Castington. In the offender’s best interests, each
agency aspires to a specialist approach to managing offenders whilst working towards multi-agency
partnerships in the aspiration of delivering an efficient and supportive intervention package designed to
punish and rehabilitate, reduce re-offending and protect the public.
6.2.
With respect to formalising good working relationships and in the interests of delivering an efficient
supportive intervention package aimed at addressing the multiple needs of young adult offenders, the Clear
Track management team worked diligently to promote the interests of the project and its participants.
Throughout the life of the project, Clear Track established mechanisms aimed at advocating and improving
service delivery and to maximise the referral capacity of the project, these included the Steering Group
Committee and working relations with the local Probation Service and the courts.
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6.3.
By liaising with probation officers, magistrates, judges and other relevant criminal justice agencies,
Clear Track was able to increase awareness in relation to the availability of the project as a specified activity
through management meetings, Steering Group meetings, practitioner group meetings, and seminars. On the
whole, this proved an essential element to increasing the number of potential referrals made to the project,
particularly from the Youth Offending Service and from the local magistrates’ courts, who may not have
otherwise felt able to refer directly to the project.

§ Working with the local Probation Service and the Courts
6.4.
The interdependent relationship between probation, the courts and Clear Track is largely framed by
current legislation and is operationalised through delivery practices, in particular the ways in which
magistrates request pre-sentence reports, and offenders are sentenced within the remit of the revised CJA
200324. Pre-sentence reports influence magistrates’ decisions through informative measures aimed at
addressing the level of risk an individual offender may pose, and through suggesting appropriate sentencing
options for a given offence. This decision is largely influenced by the Probation Service who, on behalf of
the courts, liaises with the offender in producing the pre-sentence report. In practice, it is at this stage that
probation would have recommended Clear Track as an alternative to custody and as a viable sentencing
option to justices when considering sentencing.
6.5.
However, the development of the Clear Track referral process was somewhat more complicated than
is outlined above. This is because there were issues around client eligibility and suitability, levels of risk
which are posed by the offender, and levels of supervision required to protect victims and the public, as well
as accountability and governance issues, all of which were considered during the developmental stages of
Clear Track.
6.6.
Legal requirements around accountability and governance were of primary concern for the local
Probation Service in relation to drawing together a delivery strategy to enhance working relations with the
project25. This is largely because the CJA 2003 appoints the local Probation Board as a responsible and
accountable body in the governance of community sentencing provisions. The resolution of legislative
concerns relating to governance and accountability contributed towards the delayed start-up of the project.
Overall, it was agreed that transference of governance to the local Probation Service was not necessary in
light of a ‘Service Level Agreement’, whereby the project’s management team formally and legally
consented to act in accordance with specified procedures in full compliance with the law and the Probation
National Standards26. Although the introduction of a Service Level Agreement resolved concerns around
accountability and governance, and subsequently governance remained the responsibility of the Clear Track
management team and its directors, the development and progress of the project was further delayed by
unforeseen legalities concerning the limitations of the CJA 2003.
6.7.
Due to the innovative nature of Clear Track there appeared to be an element of confusion with regard
to the CJA 2003 and its flexibility in accommodating the project as a ‘third sentencing option’ bridging the
24

A copy of the Act can be found at http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2003/20030044.htm, viewed 07.08.09.
For more information relating to governance refer to Campbell and Lewis (2006b), Annual Evaluation Report of
Clear Track, Phase I Report, AERI/08/06, August 2006, section 9.23, page 21.

25

26

This included clear and specific guidance binding the project to comply with the Probation Nationals Standards codes
of conduct, for example: record keeping including action plans, consistent contact event logs, feedback logs and action
plan reviews together with compliance with Probation Service policies including those on confidentiality, data
protection, human rights and information exchange.
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gap between both custody and community sentences (Home Office 2002). The fundamental importance of
this legal technicality delayed both the development of the Clear Track project and the inter-agency
partnership with probation27. The evaluation suggested in the Phase I Evaluation Report (Campbell and
Lewis 2006a, 2006b)28 that scope existed within the CJA 2003 to accommodate Clear Track as part of an
overall community order and that overall discretion of appointing Clear Track as a legitimate sentencing
option was that of the Probation Board as directed by the Criminal Justice Act 2000 29. With an agreed
understanding amongst stakeholders, funders and Clear Track’s founders it was concluded that a way
forward for Clear Track could be represented by an activity requirement as part of an overall community
order within the CJA 2003. The local Probation Service worked directly with the project and its
management team to assist in the implementation of the intervention to help resolve some of the technical
difficulties which hindered the development of the project. However, given the 12 month delay in the
project’s ‘going-live’ it becomes debatable to what extent the Clear Track management team and the local
Probation Service worked effectively and efficiently together to resolve relevant issues sooner.
6.8.
Clear Track’s delay in ‘going-live’ can be wholly attributed to the limitations of the Criminal Justice
Act and the limited scope within which interventions such as Clear Track can operate. Despite new
provisions within the CJA 200330, the sentencing framework fails to reflect the Home Office White Paper’s
advice (2002) which called for the greater use of alternative sentencing options. Subsequently, this reduces
the feasibility of the implementation of potential interventions such as Clear Track which aim to bridge the
gap between community and custodial sentencing options. This is of significant concern for the
development of ‘Clear Track-type’ projects in the future; and until such matters are resolved at government
level innovative interventions such as Clear Track will be lost to the pressures of an established and
inflexible system.
27

The technical difficulties which have arisen over the life of the pilot project primarily include limitations of the
sentencing and legislative framework (Campbell and Lewis 2006a, section 9; Campbell and Lewis 2006b, section 8),
working partnerships (Campbell and Lewis 2006a, section 14; Campbell and Lewis 2006b, section 9), and the referral
process (Campbell and Lewis 2007a, section 12 and 14; Campbell and Lewis 2007b, section 9).

28

Campbell and Lewis (2006a), An Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase I Report, ERI/03/06, March 2006, section
9, pages 8-10, University of Newcastle. Campbell and Lewis (2006b), Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase
I Report, AERI/08/06, August 2006, section 8, page 14. Copies of the report are available from Dr Campbell;
Elaine.campbell@ncl.ac.uk
29

Whilst the introduction of the order aimed to provide sentencers with an element of flexibility in determining what is
best for the offender and their offending related needs, it failed to provide sentencers with the variety of alternative
sentencing options needed in order to bridge the gap between custody and community sentencing. This is partly
because the Criminal Justice Act 2003 and the Courts Services Act 2000 act fails to be able to facilitate the
implementation of potential new programmes, and instead directs the Probation Board ‘to make arrangements for
ensuring that sufficient provision is made in respect of its area’; and in assuring the implementation of such
arrangements, a local Probation Board may ‘make arrangements with organisations for provisions to be made on the
board’s behalf by the organisations’ and ‘make arrangements with individuals who are not members of the board’s
staff under which they may perform functions of officers of the board’. A copy of Section 5 of the Act can be found at
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2000/00043--a.htm#5, viewed 09/08/06
30

Key changes to the CJA 2003 sentencing framework were introduced with the aim of increasing its effectiveness of
reducing re-offending, as well as reserving custodial sentences for more serious offenders and providing the courts with
robust powers to deal with dangerous offenders. The Criminal Justice Act sentencing framework came into affect in
April 2005, the most significant change experienced by sentencers was the introduction of a single generic community
order with a range of possible requirements, as outlined in Chapters 2 – 4 under part 12 Sentencing of the Criminal
Justice Act 2003 Chapter 44. The order allows sentencers to combine a range of up to 12 possible requirements to
produce an individual package tailored for each adult offender with the content of the sentence determined by risk or
harm, likelihood of reconviction and offending relate needs (Campbell and Lewis 2006a, 2006b, 2007a).
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6.9.
In retrospect however, given the increased efficiency of the project’s management team the initial 12
month delay to the project’s start-up was time utilised constructively to design and develop protocols
essential to the process and structure of the project. These included a service user’s handbook,
accommodation rules, a service user’s admission pack, a generic risk assessment and admission assessment
strategies, and a one year work plan.
6.10. Throughout the life of the project, the Clear Track management team continually worked to
strengthen multi-agency relationships with the local courts, namely Sunderland magistrates’ courts,
Sunderland Youth Court and Newcastle Crown Court, as well as with the Sunderland Youth Offending
Service. In addition, the project also networked with other local community agencies such as Northumbria
community police officers, drug intervention practitioners, local education and health service agencies and
employment agencies, namely Job Centre Plus and Millennium Volunteers.

§ The Steering Group Committee and its Influence
6.11. Members of the Clear Track Steering Group were primarily senior managers with the authority to
make decisions and implement recommendations. An organisationally impartial member, a senior
representative from the Home Office VSU, was selected as chair of the committee. Having adopted a more
central role than any other partner, the Home Office VSU representative was best placed to mediate between
the interests of the agencies. Representatives from a range of agencies formed the Steering Group committee
in the initial developmental stages of the project, these included Her Majesty’s Prison Service National
Offender and Voluntary Sector co-ordinator, the Area Manager for the South of the Tyne Northumbria
Probation Service, Chief Clerk to the Justices of Sunderland and Houghton-le-Spring Magistrates’ courts,
CSV Director of Training and Enterprise, Springboard Sunderland Trust Secretary, Drug Intervention
Practitioners’ co-ordinator, Clear Track management team, and the evaluation team. The Steering Group
Committee was held regularly, meeting on a six weekly basis. Unfortunately, some agencies relinquished
interest as a result of Clear Track’s delay in ‘going-live’, and subsequently, potentially viable and valuable
contributions from the local courts and the local police were lacking at a steering group level.
6.12. The Steering Group committee proved fundamental to the development and strategic planning of the
Clear Track Project, particularly in relation to the legalities of the project, such as accountability, liability
and governance31. With respect to the Steering Group Committee, the Clear Track management team
identified the need to draw together members of supporting agencies within the local community, such as
community police, drug intervention practitioners, local education and health agencies and employment
agencies, to establish a Practitioner’s Group Committee. The purpose of the practitioner group was to
provide a multi-agency management structure to support the needs of Clear Track and its participants.
However, the Practitioners’ Group Committee was somewhat fragmented when compared to the Steering
Group Committee and as a result failed to establish a significant footing in the development and progress of
the project.

31

Minutes of all meetings are available in confidence from the Clear Track management team.
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Process and Structure: Multi-agency Partnerships

Actual Outcome: Clear Track management team continually worked tenaciously to develop and
strengthen multi-agency relationships, particularly with the local Probation Service and the local
Courts, in the interests of delivering an effective and efficient service for the participants of Clear
Track. However, due to the innovative nature of Clear Track there appeared to be an element of
ambiguity with regard to the Criminal Justice Act and its flexibility in accommodating the project, as
a result there was a considerable delay in the project ‘going-live’. Subsequently the Clear Track
management team and the local Probation Service could have established a more effective working
relationship with an aim to resolving relevant issues sooner. Furthermore, valuable contributions from
the local court’s and the local police were lacking at a steering group level as a result of Clear Track’s
delay in ‘going-live’.
The steering group committee proved fundamental to the development and strategic planning of the
Clear Track project, however, in comparison, the practitioners’ group committee was somewhat
fragmented.

Areas of Best Practice: Forging strong multi-agency partnerships across government and within the
community through an effective steering group committee and a practitioners’ group committee was an
essential key to the success of Clear Track in enabling the project to deliver a wide range of
interventions tailored to address the individual needs of young adult offenders.

Concluding Recommendation: Given the substantial delay Clear Track experienced in ‘going-live’, it
is recommended that the strategic planning and development around the processes and structure of future
projects commence in advance of the project’s anticipated start-up.
Implications for Future Policy: The steering group committee proves an essential element in the
development and implementation of projects such as Clear Track, thus, proving to be a fundamental
consideration in the development of future policy.
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7. Criteria for Service Delivery and Good Practice

Process and Structure: Criteria for Service Delivery and Good Practice

Clear Track Aim: To engage with low-risk young adult offenders, aged 18-21, who at the time
of sentencing would have otherwise received a prison custodial sentence.
Expected Outcome: To engage with up to 50 young adult offenders, aged 18-21, per year, over
three years.

§ Clear Track’s Referral and Assessment Model
7.1.
The referral of young adult offenders to the Clear Track project is essential for the effective delivery
of the project on several levels; firstly the referral of young offenders to the project is necessary for the
project to function as a service. Secondly, to ensure cost-effectiveness it becomes essential for the project to
maximise its potential in relation to the number of young offenders it can successfully engage with, as
outlined in the aims and purpose of the project. Thus, it can be concluded that the effectiveness of the
referral process is paramount to the functioning of the service, particularly in its initial stage.
7.2.
As has been discussed within the section entitled Theories of Change (for more information refer to
Sections 3-5), there is a need to consider ‘alternative to custody’ sentencing options that will not only help
alleviate the current prison crisis by offering the courts and justices alternative sentencing options, but that
are also effective in reducing re-offending, increasing the rehabilitative potential of the offender, and
maintaining public protection. With this in mind, there is a clear need for services such as Clear Track that
offer young adult offenders and sentencers with an alternative option to short-term custodial sentences.
7.3.
The Clear Track referral process was largely dependent upon the collaboration, cooperation and
working partnerships32 of the Clear Track management team, its stakeholders and the local Northumbria
Probation Service to successfully negotiate a referral strategy that aimed to maximise the potential of Clear
Track as a service. An efficient referral process worked on several levels:
§

firstly, the Probation Service must recommend eligible candidates for Clear Track;

§

secondly, the Clear Track management team would then need to consider and assess the suitability
of the project in addressing the needs of referred candidates;

32

For more information refer to Campbell and Lewis (2006a) An Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase I Report
ERI/03/06, March 2006, Section 8, page 6; Campbell and Lewis (2006b), Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track,
Phase I Report AERI/08/06, August 2006, Section 5, page 8, Section 8, page 12, and Section 9, page 16; and Campbell
and Lewis (2008a), Bi-Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase III Report ERIII/03/08, March 2008, Section 4,
page 8.
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§

thirdly, should a candidate be deemed eligible and suitable and be willing to participate with the
project, the Probation Service would accordingly advise magistrates and judges as outlined in a presentence report (PSR).

§

Finally, given the advice of the PSR, magistrates and judges must then consider appropriate
sentencing in relation to the severity of the offence committed in light of the offender’s level of risk
and previous convictions (refer to figures AERIII 7.1, p38 and AERIII 7.2, p39)33.

7.4.
The selection of appropriate candidates for Clear Track was based upon an eligibility and suitability
criteria34. This procedure was a vital aspect of best practice, particularly when considering the potential level
of ‘risk’ an offender may have posed in terms of the severity of the offence and the likelihood of reoffending. In some instances custody was and would have been the only viable option. The Probation
Offender Managers who considered referring potential candidates to the Clear Track project acknowledge
this by following a prescribed eligibility criterion as prescribed by Clear Track, as follows;
§

Offenders must be aged between 18-21 years of age,

§

The court must be considering a short-term custodial sentence or a high-community band order,

§

Offenders must be assessed as low or medium risk of harm,

§

Offenders must reside in the Sunderland and Houghton area.

7.5.
Once an offender was deemed eligible to be referred to the project, the Clear Track management
team considered the suitability of the project to the candidate’s needs, as outlined below. Clear Track will be
inappropriate for those offenders:
§

Assessed as a high or very high risk of harm to the public,

§

Sex offenders,

§

Violent offenders,

§

And/or offenders with severe mental health problems.

7.6.
All candidates who were referred by probation to the Clear Track management team were assessed at
the various levels of the referral process as outlined above. However, because a candidate had been referred
to the Clear Track management team, it cannot automatically be inferred that the young offender was
deemed as suitable for the project. A young offender would need to be assessed as suitable at all stages of
the referral process before they would be able to engage with the project.

33

For more information relating to Clear Track’s Referral and Assessment Model refer to Campbell and Lewis (2008b),
Third Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase III Report, AERIII/08/08 August 2008, Section 5, page 8.

34

For more information relating to the eligibility and suitability criteria refer to Campbell and Lewis (2007a), An
Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase II Report ERII/03/07, March 2007, Section 12, page 18.
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§ An Overview of all Clear Track Referrals
7.7.
The Clear Track project ran for twenty-seven months, from November 2006 to December 2008.
During this time the project received sixty-three35 referrals (refer to Appendice II, table FR08/09 9.6), of
which thirty-one (49%) went on to start the Clear Track project.
7.8.
Of the thirty-one young offenders who started the project, ten (32%) young offenders completed the
36
project and 21 (68%) young offenders breached the programme37.
7.9.
It had been anticipated that during the life of the project, Clear Track would engage with up to 50
young adult offenders per year, over three years. This figure was drawn from sentencing statistics which
indicated that a significant number of adult and young adult offenders were being sentenced by the courts to
custody or were given community sentences both nationally and locally38. More recent figures indicate that
approximately 1.3 million adults are sentenced each year in the courts of England and Wales, with the
magistrate courts accounting for 94% of offenders sentenced to indictable and summary offences during
2007 (Sentencing Guidelines Council 2009).
7.10. In 2007, 136, 000 people were sentenced to custody (immediate and suspended), this was an increase
of 40% since 1997 (Ministry of Justice 2009e). The Magistrates courts accounted for 51,200 sentences of
immediate custody, a decrease of 4.2% since 2006; and the crown courts accounted for 44,000 immediate
custodial sentences, an increase of 3.4% since 2006. Suspended sentences accounted for 25,500 sentences at
the magistrates’ courts and 15,200 at Crown Court in the same year (Ministry of Justice 2009e).
7.11. The average length of an immediate custodial sentence received at the Crown court was 12.4
months, whereas, at the magistrates’ courts the average sentence length for sentences of immediate custody
were 2.5 months in 2007 (Ministry of Justice 2009e).
7.12. The number of offenders who entered into prison to serve a short-term custodial sentence of less
than three months was 24,853, this was an increase of 12% since 1997 (Ministry of Justice 2008c). In 2006,
the Prison Service received 90,038 sentenced prisoners into custody, of which 57,294 (64%) of these were
sentenced to sentences of 12 months or less. This is a substantial increase of 8% since 1996 where the Prison
Service received 46,149 receptions of prisoners sentenced to short-term custody, which represented 56% of
receptions of sentenced prisoners that year (refer to table FR08/09 9.7, House of Commons 2008a).

35

Of the 63 referrals that were made to the project, nine young offenders had been referred twice and one young
offender had been referred three times, indicating that some young offenders may have attended the Clear Track
programme more than once.

36

Of the ten young offenders who completed the project, two young offenders had started and completed the project
twice.

37

Of the 21 young offenders who breached the Clear Track project, this was commonly because of non-compliance
with the project, because the young offender absconded from the project, or because the young offender was recalled to
court and had their community order revoked and re-sentenced as a result of an outstanding sentence or because they
had committed a further offence. One young offender who had been recalled to court and re-sentenced as a result of not
complying with their community order and was subsequently considered in breach of the Clear Track project even
though they were not sentenced to the project but were attending the project voluntarily.

38

For more information relating to this discussion refer to Campbell and Lewis (2008a), Bi-Annual Evaluation Report
of Clear Track, Phase III Report ERIII/03/08, March 2008, Section 6, page 13.
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Table FR08/09 9.7: The Number of Prisoners Serving Short-term Sentences in 2006
Sentence Length

Sentenced receptions to prisons
2006

Less than or equal to 1 month

7,398

Greater than 1 month and less than or equal to 3 months

16,779

Greater than 3 months and less than or equal to 6 months

24,747

Greater than 6 months and less than 12 months

8,370

Total short-term sentences

57,294
(House of Commons 2008a)

7.13. When considering the local sentencing patterns for custodial sentences by sentencing court and by
area (refer to table FR08/09 9.8) we can see that North Yorkshire Crown court sentenced the most offenders
to custody (59%), sentencing more offenders to custody than the national average (56%); whereas, Cumbria
magistrates’ courts sentenced the most offenders to custody (12%).
7.14. When considering the local sentencing patterns for community sentences by sentencing court and by
area (refer to table FR08/09 9.8), we can see that Durham (26%) and Northumbria (23%) Crown courts
sentenced the most offenders to a community sentence, sentencing more offenders to a community sentence
than the national average (17%). Local magistrates’ courts sentenced more than or the same number of
offenders to a community sentence as the national average (29%), with Cumbria (39%) and North Yorkshire
(34%) magistrates’ courts sentencing the most offenders to a community sentence.
7.15. In 2007 117,860 offenders started a community order, which accounted for 72% of all court orders.
The average sentence length for those starting Community Orders in 2007 was 15.7 months, compared to
17.6 months in 2006. The average was lower for females (14.3 months) than for males (15.9 months)
(Ministry of Justice 2008c).
7.16. Of the 117,860 offenders who started a community order under the supervision of the Probation
Service, 7,790 (7%) were supervised by the North-East probation area (refer to table FR08/09 9.9).
furthermore, local Northumbria Probation Service supervised over half of offenders starting a Community
Order (4,073, 52%) in the North-east probation area.
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Table FR08/09 9.8: Sentencing Patterns of the Crown Court and Magistrates’ Court by Area during 2007

Courts by Region

Total

Average
Custody
(months)

% Sentenced

Custody

SSO

Community

Fine

Other

Prison
Places

Crown Court
England and Wales

74,005

56%

20%

17%

2%

5%

24.8

40,424

Cleveland

1,517

56%

19%

19%

2%

4%

25.1

853

Cumbria

527

47%

28%

17%

2%

6%

23.8

242

Durham

692

37%

26%

26%

2%

8%

20.4

212

North Yorkshire

613

59%

21%

14%

2%

5%

27.4

391

Northumbria

2,032

46%

22%

23%

2%

8%

26.8

851

England and Wales

186,363

15%

7%

29%

24%

25%

2.3

2,677

Cleveland

3,192

12%

5%

37%

11%

35%

2.4

36

Cumbria

2,031

13%

6%

39%

27%

15%

2.6

28

Durham

2,248

10%

7%

33%

19%

30%

2.3

22

North Yorkshire

2,369

9%

7%

34%

21%

29%

2.2

20

Northumbria

7,190

8%

3%

29%

21%

38%

2.7

68

Magistrates’ Court

(Sentencing Guidelines Council 2009)
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Table FR08/09 9.9: The Number of Persons Starting a Community Order under the Supervision of the
Probation Service by Area
Probation Area

Community Order
2005

2006

2007

All Probation Areas

53,248

111,752

117,860

North East Probation Area

3,098

7,086

7,790

614

1,434

1,726

1,568

3,840

4,073

916

1,812

1,991

Durham
Northumbria
Teesside

(Ministry of Justice 2008c)

7.17. Almost half (57,699, 49%) of all Community Orders starting in 2007 had one requirement and a
further 35% (41,235) had two requirements (refer to table FR08/09 9.10, Ministry of Justice 2008c).
7.18. Stand alone unpaid work was the most common combination of requirements accounting for almost
a third (38,093) of Community Orders. Overall, supervision39 was the most used requirement for
Community Orders started in 2007, closely followed by unpaid work (refer to table FR08/09 9.11, Ministry
of Justice 2008c).
7.19. On the whole, these figures indicated that sufficient numbers of appropriate adult and young adult
offenders who are sentenced to custody and/or community penalties, and are therefore potential candidates
for a community order such as Clear Track.
7.20. The Clear Track project was unable to meet its original target of engaging with 50 young adult
offenders per year, this was partly because of an insufficient number of potential candidates being referred to
the project and partly because of an insufficient number of candidates starting the project. On average there
were 2.3 referrals made per month to the Clear Track project. However in any one month there had been a
range of 0 to 7 referrals made to the project, indicating the lowest number of referrals made in any calendar
month was none and the highest number of referrals made in any one calendar month was seven.
7.21. There appears to be some ambiguity in relation to why Clear Track was unable to achieve its target
of engaging with 50 young adult offenders per year or why there appears to be significant fluctuations in the
frequency of referrals made to the project. This is partly because the evaluation is unable to determine the
exact number of offenders seen by the courts and the Probation Service who may have proven potentially
eligible for referral to the project by the Probation Service. However, the referral figures in table FR 9.6
(refer to Appendice II) indicate that the referral rate decreased during the life of the project, where ordinarily
the evaluation would expect referral rates to increase or remain relatively consistent as probation officers,

39

A Supervision requirement of the CJA 2003 reflects what was formerly a basic requirement of a community
rehabilitation order (Criminal Justice Act 1991), or before that the probation order, which may indicate why a
supervision requirement appears to be so common.
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Table FR08/09 9.10: The Number of Offenders Starting a Community Order by Number of Requirements
Number or Requirements

2005

2006

2007

1

25,913

53,042

57,699

2

18,137

40,132

41,235

3

7,836

15,854

16,033

4

1,198

2,381

2,542

164

343

351

53,248

111,752

117,860

5 or more
Total Number of Community Orders Imposed

(Ministry of Justice 2008c)

court staff, and sentencers became more aware of Clear Track as a sentencing option40. Given the
complexities that the Clear Track project experienced during the initial developmental phase of the project
(as outlined above), the evaluation also needs to consider to what extent the project was accommodated as a
viable sentencing option by relevant referring agencies and sentencers.
7.22. The evaluation concludes that the expected target ‘to engage with up to 50 young adults offenders,
aged 18-21, per year, over three years’ failed to recognise the role of different partners and agencies and the
potential impact that the development of working relationships may have had upon the project and its referral
process. In one sense, achieving the outcome of this target implies an effective multi-organisational working
partnership. However, in another sense, the vague direction that this target offers does not oblige
organisations who are working in partnership with the project to achieve and sustain the target of 50 young
adult offenders per year.
7.23. In order for potential candidates to be considered eligible to attend the Clear Track project, it was
specified within the eligibility and suitability criteria that referrals would only be considered from the
Sunderland and Houghton catchment area. Referrals were fundamentally made to the Clear Track project
from the Northumbria Probation Service (n=51) via five probation offices based within the specified
catchment area; these were Hendon, Houghton, Pennywell, Southwick and Washington based probation
offices. Referrals were also made via Sunderland magistrates’ court (n=5) and the Sunderland Youth
Offending Service (n=4)41 (refer to table FR08/09 9.12). Overall, more male offenders (n=57, 90%) were
referred to the project than female offenders (n=6, 10%), of which eight male offenders and two female
offenders had been referred more than once.

40

For more information on increasing awareness amongst probation officers and court staff refer to Campbell E and
Lewis DM (2008a), Bi-Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase III Report ERIII/03/08, March 2008,
Newcastle University
41

Establishing a working partnership with the local Probation Service enabled Clear Track to receive the majority of its
referrals. Due to the limited number of referrals made to the project, the Clear Track management team liaised directly
with the local courts and the Youth Offending Service to increase the number of potential referrals made to the project.
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Table FR08/09 9.11: The most Frequently used Combinations of Requirements for Community Orders
Requirement Type

2005

2006

2007

Unpaid Work

17,096

35,361

38,093

Supervision

7,162

14,516

15,511

Supervision and Accredited Programme

8,298

16,362

13,768

Supervision and Unpaid Work

3,677

8,369

9,216

Supervision and Drug Treatment

2,382

5,367

5,586

Supervision, Unpaid Work, and Accredited Programme

3,490

6,142

5,231

Unpaid Work and Unpaid Work

742

2,297

3,281

Curfew

504

1,962

3,050

Supervision and Specified Activity

592

2,009

2,301

Supervision, Accredited Programme and Drug Treatment

1,298

2,484

2,266

Total Number of Community Orders Imposed

53,248

111,752

117,860

(Ministry of Justice 2008c)

7.24. Of all of the five local probation offices, Hendon probation office (n=18) made the most referrals,
followed by Southwick probation office (n=14) and Pennywell Probation office (n=11). This could
demonstrate the effective working relationship the Clear Track management team had established with the
Hendon probation office and its staff members when compared to other referring probation offices. Equally
so, it could also be suggested that Hendon probation office dealt with more offenders that were more
appropriate for the Clear Track project than other referring probation offices.
7.25. Sunderland Magistrates Court and Sunderland Youth Offending Service made a total of nine
referrals which were in addition to the referrals made by Northumbria Probation Service. These referrals
were made as a direct result of the effective and established working relationships between the courts, the
Youth Offending Service and the Clear Track management team. This on the whole indicates the advantages
of a developed process that accommodates referrals via a wide-range of criminal justice agencies. A referral
process of this kind could be considered an integral aspect of best practice and service delivery for future
projects.
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Table FR08/09 9.12: Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project by Referring Agency

* Magistrates courts included Sunderland, Houghton-le-Spring, and South Shields magistrates’ courts
** The referring agency was not known for three young offenders.

§ Research Sample Group42
7.26. The analysis of this evaluation study focuses upon the research period which ran for 18 months, from
November 2006 to May 2008. During this time, data collection was conducted around forty-seven young
offenders who had been assessed as eligible by a referring agency and referred to the Clear Track project.
7.27. Of the forty-seven young offenders who were referred to the project during this time, twenty-three
(49%) went on to start the Clear Track programme and twenty-four (51%) did not. Hendon probation office
referred the most young offenders to the Clear Track project (n=16), followed by Southwick probation office
(n=11).
7.28. All potential candidates who were referred to the project were assessed in accordance with the Clear
Track assessment criteria (refer to section 7.3 to 7.6) to determine an offender’s suitability. For some
candidates Clear Track was deemed inappropriate, for example those offenders assessed as high risk of harm
to the public, sex offenders, violent offenders, those offenders with severe mental health problems, and those
offenders where custody is the most suitable punishment.
7.29. Of the forty-seven young offenders who were referred to the Clear Track project, thirty-one were
assessed by the Clear Track management team as suitable to attend the project and sixteen were assessed as
unsuitable to attend. Thus, two-thirds (66%) of referrals made during the research period were considered
suitable to attend the project. However, because a young offender is assessed as suitable to attend the
project, this does not necessarily mean that they will be sentenced to Clear Track by the courts. This is
evidenced by the number of young offenders who were assessed as suitable to attend Clear Track but who
were not sentenced to the Clear Track project. Almost one third (n=9, 29%) of those young offenders who

42

See Appendice I for information relating to the ‘Evaluation Research Methodology’. Unless otherwise stated, figures
referring to the Clear Track project will relate to the research sample only.
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were assessed as suitable to attend Clear Track received an alternative sentence from the courts43 (refer to
section 7.37).
7.30. On the whole, Clear Track offers the courts an alternative sentencing option for those offenders who
were assessed as suitable to attend the project, however, this option becomes redundant for those offenders
who where assessed as unsuitable. It therefore becomes essential within the evaluation process to determine
why some offenders where deemed suitable and why others were not. Clear Track’s assessment process is
unique in that it begins at the referral phase and continues to be implemented during the offender’s time at
the project and throughout. This is illustrated in Figure AERIII 7.1, the Clear Track project’s assessment
model as a process and AERIII 7.2, an offender’s progression through the court system and their referral
onto the Clear Track project (revised).

§ Clear Track Referrals Assessed as Unsuitable
7.31. Within the research sample (n=47), sixteen young offenders were assessed and considered unsuitable
to attend the Clear Track project. This was because of the following reasons: the young offender declined to
attend the project (n=2), failed to attend the assessment (n=1), lacked motivation (n=1), had drug or alcohol
issues (n=1), had health problems (n=1), had severe mental health problems (n=1), were violent (n=1), and
were deemed high risk (n=1)44.
7.32. Being assessed as unsuitable, on the whole meant the courts were unable to consider Clear Track as
a sentencing option. Subsequently the sixteen young offenders who were assessed as unsuitable went on to
receive a custodial sentence (n=6), a suspended sentence (n=3), and a community order (n=3)45 (refer to table
FR08/09 9.13). For these 12 young offenders whose sentencing outcome was known, it is clear that the
potential candidates were appropriately referred within the remits of the eligibility criteria which states that
‘the court must be considering a short-term custodial sentence or a high community band’.
7.33. Three young offenders who were referred as eligible candidates to attend Clear Track were referred
inappropriately. This was because all three young offenders did not meet the pre-established suitability
assessment criteria for referrals. For one young offender this was because they had severe mental health
problems, this offender went onto receive a 12 month community order; one young offender was deemed too
high risk, and one young offender had a history of violence, both these young offenders went on to receive a
custodial sentence. These young offenders were referred via Southwick (n=2) and Sunderland magistrates’
courts (n=1).

43

This included imprisonment (n=6), a deferred sentence (n=1) and a community order (n=1).

44

For seven young offenders it was not recorded by the Clear Track management team as to why they were assessed as
unsuitable. The un/suitability of potential candidates who were referred to Clear Track was a fundamental aspect in
determining which participants were able to go onto start the project and which participants were not. Thus
documentation of information relating to the un/suitability of potential candidates was essential in determining the
effectiveness of the referral and assessment model, as well as contributing towards an understanding of how Clear
Track works, for which participants and why. A failure by the Clear Track management team in consistently
documenting this information may have been a reflection of a lack of vigilance in relation to their documentation
process, or it may have been due to a lack of awareness of the extent to which such practices influence ‘best practice’.

45

The sentencing disposal is not known for four young offenders.
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Figure AERIII 7.1: The Clear Track Project’s Assessment Model as a Process

Referral made to Clear Track

Clear Track Pre-Sentence Assessment

Offender Assessed as Suitable
to attend the Clear Track

Offender Assessed as Unsuitable
to attend the Clear Track Project

Assessment Suitability Feedback
to Local Probation Officer

Probation Service Pre-Sentence Report
– Excluding Clear Track as a
Sentencing Option due to Unsuitability

Probation Service Pre-Sentence
Report - Including Clear Track as a
Sentencing Option due to Suitability

Sentencing Decision

Sentencing Decision
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Standard delivery report
completed with full offender
assessment – report recommends
Offender is Suitable to attend the
Clear Track project

Standard delivery report
completed with full offender
assessment – report recommends
Offender is Unsuitable to attend
the Clear Track project

Circumstances of case indicate
that the courts must adjourn for
three weeks to complete a
Standard Delivery Report

Offender assessed as Suitable
to attend Clear Track
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Offender
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Clear Track

Fast delivery report
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report needed – court
adjourns for three
weeks

Sentencing Decision
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harm
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prepared same day
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indicate a Fast Delivery
Report is appropriate

Court ask Probation Service for pre-sentence report

Offender assessed as Unsuitable
to attend Clear Track

Offender Referred to
Clear Track by the
Probation Service

Low level of
seriousness and risk –
court sentence without
pre-sentence report

Figure AERIII 7.2: Offenders Progression through the Court System and Referral onto the Clear Track Project (Revised)*

Table FR08/09 9.13: Sentencing Disposal by Court Type for those Referrals made to Clear Track and
Assessed as Unsuitable
Sentencing Disposal

• Sentencing disposal
for those referrals
made to the Clear
Track project who
were assessed as
unsuitable (n=16)*

Court Type

Court
Location

Custody

Suspended
Sentence

Community
Order

Magistrates’
courts (n=10)

South Shields
(n=2)

n=0

n=1

n=1

Sunderland
(n=8)

n=4

n=2

n=2

Newcastle
(n=2)

n=2

n=0

n=0

Crown Court
(n=2)

*For four young offenders it was not known which court they sentenced at or which sentencing disposal they received.

7.34. These inappropriate referrals maybe indicative of the pressures felt by referring agencies to increase
the quantity of referrals made to the Clear Track project. Equally so, this could also be a reflection of the
lack of clarity around the Clear Track referral criteria. Nevertheless, of the total number of referrals made to
the project during the research phase (n=47) only three were inappropriately referred, indicating a margin of
error of 6%. This then suggests that the eligibility criteria for the Clear Track project was successfully
implemented by the referring agencies, and that promotional efforts made by the Clear Track management
team clearly maximised awareness amongst Probation Service staff members, as well as other referring
agency staff members.
7.35. The research findings go onto indicate, that of the 16 young offenders who were referred to the
project and assessed as unsuitable, four46 young offenders had been inappropriately assessed as unsuitable by
the Clear Track management team. These four potential candidates were assessed as being unsuitable to
attend the project for the following reasons: one young offender ‘failed to attend the Clear Track assessment
interview’, one young offender ‘lacked motivation’, one young offender ‘had health problems’, and one
young offender ‘had drug and alcohol problems’. The descriptions presented here fail to reflect the preestablished specifications outlined in the Clear Track suitability criterion, which determines how candidates
will be appropriately selected to attend the project. Clear Track will not be suitable for those offenders who
are assessed as high or very high risk of harm to the public, sex offenders, violent offenders, and/or offenders
with sever mental health problems (refer to section 7.5). It could be suggested that, what appears to be
positive discrimination within the assessment process could actually be a reflection of the failings of the
documentation requirements of the assessment procedure. That is, descriptions presented within the
assessment documentation may not have accurately reproduced the information gathered at the face-to-face
assessment, indicating that the Clear Track management team may have exercised appropriate discretion in
the interpersonal screening of candidates.

46

These four young offenders went on to receive a suspended sentence (n=2), a community order (n=1) and
imprisonment (n=1).
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7.36. Participation within the Clear Track programme was initially voluntary, meaning that young
offenders were able to choose whether or not they wanted the courts to consider Clear Track as a sentencing
option within the remit of a Community Order. This was primarily decided at the eligibility and suitability
stage of the assessment process, where the young offender was consulted to see if they would like to engage
with the project. Potential Clear Track candidates, who were essentially assessed as suitable to participate in
the project, could in essence decline the offer of a place at the project. However, once sentenced by the
courts to the Clear Track project as part of a generic community order, compliance from the young offender
to engage with the programme was essential at all levels of the community order to ensure that the maximum
potential benefits of the programme, and essentially the community order, were realised. Where some
sentencing options may disempower or undermine the concerns voiced by young offenders in terms of
meeting the demands of a judicial ruling, Clear Track’s assessment process actively encouraged offenders to
vocalise their concerns around completing the programme through choice and decision-making. However, in
some instances, when young offenders were offered the option to attend Clear Track they refused on the
justification that ‘prison would be an easier option’47. With this in mind, two young offenders who had been
appropriately referred to the project but had expressed an unwillingness to participate with Clear Track,
subsequently went onto receive a suspended sentence48 and six months imprisonment49. This then implies
that as a last sentencing option before custody, Clear Track could have offered justices an alternative
sentencing option had the young offenders been able to consider the benefits of attending the project.

§ Clear Track Referrals Assessed as Suitable
7.37. Of the research sample (n=47), thirty-one (66%) young offenders who were referred to the project
were assessed as suitable candidates to attend Clear Track. However, even if a young offender is deemed as
an eligible and suitable candidate it does not necessarily mean that they will be sentenced to the Clear Track
project as part of an overall generic community order. This is because the courts retain sentencing
discretion; should the courts feel that the proposed sentencing suggestion50 is inappropriate, justices can
impose an alternative sentence. With this in mind almost one third (n=9, 29%) of those young offenders who

47

The evaluation observed that some young offenders expressed that they would rather receive a custodial sentence
than a community order. This was because the young offenders felt that a few months imprisonment would be an
‘easier’ option than a 12 month or 18 month community order. They also recognised that receiving a custodial sentence
would mean that, at the time of sentencing, outstanding offences could be taken into consideration (TICs) including any
pending offences. This clearly suggests an understanding of the criminal justice system, however, some young
offenders failed to recognise the seriousness and weightiness of a custodial disposal and the significance that this may
have had upon future sentencing decisions.
48

This young offender was sentenced at South Shields magistrates’ courts, the suspended sentence was an 18 month
Community Order including unpaid work and probation supervision.
49

This young offender was sentenced at Sunderland magistrates’ courts.

50

Pre-sentence Reports (PSRs) are an important tool in assisting the courts to reach an appropriate sentencing decision.
A PSR includes information relating to the offender, the offence committed, offending history, risk posed to the public
of re-offending and sentencing conclusions, as well as information relating to the offenders background for example,
education, employment status and family background. For more information relating to the role of Pre-Sentence
Reports and the Clear Track project, refer to Campbell and Lewis (2007b), Second Annual Evaluation Report of Clear
Track, Phase II Report AERII/08/07, August 2007, Section 9, page 20.
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Sunderland (n=2)

Youth Court (n=2)

n=0

n=3

n=2

Houghton le
Spring (n=3)

Newcastle (n=6)

n=1

Custody

Sunderland (n=18)

Crown Court
(n=6)

Magistrates’
courts (n=21)

Court Location

n=0

n=1

n=0

n=0

Suspended /
Deferred
Sentence

n=1

n=2

n=1

n=17

Community Order – with
Clear Track as a
requirement

n=1*

n=0

n=0

n=0

Community Order
– without Clear
Track

n=0

n=0

n=0

n=0

Unknown
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# Clear Track documentation and Probation Service documentation did not state the sentencing court for two young offenders who were assessed as suitable to attend Clear Track, however one offender
received a Community Order with a Clear Track requirement and the other young offender sentencing disposal was not known.

*For one young offender, Clear Track was not a requirement of their Community Order; however, this offender attended the project voluntarily.

• Sentencing
disposal for those
referrals made to
the Clear Track
project who were
assessed as
suitable (n=29)#

Court Type

Sentencing Disposal

Table FR08/09 9.14: Sentencing Disposal by Court Type for Referrals Assessed as Suitable to attend Clear Track

were assessed as suitable to attend Clear Track received an alternative sentence from the courts. This
included imprisonment (n=6), a deferred sentence (n=1)51, and a community order (n=1)52. This indicates
that for six young offenders the courts felt that their offending was so serious that custody was inevitable
(refer to table FR08/09 9.14).
7.38. Of the thirty one young offenders who were assessed as suitable to attend the project, twenty-three
went onto start the Clear Track project. For one young offender Clear Track was not a requirement of their
community order, however, they attended the project voluntarily.
7.39. In conclusion: of the forty-seven young offenders who were assessed as eligible to attend Clear
Track, not all of the offenders went onto start the project. In total 24 young offenders did not start the Clear
Track project, this was partly because, once assessed as eligible by a referring agency, some candidates were
not assessed as suitable to attend the project (n=16); and also because some candidates were not sentenced to
the Clear Track project by the courts (n=8)53.
7.40. This then indicates that potential candidates where filtered at three phases of the selection criteria.
Initially, a referring agency would need to consider a candidate eligible to attend Clear Track in accordance
with the eligibility criteria. A candidate’s suitability would then be assessed by the Clear Track management
team; and finally, a candidate would need to be sentenced to the project by the courts. The evaluation
suggests that on occasions both the Clear Track management team and the courts exercised their discretion
when selecting appropriate candidates and when sentencing young offenders.
7.41. The un/suitability of potential candidates who were referred to Clear Track was a fundamental aspect
in determining which participants were able to go onto start the project and which participants were not.
Thus documentation of information relating to the un/suitability of potential candidates was essential in
determining the effectiveness of the referral and assessment model, as well as contributing towards an
understanding of how Clear Track works, for which participants and why. A failure by the Clear Track
management team in consistently documenting this information may have been a reflection of a lack of
vigilance in relation to their documentation process, or it may have been due to a lack of awareness of the
extent to which such practices influence ‘best practice’ (refer to section 7.35 and footnote 45).
7.42. Although at this stage it is unknown how many potential candidates were filtered out at the
eligibility stage of the selection criteria by referring agencies, the research does illustrate that a third of
potential candidates were filtered out at the suitability assessment stage, and almost a third of potential
candidates were filtered out at the sentencing stage of the selection process. The Clear Track referral process
was largely dependent upon the service of probation officers in recommending potential clients to the project
which may account for the limited and limiting number of potential referrals made to the project. It could be
suggested that a more significant involvement from other agencies, such as the police service, the courts, and

51

After completing the four month deferred sentence this young offender went onto be sentenced to Clear Track.

52

This young offender received a community order by the courts that did not include Clear Track as a specified activity
requirement, however, the young offender thought that they would benefit from the project and thus volunteered to
attend Clear Track. For one young offender it was not know what sentence they went on to receive.

53

One offender was not sentenced to the Clear Track project, but attended voluntarily. These reasons have been
discussed in detail within the section ‘Clear Track referral assessed as unsuitable’.
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the Youth Offending Service54, at a steering group level and at the implementation stage could have assisted
in increasing the number of potential eligible referrals made to Clear Track.
7.43. On the whole, the research indicates that the eligibility criteria were successfully implemented.
However, because it is not known how many potential candidates were discounted at the eligibility stage it
would be precarious to suggest that the eligibility criteria were successful overall. It could further be
suggested that the Clear Track promotional material and the infrastructure of the Probation Service aided the
implementation of the referral process. However, this level of endorsement was not echoed between the
Clear Track management team and the judicial court system. This is may be because representation from the
court system was absent during the life of the pilot project, including the developmental and implementation
stages. As a result, Clear Track was largely dependent upon the assistance of the Probation Service to
promote the project to magistrates and Crown Court judges.
7.44. The evaluation concludes that despite more than reasonable efforts made by the Clear Track
management team to improve the consistency and effectiveness of the referral process as a whole, the overall
process failed to provide Clear Track with the relevant number of suitable candidates with which to engage.
Thus, the evaluation suggests that the Clear Track project could have benefited from the implementation of a
multiple agency referral process.

8. Clear Track Participants when Compared to those Young Offenders
who did not Start the Project
8.1.
Twenty-three (49%) young offenders were assessed as suitable to attend Clear Track and went onto
to start the project55.
8.2.
Hendon Probation Office referred the most young offenders to the project (n=18), of which the
largest proportion (n=10) of young offenders who were assessed as suitable and went on to start the project
indicating that Hendon probation office made the most suitable referrals. Southwick probation office made
the second highest number of referrals to the project (n=14), however, only three young offenders who were
assessed as suitable went onto start the project, indicating that Southwick probation office made
proportionately the most unsuitable number of referrals (refer to table FR08/09 9.15).
8.3.
When considering sentencing, young offenders who were referred to the project were more likely to
be sentenced at Sunderland magistrates’ court (n=26) than any other court. This was the same for those
young offenders who had started the Clear Track project (n=17) and for those young offenders who had not
(n=9), (refer to table FR08/09 9.16).
8.4.
Of the eight offenders who were sentenced at Newcastle Crown court, six (75%) went on to receive
a custodial or a suspended/deferred sentence and two (25%) went onto be sentenced to the Clear Track

54

The Clear Track management team and its steering group encouraged the involvement of a variety of relevant
agencies at the developmental stage of the pilot project, including representation from the police and the court services
at a steering group level. This is discussed in more detail in section 6.11, the steering group and its influences

55

Twenty-four young offenders who were referred to Clear Track did not start the programme, of which 16 were
assessed as unsuitable and eight were assessed as suitable.
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Crown Court
(n=6)

Magistrates’
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n=2
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n=1
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# Clear Track documentation and Probation Service documentation did not state the sentencing court or the sentencing disposal for five young offenders who did not start the Clear Track project.

• Sentencing
disposal for those
offenders who did
not start the Clear
Track project
(n=19)#

• Sentencing
disposal for those
offenders who
started the Clear
Track project
(n=23)

Court Type

Sentencing Disposal

Table FR08/09 9.16: Sentencing Disposal by Court Type for Clear Track Participants when Compared to those Young Offenders who did not Start the Project

project. In comparison, of the thirty-one offenders who were sentenced at a magistrates’ court, ten (32%)
went on to receive a custodial or a suspended/deferred sentence and twenty one (68%) went onto receive a
community sentence. Indicating that within the research sample, Clear Track referrals were more likely to
receive a custodial or suspended/deferred sentence at Newcastle Crown Court than at a local magistrates’
court. Similarly, Clear Track referrals were more likely to receive a community sentence at a local
magistrates’ court than at Newcastle Crown Court. No offenders were sentenced to custody at the local
youth court, however, two offenders who were sentenced at the local youth court both went onto receive a
community sentence (refer to table FR08/09 9.16).
8.5.
For those young offenders who did not start the Clear Track project (n=24), the largest proportion
received an immediate custodial sentence or a suspended/deferred custodial sentence (n=16).
8.6.
The behaviour of seventeen young offenders’ who were referred to the project was considered ‘so
serious’ that they had been remanded in custody before sentencing. Ten young offenders who were
remanded in custody went onto start the Clear Track project and seven young offenders did not. Of the
seven young offenders who did not start the Clear Track project, five were sentenced to custody and two
offenders’ received a suspended sentence.

Table FR08/09 9.15: The Referring Agency of Clear Track Participants when Compared to those Young
Offenders who did not Start the Project.

*The referring agency was not known for two young offenders who did not start the Clear Track project.
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Table FR08/09 9.17: The Proportion of Clear Track Participants by Age when Compared to those Young
Offenders who did not Start the Project.

*Clear Track documentation did not state the age of one offender who started the Clear Track project and the age of five offenders
who did not start the Clear Track project. The age demarcation of offenders who were referred to the project increased after the
evaluation research data collection phase.

§

Clear Track Participants and Age Demarcation

8.7.
Young offenders are technically aged between 18-21 years and are the responsibility of NOMS, and
managed either through community sentences, or custodial sentences in young offender institutions. Young
adult offenders, technically aged between 21-25 years, are also the responsibility of NOMS; however they
are managed either through community sentences or custodial sentences in an adult prison.
8.8.
During the developmental stages of the Clear Track project, the project aimed to engage with young
adult offenders aged 18-21 years. It was recognised that young offenders were marginalised within the
Criminal Justice System as a result of their age. The Criminal Justice System treats everyone over the age of
18 years as adults and as a result young offenders and young adult offenders are treated as if they are fully
mature and responsible for their behaviour. Yet, young adults often need continuing support into their
twenties to ensure that they do not ‘fall-back’ and that progress is sustained beyond immediate crisis. With
this in mind, young offenders and young adult offenders are often described as occupying a form of limbo
within the Criminal Justice System and as a result, are increasingly being held in adult prisons where their
needs are not being met (Social Exclusion Unit 2005). With this in mind, Clear Track aimed to provide an
intervention that addressed and supported the complex needs and offending related needs which young
people face in the transition into adulthood.
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8.9.
The most common age group for the young offenders who were referred to the Clear Track project
was 18 years old56. This was the same for those young offenders who started the project and for those young
offenders who did not. On average, an offender who was referred to the project was more likely to be 19
years of age; this was the same for those offenders who started the project and for those offenders who did
not start the project57 (refer to table FR08/09 9.17).
8.10. By targeting a specific age group, the Clear Track project has helped challenge the way in which the
Criminal Justice System perceives the complex needs of young adults and their offending behaviour.
However, with a view to increasing the Clear Track referral rate the project’s Steering Group committee
explored the advantages of increasing the age demarcation, from 18-21 years to 18-25 years58. The
opportunity to work alongside an older client group was introduced in June 2008. From June 2008 until
Clear Track ceased service delivery in December 2008 the project received 14 referrals, of which 36% (n=5)
were aged over 21 years59. Adopting a net-widening approach to increase the number of referrals made to
the project, yielded an increase in referrals by one-third during this six month period, suggesting that future
Clear Track projects could benefit from similar policy decisions.
8.11. For those young offenders who started the Clear Track project (n=23), the majority were male
(n=21) and two were female. Similarly, for those young offenders who did not start the project (n=24), the
majority were male (n=22) and two were female.
8.12. All those young offenders who started the Clear Track project (n=23) classed their ethnicity as white
British nationals. For those young offenders who did not start the project (n=24), sixteen classed their
ethnicity as white British nationals, and for eight offenders their ethnicity was unknown60.

§

Level of Seriousness of Offending Behaviour

8.13. According to the risk principle (Andrews et al 1990, Andrews and Bonta 1994), in order to reduce
recidivism, an offender’s risk level should match treatment provisions. For example, low intensity
interventions should be designed to address low risk offending behaviour, and more intensive interventions
for higher risk offending behaviour. Furthermore, treatment for offending behaviour is most effective when
provided to young adult offenders who are at the highest risk of re-offending and that the lower the
offender’s risk, the less likely the intervention will be effective (US Department of Justice 2000, Stenson and
56

This measure of central tendency represents the mode of distribution for the ‘age of young offenders referred to Clear
Track’.
57

This measure of central tendency represents the mean of distribution for the ‘age of young offenders referred to Clear
Track’.

58

For the purposes of providing a valid research sample the increased age demarcation was postponed until after the
evaluation research data collection was completed. The data collection phase was completed in May 2008, thus the
opportunity for Clear Track to work alongside an older client group commenced in June 2008.

59

The number of referrals that were aged over 21 years equates to 7% of all referrals made (n=63) during the life of the
project.
60

Information relating to ethnicity and citizenship was predominately drawn from OASys documentation, courtesy of
the local Northumbria Probation Service; in some instances this information was not documented for reasons unknown
to the evaluation team. Subsequently, missing data which has been drawn from the probation OASys documentation
may be presented here.
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Sullivan 2001). With this in mind, the Clear Track management team aimed to engage with young adult
offenders who at the time of sentencing would have otherwise received a prison custodial sentence.
8.14. The level of seriousness of a young person’s offending behaviour is a primary contributory factor for
justices when considering the type and length of sentencing disposals available to the courts. When
considering a custodial or community sentencing disposal, justices typically adjourn or stand-down a case for
the preparation of a pre-sentence report (PSR). A pre-sentence report assists the courts to reach an
appropriate sentencing decision by providing justices with information about the offender and their offending
background, as well as other vital information for example the level of risk an individual may pose to
themselves and others. The type of sentencing disposal being considered by the courts is indicated to the
pre-sentence report writer prior to the preparation of the pre-sentence report and prior to a sentencing
decision being made.
8.15. The level of seriousness of offending and the purpose of sentencing are two ways in which justices
direct pre-sentence report writers to consider and propose the types of sentencing options that may be
available to the courts. The level of seriousness and the purpose of sentencing that is indicated by justices
should clearly reflect the offending behaviour of the individual being sentenced. With this in mind, presentence report writers would consider and propose sentences which reflect a level of seriousness of low,
medium, high risk of custody, and/or a sentence that would reflect a rationale of reparation, crime reduction,
reform, public protection, rehabilitation, or punishment. Sentencing decisions are ultimately the discretion of
the courts; however, pre-sentence reports provide necessary information with regards to the impact that a
sentencing decision may have upon an offender’s lifestyle, for example the imposition of a custodial
sentence may mean an offender loses their job or their home, or that a community order with a requirement
of unpaid work may be unachievable for an offender with a physical inability or mental health needs.

Table FR08/09 9.18: The Level of Seriousness of Offending Behaviour of Clear Track Participants when
Compared to those Young Offenders who did not Start the Project.

* The level of seriousness of offending is not indicated on a Crown court pre-sentence report (n=8) or a Youth Court pre-sentence
report (n=2). In addition to this, the Probation Service documentation did not state the level of seriousness of offending for 11 young
offenders.
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8.16. When considering the level of seriousness of a young persons offending behaviour, the courts
indicated that for the largest proportion of offenders61 (refer to table FR08/09 9.18) their offending behaviour
was so serious that custody was inevitable (n=14). This was the same for those young offenders who started
the Clear Track project (n=8) and for those young offenders who did not (n=6).
8.17. When considering the courts overall purpose for sentencing, the largest proportion of offenders
(n=17) were sentenced for the intention of punishment, this was the same for those offenders who started the
Clear Track project (n=9) and for those offenders who did not (n=8). With the courts least favouring
reparation as a rationale for sentencing (n=2) for those offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track,
whereas crime reduction (n=2) was the least favoured as a rationale for sentencing for those offenders who
were not sentenced to the project (refer to table FR08/09 9.19).
8.18. In contrast, when asked whether they thought of Clear Track as a punishment (n=18)62, the majority
(n=11) of young offenders who attended the project did not view Clear Track as a punishment. However,
five young offenders did feel that Clear Track was a punishment, and two young offenders felt that it was
and was not a punishment.
Those offenders who mentioned that they did not view Clear Track as a punishment mentioned that this was
because they felt it was there to help.
Comments included:
“the tag is the punishment, Clear Track is to help” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 001/01)
“they are trying to help you, keep you out of jail” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 005/01)
“in a way yes and in a way no - my tag feels like a punishment but living here feels more like trying to sort
my life out” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 008/01)
“because it's a chance to change your life around” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/01)
“it's giving me an opportunity to sort my life out and get it back on track” (SPSS Identifier and Stage
021/01)
Other comments included:
“…if I didn’t do what I did, I wouldn’t be given the opportunity to basically to kick start to get my life back
onto track. Cause before Clear Track I was living at the Salvation Army, and that was not good. I was
drinking everyday, everything basically I do it cause I don’t want to feel left out places and that. And this
gives us a kick start…they basically get your life back on track, and the YMCA and Salvation Army they are
not bothered as long as they get the rent off you” (Interviewee 21).
“…it was my fault. My fault, my punishment….Now I just cannot get me head around it. I just sit most
nights in me room and cry, I can get me anger out that way….” (Interviewee 22).

61

The level of seriousness of offending is not indicated on a Crown court pre-sentence report (n=8) or a Youth Court
pre-sentence report (n=2). In addition to this, Probation Service documentation did not state the level of seriousness for
11 young offenders.

62

Within the research sample group (n=47), twenty-three young offenders attended the Clear Track project, of which
eighteen young offenders completed a stage one questionnaire during their first few weeks of being at the programme,
refer to appendice I Evaluation Research Methodology.
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Table FR08/09 9.19: The Courts Purpose of Sentencing for Clear Track Participants when Compared to
those Young Offenders who did not Start the Project.

*More than one ‘purpose of sentencing’ may have been stated by the courts for each individual. The purpose of sentencing was not
indicated on the Crown court pre-sentence reports (n=8) or the Youth court pre-sentence report (n=2). The Probation Service
documentation did not state the purpose of sentencing for 20 young offenders.

8.19. In conclusion, the research findings indicate that referring agencies and sentencers observed the level
of seriousness and the purpose of sentencing for the offending behaviour of those young offenders who were
referred to the Clear Track project, including for those who were sentenced to the project. In this respect, the
evaluation suggests that the Clear Track project engaged with young offenders whose offending was so
serious that they would have otherwise received a prison custodial sentence. In contrast however, the young
offenders who attended the Clear Track project recognised that the project was there to help them address
their offending behaviour, and was not as serious a punishment as the electronic curfew element of their
community order.

§

Risk of Serious Harm

8.20. To assist with the assessment and supervision of offenders, the Home Office sponsored the
development of a needs/risk assessment tool for adult offenders known as the Offender Assessment System
(OASys). Developed jointly by the Prison Service and the Probation Service, OASys was designed to assist
practitioners assess how likely an offender is to re-offend and the likely seriousness of any offence they are
likely to commit (National Probation Service 2002). OASys as a diagnostic measurement tool is used by the
Probation Service to inform PSRs.
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Table FR08/09 9.20: The Likelihood of Serious Harm for Clear Track Participants when Compared to those
Offenders who did not Start the Project*
Clear Track Participants
(n=16)

Children

Known Adult

Public

Staff

Prisoners

Non-starts (n=20)

Low

Medium

Missing

Low

Medium

Missing

Risk in community

n=11

n=3

n=2

n=17

n=0

n=3

Risk in custody

n=13

n=0

n=3

n=17

n=0

n=3

Risk in community

n=6

n=9

n=1

n=14

n=3

n=3

Risk in custody

n=13

n=0

n=3

n=16

n=1

n=3

Risk in community

n=5

n=10

n=1

n=4

n=13

n=3

Risk in custody

n=13

n=0

n=3

n=16

n=1

n=3

Risk in community

n=12

n=2

n=2

n=16

n=2

n=2

Risk in custody

n=12

n=1

n=3

n=17

n=0

n=3

Risk in custody

n=13

n=0

n=3

n=0

n=1

n=5

*Of the twenty-three participants who attended Clear Track, sixteen participants had OASys assessment documentation
and seven did not. Of the twenty-four referrals who did not start the Clear Track project, twenty young offenders had
OASys assessment documentation and four did not.

8.21. The level of risk an individual may pose to themselves, to others, and to children influences sentence
planning, particularly in relation to issues around suicide, self-harm, coping in custody or a hostel setting.
Other risks such as control issues and risks around absconding, are an essential element for consideration in
order to reduce the potential risk of causing serious harm. In accordance with OASys ‘All offenders have
potential for harm. There is no such thing as NO RISK’, therefore an offender may present a level of risk of
serious harm of low, medium, high or very high to the public, prisoners, known adults, staff or another
offender in a custody or community setting (OASys User Manual 200263).
8.22. When considering the risk of serious harm64 an offender may pose, the majority of offenders who
were referred to the project were considered ‘low risk’ and no offenders who were referred to the project
were considered ‘high risk’ or ‘very high risk’ (refer to table FR08/09 9.20). However, some offenders who
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The Offender Assessment System OASys User Manual (2002) was acquired courtesy of the London Probation
Service HQ.

64

‘Serious harm’ can be defined as an event which is life-threatening and/or traumatic and from which recovery,
whether physical or psychological, can be expected to be difficult or impossible. Risk of serious harm is the likelihood
of this event happening.
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participated in the Clear Track project were considered ‘medium risk in the community’ to a ‘known adult65’
(n=9) and ‘medium risk in the community’ to the ‘public’ (n=10).
8.23. On the whole this suggests that those young offenders who were referred to the Clear Track project
were considered low-risk by the referring agency, with some young offenders considered low to medium risk
in the community. This then indicates that the Clear Track project was more likely to engage with low-risk
young offenders as specified within the project’s aim.

8.24. In Summary, the average Clear Track participant was more likely to be a male, white, British
national aged 19 years.
8.25. The Clear Track project accomplished its aim of working with young offenders aged 18-21 years,
however, in an attempt to increase the number of relevant referrals made to the project via referring agencies
the Clear Track management team and its Steering Group considered increasing the project’s age
demarcation from 18-21 years to 18-25 years. By increasing the age demarcation for the project’s targeted
age group, Clear Track was able to increase the number of referrals made to the project by one-third during a
six month period and by 7% during the life of the project, suggesting that future Clear Track projects could
benefit from similar policy decisions.
8.26. The offending behaviour of those young offenders referred to the project was so serious that custody
was inevitable. For seventeen young offenders their offending behaviour was considered so serious that they
had been remanded in custody prior to sentencing. Overall indicating that Clear Track participated with
those young offenders whose offending behaviour was so serious that they would have otherwise received an
immediate custodial sentence or a suspended/deferred custodial sentence.
8.27. On the whole, sentencers considered punishment as the most appropriate rationale for sentencing;
however the young offenders who attended the Clear Track project felt that the project was designed to help
them address their offending behaviour, describing the curfew requirement of their Community Order as a
punishment.
8.28. Young offenders who were referred to the project were on the whole considered to be low-risk of
serious harm, with some young offenders considered medium to high risk of serious harm in the community.
Thus, indicating that the Clear Track project was more likely to engage with low-risk young offenders as
opposed to high-risk or very high risk offenders.
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Risk to known adult - harm to a particular individual, for example, a previous victim, partner, someone against whom
the offender has a grudge.
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Process and Structure: Criteria for Service Delivery and Good Practice

Actual Outcome: The effectiveness of the referral process is paramount to the functioning of Clear
Track as service to the Criminal Justice System. Clear Track, as a not-for-profit service, was
provided by Springboard Sunderland and CSV at no additional cost to the Criminal Justice System.
The Clear Track referral process was largely dependent upon the collaboration, cooperation and
working partnerships of the Clear Track management team and the local Probation Service. The
Clear Track project was unable to meet its original target of engaging with 50 young adult offenders
per year, this was partly because of an insufficient number of potential candidates being referred to
the project and partly because of an insufficient number of candidates starting the project.
Establishing a working partnership with the local Probation Service enabled Clear Track to receive
the majority of its referrals. Liaising directly with the local courts and the Youth Offending Service
proved an essential element to increasing the number of potential referrals made to the project.
Due to the limited number of referrals made to the project, Clear Track increased its age
demarcation from 18-21 to 18-25 years of age, adopting a net-widening approach in this way
increased the number of referrals by one-third during a six month period and by 7% over the life of
the project.
Clear Track was able to work more effectively when the project and its management team engaged
with low to medium risk young adult offenders aged 18-25 who at the time of sentencing would
have otherwise received a custodial sentence (immediate and suspended).

Areas of Best Practice: The Clear Track management team made more than reasonable efforts to
improve the consistency and effectiveness of the referral process; this included increasing awareness
amongst sentencers and local probation staff, developing effective working relationships directly with
the local courts and the Youth Offending Service, and a review of Clear Track’s age demarcation.
Concluding Recommendation: To increase the number of potential referrals, future stakeholders and
policy makers should consider the benefit of introducing a multi-agency referral process with a view to
engaging with young offenders aged 18-25years.
Implications for Future Policy: Until significant changes in policy occur that aim to promote and
accommodate a diverse and flexible sentencing framework, penal reform through the existing
infrastructure of the Criminal Justice System will be unable to feasibly accommodate alternative
sentencing options such as Clear Track.
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9. Tailoring Clear Track as a Specified Activity Requirement

Process and Structure: Clear Track Interventions and Activities
Clear Track Aim:
·
To develop a holistic approach to support young adult offenders, addressing
accommodation, employment, training, education and other needs such as social support.
·

To support offenders in a community setting.

Expected Outcome:
·
To provide a range of work-based learning activities, interventions and unpaid voluntary
work for participants at Clear Track.
·

To provide an average length of stay of up to 16 weeks

9.1.
For a young offender to be sentenced to the Clear Track project the courts would need to impose a
community order with a requirement of a specified activity, and that the number of days specified to
participate in the activity requirement must not exceed 60 days. However, the courts were not able to
sentence a young offender to Clear Track as an activity requirement unless it had been specified by the
Probation Service in a pre-sentence report (PSR), as outlined in the CJA 2003. Thus, all referrals made to
the Clear Track project, be it via the Probation Service or another referring agency, would need to be
recommended to the courts as a viable candidate for a Clear Track sentence.
9.2.
Clear Track as an activity requirement originally aimed to consist of a 16 week programme, equating
to 112 days. However, due to the limitations of the CJA 2003, the courts were unable to sentence a young
offender to Clear Track for longer than 60 days as a specified activity requirement of an overall community
order. With this in mind, Clear Track participants worked towards challenging their offending behaviour
through the delivery of a wide range of interventions through a structured weekly programme of
interdependent concurrent activities that comprised of compulsory and voluntary elements ordered around a
60 day timeframe.
9.3.
A weekly programme comprised of a range of compulsory elements that amounted to the 60 day
activity requirement as outlined in the CJA 2003, section 201, and a complementary programme of voluntary
activities. In essence, a typical Clear Track day consisted of both compulsory and complementary elements.
9.4.
A compulsory element of the programme included activities such as work-based learning, basic
skills, probation supervision, and other such specified activities that were deemed as essential components of
the participant’s structured programme. Non-compliance of a compulsory aspect of the programme resulted
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in breach66 of the activity requirement of the community order. A complementary element of the programme
included voluntary activities such as sporting, cultural and recreational pursuits, basic living skills and so on
(refer to appendice II, figure AERIII 7.3, p128 and figure FR08/09 9.21, p129). Non-compliance of these
elements of the order did not constitute a breach of the overall community order as participation was
voluntary. However, compliance from Clear Track participants was considered essential at all levels of the
order to ensure that the maximum potential benefits of the programme and, essentially, that the community
order was realised. Furthermore, Clear Track participants were encouraged to engage with the programme at
all times67.
9.5.
The young offenders who started the project were sentenced to Clear Track as a specified activity
requirement of an overall community order, with the exception of one young offender who volunteered to
attend the project. This means that all twenty-three young offenders who started the programme will have
received a community order of varying lengths with varied additional requirements.
9.6.
The length of a community order for those offenders who started the Clear Track programme was
commonly 12 months (n=10) or 18 months (n=8). For five young offenders the length of their community
order was not known68.
9.7.
Those young offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track (n=22)69 as a specified activity
requirement of an overall community order commonly received additional requirements of probation
supervision, residence, and a curfew or electronic curfew70. The largest proportion of young offenders
received a community order with a residence requirement71 (n=20), however, for two young offenders the
courts felt that it would be more appropriate for the offenders to remain in their supportive home
environment. Other additional community order conditions included unpaid work, Addressing Substance
Related Offending (ASRO), disqualification from driving, compensation order, and court costs.
66

A breach of a compulsory element of the Clear Track project for its participants was commonly because of noncompliance with the project, because the young offender absconded from the project, or because the young offender
was recalled to court and had their community order revoked and re-sentenced as a result of an outstanding sentence or
because they had committed a further offence.
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For more information relating to Clear Track as a specified activity refer to Campbell E and Lewis DM (2007a), Biannual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase II Report ERII/03/07, March 2007, Newcastle University, section 10,
page 15.

68

Information relating to sentencing disposals for the Clear Track participants was predominately drawn from OASys
documentation, courtesy of the local Northumbria Probation Service; in some instances this information was not
documented for reasons unknown to the evaluation team. This information was not collected by the Clear Track
management team, a failure by the Clear Track management team in consistently documenting this information may
have been a reflection of a lack of vigilance in relation to their documentation process, or it may have been due to a lack
of awareness of the extent to which such practices influence ‘best practice’. Subsequently, missing data which has been
drawn from the probation OASys documentation or Clear Track documentation may be presented here.

69

Although 23 young offenders started the Clear Track project, only 22 were sentenced by the courts to Clear Track.
This was because one young offender attended the project voluntarily.
70

The types of additional requirements imposed are not known for all of those young offenders who started the Clear
Track project. However, information drawn from the probation documentation indicates that for twelve young
offenders who did start the Clear Track project it is known that some young offenders received a specified activity
requirement (n=12), a supervision requirement (n=12), a curfew requirement (n=12), a residence requirement (n=10),
compensation order (n=2), unpaid work requirement (n=1), and court costs (n=1).

71

The court may instruct an offender to reside at a specified approved residence; this may include a hostel or a private
address.
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9.8.
Providing enhanced residential supervision in a community setting for Clear Track’s participants
was a fundamental aspect of the project’s service delivery. Initially, Clear Track aimed to provide an
average length of stay of up to 16 weeks (approximately 112 days), however, due to the constraints of the
CJA 2003, Clear Track was restricted to providing a 60 day compulsory programme of the specified activity
requirement, as part of an overall community order. However, young offenders who participated in the
programme could continue to voluntarily engage with the project after they had completed their 60 day
programme.
9.9.
Of the twenty-three young offenders who started the Clear Track programme, eight young offenders
completed the 60 day compulsory element of the specified activity requirement and fifteen young offenders
did not. The most number of days a young offender could complete as part of the programme was 60 days;
completing 60 days of the specified activity was considered a successful completion, thus eight young
offenders completed the programme. The fifteen young offenders who did not complete the 60 day
compulsory element of the specified activity requirement breached at varying points throughout the
programme. The largest proportion of young offenders who breached the programme completed up to 21
days of the specified activity requirement (n=8). However, once a young offender had completed up to half
of their time at the project (approximately 30 days) they were less likely to breach Clear Track, with only
two young offenders breaching their order after 30 days 72.

§

Breach and Clear Track Participants

9.10. Of the twenty-three young offenders who started the Clear Track project, less than half (n=8, 35%),
had completed the 60 day element of the order. Failure to comply with the programme resulted in a breach
for 15 (65%) young offenders73, which subsequently resulted in their removal from the Clear Track Project.
When observing offenders breach behaviour it can be noted that offenders had displayed a tendency to
breach within the first three weeks of the programme (n=7) or before reaching the half-way point of the
sixteen week programme (n=6)74. Once an offender had completed ten weeks of the project they were more
likely to complete the programme in full. This indicates that the young offenders who were sentenced to
Clear Track were more likely to breach in the first half of their stay at the project, suggesting that this was
when they felt the most vulnerable. When asked about how they felt during their first few days at the project
(n=18), some young offenders mentioned that they felt positive about being at Clear Track (n=13), however,
five young offenders mentioned that they did not feel happy about being at the project.
72

Of the fifteen young offenders who did not complete the programme, some young offenders completed 8 days of the
programme (n=1), nine days (n=1), fifteen days (n=1), seventeen days (n=1), eighteen days (n=2), twenty-one days
(n=2), thirty-three days (n=1) and thirty-eight days of the programme (n=1). For five young offenders it is not known
how many days they completed of the Clear Track project.

73

Of the 15 young offenders who breached the Clear Track project, this was commonly because of non-compliance
with the project, because the young offender absconded from the project, or because the young offender was recalled to
court and had their community order revoked and re-sentenced as a result of an outstanding sentence or because they
had committed a further offence. However, one young offender had been recalled to court and re-sentenced as a result
of not complying with their community order; this young offender was considered in breach of the Clear Track project
even though s/he were not sentenced to the project and attended the project voluntarily.

74

Of the fifteen offenders who breached their community order and were removed from the Clear Track project, one
offender breached in week one, three offenders breached in week two and week three, two offenders breached in week
five, one offender breached in week six, three offenders breached in week three, and two offenders breached in week
ten.
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Positive comments included:
“happy, glad to be out of prison, happy that I had the opportunity to change” (SPSS Identifier and Stage
001/01)
“nice to have a roof over my head” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 013/01)
“alright, keeps us out of trouble if I wasn't here I'd just go out shoplifting again and drinking” (SPSS
Identifier and Stage 014/01)

Negative comments included:
“didn't feel comfortable, takes a few weeks for me to settle down, on a night time I can’t get to sleep, takes a
while, once I settle I'll be okay” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 004/01)
“I was nervous at first but I got settled in quite quick” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/01)
“felt a bit crap and shy at first, cooking and eating in front of people but I'm okay now” (SPSS Identifier and
Stage 008/01)
9.11. The evaluation observed that the Clear Track management team felt that the motivation and
compliance of a young offender who attended the programme was more effective when a young offender
resided at the Clear Track project and when an offender had an electronic curfew requirement. However, the
breach figures show that the majority of young offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track breached the
programme regardless of additional community order requirements, such as an electronic curfew or a
residence requirement.
9.12. When discussing their experiences of being at Clear Track, the young offenders expressed difficulty
maintaining compliance with the electronic curfew requirement of their overall community order.
Comments included:
“I didn’t want to come in at seven….like at seven o’clock it is still proper light, all me mates are out. Just
stuff like that. Shit, I hate coming in this house at seven o’clock” (Interviewee 04).
“bein’ in for seven – it’s really, really hard….cos you’ve just got like no freedom – y’ cannot go out, just
everything….a used t’ like – well, people used t’ come in mine n’ that n’ used to have a drink in mine cos a
used to have me own house, but now a just dinit see any of me mates or nowt, n’ it’s crap” (Interviewee 03).
“…like seven o’clock man am eighteen year awld man, its bang out of order….a’ve been threw out about
nine times, ten times maybe. A’ve been gaan out on Frida’ n’ am not getting’ back until Monda’ mornin’ n’
tha’ man….am like am eighteen year awld man, who wants t’ stop drinkin’ at seven o’clock?. Th’ dinnit
start goin’ t’ the pub ‘til five ye’ knaa wha’ a mean. The night begins at seven, y’knaa wha’ a mean….”
(Interviewee 05).
9.13. In contrast the young offenders who attended the Clear Track project expressed that they enjoyed the
residential aspect of the programme but found the curfew and electronic curfew element of the programme
difficult. When asked if they had breached their community order during the first week of being at Clear
Track (n=18)75, six young offenders mentioned that they had. Of which, five young offenders mentioned
that this was a result of breaching their electronic curfew and one young offender mentioned that this was
75

ibid

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 58

because they had failed to attend an appointment. When asked why they had breached their order, four
young offenders mentioned that this was because they were drunk or had been drinking; one young offender
mentioned that this was because of ‘bad influences’ and another young offender mentioned that this was
because of ‘family problems’.
9.14.

One young offender who discussed their breach behaviour commented:

Researcher:

Does it worry you that you’ve breached your tag?

Interviewee 05:

Nah, well it was worth it

Researcher:

Was it, why?

Interviewee 05:

Was just out ‘avin a session an’ tha’, n’ a mean a…a think a deserve it on a weekend
me…..y’ not allowed t’ drink in ‘ere, y’ not allowed t’ smoke in ‘ere

Researcher:

yeah

Interviewee 05:

….so a think y’ deserve a drink on a Frida’ night, on a Saturda’ night, y’ knaa what a
mean, a gaan t’ work – a’ve been behavin’

9.15.

Another young offender described the difficulties they experienced as a result of their curfew,

“it is…..n’ a dee it just gaan out wi’ me mates n’ tha’ like on a Frida’ night n’ stuff. Just…just a din’kna,
here a think, erm, it’s a bit too restricted for me, like how long a want to stay out….a just, a just, we’re
allowed people in but the’ not allowed them to stay n’ tha’….n’ like a divvent knaa, y’ not allowed….its
canny borin’ sittin’ by yourself all neet – there’s nowt much for y’ t’ dee except watch telly n’ tha’….”
(Interviewee 18).
9.16. Having considered the points raised here it becomes apparent that a young offender’s breach
behaviour was exasperated by their alcohol consumption and by their seven o’clock curfew. In an attempt to
increase motivation amongst the Clear Track participants to comply with the curfew element of their
Community Order, the Clear Track management team advocated a 10pm curfew. However, despite a
reduction in their curfew, the young offenders at Clear Track continued to breach this aspect of their
Community Order. Overall suggesting that a young offender who breached their curfew requirement can be
attributed to a lack of willingness to comply as opposed to the restrictions of their curfew.
9.17. In conclusion, due to the constraints of the CJA 2003, the courts were unable to sentence a young
offender to the Clear Track project for longer than 60 days as a specified activity requirement of an overall
community order. However, some young offenders continued to engage with the project on a voluntary level
after they had completed the compulsory 60 element of the Clear Track programme.
9.18. Of the twenty three young offenders who started the Clear Track project, less than half (n=8, 35%)
completed the 60 day element of the Clear Track programme. Failure to comply with the programme
resulted in breach for 15 (65%) young offenders, which subsequently resulted in their removal form Clear
Track. The young offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track were more likely to breach within the first
half of their stay at the project, suggesting that this was when they felt the most vulnerable. However, once
an offender had completed ten weeks of the project they were more likely to complete the programme in full.
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9.19. Not all of the young offenders who attended the project were actually sentenced to the project.
Similarly, not all of the young offenders who attended the project resided at Clear Track. The Clear Track
management team felt that the motivation and compliance of a young offender who attended the programme
was more effective when a young offender resided at the Clear Track project and when an offender had an
electronic curfew requirement as part of their overall Community Order. However, the breach figures
indicate that a young offender was more likely to breach the programme as a result of their alcohol
consumption and as a result of their curfew, regardless of the length of their curfew period.

Process and Structure: Clear Track Interventions and Activities
Actual Outcome: Providing enhanced residential supervision in a community setting for Clear Track
participants was a fundamental aspect to the service delivery of the project. However, due to the
constraints of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 the courts were unable to sentence a young offender to the
Clear Track project for longer than 60 days as a specified activity requirement of an overall community
order.
Clear Track provided a wide range of compulsory activities which amounted to the 60 day activity
requirement, and a complementary programme of voluntary activities. Clear Track participants
worked towards challenging their offending behaviour through the delivery of a wide range of
interventions through a structured weekly programme of interdependent concurrent activities ordered
around a 60 day timeframe in a community setting.

Areas of Best Practice: Where a custodial sentence excludes offenders from society through removing
them from their family and friends, and home and work environment, in a bid to protect the public by
reducing the likelihood of re-offending, Clear Track represents a more inclusive approach towards
rehabilitation and reparation. Clear Track achieved this by adopting a ‘no exclusion’ approach to its
structured activities and by encouraging individuals to engage with the daily regime of a tailored
programme, in an attempt to challenge an individual’s offending behaviour.

Concluding Recommendation: Young offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track were more likely
to breach in the first half of their stay at the project, suggesting that this was when they felt the most
vulnerable. With this in mind, offender managers would be able to assist an individual’s development
by paying particular attention to an offender’s willingness to comply with their community order at all
times throughout the programme, but especially during the initial period.

Implications for Future Policy: As a 60 day activity requirement of an overall Community Order,
Clear Track was able to provide the courts with an alternative sentencing option.
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The Impact Assessment of Clear Track76
Impact Assessment: Establishing Clear Track’s Effectiveness
Clear Track Aim: To establish whether Clear Track effectively addresses the offending
behaviour of its participants
Expected Outcome:
§

To measure change in behaviour and attitudes which occur throughout the treatment period

§

To provide participants with the opportunity to engage in constructive activities, such as
voluntary work, education and training upon leaving Clear Track

10. Contributory Factors towards the Offending Behaviour of Clear
Track Participants77
10.1. The need to rethink current custodial provisions as an intervention in reducing re-offending
behaviour has been the inspiration of the innovation of Clear Track, which in turn aimed to create change
through interactive interventions with young adult offenders. In order to understand a young person’s
offending (and re-offending) behaviour, it is necessary to consider motivational factors that might contribute
towards or influence an offender’s capacity to resist offending. Considering such factors will enable
offender managers to identify problematic areas that may contribute towards a young person’s offending
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The following results have been drawn from the survey results of stage one and stage two questionnaires of the
evaluation research findings of Clear Track’s offender survey, as well as 15 supplementary in-depth interviews with the
Clear Track participants. The in-depth interviews were designed to capture an offender’s perception of their offending
behaviour. The stage one questionnaire was designed to capture the views and experiences of the Clear Track
participants during the first few weeks of being at the project, eighteen young adult offenders completed the stage one
questionnaire. The stage two questionnaire was designed to capture the views and experiences of the Clear Track
participants up to half way through their stay at the project, seven young adult offenders completed the stage two
questionnaire. A stage three questionnaire was implemented during the final week of a Clear Track participants stay at
the project and was designed to capture a retrospective view of participants’ experiences over their time spent at Clear
Track. However due to so few numbers completing the project, the findings of the stage three questionnaire would not
be representative of the research sample and subsequently are not included in the research results presented here. In
addition, a fourth stage questionnaire which aimed to capture ‘Life after Clear Track’, was also planned, but was
abandoned in the light of low numbers. The three research questionnaires were administered in sequence during the
time an offender spent at the Clear Track project, for more information relating to the evaluation research methodology
refer to Appendice I.
77

The following results have been drawn from the stage one questionnaire and in-depth interviews with the Clear Track
participants, a total of 18 young offenders completed the questionnaire and fifteen in-depth interviews.
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behaviour, and in doing so an offender manager is able to challenge areas where change can and should
occur.
10.2. To determine what changes Clear Track have brought about that have impacted upon those taking
part in the project and to determine the extent to which Clear Track has been able to effectively challenge the
offending behaviour of its participants it is necessary to first consider the aspects of an offender’s lifestyle
and their perception of their offending behaviour which may have contributed towards their offending.
10.3. The largest proportion of young offenders who attended Clear Track were homeless (n=5) or living
with a parent (n=5) before they were sentenced to the project. Some young offenders mentioned that they
were living with friends (n=3), on remand (n=2), living on their own (n=1), living in a hostel (n=1), or living
with another family member (n=1).
10.4. The majority of offenders mentioned that they were unemployed (n=10) before attending Clear
Track and two young offenders mentioned that they were attending probation before attending the project.
One young offender mentioned that they had a job before attending Clear Track, one young offender did
voluntary work and one young offender was on a training course. In addition, some young offenders
mentioned that they ‘sat about doing nothing’ (n=1), ‘got wrecked’ (n=1) or that they were on ‘disability
allowance’ (n=1) before attending Clear Track.
10.5. Eight young offenders mentioned that they used to break the law in order to acquire money to spend,
this included stealing (n=4), Selling stolen goods (n=2), and selling drugs (n=2). However, the majority of
offenders mentioned that they were in receipt of state benefits (n=12) before the attended the project78. Some
respondents mentioned that they would work (n=4), or ask family and friends (n=2) to acquire money.
10.6. On the whole this indicates that this group of young offenders were most vulnerable when they were
unemployed, had no fixed abode or were living in transient accommodation, and were claiming state
benefits. This then presents three problematic areas of a young offender’s life that the Clear Track project
would have needed to take into account in order to determine if such issues were undermining an offender’s
capacity to stay offence-free.
10.7. When asked ‘what do you do most with your spare time’79, the most common response from the
Clear Track participants was ‘watching TV’ (n=7) or ‘getting drunk/taking drugs’ (n=6). Other respondents
mentioned that they ‘hung out with friends’ (n=4), ‘messed around’ (n=3), ‘played games’ (n=3), ‘slept’
(n=2) ‘did nothing’ (n=1) or ‘hung out with family’ (n=1) most during their spare time.
Comments included:
“always out doing stupid things or on my motor bike, don't want to stay in watching TV... boring” (SPSS
Identifier and Stage 003/01)
“watching TV, playing games, wash-up, clean clothes, make food” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 004/01)
“get drunk every day on the streets or with friends” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 008/01)
“just used to drink all the time, drink all day every day” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 014/01)

78

When asked ‘before you came to Clear Track how did you earn money’ (N=18), some respondents gave more than
one answer.

79

Some respondents gave more than one answer.
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10.8. The largest proportion of Clear Track participants (n=9) mentioned that they would spend their spare
time ‘hanging out with friends or at a friend’s house’. Some respondents mentioned that they would ‘hang
out on the streets/in a park’ (n=4), or ‘stay in’ (n=2).
Three respondents mentioned that they would do something else, this included:
“just used to get out of it, get drunk and smoke cannabis and that” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 009/01)
“get drunk with friends, in a pub or someone's house” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 014/01)
“I went to dad’s” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 022/01)
10.9. During their spare time, Clear Track participants were more likely to watch TV or get drunk/take
drugs whilst hanging out with friends or at a friend’s house. Thus suggesting that before coming to Clear
Track, young offenders did not constructively use their spare time and could therefore benefit from
purposeful activities designed around structure and organisation in an attempt to introduce skills that aim to
promote constructive use of time in an informal capacity. It could also be considered that an offender’s
motivation to offend may have stemmed from peer influences or peer pressure, boredom, or impaired
judgement as a result of their drug or alcohol use. It becomes necessary then for Clear Track to address
problematic areas which might influence an offender’s capacity to resist offending.
10.10. The most common age at which the Clear Track participants started offending was sixteen and
fourteen years of age80. On average, a Clear Track participant started offending at fourteen years of age81.
10.11. When describing how they first became involved with offending82, the majority of Clear Track
participants described ‘peer pressure and peer influences’ (n=11) as a motivational factor for their
involvement in offending. Nine young offenders went onto mention that ‘drink and drugs’ was a
motivational factor, whereas other young offenders attributed their involvement with offending to boredom
(n=1), mental health problems (n=1), and their anger (n=1).
10.12. When asked to describe their offending behaviour, the Clear Track participants mentioned that they
were more likely to offend ‘with friends’ (n=12) than when they were ‘on their own’ (n=6). Furthermore,
the young offenders were more likely to offend ‘in the evening’ (n=5) or ‘at the weekend’ (n=5)83.
10.13. The largest proportion of young offenders (n=22)84 mentioned that ‘being drunk or that they had
been drinking’ (n=15) or ‘being high on drugs’ (n=7) motivated them to offend. Some young offenders
mentioned that ‘boredom’ (n=9), ‘money’ (n=8), ‘friends influences’ (n=7), and ‘wanting to impress friends’
(n=4) motivated them to offend. One young offender mentioned that they offended for ‘the buzz’.

80

This measure of central tendency represents the mode of distribution for the ‘age at which Clear Track participants
started offending’.
81

This measure of central tendency represents the mean of distribution for the ‘age at which Clear Track participants
started offending’.
82

When asked ‘how did you first get involved with committing crimes’ (N=18) some respondents gave more than one
answer.
83

Some respondents mentioned that they were also likely to offend ‘when ever they could’ (n=4), ‘only when they were
with friends’ (n=2), ‘only when they are on their own’ (n=1) and ‘only in the day time’ (n=1).
84

When asked ‘which of the following, if any, applies to you when you committed these crimes’ (n=18), some
respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table FR08/09 9.22: The Anti-social Behaviour of Clear Track Participants during the Past Year*
Anti -social Behaviour
·

Being noisy or cheeky in a public place so that people complained or you got into trouble

·

Damage or destroy property that did not belong to you on purpose

·

Hit, kick or punch someone on purpose

·

Steal something from a shop

·

Ride in a stolen car, van or on a stolen motorbike

·

Write or spray paint on property that did not belong to you

·

Carry a knife or other weapon with you for protection or in case it was needed in a fight

·

Go into or break into a house or building to try to steal something

·

Set fire or try to set fire to something on purpose

·

Travelling on a bus without paying enough money or using someone else bus pass

·

Use force, threats or a weapon to steal something

n=13
n=11
n=10
n=7
n=7
n=7
n=5
n=5
n=4
n=2
n=1

*The results displayed in this table present positive responses, all respondents (N=18) answered every aspect of this
question.

10.14. ‘Peer influences and peer pressure’, as well as ‘being drunk’ or ‘being high on drugs’ were
significant motivational factors for the Clear Track participants when they discussed their offending
behaviour and when discussing how they first became involved in offending. These significant links suggest
that offender managers could address offending behavioural patterns by providing activities that pay
particular attention towards challenging drug and alcohol consumption as well as focusing upon developing
skills around maintaining mutually supportive relationships with peers who are not involved in criminal
activities.
10.15. The Clear Track participants reported that they were more likely to be anti-social by ‘being noisy or
cheeky in a public place’ (n=13, 72%), by ‘damaging or destroying property’ (n=11, 61%) or by ‘hitting,
kicking or punching someone’ (n=10, 56%)85, (refer to table FR08/09: 9.22 )

85

Table FR08/09 22 highlights the self-reported anti-social behaviour of Clear Track participants during the past year,
the extent to which the presence of the researcher during the interview process influenced the responses made by the
young offenders cannot be known. However, it is essential to take into consider the potential impact that the presence
of the research may have had in influencing the young offenders responses, especially in consideration of a young
persons ability to exaggerate the truth. McKenhnie and Hobbs (2004) argues that research should not be considered as
static ‘truths’ but instead, research should be considered as reflecting our best understanding at any given time
(McKehnie and Hobbs 2004, p274).
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§ Likelihood of Re-offending
10.16. The OASys assessment for the likelihood of reoffending summarises the relevant dynamic factors
which have been identified as contributing to a defendant’s risk of reconviction. The OASys assessment
divides the offending-related dynamic factors into two groups. The first group of offending related factors
relates to wider environmental issues, both local and national, which may influence an offender’s current
situation, such as employment or accommodation. The second group of offending or offending-related
factors, such as personality, attitudes and behaviours, are, in accordance with OASys, causally linked to an
offender’s propensity to offended (OASys User Manual, 2002, p12).

Table FR08/09 9.23: Factors Contributing to the Offending Behaviour of the Young Offenders who Started
Clear Track when Compared to those Offenders who did not Start the Project*.

Clear Track Participants (n=14)**

Young Offenders who were
not sentenced to Clear Track
(n=5)#

·

Alcohol Misuse

14

4

·

Lifestyle and Associates

14

4

·

Offending Information##

13

4

·

Thinking and Behaviour

13

5

·

12

5

·

Education, Training,
Employment
Accommodation

11

5

·

Attitudes

11

4

·

Financial Management

8

2

·

Relationships

8

3

·

Emotional Well-being

6

4

·

Drug Misuse

4

2

* Only those indicators that exceeded the mid-way point (50%) in the OASys assessment, and therefore considered problematic
areas, are shown here
** Eighteen young offenders who started the Clear Track programme had a pre-sentence report and five were missing. However,
four pre-sentence reports did not indicate ‘factors contributing to offending behaviour’, this was because these reports were a youth
report (n=1), a nil report (n=1), a fast delivery report (n=1), and an addendum (n=1).
# Five young offenders who were referred but did not start the project had a pre-sentence report and 19 were missing.
## Offending Information includes both current and previous offences committed. The OASys user manual (2002) highlights that an
offender’s previous convictions are important in identifying an offender’s likelihood of reconviction, and that the number, type and
age of conviction are the best predictors of future re-offending.
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10.17. The importance of identifying offending related factors fundamentally underpins an offender
manager’s ability to accurately tailor an individual programme of care designed to address those factors
identified as problematic areas that may influence an offender’s propensity to resist offending. In total the
OASys assessment considers eleven offending related factors, namely ‘offending information’,
‘accommodation’, ‘education, training and employment’, ‘financial management and income’,
‘relationships’, ‘lifestyle and associates’, ‘drug misuse’, ‘alcohol misuse’, ‘emotional well-being’, ‘thinking
and behaviour’, and ‘attitudes’86. Indicators which exceed the mid-way point (50%) inform assessors of
those areas which need to be addressed in order to reduce the likelihood of further offences being committed.
10.18. When considering the eleven dynamic factors relating to the likelihood of re-offending, as outlined
in the OASys assessment, ‘alcohol misuse’ and ‘lifestyle and associates’ were identified as significant
contributory factors for those young offenders who were referred to the Clear Track project. Furthermore,
‘thinking and behaviour’, ‘accommodation’ and ‘education, training and employment’ were also considered
contributory factors to an offenders likelihood to re-offending for those young offenders who were referred
to the Clear Track project (refer to table FR08/09 9.23).

10.19. Peer influences and being drunk or high on drugs were significant motivational factors for the Clear
Track participants when discussing their involvement with offending. Furthermore, unemployment, living in
transient accommodation or having no fixed abode, and claiming state benefits, were significant contributory
factors influencing an individual’s capacity to stay offence free.
10.20. Similarly, the Probation Service’s OASys assessment identified alcohol misuse and lifestyle and
associates as significant contributory factors for a Clear Track participant when considering their likelihood
to re-offend.
10.21. These significant links suggest that offender managers could address offending behavioural patterns
by providing activities that pay particular attention towards challenging drug and alcohol consumption, as
well as focusing upon developing employability skills, finance management skills, and skills around
maintaining mutually supportive relationships with peers who are not involved in criminal activities.

86

The OASys assessment identifies a twelfth area – health and other considerations. The OASys user manual
highlights that this section does not necessarily relate to risk or reconviction or serious harm, but does provide assessors
with information around the general health of the offender which is necessary in determining suitable allocations, such
as community punishment and electronic monitoring, and in sentence planning (OASys User manual, 2002, p115).
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11. Young Adult Offenders Views and Experiences of being at Clear
Track87
§ ‘First Few Days Here’88
11.1. Eighty-three percent (n=15) of young offenders (N=18) mentioned that they had problems when they
first arrived at Clear Track, compared to 51% (n=43) of young offenders when they first arrived at HMP
Castington (N=85).
11.2. The most common problems experienced by participants arriving at Clear Track were
housing/accommodation problems 61% (n=11) and problems with alcohol use 50% (n=9), compared to
problems with alcohol use 54% (n=46) and drug use 46% (n=39) for those young offenders in custody at
HMP Castington (see table FR08/09: 9.24).
11.3. When offenders first arrived at Clear Track all had been given the opportunity to have something to
eat (100%, n=17) and the opportunity to take a shower (100%, n=14), compared to 76% (n=65) and 32%
(n=27) respectively, of those in custody. However, eighty-six percent of offenders in custody (n=73) were
given the opportunity to make a telephone call compared to 67% (n=10) of young offenders at Clear Track
(refer to table FR08/09: 9.25).
11.4. On the whole, supportive measures which were put in place for Clear Track participants on arrival
were implemented well by staff members, with 94% (n=17) of young offenders receiving information about
what would happen to them at Clear Track and information about what support would be available to them
when compared to those offenders in custody (Refer to table FR08/09: 9.25).

87

Some of the findings presented in this section have been compared with the HMIP inspection of HMYOI Castington
in 2009 (HMIP 2009). HMIP surveyed eighty-five young adult offenders, aged 18-21 years at HMYOI Castington, as
part of a 2009 inspection. For this reason, some of the figures within this section are displayed as percentages for
comparable purposes only. Percentages have been rounded up or rounded down and as a result may not add up to 100.
Some of the questions represented in the Clear Track survey were developed based on the HMIP survey for comparable
purposes. Only those questions that were comparable are presented in this section. Please note that comparable data is
drawn from 2009 in relation to HMYOI Castington and 2007/08 in relation to Clear Track. As a result of the difference
in time frame, significant conclusions cannot be drawn from these findings and thus should only be considered as
guidance in relation to this point. ‘N’ represents the total sample size; ‘n’ represents the total number of respondents
who answered this part of the question. The total number of young offenders sampled for the HMIP survey was N=85
and the total number of young offenders sampled for the Clear Track survey stage one N=18, and for the Clear Track
survey stage two N=7 (refer to Appendice I for more information relating to the Evaluation survey of the Clear Track
participants). However, significant conclusions cannot be drawn from these findings due to the limited sample sizes
and the preliminary nature of the results and thus should only be considered as guidance. For more information of the
results of the inspection go to http://inspectorates.homeoffice.gov.uk/hmiprisons/inspect_reports/HMYOI-yoiinspections.html/, viewed 02/08/09
88

The results in this section have been drawn from the stage one questionnaire and in-depth interviews with the Clear
Track participants, a total of 18 young offenders completed the questionnaire and fifteen young offenders completed an
in-depth interviews.
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Table FR08/09 9.24: Problems Experienced by Young Offenders when they First arrived at Clear Track
Compared to the Problems Experienced by Offenders when they First arrived into Custody*.
Problems Experienced

Clear Track (N=18)

HMP Castington (N=85)

Housing/accommodation

61% (n=11)

21% (n=18)

Problems with alcohol use

50% (n=9)

54% (n=46)

Money worries

33% (n=6)

20% (n=17)

Problems with drug use

22% (n=4)

46% (n=39)

Getting property

22% (n=4)

13% (n=11)

Contacting employers

22% (n=4)

4% (n=3)

Feelings of depression or suicide

17% (n=3)

16% (n=14)

Health problems (including mental health)

17% (n=3)

12% (n=10)

Contacting family or friends

11% (n=2)

20% (n=17)

Another problem**

6% (n=1)

-

Ensuring dependents were looked after

0% (n=0)

4% (n=)

*Offenders were asked to tick all that applied to them, therefore offenders may have given more than one reason.
** One young offender who mentioned that they had another problem, mentioned that this was ‘being in a strange place with
strangers’.

11.5. All those offenders who resided at Clear Track (100%, n=15)89 mentioned that they felt safe during
their first few nights at the project, compared to 73% (n=62) of young offenders at HMYOI Castington.
11.6. Furthermore, all of the young offenders at Clear Track (100%, n=17)90 mentioned that they felt that
they were treated well or very well, compared to 61% (n=52) of those young offenders in reception at HMP
Castington.
11.7. Two young offenders mentioned that they had felt depressed or suicidal whilst they were at the Clear
Track project. One young offender mentioned that this was because of personal problems and another young
offender mentioned that they had been self harming whilst at the project. Only one young offender sought
advice from a staff member, the other young offender mentioned that they did not like to talk about their
problems. In contrast, 28% (n=24) of young offenders in custody felt they had emotional well/being or
mental health issues.

89

Three offenders who attended Clear Track in the day did not resided at the project, these offenders are classified as
‘home-stays’, this was because the courts felt that it was appropriate for the young offenders to be supported within
their family unit.
90

One young offender did not answer this part of the question.
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Table FR08/09 9.25: Amenities available to Young Offenders when they First arrived at Clear Track
Compared to the Amenities available to Offenders when they First arrived into Custody*.
Problems Experienced

Clear Track (N=18)

HMP Castington (N=85)

Something to eat

100% (n=17)1*

76% (n=65)

The opportunity to take a shower

100% (n=14)2*

32% (n=27)

Information about what support would be available to
you whilst you were here

94% (n=17)

61% (n=52)

Information about what was going to happen to you
here

94% (n=17)

54% (n=46)

Rules about Clear Track

94% (n=17)

-

The opportunity to speak to a member of staff in private

89% (n=16)

-

An induction pack

67% (n=12)

-

67% (n=10)3*

86% (n=73)

The opportunity to make a telephone call

*Offenders were asked to tick all that applied to them, only positive responses are indicated here.
1* One young offender felt that this question did not apply to them as they were not residing at the project.
2* Three respondents felt that this question did not apply to them as they were not residing at the project, and one respondent
mentioned that they did not want a shower.
3*three respondents mentioned that this question did not apply to them as they were not residing at the project.

11.8. When asked about the type of information they had received when they first arrived, all of young
offenders who were at Clear Track (100%, n=17)91 mentioned that they had been on an induction course,
compared to 79% (n=67) of young offenders at HMYOI Castington.
11.9. Sixty-one percent of respondents at Clear Track (n=11) mentioned that they did have an action plan,
compared to 66% (n=56) of offenders in custody who mentioned that they had a sentence plan. Furthermore,
all Clear Track respondents (100%, n=11) felt that they had been involved in the planning and preparation of
their action plan, compared to 72% (n=40) of offenders in custody.
11.10. In summary, from the comparative table (see table FR08/09 9.26) we can see that:

§

Clear Track participants had more problems when they first arrived than those offenders in custody.
Housing and accommodation was a significant problem for those offenders sentenced to Clear Track
when compared to those offenders sentenced to custody. However, because the provision of
accommodation was a fundamental characteristic of the project it could be suggested that Clear Track
was recommended as a sentencing option for those young offenders with accommodation needs.

§

Offenders at Clear Track and HMYOI Castington had both expressed having problems with substance
misuse. However, more offenders in custody had experienced problems with their drug use.

91

One young offender did not answer this part of the question and one young offender mentioned that they had received
their induction prior to attending the Clear Track project.
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Table FR08/09 9.26: The Comparative Results between Clear Track and HMYOI Castington92

First Few Days

Clear Track (N=18)

HMP Castington (N=85)

83% (n=15)

51% (n=43)

61% (n=11)

21% (n=18)

Drug problems

22% (n=4)

46% (n=39)

Problems with alcohol use

50% (n=9)

54% (n=46)

Offenders who felt safe during their first few nights

100% (n=15)

73% (n=62)

Offenders who felt they were treated well or very well

100% (n=17)

61% (n=52)

Offenders who had received an induction course within two
days of being there

100% (n=17)

79% (n=67)

Offenders who had received an action plan/sentence plan

61% (n=11)

66% (n=56)

Offenders who were given the opportunity to make a
telephone call when they first arrived

67% (n=10)

86% (n=73)

Offenders who were given something to eat when they first
arrived

100% (n=17)

76% (n=65)

Offenders who were given the opportunity to take a shower
when they first arrived

100% (n=14)

32% (n=27)

Offenders who had problems when they first arrived
The most common problems experienced by Clear Track
young offenders were:
Housing/accommodation problems
The most common problems experienced by young
offenders arriving into custody were:

The Induction Process

92

Some of the questions represented in the Clear Track survey were developed based on the HMIP survey for
comparable purposes. Only those questions that were comparable are presented in this section. ‘N’ represents the total
sample size; ‘n’ represents the total number of respondents who answered this part of the question. Please note that
these findings are preliminary to the final evaluation report and the conclusion of the research study, therefore
significant conclusions or links cannot be drawn from the findings of this survey.
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§

Offenders who attended Clear Track were more likely to have felt safe when they first arrived and were
more likely to have been treated better than their counterparts in custody.

§

However, those offenders in custody were more likely to have been given the opportunity to make a
telephone call when they first arrived, and were more likely to have received a sentence plan when
compared to those offenders attending Clear Track.

§

Young offenders at Clear Track were more likely to have been given something to eat, were more likely
to have been given the opportunity to take a shower, and were more likely to have received an induction
course when they first arrived, when compared to those offenders in custody.

11.11. Overall, young offenders arriving at Clear Track reported having a more positive experience during
their first few days at the project when compared to young offenders arriving into custody.

§

‘Time Spent Here’93

11.12. When the Clear Track participants were asked to describe their experience of being at the project
some young offenders discussed the difficulty of completing a sentence in the community.
Some young offenders mentioned:
“There’s far too much temptation – cos y’ kna y’ can just walk out the door….that’s what y’ think of it but
a’d rather be in a nice warm house than sitting on a street corner drinking” (Interviewee 18).
“hard, it’s getting harder as the weeks go on….cos a’ve got to be in early n’ that n’ a just cannot go out and
socialise n’ that n’ its horrible havin a geet tag on me foot” (Interviewee 03).
“Just hate it, having to share and that. I’d rather just have me own place, me own flat and do whatever I
want” (Interviewee 04).
11.13. When the Clear Track participants were asked if they knew their Key Worker (n=6)94, all six young
offenders (100%) mentioned that they did not know who their key worker was. In comparison, 70% (n=60)
of offenders in custody had a personal officer95, of which 74% (n=44) felt that their personal officer was
helpful or very helpful. In addition to having a key worker, Clear Track participants also had a mentor to
talk to should they need to. When the Clear Track participants were asked if they had talked to their mentor
since being at the project, two offenders (29%) mentioned that they had found talking to their mentor very
helpful96.
93

The results of this section have been drawn from the stage two questionnaire and in-depth interviews conducted with
the Clear Track participants, a total of 7 young offenders completed the stage two questionnaire and 15 young offenders
completed an in-depth interview.

94

One offender did not answer this question.

95

HMYOI Castington was awarded overall winner of ‘prisoner officer of the year award’ in 2008. HMYOI Castington
was also awarded ‘prison officer of the year award’ for the category of ‘managing difficult prisoners’ in the same year
(Prison Service News 2008, Number 260, p23-28)

96

Five Clear Track participants mentioned that they had not talked to their mentor since being at the project.
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11.14. When asked who they would confide in, the majority of young offenders at Clear Track mentioned
that they would confide in a staff member (n=6, 86%). One young offender mentioned that they would not
confide in any of the staff at the project because they would feel more comfortable sorting the problem
themselves.
One young offender described the benefits of being able to talk to a staff member, the young offender
commented:
“well like, if am in a negative mood, then a’ve always got someone there…..like to go and talk to or turn to,
but like, when a was living in Washington a didn’t have ney one, a just had me friends, an alls they used t’ do
was like “aah, ‘ere go an have a bucket, have a drink or something”….a talked them [staff at Clear Track]
about what a was feelin’ about last night, a’d rather talk t’ them then keep it – keep it in me mind like, cos its
like not good bottlin’ it up like…it just makes it worse….” (Interview 19).
Some young offenders also commented:
“cos they make us feel welcome” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“cos I can trust [them]” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
“because they have a better idea about things” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 018/02)
11.15. Similarly, the majority of young offenders in custody (n=67, 79%) mentioned that that they could
turn to a staff member for help if they had a problem.
11.16. Six Clear Track participants mentioned that they knew how to make a complaint and one participant
mentioned that they did not. However no Clear Track Participants had made a complaint during their stay at
the project, compared to 24% (n=20) of young offenders in custody who had made a complaint.
11.17. Whilst at Clear Track four offenders mentioned that they had ‘needed space to think’; three
offenders had mentioned that they ‘had felt tempted to commit a crime’ or that they ‘had committed a crime’;
and three offenders had mentioned that they had wanted to ‘run away’ or ‘skive off’ from the Clear Track
programme97.
Those young offenders who mentioned that they had felt bored at Clear Track mentioned that this was
because:
“nothing to do” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 002/02)
“most of the time when I'm sitting I here doing nought” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“just gets boring sometimes when you come in from your tag and that” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 009/02)
“every night, just watch telly, nothing else to do” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)

Those young offenders who mentioned that they needed space to think whilst at Clear Track
mentioned that this was because:
“cos of the shit things going on in my life” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“everything was getting on top of us ands I needed time to myself” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)

97

Respondents were asked to tick all that applied to them.
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Those young offenders who mentioned that they had committed a crime whilst at Clear Track
mentioned that this was because:
“breeched my tag, someone ripped it off for a laugh” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
“drunk and disorderly, got drunk with my mates and started being cheeky to the police” (SPSS Identifier and
Stage 009/02).

Those young offenders who mentioned that they had wanted to truant from the Clear Track project
mentioned that this was because:
“just does my head in sometimes, coming in at 7pm at night” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 009/02)
“tag is a waste of time, sets you up to fail” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)

One young offender mentioned that they had felt tempted to commit a crime whilst at Clear Track
because:
“cos I feel shit and dun in can't be bothered with life at the minute” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)

One young offender mentioned that they had wanted to run away from the Clear Track project
because:
“everything gets on top of you” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)
11.18. Whilst at the Clear Track project, two participants mentioned that they had truanted from the project.
The two young offenders mentioned that this was because:
“just gets too much being here- it’s a temptation just to walk out” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)
"cos I didn't like the walking, I went shopping in the end” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
11.19. When the Clear Track participants were asked to describe their experience of the project, the largest
proportion of young offenders described their experience of being at Clear Track as having a positive impact.
Some young offenders commented:
“…I think it is good though like for what they have done and that. Keeping kids out of trouble and getting
them in here and helping them out and support and stuff like that…” (Interview 04).
“its good, its good because like one day you’re doin’- like if you’s are good, one day suring the week you get
t’ like do – like go to the pictures or do a activity or something…but you’ve got t’ ave been good”
(Interviewee 03).
“I think its sound really, me like, except they’ve got tags on everyone like” (Interview 05).
“It is a good idea…..like it has helped us get a job….it’s very good, it has really helped a lot” (Interviewee
20).

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 73

§ Purposeful Activity
11.20. When comparing the purposeful activity of young adult offenders, proportionately more young adult
offenders engaged in ‘vocational or skills training’ whilst attending Clear Track (86%, n=6), when compared
to those young adult offenders sentenced to custody (49%, n=42). However, proportionately more offenders
who were in custody were involved in ‘education’, ‘had a job’ or participated in an ‘offender behaviour
programme’ when compared to those young adult offenders sentenced to Clear Track (refer to Table
FR08/09: 9.27 ).
11.21. The operational structure of custody encourages young offenders to participate in education or
employment. For example young offenders in custody are given the opportunity to participate in the day-today running of the prison through employment as a cleaner or as a kitchen assistant which in turn encourages
independent living skills. Participating in education and employment are some of the ways in which young
offenders can construct their day whilst in custody. However, due to limited resources and the constraints of
being in custody, places are often limited. In contrast, the very nature of Clear Track as a community based
intervention means it can offer its participants a wide variety of purposeful activities that are not necessarily
restricted by the constraints of liberty which is experienced by young offenders in custody. With this in
mind, Clear Track is able to provide activities in the community that could not be accommodated by the
Prison Service; for example, outdoor experiential learning such as canoeing and hiking, and a wide variety of
vocation and skills training such as forklift truck driving. Furthermore, the overall structure and regime of
custody encourages compliance amongst prisoners in the sense that good behaviour is rewarded and out of
cell activities can be withdrawn as a consequence of negative behaviour. In a community setting such
incentives would not have the same level of impact, this is partly because an offender is aware of the extent
of their independence. With this in mind, a young offender serving a community sentence would need to be
motivated and encouraged to engage in the Clear Track programme at all times.
11.22. It should be noted however, that Clear Track’s purposeful activities were specifically designed to
meet the needs of the young adult offenders who were sentenced to the programme and, as a result, engaged
in activities that were assessed as essential in addressing their offending behaviour. With this in mind, only
one of the seven young adult offenders attending Clear Track mentioned that they had attended an ‘offender
behaviour programme’. However, this does not necessarily mean that the remaining six offenders did not
attend an offender behaviour focused programme. That is, Clear Track staff who assessed the criminogenic
needs of the young offenders attending the project may have adopted a less formal approach to challenging
the offending behaviour of some of its participants. Adopting a less formal approach to addressing offending
may mean young offenders challenged their offending behaviour by engaging in purposeful activities which
appeared unrelated to offending behaviour focused programmes, such as outdoor activities or experiential
learning.
11.23. All Clear Track participants had engaged in a form of experiential learning whilst sentenced to the
programme (refer to Table FR08/09: 9.27).
11.24. When the young offenders were asked to describe the activities they had experienced whilst being at
Clear Track, the majority of young offenders described how being at Clear Track had given them
opportunities to develop skills through training programmes which they may not have otherwise been able to
access.
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Table FR08/09 9.27: Purposeful Activity Experienced by Young Adult Offenders whilst being at Clear
Track Compared to the Purposeful Activity Experienced by Offenders whilst in Custody*.
Purposeful Activity

Clear Track (N=7)**

HMYOI Castington (N=85)

Offender who had engaged with Experiential
Learning

100% (n=7)

-

Offenders who had engaged with Vocational or
Skills Training

86% (n=6)1*

49% (n=42)

Offenders who had engaged with Drugs or
Alcohol Programmes

72% (n=5)2*

-

Offenders who had undertaken a Job

43% (n=3)

60% (n=51)

Offenders who had engaged with Education

43% (n=3)

55% (n=47)

Offenders who had engaged with Offender
Behaviour Programmes

14% (n=1)

50% (n=43)

Offenders who had undertaken Unpaid Work

14% (n=1)

-

* Only positive responses to this question are displayed here.
** All seven respondents answered every section of this question.
1* One offender mentioned that they had not been involved in any vocational skills or training whilst they had been at Clear Track,
but they had applied.
2* One offender mentioned that they had not been involved with any drugs or alcohol programmes whilst they had been at Clear
Track but they had applied.

11.25. One young offender described the advantages of being sentenced to Clear Track, as opposed to
spending time in custody, the young offender commented:
“a wanted to do me three month in jail but a wanted us to do but a wanted to be out more, but now, a coulda
done me three month in jail, n’ a woulda been out at the end of this month, n then a wouldn’t o’ had anything
like this – no probation, nowt like that or anything like, but, a’ve totally grown up like…..well, when a come
out a don’t think a would’ve been any better than when a went in, cos a would’ve just got drunk n that again
an’ a would’ve had no where to go cos me ama wouldn’t let us back….so a would just be on the streets again
probably….n’ a wouldn’t of passed – since a’ve been ‘ere a’ve passed my first aid and me forklift licence,
a’ve done a canny few things…..” (Interviewee 18).
Another young offender mentioned:
“its good as well because like, d’ you know first aid n’ that, y’ can do like first aid courses n’ that n’ like get
all y’ certificates from them which is good – good for jobs – n’ the like, the help with your CVs n’ that, n’ y’
can go on the internet n’ that n’ look for jobs n’ everything, n’ like, it helps y’ like. It might sound s bit daft
but like do y’ knar like, when you’re like not workin’ n’ y’ haven’t got much money n’ like y’ can use their
fax n’ y’ can use their photocopier n’ everything , n’ like postage n’ everything, which for us to get a bus
pass, cos its like going out lookin’ for jobs, so that helps us a lot…..a’m just dyin for a job….a have
appointments for like, turning point, appointments with probation an like at the beginning of everyweek me
and [Clear Track staff member] sit down n’ like do a timetable for what we gonna do” (Interviewee 03).
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11.26. The young offenders who had been involved in purposeful activities whilst they had been at Clear
Track felt that taking part in activities would help them get a job in the future (n=3), help get them back on
track (n=1), give them a boost (n=1), and stop them from getting bored (n=1). One young offender did not
know how being involved in purposeful activities would help them.
Comments included:
“I'll get qualifications from my training and my job helping me earn money better than being on benefits and
that” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
“gives you a boost doing something outdoors - break from tag” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)
“helpful for getting jobs, rock climbing makes me feel better as a person” (SPSS Identifier and Stage
020/02)
11.27. All seven young offenders went onto mention that they liked the activities ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’. No
offenders mentioned that they disliked the activities in any way.
11.28. When asked, what they liked most about participating in the activities at Clear Track overall, some
young offenders commented98:
“Fun” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 002/02)
“doing them, things I wouldn't do normally” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“meeting new people, making new friends” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
“freedom” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 016/02)
“helps pass the day - keeps busy” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 020/02)
11.29. When asked, what they disliked most about the activities at the Clear Track project overall, three
young offenders said that there was nothing in particular that they disliked about Clear Track99.
Three young offenders also commented:
“the walking activities, the lads activities, they like those activities, with it being three lads and one girl”
(SPSS Identifier and Stage 006/02)
“got to be in bed at 11pm at night, get turfed out of here at 11pm (lounge room) to go to our rooms” (SPSS
Identifier and Stage 009/02)
“don’t like walking on the beach” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 020/02)
11.30. When the young offenders at Clear Track were asked what they were most likely to gain from being
at the project, 71% (n=5) mentioned that they would gain a better chance of getting a job, work experience,
practical skills, and training. One young offender thought that there was nothing that they would gain from
being at the project, and no young offenders thought that they would gain an NVQ certificate. This may
have been because the young offenders who attended Clear Track were not eligible to attend an NVQ
98

One young offender did not know what they liked the most about the activities at Clear Track and another young
offender did not answer this part of the question.

99

One young offender did not answer this part of the question
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Table FR08/09 9.28: The Experiences that Clear Track Participants thought they were most likely to Gain
from being at the Project.
·

Which of these are you most likely to gain from being at CT*

(N=7)

Work experience

5

Training

5

Practical skills

5

Better chance to get a job

5

Qualifications

4

Career opportunities

4

Better long term prospects

4

A job at the end of it

4

Other specialised certificate

3

Nothing

1

NVQ certificate

0

* Offenders were asked to tick all that applied to them

training course whilst at the project. However, efforts were made to encourage the young offenders to
consider participating in education or vocational-based training after completing their Clear Track sentence
(refer to table FR08/09 9.28).
11.31. When the young offenders at Clear Track were asked about their free time during the week and at
weekends, respondents mentioned that they had more free time at the weekend than they did in the week.
Some respondents mentioned that during the week, they had an average of three to four hours free per day
(n=2), they had most of the day free (n=2), they had an average of six hours free per day (n=1), and two
respondents mentioned that they did not have much free time at all on a weekday (n=2).
Comments included:
“I always doing something really. Go see my girlfriend” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“I just chill out in my room most of the time or I'll go out with my mates” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 009/02)
Some respondents mentioned that at a weekend, they had the whole weekend free (n=4), they had an average
of two hours free (n=1), and that they had an average of 12 hours free (n=1)100.
Comments included:
“if I don't want to do anything with these I just go out, they can't make us do things with 'em on a weekend”
(SPSS Identifier and Stage 003/02)
“go down my mates and have a game of footy” (SPSS Identifier and Stage 009/02)

100

One respondent did not answer this part of the question.
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§ Safety and Respect
11.32. When offenders at the Clear Track project were asked ‘to what extent do you feel staff treat you with
respect’, six offenders (86%)101 mentioned that they felt that they were treated ‘very well’ or ‘well’. In
comparison, 65% (n=55) of offenders in custody felt that most staff at HMYOI Castington treated them with
respect. Indicating that offenders felt most respected by staff when at Clear Track when compared to being
in prison.
11.33. All Clear Track participants (100%, N=7) had mentioned that they had felt safe whilst being at the
project compared with 45% (n=38) of offenders who had mentioned that they had felt unsafe whilst in
custody.
11.34. No offenders reported that they had been victimised by another Clear Track participant whilst they
were at the project, compared to 25% (n=21) of offenders who reported that they had been victimised by
another offender whilst they had been at HMYOI Castington102.
11.35. Twenty five percent (n=21) of offenders had reported that they had been victimised by a staff
member whilst in custody, compared to 14% (n=1) of offenders who had reported that they had been
victimised by a staff member whilst at Clear Track. When asked what had happened, the Clear Track
participant reported “nothing yet, one of the managers, [Name] I think, is to have a word with [them]”
(SPSS Identifier and Stage 018/02).
11.36. The Clear Track participant who felt that they had been victimised by a staff member mention that
they had reported the alleged incident to another staff member. This young adult offender subsequently
absconded from the Clear Track project. Of the 42 young offenders who mentioned that they had been
victimised by another prisoner, and who had felt that they had been victimised by a staff member whilst in
custody, only eleven (27%) young adult offenders had reported the alleged incident.
11.37. In summary, we can see that (also refer to table FR08/09 9.29):
§

Offenders at Clear Track were more likely to know who their mentor was and less likely to know who
their key worker was.

§

Offenders in custody and offenders at Clear Track were able to confide in a staff member for help if they
had a problem.

§

The majority of offenders at Clear Track were aware of the complaints procedure; however, no young
offenders had felt that they needed to make a complaint compared to 24% of young offenders in custody.

101

One offender mentioned that they felt they were ‘not treated very well’ (SPSS Identifier and Stage 018/02).

102

Alleged incidents of victimisation were self-reported both at HMYOI Castington and at Clear Track. However, this
may not necessarily reflect the number in context at any given time. For example, a young offender at HMYOI
Castington who is held in segregation may be less likely to encounter victimisation from another offender when
compared to an offender held in another part of the prison. Similarly, Clear Track participants who are housed
individually may be less likely to encounter victimisation from another Clear Track participant when compared to Clear
Track participants who are housed communally. However, it is equally likely that an offender who is housed at Clear
Track may be victimised by another Clear Track participant who no longer attends the programme due to the
community-based nature of the project.

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 78

Table FR08/09 9.29: Comparative Results between Clear Track and HMP Castington
Time Spent Here

Clear Track
(N=7)
0%
(n=0)

HMP Castington
(N=85)
70%
(n=60)

· Offenders who would confide in a staff member for help if they
had a problem

86% (n=6)

79% (n=67)

· Offenders who knew how to make a complaint

86% (n=6)

-

· Offenders who had made a complaint during their stay

0% (n=0)

24% (n=20)

· Offenders who knew their key worker/ personal officer

Purposeful Activity
· The most common activities experienced by Clear Track young
offenders were:
§

Experiential learning

100% (n=7)

-

§

Vocational or skills training

86% (n=6)

49% (n=42)

§

Drug or alcohol programmes

72% (n=5)

-

· The most common activities experienced by young offenders in
custody were:
§

Having a job

43% (n=3)

60% (n=51)

§

Education

43% (n=3)

55% (n=47)

§

Offender Behavioural Programmes

14% (n=1)

50% (n=43)

· Offenders who felt that staff members treat them with respect

86% (n=6)

65% (n=55)

· Offenders who felt staff being here

100% (n=7)

45% (n=38)

· Offenders who reported being victimised by another young
offender

0% (n=0)

25% (n=21)

· Offenders who reported being victimised by a staff member

14% (n=1)

25% (n=21)

Safety and Respect

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 79

§

Offenders at Clear Track described the difficulty they felt in complying with their community sentence,
expressing that they had felt tempted to commit a crime, had committed a crime, or had wanted to run
away whilst being at the project.

§

Offenders were more likely to engage in vocational and skills training whilst at Clear Track when
compared to those offenders in custody. However, proportionately more offenders were involved in
education, employment and offending behavioural programmes whilst in custody when compared to
those offenders sentenced to Clear Track. This does not necessarily mean that young offenders in
custody made more constructive use of their time than those young offenders who attended Clear Track.
Rather,, offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track were given the opportunity to engage in a wide
range of purposeful activities including, experiential learning, drug or alcohol programmes, and unpaid
work.

§

All of the Clear Track participants had mentioned that they enjoyed taking part in purposeful activities.

§

The majority of Clear Track participants felt that being at Clear Track offered them a better chance of
getting a job, gaining work experience, practical skills and training.

§

On the whole, young offenders felt safer being at Clear Track than young offenders in custody.
Similarly, young offenders felt more respected by staff members at Clear Track than young offenders in
custody.

§

More young offenders in custody reported being victimised by both staff members and other prisoners
when compared Clear Track.

Drug and Alcohol Consumption amongst Clear Track
Participants103

12.

12.1. Of the eighteen young offenders who were surveyed, 50% (n=9) mentioned that they had started
offending as a result of drink or drugs.
12.2. When asked about their drug use (N=18), the largest proportion of young offenders at Clear Track
mentioned that they had ‘used drugs socially but it wasn’t a problem’ for them (56%, n=10). Twenty-eight
percent of young offenders at Clear Track mentioned that they ‘used drugs regularly’ (n=3) or that their
‘drug use was a problem’ for them (n=2). In contrast, 46% (n=39) of offenders in custody mentioned that
they had a drug problem when they came into prison.
12.3. Of the five young offenders (28%) who mentioned that their drug use was a problem for them or that
they used drugs regularly, the largest proportion mentioned that they had committed a crime whilst on drugs
(80%, n=4). These young offenders also mentioned that they had committed a crime to get money for drugs
(40%, n=2) and that their drug use had got them there (40%, n=2). Even though some young offenders had
mentioned that their drug use influenced their offending behaviour, only two young offenders (40%)
mentioned that they would like help with their drugs use. One young offender (20%) mentioned that they
would continue to use drugs in the future, compared to 47% (n=40) of offenders in custody who felt that they
may still have a problem with their drug use when they left the prison.
103

The results presented in this section have been drawn from the stage one questionnaire (N=18) and in-depth
interviews (N=15) with the Clear Track participants.

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 80

Table FR08/09 9.30: The Self-reported Behaviour of Young Offenders whilst they have been Drunk or on
Drugs
Behaviour

Total (N=18)*

Felt aggressive or angry

17

Got into a heated argument

16

Broken, damaged or destroyed something

16

Been arrested by the police whilst you were drunk or on drugs

16

Upset someone by being loud or noisy

16

Taken something which did not belong to you

14

Injured someone in a fight

13

Become physically violent

12

Urinated in a public place

12

* Respondents were asked to tick all that applied to them

12.4. Excessive alcohol consumption amongst the Clear Track participants was of significant concern to
the project’s staff members. When asked about their alcohol consumption (N=18), the majority of
participants (n=14, 78%) mentioned that they ‘drank alcohol regularly’ (n=8) or that their ‘alcohol use was a
problem’ for them (n=6). Four young offenders (22%) mentioned that they ‘used to drink but that they
didn’t anymore’. In contrast, 54% (n=46) of offenders in custody mentioned that they had issues with their
alcohol use when they came into prison.
12.5. Of the fourteen young offenders (78%) at Clear Track who mentioned that their alcohol consumption
was a problem for them or that they drank alcohol regularly, all fourteen offenders (100%) also mentioned
that they had committed a crime whilst being drunk. Twelve young offenders (86%) mentioned that they
had been violent whilst drinking or being drunk and twelve young offenders (86%) felt that their alcohol
consumption had got them here. Some young offenders also mentioned that they had committed a crime to
‘get alcohol or get money for alcohol’ (43%, n=6). Only nine young offenders mentioned that they would
like help stopping their alcohol use (64%).
12.6. When considering the self-reported behaviour of the Clear Track participants, the majority of young
offenders mentioned that they had been involved in some aspect of anti-social behaviour whilst they had
been under the influence of drink and drugs. The largest proportion of young offenders (n=17) mentioned
that they had ‘felt aggressive or angry’ whilst under the influence of drink or drugs. Sixteen young offenders
went onto mention that they had got into a ‘heated argument’, ‘broken, damaged or destroyed something’,
‘upset someone by being loud and noisy’ and had been ‘arrested by the police’ whilst they had been drunk or
had been on drugs (see table FR08/09: 9.30).
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12.7. The findings above show a clear indication that alcohol consumption amongst Clear Track
participants is more problematic than drug use amongst the same group, especially in relation to their
antisocial behaviour and their offending behaviour. Furthermore, alcohol consumption significantly
contributed towards the breach behaviour of the Clear Track participants. Five young offenders who had
reported breaching their electronic curfew, four went on to explain that this was because they were drunk or
had been drinking (refer to section 9.13).
12.8. In conclusion, Clear Track participants were more likely to report alcohol consumption as
influencing their offending behaviour and were more likely to commit a crime and behave violently when
drunk.
12.9. Given the reported impact alcohol consumption had upon the offending behaviour of the Clear Track
participants, the project was ideally placed to provide its participants with drug and alcohol focused
programmes to increase awareness around drug and alcohol use. Some young offenders who did attend a
drug and alcohol programme (n=5), did so on a voluntary basis. This was because the local Probation
Service, in partnership with NECCA, had an established drug and alcohol awareness programme in place for
young offenders to attend. However, due to the demands of the service provided by NECCA, in partnership
with the local Probation Service, no Clear Track participants secured a place on this course during their stay
at the project. Had the Clear Track participants attended NECCA via the Probation Service this would have
comprised as a compulsory element of the Clear Track specified activity programme. Nevertheless, the
Clear Track management team were able to motivate and encourage its participants to rethink the impact of
their alcohol consumption and the effect that this may have upon their offending behaviour. As a result five
young offenders voluntarily attended a drug and alcohol focused programme provided by ‘Devine
Intervention’ to help challenge the extent of their alcohol and drug use. In addition to this, the young
offenders were regularly encouraged to discuss their alcohol and drug use with their allocated mentor.

12.10. On the whole excessive alcohol consumption was a significant contributory factor towards the
offending behaviour of the young offenders who attended the Clear Track project.
12.11. Offenders at Clear Track attributed the onset of their offending behaviour to their alcohol
consumption. Furthermore, the Clear Track participants reported that their continuing alcohol consumption
had resulted in their offending and violent behaviour. Similar issues were reported by those young offenders
in custody.
12.12. Alcohol consumption amongst Clear Track participants was reportedly more problematic than drug
use amongst the same group. Similarly, drug use amongst Clear Track participants was reportedly less of a
concern when compared to those young offenders in custody.
12.13. The Clear Track management team were able to motivate and encourage its participants to rethink
the impact of their alcohol consumption and the effect that this may have upon their offending behaviour. As
a result the Clear Track management team were able to motivate five young offenders to voluntarily attend a
drug and alcohol focused programme to help challenge the extent of their alcohol and drug use.
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13. The Impact of Clear Track upon the Attitudes and Moral
Understanding of Young Adult Offenders
13.1. The following results have been drawn from the first and second of the evaluation research
questionnaires. Comparing the findings from a young offender’s views and experiences when they first
arrived at the Clear Track project (stage one questionnaire, N=18) with the views and experiences of the
young offenders after completing approximately 30 days of their Clear Track sentence at the project (stage
two questionnaire, N=7) will enable the evaluation research to observe and compare trends over time. This
is especially the case in relation to behavioural change where the intention is to reduce the frequency of
offending behaviour104. By observing changes in attitudes towards offending and motivational issues, the
evaluation research is able to observe and record the level of impact, if any, Clear Track has had upon an
offenders behaviour during the period spent at the project.

§ Attitudes towards Right and Wrong
13.2. When offenders at Clear Track were asked to think about their attitudes towards social, ethical and
moral issues the Clear Track participants were consistently confident that it was always wrong to ‘steal from
your family’, ‘take money from a house you are visiting’, ‘burgle a house’, ‘have sex with someone under 16
years of age’, and to ‘carry a gun’.
13.3. The results displayed in table FR08/09: 9.31 indicate that there was no positive change in attitude or
moral understanding between stage one questionnaire and stage two questionnaire. However, due to the
small sample size in relation to the results and the limited timeframe between stage one and stage two
questionnaires - i.e. is it a realistic expectation to change attitudes and moral understandings within a sevenweek period – significant conclusions cannot be drawn from the results presented here. These results
however, could be used as guidance to alert offender managers to the overall benefits of focused activities.
13.4. This is especially the case when addressing the alcohol and drug use of young offenders, the
majority of young offenders at Clear Track consistently recognised that it was wrong to sniff glue and take
ecstasy when they first arrived at the project and during their stay at the project. However, proportionately
less young offenders felt that it was wrong to smoke cannabis or drink alcohol under age whilst being at
Clear Track when compared to their views and experiences when they first arrived at the project. On the
whole this indicates that the moral attitudes and awareness around drug and alcohol use for the Clear Track
participants had not increased as a result of being at the project.
13.5. Moral awareness around the offending behaviour of the young offenders’ peers had increased whilst
at Clear Track. When the young offenders first arrived at the project 44% (n=8) felt that it was wrong to tell
the police about another young person who was committing a crime, this view decreased to 29% (n=2) of
young offenders whilst at the project.

104

Some of the figures within this section are displayed as percentages for comparable purposes only. Percentages
have been rounded up or rounded down and as a result may not add up to 100. Significant conclusions cannot be drawn
from these findings due to the limited sample sizes and thus should only be considered as indicative. ‘N’ represents the
total sample size; ‘n’ represents the total number of respondents who answered this part of the question.
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Table FR08/09 9.31: Changes in Attitude and Moral Understanding of Clear Track Participants*
Clear Track Stage One
Questionnaire (N=18)

Clear Track Stage Two
Questionnaire (N=7)

Steal from your family

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

Take money from a house you are visiting

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

Burgle a house

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

Have sex with someone under 16 years of age

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

Carry a gun

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

Steal from people you don’t know

100% (n=18)

71% (n=5)

Sniff glue

94% (n=17)

86% (n=6)

Steal from an unlocked car

94% (n=17)

86% (n=6)

Take goods from a shop without paying

89% (n=16)

86% (n=6)

Carry a knife as a weapon

89% (n=16)

86% (n=6)

Take ecstasy

78% (n=14)

71% (n=5)

Truant from school

78% (n=14)

43% (n=3)

Fare dodge

78% (n=14)

29% (n=2)

Lie to your parents

67% (n=12)

43% (n=3)

Smoke cannabis

67% (n=12)

43% (n=3)

Hit someone who insults you

61% (n=11)

57% (n=4)

Drink alcohol under age

56% (n=10)

29% (n=2)

Tell the police about another young person who
commits a crime

44% (n=8)

29% (n=2)

* Offenders were asked ‘which, if any, of the following things do you think it is always wrong to do, no matter what the
situation is’ Respondents were asked to tick all those that applied to them.
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13.6. When Clear Track participants were asked ‘how important is it for people to obey the law’, the
largest proportion of offenders felt that it was ‘very important’ or ‘important’ to obey the law when they first
arrived at the project (89%, n=16), this view had increased to 100% (n=7) of young offenders holding this
view whilst staying at the project. Similarly, there had been a decrease in the number of offenders who felt
that obeying the law was not important between first arriving at the project (11%, n=2) to no offenders
offender’s holding this view whilst staying at the project. Overall, this indicates a positive change in
attitudes in relation to obeying the law as a result of being at Clear Track.
13.7. The average Clear Track participant was more likely to understand the moral implications of theft
related offences, weapon offences, and underage sex; however, they were less likely to understand the moral
implications of not reporting a young offender to the police and underage drinking. Overall, the results show
that the young offenders had an understanding of the moral and social responsibilities presented to them,
with a greater influence of importance placed upon not stealing and a lesser influence of importance placed
upon their drug and alcohol use.

§ Attitudes towards Risk Taking Behaviour
13.8. When Clear Track participants were asked to think about the crimes they had committed, the largest
proportion of offenders did not ‘blame someone else’ for their offending behaviour when they first arrived at
the project (89%, n=16) and this view stayed the same whilst staying at the project (86%, n=6). Overall, this
suggests that the young adult offenders at Clear Track accepted responsibility for the crimes they had
committed.
13.9. Furthermore, the largest proportion of offenders were ‘sorry for the harm they had caused’ when
they first arrived at the project (78%, n=14) and this view stayed the same whilst staying at the project (71%,
n=5). Overall, this indicates that the young adult offenders at Clear Track felt a level of remorse for the
crimes they had committed.
13.10. On the whole, the average Clear Track participant was more likely to have a moral and social
understanding of their behaviour and was more likely to feel responsible for the consequences of their
offending behaviour.
13.11. Eighty-nine percent (n=16) of young adult offenders who first arrived at Clear Track felt that they
‘got into trouble because they did things without thinking’, this had increased to 100% (N=7) of young
offenders feeling this way whilst at the project. Eighty-three percent (n=15) of young offenders felt that they
‘sometimes break the rules because they do things without thinking’ and seventy-eight percent (n=14) of
young offenders felt that they ‘got involved with things that they later wished they could get out of’ when
they first arrived at the project, which had increased to 100% (N=7) of young offenders feeling this way
during their stay at the project. Similarly, forty-four percent (n=8) of young offenders felt that they ‘got so
excited about doing new things that they didn’t think about the consequences’ when they first arrived at the
project, this had increased to 71% (n=5) of young offenders feeling this way during their stay at the project.
This suggests that the level of awareness of a Clear Track participants offending behaviour had increased as
a result of their stay at the project.
13.12. The largest proportion of Clear Track offenders felt that ‘committing crimes was the best way to get
what they wanted in life’ when they first arrived at the project (94%, n=17), and this view was maintained
during their stay at Clear Track (100%, N=7). Overall, this suggests that more could have been achieved by
the Clear Track management team in challenging the Clear Track participants’ perceptions and cognition
relating to their offending behaviour.
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13.13. All of the Clear Track participants recognised that they ‘wanted to stop committing crimes’ when
they first arrived at the project, this view was maintain during their stay at the project. When asked if ‘they
were likely to commit crimes again’, seventeen percent (n=3) of Clear Track participants felt that they ‘were
likely to commit crimes again’ when they first arrived at the project, this had decreased considerably to no
young offenders feeling this way during their stay at the project. Overall this indicates that there had been a
positive change in attitude towards their future offending behaviour as a result of being at Clear Track.
13.14. Fifty-six percent (n=10) of young offenders felt they needed help to stop offending when they first
arrived at the project, this had decreased to 29% (n=2) of young offenders feeling this way whilst staying at
the project. This may indicate that some young offenders felt that they were receiving help or no longer
needed help as a result of being at the project.

§ Peer Influences and Peer Pressure
13.15. The largest proportion of Clear Track participants felt that they were not pressured by friends to ‘try
or take drugs’ when they first arrived at the project (83%, n=15), and this view was maintain during their
stay at the project (86%, n=6).
13.16. Eighty-three percent (n=15) of Clear Track respondents felt that they were not pressured by friends
to ‘act tough or hard’ when they first arrived at the project. This had decreased to 43% (n=3) of respondents
feeling this way during their stay at Clear Track, leaving a majority of 57% (n=4) of respondents feeling that
they were pressured by friends to ‘act tough or hard’. Similarly, sixty-seven percent (n=12) of young
offenders felt that they were not pressured by friends to ‘cause trouble or get into fights’ when they first
arrived at the project. This had decreased to 43% (n=3) of respondents feeling this way during their stay at
Clear Track, leaving a majority of 57% (n=4) of respondents feeling that they were pressured by friends to
‘cause trouble or get into fights’. The increase in the number of young offenders feeling that they were
pressured by friends may be a result of an increase in awareness around interpersonal relationships with
peers.
13.17. All Clear Track respondents felt that they were not pressured by friends to ‘have sex’ when they first
arrived at the project (100%, N=18) and during their stay at the project (100%, N=7).
13.18. Furthermore, the largest proportion of Clear Track respondents felt that they were not pressured by
friends to ‘commit crimes’ when they first arrived at the project (72%, n=13) and this view was maintained
by offenders whilst they were at the project (86%, n=6).
13.19. When young offenders at Clear Track were asked to describe the extent to which they felt able to
trust friends they spend the most time with, the largest proportion of young offenders did not feel able to
trust their friends ‘to talk about problems at home’ (67% n=12), ‘ask friends for advice about things’ (61%
n=11), or to ‘talk to friends about private or personal feelings’ (56% n=10) when they first arrived at the
project. However, this view had changed during the time an offender stayed at the project with an increase
in offenders feeling as though they could trust their friends ‘to talk about problems at home’ (57% n=4), ‘ask
friends for advice about things’ (86% n=6), or to ‘talk to friends about private or personal feelings’ (57%
n=4). This may indicate the extent to which some of the young offenders at the project were able to trust and
confide in other Clear Track participants.
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13.20. The largest proportion of Clear Track participants felt that they were able to ‘borrow money or other
things from friends’ when they first arrived at the project (61%, n=11), this view was maintained during an
offenders stay at Clear Track (57% n=4). Similarly, the largest proportion of offenders felt that they were
able to ‘trust friends with things they tell them’ when they first arrived at the project (72%, n=13), offenders
felt the same way during their stay at the project (71%, n=5).
13.21. Overall, young offenders were less likely to talk to friends about private circumstances or problems
at home, however, they were more likely to borrow money from friends. On the whole, the Clear Track
participants did not feel pressured by friends.
13.22. In summary (also refer to table FR08/09 9.32) we can see that there was no positive change in
attitude or moral understanding from when a young offender first arrived at the project when compared to
their views and experiences during their stay at the project. Equally, the moral attitudes and awareness
around drug and alcohol use for the Clear Track participants had not increased as a result of being at the
project. However, the Clear Track participants were consistently confident that it was always wrong to steal
from your family, take money from a house they were visiting, have sex with someone less than 16 years of
age, or to carry a gun. Overall, the young offenders at Clear Track had an understanding of the moral and
social responsibilities presented to them, with a greater influence of importance placed upon not stealing and
a lesser influence of importance placed upon their drug and alcohol use.
13.23. On the whole the average Clear Track participant accepted responsibility for their offending
behaviour and felt a level of remorse for the crimes they had committed.
13.24. When considering the risk-taking behaviour of the young offenders who attended Clear Track,
positive change in attitude and understanding had occurred as a result of being at the project. Overall there
had been a positive change in self–awareness in relation to their offending behaviour and a positive change
in attitude towards future offending behaviour as a result of being at Clear Track.
13.25. However, the results presented here suggest that more could have been achieved by the Clear Track
management team in challenging the Clear Track participants’ perceptions and cognition relating to their
offending behaviour.
13.26. Although the Clear Track participants reported that they did not feel pressured by friends, some
young offenders at Clear Track became more aware of the importance of mutually supportive interpersonal
relationships and the detrimental effects that negative forms of peer pressure and peer influences may have
upon their behaviour.
13.27. Young offenders were less likely to talk to friends about private circumstances and problems at
home. However, they were more likely to borrow money from friends when they first arrived at Clear Track.
This view had changed during an offenders stay at the project, with an increase in young offenders feeling
more able to confide in friends.
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Table FR08/09 9.32: Comparative Results from Clear Track Respondents to Indicate Change in their Views
and Behaviour between Stage One and Stage Two Questionnaires
Clear Track Participants Views
when they First arrived at the
Project

Clear Track participants
Views after Completing
approx. 30 days of their
Clear Track Sentence

Stage One Questionnaire (N=18)

Stage Two Questionnaire
(N=7)

Significant Changes in Attitude and Moral Understanding
Offenders who felt it was always wrong to:
· Steal from your family

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Take money from a house you are visiting

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Burgle a house

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Have sex with someone under 16 years of age

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Carry a gun

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Smoke cannabis

67% (n=12)

43% (n=3)

· Drink alcohol under age

56% (n=10)

29% (n=2)

· Tell the police about another young person

44% (n=8)

29% (n=2)

· Offenders who did not blame someone else for
their offending behaviour

89% (n=16)

86% (n=6)

· Offenders who were sorry for the harm that
they caused

78% (n=14)

71% (n=5)

· Offenders who felt they got into trouble as a
result of not thinking first

89% (n=16)

100% (n=7)

· Offenders who felt they break rules because
they do things without thinking first

83% (n= 15)

100% (n=7)

· Offender who got involved with things they
later wished they could get out of

78% (n=14)

100% (n=7)

· Offenders who felt that they got so excited
about doing new things that they didn’t think
about the consequences

44% (n=8)

71% (n=5)

· Offenders who recognised that they wanted to
stop committing crimes

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

· Offenders who were likely to commit crimes
in the future

17% (n=3)

0% (n=0)

who commits a crime
Attitudes towards Risk Taking Behaviour
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Clear Track Participants Views
when they First arrived at the
Project

Clear Track participants
Views after Completing
approx. 30 days of their
Clear Track Sentence

Stage One Questionnaire (N=18)

Stage Two Questionnaire
(N=7)

· Offenders who felt that they needed help to
stop offending

56% (n=10)

29% (n=2)

· Offenders who felt that committing crimes
was the best way to get what they wanted in
life

94% (n=17)

100% (n=7)

· Offenders who did not feel peer pressure to try
or take drugs

83% (n=15)

86% (n=6)

· Offenders who did not feel peer pressure to act
tough or hard

83% (n=15)

43% (n=3)

· Offenders who did not feel peer pressure to
cause trouble or get into fights

67% (n=12)

43% (n=3)

· Offender who did not feel peer pressure to
have sex

100% (N=18)

100% (N=7)

· Offenders who did not feel peer pressure to
commit crimes

72% (n=13)

86% (n=6)

· Offenders who did not feel able to talk to
friends about problems at home

67% (n=12)

43% (n=3)

· Offenders who did not feel able to ask friends
for advice

61% (n=11)

14% (n=1)

· Offenders who did not feel able to talk to
friends about private or personal feelings

56% (n=10)

43% (n=3)

· Offenders who felt able to borrow money or
other things from friends

61% (n=11)

57% (n=4)

· Offenders who felt able to trust friends with
the things they tell them

72% (n=13)

71% (n=5)

Peer Influences and Peer Pressure
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14.

Looking Forward: Life after Clear Track

14.1. When the Clear Track participants described the help they would need to stay offence-free, the
largest proportion of offenders mentioned that ‘staying off drugs/alcohol’, ‘getting a job’ and ‘getting a
place of their own’ would significantly help reduce their offending behaviour, the Clear Track participants
felt this way when they arrived at the project and maintain this view during their stay (refer to table FR08/09:
9.33).

Table FR08/09 9.33: Clear Track Participants understanding of being Offence-free*
Clear Track Stage One
Questionnaire (N=18)

Clear Track Stage Two
Questionnaire (N=7)

·

Staying off drugs/alcohol

72% (n=13)

100% (n=7)

·

Getting a job

94% (n=17)

86% (n=6)

·

Getting a place of my own

78% (n=14)

86% (n=6)

·

Having children

56% (n=10)

86% (n=6)

·

This sentence

56% (n=10)

86% (n=6)

·

Having something to do that isn’t crime

72% (n=13)

71% (n=5)

·

The fear of going to prison

61% (n=11)

71% (n=5)

·

Having a YOT, social worker, Probation
Officer that you get on with

72% (n=13)

57% (n=4)

·

Having a mentor

61% (n=11)

57% (n=4)

·

Making new friends

50% (n=9)

57% (n=4)

·

The fear of how my family will react

50% (n=9)

57% (n=4)

·

Having a boyfriend/girlfriend

61% (n=11)

43% (n=3)

·

The fear of punishment/ type of
punishment

61% (n=11)

43% (n=3)

·

Talking about my offending behaviour
with staff

50% (n=9)

43% (n=3)

·

Going back to live with my family

28% (n=5)

43% (n=3)

·

Getting into college or further education

50% (n=9)

29% (n=2)

·

Concern of the victim

50% (n=9)

29% (n=2)

·

The fear of being caught

44% (n=8)

29% (n=2)

·

Nothing its up to me

28% (n=5)

29% (n=2)

·

Something else**

6% (n=1)

29% (n=2)

* Offenders were asked ‘what do you think will help you stop committing crimes’ Respondents were asked to tick all those that
applied to them.
**Of the three young offenders who mentioned that something else would help them stay offender free, two young offenders
mentioned winning the lottery, and one young offender mentioned having a positive role model would help.
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14.2. When asked to think about their future, the largest proportion of young offenders envisaged that they
would have a job or a career in one years time, this view was maintained by offenders when they arrived at
the project (89%, n=16) and whilst they stayed at the project (100%, N=7).
14.3. All of the Clear Track participants felt that ‘having a job’ and ‘having a place of their own’ was an
achievable aspiration that they felt they could attain in ten years time. However, the Clear Track participants
were was less likely to envisage that they would be at ‘college or university’ in the next ten years. These
views were maintained during their stay at the project (refer to table FR08/09 9.34).
14.4. When thinking about their antisocial behaviour, the Clear Track participants felt that in ten years
time it would be unlikely that they would be ‘addicted to drink or drugs’, ‘be in trouble with the police’ or
that they would ‘be in prison’. This view was maintained during their stay at the project (refer to table
FR08/09 9.34).
14.5. In summary (also see table FR08/09 9.35), the Clear Track participants envisaged that they would
have a job or a career in the near future. This view was maintained by the young offenders when they were
asked to describe how they envisaged their life would be in ten years time, with the average young offender
visualising that they were more likely to have a job but less likely to have an education, and more likely to
have a place of their own. The average young offender felt that they were unlikely to be antisocial in ten
years time.
14.6. On the whole this indicates that the Clear Track participants had positive views and aspirations about
their future, with a view to maintaining an offence-free lifestyle within the next ten years.

Table FR08/09 9.34: Clear Track Participants Aspiration and Views of the Future within Ten Years*
Clear Track Stage One
Questionnaire (N=18)

Clear Track Stage Two
Questionnaire (N=7)

I will have a job

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

I will have a place of my own

100% (n=18)

100% (n=7)

I will have children

83% (n=15)

86% (n=6)

I will be in a long term relationship

72% (n=13)

71% (n=5)

I will be at college or university

17% (n=3)

0% (n=0)

I will be in trouble with the police

11% (n=2)

14% (n=1)

I will be in prison

6% (n=1)

0% (n=0)

I will be addicted to drink or drugs

0% (n=0)

0% (n=0)

* Offenders were asked ‘which of the following situations are likely to apply to you in ten years time’. This table presents positive
responses only.
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Table FR08/09 9.35: Comparative Results from Clear Track Respondents to Indicate Change in their Views
and Behaviour between Stage One and Stage Two Questionnaires
Clear Track Participants
Views when they First
arrived at the Project

Clear Track participants
Views after Completing
approx. 30 days of their
Clear Track Sentence

Stage One Questionnaire
(N=18)

Stage Two Questionnaire
(N=7)

72% (n=13)

100% (N=7)

94% (n=17)

86% (n=6)

78% (n=14)

86% (n=6)

n=16)

100% (N=7)

· Offenders who envisaged having a job in ten
years

100% (N=18)

100% (N=7)

· Offenders who envisaged having a place of
their own in ten years

100% (N=18)

100% (N=7)

· Offenders who envisaged being at college or
university in ten years

17% (n=3)

0% (n=0)

· Offenders who felt that it was unlikely that
they would be addicted to drugs or drink in ten
years

0% (n=0)

0% (n=0)

· Offenders who felt that it was unlikely that
they would be in trouble with the police in ten
years

11% (n=2)

14% (n=1)

· Offenders who felt that it was unlikely that
they would be in prison in ten years

6% (n=1)

0% (n=0)

Being Offence-free

· Offenders who felt that staying off
drugs/alcohol would help reduce their
offending behaviour

· Offenders who felt that getting a job would
help reduce their offending behaviour

· Offenders who felt that getting a place of their
own would help reduce their offending
behaviour

Aspiration and Views of the Future
· Offenders who envisaged having a job or
career in one years time
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Impact Assessment: Establishing Clear Track’s Effectiveness

Actual Outcome: On the whole, Clear Track was able to provide its participants with the
opportunity to engage in constructive activities such as vocational and skills training, experiential
learning, education and unpaid work.
Overall there had been positive changes in attitudes amongst the Clear Track participants towards
their offending behaviour as a result of being at Clear Track, this includes:
§

Before coming to Clear Track, the young offenders described how they would spend their
time watching TV or getting drunk/taking drugs whilst hanging out at a friend’s house,
suggesting that they did not constructively use their spare time. Whilst at Clear Track
offenders described how being there had given them opportunities to develop skills through
training programmes which they may not have otherwise been able to access. Furthermore,
offenders at Clear Track were more likely to engage in vocational and skills training when
compared to those offenders in custody. The majority of Clear Track participants felt that
being at Clear Track offered them a better chance of getting a job, gaining work experience,
practical skills and training.

§

Before coming to Clear Track, peer pressure and being drunk or high on drugs were reported
as significant motivational factors for the Clear Track participants when discussing their
involvement with offending. Similarly, the Probation Service OASys assessment indentified
alcohol misuse and lifestyle associates as significant contributory factors for Clear Track
participants when considering their likelihood to re-offend. Whilst at Clear Track, the Clear
Track management team were able to motivate and encourage its participants to rethink the
impact of their alcohol consumption and the effect that this may have upon their offending
behaviour. As a result, the Clear Track management team were able to motivate some young
offenders to voluntarily attend a drug and alcohol use focused programme to help challenge
the extent of their alcohol and drug use. Although the young offenders reported that they did
not feel pressured by friends, some young offenders at Clear Track became more aware of the
importance of mutually supportive interpersonal relationships with peers who were not
involved in criminal activities and the extent to which peer pressure and peer influences may
have upon their behaviour.

§

Before coming to Clear Track, the young offenders were most vulnerable when they were
unemployed, had no fixed abode or were living in transient accommodation, and were
claiming state benefits, all of which undermined an offender’s capacity to stay offence free.
Whilst at Clear Track offenders engaged in activities aimed at developing their employability
skills, such as vocational and skills training, experiential learning, as well as a wide range of
purposeful activities. Furthermore, offenders who had been involved in purposeful activities
whilst they had been at Clear Track felt that this had helped increase their capacity of getting
a job, as well as helping them get back on track.

§

Young offenders became more self-aware of their offending behaviour and there had been a
positive change in attitude towards their future offending behaviour as a result of their stay at
the project.
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Areas of Best Practice: On the whole Clear Track and its management team worked effectively to
challenge the offending behaviour of its participants by encouraging its participants to rethink the overall
effects of their lifestyle and behaviour.

Concluding Recommendation: In the interests of addressing an offender’s aggressive and violent
behaviour it is recommended that young offenders who attend Clear Track are encouraged to attend
anger management or counselling programmes aimed at addressing some of the underlying issues
pertaining to an individuals offending behaviour.

Implications for Future Policy: Clear Track as an enhanced residential intervention in a community
setting was able to influence and change the thinking, attitudes and behaviour of its participants,
indicating the overall effectiveness of the project and the potential benefits of the Clear Track
intervention as an alternative sentencing option. However, it should also be noted that such success
could be attributed to the small number of young offenders that Clear Track and its management team
engaged with at any one time.

Efficiency Analysis
Efficiency Analysis: The Delivery of a Cost-effective and Efficient Project
Clear Track Aim: To demonstrate a cost-effective and efficient community custodial sentencing
option.

Expected Outcome: To measure and compare the reconviction rates of participants leaving Clear
Track with the estimated reconviction rates of offenders leaving prison.

15.

The Delivery of a Cost-effective and Efficient Project

15.1. The socio-economic costs of crime are essential in measuring the impact of crime on society, as well
as measuring the impact of policies aimed at reducing crime and its consequences. This in turn, contributes
towards an understanding of how to allocate resources that are intended to tackle crime, whilst ensuring that
the current balance of resources are allocated to those measures which effectively and efficiently prevent or
reduce re-offending. On the whole, estimates of the costs of crime and the costs of crime reduction measures
equip policy and decision-makers with the necessary judgments needed to make informed decisions about
which policy measures are the most effective and have the greatest impact.
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15.2. In 2000 it was estimated that the total cost of crime in England and Wales in 1999-2000 was around
£60 billion105 (Home Office 2000). The Centre for Criminal Justice estimated that the proportion of
offending which could be attributed to the young adult group (aged 18-24 years) would have a social and
economic cost in the range of £16.8 - £20 billion (Centre for Criminal Justice 2005).
15.3. The overall average resource cost per prisoner in England and Wales in 2007-08 was at £39,000,
which equates to approximately £750 per week106 (House of Commons 2008b). This is considerably more
than the average cost of sending a young person to Eton College. The average cost of sending a pupil to
Eton College in 2008-09 was approximately £28,080 per annum107. .
15.4. In 2007-08, the average cost for a category C training prison was at £23,471 per place per year
(House of Commons 2009e). The average resource cost per prisoner per day for a North-east of England
prison is approximately £124, with HMP Frankland male dispersal prison being the most expensive to run at
an average cost of £201 per day per prisoner and HMYOI Castington male closed prison costing
approximately £148 per prisoner per day (Refer to table FR08/09 9.36, HM Prison Service 2009).
15.5. When considering the cost of a community sentence, it was estimated that the average cost in the
National Probation Service of a community sentence, which was at £2,400 per person, per year for 2005-06
(House of Lords 2007a). Furthermore the most rigorous and robust community sentence available to young
offenders, the intensive supervision and surveillance programme (ISSP), was estimated by the Youth Justice
Board in 2007 – 08 to cost around £6,000 with a further £2,250 for the electronic monitoring bringing the
total to £8,250 per person, per year (House of Commons 2009f).
15.6. The most effective community supervision programmes have been shown to reduce offending by
15% more than a prison sentence (Rethinking Crime and Punishment 2003). Thus, in comparison it becomes
apparent that prisons are expensive to run, with the average cost of a prison place almost twelve times that of
a Community Order (Rethinking Crime and Punishment 2003).
15.7. Offending and reoffending impacts considerably on the cost of running the Prison Service, but there
is also a high financial cost to the Police, Probation, the CJS more widely, victims of crime, the national
economy and society as a whole.
15.8. On the whole, the points raised here create a persuasive argument for the involvement of the
voluntary sector (in this instance, CSV) and the development of innovative projects such as Clear Track,
which seek to provide a not-for-profit, cost-effective and efficient interventions.

105

This figure does not include costs such as the fear of crime or the impacts upon the quality of life.

106

In 2005-06, the average cost of a private prison place was £33,722 pa and the average cost of a public prison place
was £28,486 pa (House of Commons 2007b), however, costs do vary depending upon the type of prison establishment
an offender is sentenced to.
107

For more information go to http://www.etoncollege.com/CurrentFees.aspx. viewed 18.08.09
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Table FR08/09 9.36: The average Resource Cost per Prisoner per Day for North-East of England Prisons
Prison Establishment

Establishment Type

Frankland
Low Newton
Castington
Deerbolt
Durham
Holme House
Kirklevington
Acklington

Male Dispersal
Female Local
YOI Male Closed
YOI Male Closed
Male Local
Male Local
Semi-open
Male Category C

Population Size*

Cost per Day per Prisoner
(£)**

724
319
363
433
954
954
268
946

201
160
148
128
94
88
87
83

*As of the end of June 2009 (HM Prison Service 2009)
**There are a number of factors which will cause differences in prison costs, such as the size, age, location and category of the
prison, the prisoner population (including gender and age) and the internal regime and rehabilitation work followed.

§ Clear Track Participants and the likelihood of Re-offending
15.9. In light of an effective sentencing framework it could be expected that those young adult offenders
who had been sentenced were sentenced to custody in recognition of the severity of their offending
behaviour and the level of risk that they posed to society. This is indicated by table FR08/09 9.37 Where it
can be seen that the largest proportion of offenders in custody had committed an offence of ‘violence against
a person’ or ‘robbery’ and where the largest proportion of offenders who were referred to Clear Track had
committed less serious crimes, such as breach of a community order.
15.10. Prison has a poor record for reducing re-offending; in 2007 forty-seven percent of adults were
reconvicted within one year of being released from custody, for those serving sentences of less than 12
months this increased to 60%. Furthermore, for those offenders who have served more than ten previous
custodial sentences the rate of re-offending rises to 76% (Ministry of Justice 2007b).
15.11. Of the twenty-three young offenders who attended Clear Track, fourteen (61%) went onto commit
another crime and of the 24 young offenders who did not attend the project, ten (42%) individuals went onto
re-offend108 (Refer to table FR08/09 9.38). The difference in reoffending rates between those offenders who
did attend Clear Track and those offenders who did not attend the project may be a result of the number of
young offenders who were sentenced to custody and were serving their sentence in custody at the time of
data collection. However, the figures indicate that the rate of reconviction for the young offenders who
attended Clear Track is the same as the rate of reconviction for offenders who are sentenced to short-term
custody. Thus, rates of reconviction as a measure of effectiveness indicate that Clear Track was unable to
significantly challenge the future offending behaviour of its participants.

108

For nine young offenders who attended Clear Track it is not known if they went onto re-offended or not and for
fourteen young offenders who did not attend the project it is not know if they re-offended or not. Because this
information is not known by the Criminal Justice System may be an indication that these offenders did not go onto
offend at the time of data collection.
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Motor vehicle intervention

Possession of offensive weapon

Harassment

§

§

§
7% (n=8)

-

-

-

-

-

13% (n=6)

-

-

-

-

-

-

43% (n=20)

2% (n=1)

11% (n=5)

4% (n=2)

11% (n=5)

0% (n=0)

17% (n=8)

Clear Track referrals
(N=47)
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* This information was taken from the HMIP inspection of HMYOI Castington in January 2009 (HMIP 2009).

Offence not recorded/holding warrant

Dangerous driving

18% (n=22)

Other offences

§

1% (n=1)

Drugs offences

Criminal damage

2% (n=3)

Theft and handling

§

20% (n=25)

Robbery

-

14% (n=17)

Burglary

Breach of Community Order

3% (n=4)

Sexual offences

§

34% (n=42)

Young Adults in Custody
(N=122)*

Violence against a person

Main Offence
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4% (n=1)

[n=1]

[n=1]

[n=0]

[n=2]

[n=2]

[n=7]

57% (n=13)

4% (n=1)

9% (n=2)

0% (n=0)

9% (n=2)

0% (n=0)

17% (n=4)

Clear Track Participants
(n=23)

21% (n=5)

[n=0]

[n=0]

[n=2]

[n=2]

[n=0]

[n=3]

29% (n=7)

0% (n=0)

13% (n=3)

6% (n=2)

13% (n=3)

0% (n=0)

17% (n=4)

Offenders who did not
start the project (n=24)

All Clear Track Referrals (N=47)

Table FR08/09 9.37: The Severity of Offending Behaviour of those Young Offenders Referred to Clear Track when Compared to those Young Offenders at
HMYOI Castington

15.12. Of the eight young offenders who completed the Clear Track project, five individuals went onto
offend109. These five individuals were sentenced to a community order including Clear Track as a
requirement (n=3) and custody (n=2).
15.13. When considering the re-offending behaviour of those young offenders who attended Clear Track
when compared to those young offender who did not attend the project we can see that of those young
offenders who had attended the project and who went onto re-offend the largest proportion were sentenced to
a community order (n=7). In contrast, those offenders who did not attend the project and also went onto
reoffend, the largest proportion went onto receive a custodial sentence (n=4). The sentences that these young
offenders received may be indicative of the severity of the individual’s offending behaviour, suggesting that
those young offenders who attended the project and who went onto offend committed less serious crimes
when compared to those offenders who did not attend the project and also went onto offend (refer to table
FR08/09 9.38).
15.14. On the whole, Clear Track and its management team have worked purposefully to ensure the
delivery of an effective project. The evaluation research findings presented in this report conclude that the
Clear Track project successfully challenged the underlying factors pertaining to an individuals offending
behaviour for some of its participants. This provides future investors with the foresight and knowledge base
of how best to maximise the potential effectiveness of the project in the delivery of other UK Clear Track
programmes and how these are best tackled.
15.15. The cost-efficiency of the project however, cannot be determined in the absence of accounts of the
project’s spending and for this reason the evaluation is unable to determine if Clear Track is proven to be a
viable investment for funders as a cost-efficient project110.
15.16. Clear Track as an intervention cannot not be regarded as cost-effective simply because it ‘works’ in
reducing the re-offending behaviour of its participants. Similarly, because Clear Track offers the greatest
impact in reducing re-offending behaviour this does not necessarily mean that it offers the most costeffective way of utilising its resources. In other words, the success of Clear Track as an effective
intervention does not necessarily indicate that the project can be deemed cost-efficient.
15.17. The evaluation would further question how effective criteria for measuring the success of the pilot
project can be met in a period of two years since going ‘live’ given the difficulties which have challenged the
service delivery of the project.

109

For three young offenders it is not know if they went onto re-offend or not at the time of re-offending.

110

The Evaluation Team was unable to determine the cost-effectiveness of the Clear Track project; this was because the
Evaluation Team was not able to view or gain access to the project’s accounts, notwithstanding numerous attempts to
access the accounts of the project’s spending over the life of the project. After the evaluation analysis of the Clear
Track project had been completed and after the finalisation of the evaluation report the Clear Track management team
provided the Evaluation Team with sight of the project’s accounts. In the interests of presenting an unbiased, impartial
and fair account of Clear Track’s cost-effectiveness and efficiency, the Evaluation Team is not able to incorporate new
data or new material into the evaluation analysis retrospectively. However, the Evaluation Team would like to note that
the Clear Track management team did allow for the viewing of the project’s accounts, albeit after the completion of the
evaluation analysis and the final evaluation report.
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Table FR08/09 9.38: The Re-offending Sentencing Outcome for Young Offenders who attended Clear
Track when Compared to those Young Offenders who did not attend the Project.
Sentencing Outcome

Custody
Suspended Sentence
Community Order
Conditional Discharge

Clear Track Participants (N=23)*

Young Offenders who did not
attend Clear Track (N=24)**

n=4
n=3
n=7
n=0

n=2
n=4
n=1
n=3

* For nine young offenders it is not known if they went onto re-offend or not after leaving Clear Track.
** For fourteen young offenders it is not known if they went onto re-offend or not after being sentenced.

15.18. The benefit here however, as a pilot-intervention and a third sector not-for-profit service as part of a
multi-agency organisational partnership, was that Clear Track was able to deliver their service at no
additional cost to the Probation Service or the courts.

16.

Key Indicators of Quality in the Delivery of ‘Best Practice’

16.1. By utilising the information generated throughout the service delivery of the Clear Track project, it
has been possible to asses the project’s efficiency and effectiveness through the developmental progress
made by the project.
16.2. The potential for best practice and service delivery, and the potential areas for development were
highlighted throughout the evaluation reporting process through suggested recommendations of
improvement. This process, on the whole, assisted in determining if there were sufficient benefits to warrant
taking Clear Track forward as a pilot project. Furthermore, it clearly mapped the terrain by providing
informative and practical guidance for other UK Clear Track programme development, as well as for future
evaluation research for similar initiatives.
16.3. With this in mind, it becomes essential to review the recommendations111 made throughout the
evaluation reporting process in order to determine the effectiveness of the project’s service delivery and the
implications that this may have upon the development of future similar projects (refer to appendice III,
p130)112.
16.4. Recommendation 1: Accommodation and Supervision – The bi-annual Evaluation Report of
Clear Track, Phase I Report, March 2006 (Campbell and Lewis 2006a) made five recommendations. The
evaluation report recommended that the Clear Track project carefully considered the structure of the
accommodation process and supervisory measures that were introduced in terms of impact, efficiency and
effectiveness, in addition to recognising and reducing the negative effects that community residential
111

Once a recommendation had been suggested to the Clear Track management team, the management team were
encouraged to report all progress made in relation to each recommendation at each evaluation reporting phase.
112

The Evaluation Proposal of Clear Track (Campbell and Lewis 2005) and the Evaluation Briefing Paper: Clear Track
Phase IV Report (Campbell and Lewis 2009a) presented no recommendations, however, all other evaluation reports
presented recommendations as outlined in appendice III, p130.
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supervision may have upon victims and the public. Clear Track made significant progress in relation to
providing appropriate accommodation and supervision for its participants in a safe and secure community
location (refer to appendice III, R1, p131).
16.5. Recommendation 2: Multi-agency Partnerships – The evaluation report (Campbell and Lewis
2006a) also recommended that continual efforts should be made to strengthen multi-agency working
throughout the strategic planning and development of the project. Clear Track made significant progress in
relation to this recommendation by forging strong multi-agency partnerships across government and within
the community through an effective Steering Group committee (refer to appendice III, R2, p132).
16.6. Recommendation 3: The Referral Process – The evaluation report (Campbell and Lewis 2006a)
went on to recommend that the project would benefit from closely monitoring the referral process. Clear
Track made slow progress in relation to the referral process; this was largely the result of the sporadic and
irregular number of referrals made to the project (refer to appendice III, R3, p133).
16.7. Recommendation 4: Clear Track Requirements and Activities – The evaluation report (Campbell
and Lewis 2006a) recommended that the project would need to ensure the delivery of a wide range of
interventions tailored to address the needs of young adult offenders in order to be able to effectively reduce
the re-offending of its participants. Clear Track made significant progress in relation to this recommendation
by providing its participants with a wide range of compulsory and voluntary activities through a structured
weekly programme (refer to appendice III, R4, p134).
16.8. Recommendation 5: Staffing and Staff Development – the evaluation report (Campbell and Lewis
2006a) recommended that Clear Track maximised the potential benefits of the project by considering levels
of basic and related training needs for the development of its staffs’ professional skills. Overall, Clear Track
staff were given various opportunities to attend training courses, particularly in relation to health and safety
and working in a residential setting (refer to appendice III, R5, p135)..
16.9. Recommendation 6: Clear Track’s Business Plan – The first Annual Evaluation Report of Clear
Track, Phase I Report, August 2006 (Campbell and Lewis 2006b) recommended that the project and its
stakeholders would benefit from the implementation of a business plan to determine the projects goals and
targets and to assist in the development of future projects. Clear Track regularly reported the project’s
progress to its funders however; as a pilot project significant advancement could be made from drawing
together a business plan to assist in the development of future similar projects (refer to appendice III, R6,
p136).
16.10. Recommendation 7: Custody Plus - The recommendation of Custody Plus as suggested in the first
Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase I Report, August 2006 (Campbell and Lewis 2006b; refer to
Appendice III, Table R7, p137) became invalid since the project’s service delivery in November 2006. This
is partly due to the fact that the project went onto receive suitable referrals through the local Northumbria
Probation Service; and partly because the then Home Secretary, Dr John Reid, postponed the implementation
of Custody Plus as a sentencing option until such a time that the Probation Service and the Prison Service are
able to cope with the additional workload (House of Commons 2006).
16.11. Recommendation 8: Eligibility and Suitability Criteria – The bi-annual Evaluation Report of
Clear Track, Phase II Report, March 2007 (Campbell and Lewis 2007a) recommended that the eligibility and
suitability criteria produced objective measures that could be used in the selection of appropriate referrals.
Clear Track made significant progress in relation to revising the eligibility and suitability criteria by
providing robust and comprehensive detailed criteria which was frequently reviewed (refer to appendice III,
R8, p38).
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16.12. Recommendation 9: Substance Misuse – The Second Annual Evaluation Report of Clear Track,
Phase II Report, August 2007 (Campbell and Lewis 2007b) suggested four recommendations. Firstly the
evaluation report recommended that Clear Track provided appropriate interventions aimed at addressing the
problematic substance use of its participants. Clear Track made significant progress in relation to this
recommendation by providing appropriate interventions to help address the alcohol and drug use of the
young offenders (refer to appendice III, R9, p139).
16.13. Recommendation 10: Cost-efficiency and Effectiveness – The evaluation report (Campbell and
Lewis 2007b) also recommended, in an attempt to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the project that
the Clear Track management team, its stakeholders and the Probation Service work effectively together to
increase the frequency and number of referrals made to the project. The Clear Track management team
made more than reasonable efforts to improve the consistency and effectiveness of the referral process, this
included increasing awareness amongst sentencers and local probation staff, developing effective working
relationships directly with the local courts and the Youth Offending Service, and a review of Clear Track’s
age demarcation (refer to appendice III, R10, p140).
16.14. Recommendation 11: Induction Criteria – The evaluation report (Campbell and Lewis 2007b)
recommended that steps to improve upon the Clear Track induction process were implemented by the
project’s management team. Clear Track made considerable progress in relation to this recommendation by
improving the induction process and by ensuring that all Clear Track participants were provided with
appropriate support and assistance throughout the induction period (refer to appendice III, R11, p141).
16.15. Recommendation 12: Dissonance from Offending – Finally, the Second Annual Evaluation
Report of Clear Track, Phase II Report, August 2007 (Campbell and Lewis 2007b) recommended that
appropriate individual assessments would contribute towards an understanding of an offender and the
underlying nature and motivation for their offending. Clear Track made considerable progress by
monitoring, reviewing and re-assessing the offending behaviour of its participants (refer to appendice III,
R12, p142).
16.16. Recommendation 13: Increased Awareness - The third bi-annual evaluation report of Clear Track,
Phase III Report, March 2008 (Campbell and Lewis 2008a) recommended ‘increasing awareness’ in relation
to the availability of Clear Track as a specified activity requirement amongst sentencers, probation officers
and criminal justice agencies, as an essential element of increasing the potential of referrals made to the
project. Clear Track has made progress in relation to increasing awareness by distributing information
leaflets and posters to probation officers, magistrates, judges and other relevant criminal justice agencies
(refer to Table R13, Appendice III, P143).
16.17. Recommendation 14: Partnership Information Sharing Protocol – The Third Annual Evaluation
Report of Clear Track, Phase III Report, August 2008 (Campbell and Lewis 2008b) made two
recommendations. Firstly, the evaluation report recommended the development of a consistent and efficient
information-sharing between multi-agency partnerships, in the interests of accountability, the evaluation
recommended that the Clear Track pre-sentence assessment outcome is reported to partnership agencies,
such as the Probation Service, in a more formal and structured fashion. The evaluation further recommended
that the Clear Track management team and the Probation Service worked in conjunction to draw together an
‘information-sharing protocol’ which outlines reporting expectations in line with current legislation. The
Clear Track management team reported no progress being made in relation to this recommendation (refer to
appendice III, table R14, p144).
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16.18. Recommendation 15: Case Tracking Identification – The evaluation report (Campbell and Lewis
2008b) also recommended that the Clear Track management team devised a unique tracking identification
number for all referrals made to the project. It was further recommended that the unique identification
number did not include personal information such as date of birth or name, and that the case number should
correspond with each individual case. On the whole this aimed to protect the identity of the vulnerable
young adult offenders in the care of Clear Track, particularly when an individual’s case is being discussed
with outside agencies. It will also help resolve any confusion which could be made when an individual is
referred to the Clear Track project on two (or more) separate occasions. Similarly, the Clear Track
management team reported no progress being made in relation to this recommendation (refer to appendice
III, table R15, p145).
16.19. Overall, the Clear Track project achieved significant progress in relation to the development of an
effective and efficient service delivery through the implementation of best practice. This is evidenced by the
documented progress outlined within the evaluation recommendations as presented in the summary table
FR08/09 9.39.

Table FR08/09 9.39 The Key Indicators of Quality in the Delivery of Best Practice for the Clear Track
Project
§

Accommodation and Supervision

Clear Track made significant progress in relation to providing appropriate accommodation and supervision for its
participants in a safe and secure community location.
§

Multi-agency Partnerships

Clear Track made significant progress in relation to this recommendation by forging strong multi-agency
partnerships across government and within the community through an effective Steering Group committee.
§

The Referral Process

Clear Track made slow progress in relation to the referral process; this was largely the result of the sporadic and
irregular number of referrals made to the project.
§

Clear Track Requirements and Activities

Clear Track made significant progress in relation to this recommendation by providing its participants with a
wide range of compulsory and voluntary activities through a structured weekly programme.
§

Staffing and Staff Development

Overall, Clear Track staff were given various opportunities to attend training courses, particularly in relation to
health and safety and working in a residential setting.
§

Clear Track’s Business Plan

Clear Track regularly reported the project’s progress to its funders however; as a pilot project significant
advancement could be made from drawing together a business plan to assist in the development of future similar
projects.
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Table FR08/09 9.39 (Continued) The Key Indicators of Quality in the Delivery of Best Practice for the
Clear Track Project

§

Custody Plus

The recommendation of Custody Plus became invalid since the project’s service delivery in November 2006.
§

Eligibility and Suitability Criteria

Clear Track made significant progress in relation to revising the eligibility and suitability criteria by providing
robust and comprehensive detailed criteria which was frequently reviewed.
§

Substance Misuse

Clear Track made significant progress in relation to this recommendation by providing appropriate interventions
to help address the alcohol and drug use of the young offenders.
§

Cost-efficiency and Effectiveness

The Clear Track management team made more than reasonable efforts to improve the consistency and
effectiveness of the referral process, this included increasing awareness amongst sentencers and local probation
staff, developing effective working relationships directly with the local courts and the Youth Offending Service,
and a review of Clear Track’s age demarcation.
§

Induction Criteria

Clear Track made considerable progress in relation to this recommendation by improving the induction process
and by ensuring that all Clear Track participants were provided with appropriate support and assistance
throughout the induction period.
§

Dissonance from Offending

Clear Track made considerable progress by monitoring, reviewing and re-assessing the offending behaviour of its
participants.
§

Increased Awareness

Clear Track has made progress in relation to increasing awareness by distributing information leaflets and posters
to probation officers, magistrates, judges and other relevant criminal justice agencies.
§

Partnership Information Sharing Protocol

The Clear Track management team reported no progress being made in relation to this recommendation.
§

Case Tracking Identification

The Clear Track management team reported no progress being made in relation to this recommendation.
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Efficiency Analysis: The Delivery of a Cost-effective and Efficient Project

Actual Outcome: Overall, Clear Track proved effective as a service in the delivery of best practice
when addressing the underlying factors pertaining to an individuals offending behaviour.
Clear Track was able to provide its participants with the opportunity to engage in constructive
activities such as vocational and skills training, experiential learning, education and unpaid work. As
a result of being at Clear Track, the project’s participants experienced positive changes in attitudes
towards their offending behaviour
Rates of reconviction for the young offenders who attended the project were the same for those
offenders who were sentenced to short-term custody. Thus, rates of reconviction as a measure of
effectiveness indicate that Clear Track was unable to significantly challenge the future offending
behaviour of its participants.
The cost-efficiency of the project cannot be determined in the absence of accounts of the project’s
spending and for this reason the evaluation is unable to determine if Clear Track is proven to be a
viable investment for funders as a cost-efficient project.

Areas of Best Practice: The benefit of Clear Track, as a pilot-intervention and a third sector not-forprofit service as part of a multi-agency organisational partnership, was that the project was able to
deliver their service at no additional cost to the Probation Service or the courts.

Concluding Recommendation: In the interests of service development, it is recommended that Clear
Track draws together a clear framework which highlights the project’s operational processes, areas of
best practice and a portfolio of programmes which reflect the assessed needs of its diverse population of
young people in the interests of exporting the key elements of effective practice and quality assurance to
future UK Clear Track projects.

Implications for Future Policy: Clear Track, as an enterprising intervention designed to provide
sentencers with an alternative sentencing option to custody achieved significant progress in relation to
the development of an effective and efficient service delivery through the implementation of best
practice. With this in mind, funders and policy decision-makers are encouraged to consider the wider
implications of policies that aspire to rethink sentencing frameworks and the commissioning of available
sentencing options.
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17.

Clear Track: Moving Forward

17.1. The overall purpose of Clear Track was to establish whether young adult offenders (aged 18-21),
who would have otherwise received a custodial sentence, had a better chance of developing themselves as
effective and productive citizens by attending Clear Track as a community custodial sentence. The
evaluation of Clear Track has highlighted throughout the evaluation reporting process and within this report
that there is clear evidence to suggest why Clear Track should work as an effective and efficient alternative
sentencing option (refer to table FR08/09 9.40). Furthermore, through a thorough and robust assessment of
the Clear Track project the evaluation is able to identify how Clear Track works, why Clear Track works,
under what condition, and for which participants. However, due to an absence of accounts of the project’s
spending the evaluation is unable to determine if Clear Track is worth it.
17.2. The Clear Track project was on the whole restricted in establishing itself as a sentencing option’.
However, third sector consultation proposals have recognised the need to develop and improve policies and
secure better public services through effective partnerships between the government and third sector
organisations (Ministry of Justice 2007, HM Treasury and Cabinet Office 2007). The introduction of new
strategies relating to working partnerships and the third sector could help not-for-profit organisations such as
Clear Track overcome some of the legislative and policy limitations that initially challenged the
implementations of the project as a sentencing option. Suggest that in order to enable penal reform more
needs to be achieved in the development and implementation of effective sentencing alternatives to shortterm custodial sentences.
17.3. Introducing new and reformed sentences that challenge an over-reliance on custody and that provide
sentencers with alternative sentencing options to custody, not only allows for change to occur, but it also
suggests an advocacy for change. Clear Track, as an enterprising intervention designed to providing
sentencers with an alternative sentencing option to custody, brings the Criminal Justice System one step
closer to challenging an established over-reliance on custody. With this in mind, funders and policy
decision-makers are encouraged to consider the wider implications of policies that aspire to rethink
sentencing frameworks and the commissioning of available sentencing options.
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How does Clear Track
Work?

Forging strong multiagency partnerships across
government and within the
community through an
effective Steering Group
committee and a
practitioners’ group
committee was an essential
key to the success of Clear
Track in enabling the
project to deliver a wide
range of interventions
tailored to address the
individual needs of young
adult offenders.

Why Should Clear Track
Work?

Sixty-three percent of
prisons in England and
Wales were operating with
a population that exceeded
its ‘in-use CNA’ or were
operating ‘full-to-capacity’.
The combination of a rising
prison population and a
lack of prison facilities
resulting in prison
overcrowding have led to a
renewed focus on the
relative effectiveness of
prison when compared to
alternative communitybased sentences.

sentencing would have
otherwise received an
immediate of suspended
custodial sentence.

Clear Track was able to
work more effectively when
the project and its
management team engaged
with low to medium risk
young adult offenders aged
18-25, who at the time of

Why does Clear Track
Work?

The Impact Assessment of
Clear Track
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Clear Track was able to
provide its participants
with the opportunity to
engage in constructive
activities such as
vocational and skills
training, experiential
learning, education and
unpaid work. As a result of
being at Clear Track, the
project’s participants
experienced positive
changes in attitudes
towards their offending
behaviour

Is Clear Track Worth it?

Efficiency Analysis
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Process and Structure

Theories of Change

The strategic planning and
development around the
processes and structure of
future projects should
commence in advance of
the project’s anticipated
start-up

How can Clear Track
Improve?

Concluding
Recommendations

What Works? – Which Mechanisms and Processes are Effective? Under what Conditions? And for which Participants?

Table FR08/09: 9.40 The Underlying Questions to the Evaluation Process of Clear Track to Determine ‘What Works and Why?’

The Steering Group
committee proves an
essential element in the
development and
implementation of projects
such as Clear Track, thus,
proving to be a
fundamental consideration
in the development of future
policy

Are there Wider
Implications for Policy?

Implications for Future
Policy

How does Clear Track
Work?

Establishing a working
partnership with the local
Probation Service enabled
Clear Track to receive the
majority of its referrals.
Liaising directly with the
local courts and the Youth
Offending Service proved
an essential element to
increasing the number of
potential referrals made to
the project.

Why Should Clear Track
Work?

The effects of an
overcrowded prison estate
raises doubt about the
rehabilitative potential of
the service, where the
consequences of prison
overcrowding suggests that
few proactive steps can be
taken to provide offenders
with the help needed to
address their offending
behaviour, especially for
those offenders who are in
receipt of short term
custody sentences. What’s
more, the Ministry of
Justice have argued that
community-based sentences
of less than 12 months are
proven to be more effective
at reducing re-offending
than short prison terms.

Clear Track was able to
work more effectively by
assisting the project’s
participants in working
towards challenging their
offending behaviour
through the delivery of a
wide range of interventions
through a structured weekly
programme of
interdependent concurrent
activities ordered around a
60 day timeframe in a
community setting.

Why does Clear Track
Work?

The Impact Assessment of
Clear Track
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Clear Track proved
effective as a service in the
delivery of best practice
when addressing the
underlying factors
pertaining to an individuals
offending behaviour.

Is Clear Track Worth it?

Efficiency Analysis
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Process and Structure

Theories of Change

To increase the number of
potential referrals, future
stakeholders and policy
makers should consider the
benefit of introducing a
multi-agency referral
process with a view to
engaging with young
offenders aged 18-25 years.

How can Clear Track
Improve?

Concluding
Recommendations

The effectiveness of the
referral process is
paramount to the
functioning of Clear Track
as service to the Criminal
Justice System. Until
significant changes in
policy occur that aim to
promote and accommodate
a diverse and flexible
sentencing framework,
penal reform through an
improved Criminal Justice
System will be unable to
feasibly accommodate
alternative sentencing
options such as Clear
Track.

Are there Wider
Implications for Policy?

Implications for Future
Policy

How does Clear Track
Work?

Providing enhanced
residential supervision in a
community setting for
Clear Track participants
was a fundamental aspect
to the service delivery of
the project

Why Should Clear Track
Work?

Introducing new and
reformed sentences that
challenge an over-reliance on
custody and that provide
sentencers with alternative
sentencing options to custody,
not only allows for change to
occur, but it also suggests an
advocacy for change.

Why does Clear Track
Work?

The Impact Assessment
of Clear Track
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Rates of reconviction for
the young offenders who
attended the project were
the same for those
offenders who were
sentenced to short-term
custody. Thus, rates of
reconviction as a measure
of effectiveness indicate
that Clear Track was
unable to significantly
challenge the future
offending behaviour of its
participants.

The cost-efficiency of the
project cannot be
determined in the absence
of accounts of the project’s
spending and for this
reason the evaluation is
unable to determine if
Clear Track is proven to be
a viable investment for
funders as a cost-efficient
project.

Is Clear Track Worth it?

Efficiency Analysis

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Clear Track is one such
example of an enterprising
and innovative initiative
purposefully designed to not
only bridge the gap between
community and custodial
sentences by providing
sentencers with an alternative
to custody sentencing option,
but to also provide the
criminal justice system with
an intervention aimed at
addressing some of the
failings that accompany
short-term prison sentences.

Process and Structure

Theories of Change

In the interests of
addressing an offender’s
aggressive and violent
behaviour it is
recommended that young
offenders who attend Clear
Track are encouraged to
attend anger management
or counselling programmes
aimed at addressing some
of the underlying issues
pertaining to an individuals
offending behaviour.

Offender managers would
be able to assist an
individual’s development
by paying particular
attention to an offender’s
willingness to comply with
their community order at
all times throughout the
programme

How can Clear Track
Improve?

Concluding
Recommendations

Clear Track as an
enhanced residential
intervention in a community
setting was able to
influence and change the
thinking, attitudes and
behaviour of its
participants, indicating the
overall effectiveness of the
project and the potential
benefits of the Clear Track
intervention as an
alternative sentencing
option.

As a 60 day activity
requirement of an overall
Community Order, Clear
Track was able to provide
the courts with an
alternative sentencing
option

Are there Wider
Implications for Policy?

Implications for Future
Policy
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Appendice I: Evaluation Research Methodology
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Appendice I: Evaluation Research Methodology
1. Evaluating Clear Track113
The overall aim of this evaluation was to measure how far and how effectively Clear Track has meet with its
intended aims, objectives and targets whilst applying a scientific realistic framework (Pawson and Tilley
1997). That is, the purpose of the evaluation was to monitor the project’s contribution to the landscape of
community-based interventions through a conceptualisation of first, the theories of change which underpin
changes in offending behaviour; second, project implementation through assessing the processes and
structures of Clear Track’s development and delivery; thirdly, project impact by assessing change which has
occurred as a direct result of Clear Track’s implementation; and finally, by measuring project efficiency
through assessing the overall effectiveness of Clear Track. In doing so, the evaluation ensured a
comprehensive assessment of Clear Track. A further aim of the evaluation was to monitor the replicability
of Clear Tack, that is, to provide an assessment that would be unchanged if the evaluation were replicated.
This was achieved by:
§
1.
2.

3.

4.

designing an evaluation framework which aimed to provide an evidence-based response to `what
works’ in relation to Clear Track’s aims and objectives
defining the issue of concern through a pre-empirical evaluation of the theoretical constructs,
systematically and scientifically grounding the evaluation by applying a scientific realistic
framework as well as a repertoire of social science research techniques which supported this
framework,
ensuring means of openness, transparency and fairness through communicating the results of the
evaluation and their implications to the stakeholders and decision-makers through progress team
meetings and bi-annual reports,
and by suggesting recommendations that enhanced policy and practice.

2. Tailoring the Evaluation
Applying a scientific realistic framework (Young and Mathews 1992, Pawson and Tilley 1997), which is
widely appreciated as particularly appropriate for evaluation research in practice- and value-based
professions, enabled the evaluation to develop a deeper understanding of the mechanism through which an
action causes an outcome, and about the context which provided the ideal conditions to trigger the
mechanism (Duguid and Pawson 1998). Thus, in identifying ‘what works’ the evaluation was able to
investigate which processes and mechanisms were effective, under what conditions, in what setting and for
which participants, all of which constituted a tailored assessment of Clear Track (refer to table EP 1.2).
Based upon a framework of scientific realism as identified above, this independent evaluation was able to
adopt an evidence-based structured approach in assessing and supporting the focus, aims and targets of Clear
Track, whilst measuring its efficiency and impact as a pilot-intervention. To achieve this the evaluation
adopted a systematic application of social science research procedures to demonstrate persuasively that
observed changes are a function of the intervention and to ensure that this cannot be accounted for in other
ways. With this in mind, the evaluation team designed a research strategy which rigorously and robustly
underpinned the four levels of analysis which encompassed the evaluation approach; these were theories of
change, process and structure, impact assessment of Clear Track, and efficiency analysis. The benefits of

113

For more information relating the Evaluation of Clear Track refer to Campbell and Lewis (2005), An Evaluation
Proposal of Clear Track, Report EP/11/05, November 2005, section 9 – 15, page 13 – 28.
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What kind of an effect or impact is Clear
Track having upon those taking part in
the pilot-intervention?
What changes have occurred which have
impacted upon Clear Track?

Who participates within the project?

Has change occurred within the process
and implementation of Clear Track? If so
why has this happened? What impact has
this had?

What is needed to change within the
constructs of Clear Track in order to
improve the current situation?
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To what extent is Clear Track generating
change in the desired direction?

Does Clear Track operate as planned and
expected?

What is needed to change within the
realms of the social problem in order to
improve the current situation?

What changes have Clear Track brought
about which have impacted upon the
outcomes and the participants?

Why does Clear Track Work?

How was Clear Track implemented?

How does Clear Track Work?

Why Should Clear Track Work?

The Impact Assessment of Clear
Track

What social problem(s) brought the
current need for Clear Track as a pilotintervention in reducing re-offending
behaviour?

Process and Structure

Theories of Change

Are the benefits from reducing reoffending behaviour greater than the
costs of implementing Clear Track?

Does Clear Track reduce re-offending
behaviour?

Is it intended to produce a particular
benefit at a lower cost per unit of
outcome than other interventions
designed to achieve the same goal? Has
this been achieved?

Is Clear Track producing sufficient
benefits in relation to the costs incurred?

Is Clear Track Worth it?

Efficiency Analysis

What Works? – Which Mechanisms and Processes are Effective? Under what Conditions? and for which Particpants?

Table EP1.2: The Underlying Questions to the Evaluation Question ‘What Works and Why?’

this are unveiled in the designs flexibility in evaluating the pilot-intervention given the various stages and
processes associated with the implementation of new projects and interventions.

3. A Mixed Method approach to Researching Clear Track
The choice of method is crucial in gaining an understanding of reality through rational enquiry.
Furthermore, successful research with young people has often involved the design of specialised methods
due to the delicate nature of working with vulnerable groups such as young offenders (Langston, Abbott,
Lewis and Kellett 2004).
For these reasons, a rigorous and robust scientifically underpinned research strategy was devised to provide a
comprehensive, independent tailored evaluation of Clear Track. The mixed-method approach employed
included both quantitative and qualitative research methods to improve our knowledge base in understanding
a young offender’s transition into adulthood, and to establish an understanding of how policy and practice
can effectively challenge such offending behaviour.
By bringing together different methods with their own blend of strengths and weaknesses, it is envisaged that
the weaknesses of one method will be counter balanced by the strengths of the other (Maguire 2000).
Denzin (1970) also suggests that the use of mixed methods is the key to overcoming inherent bias that could
occur as a result of using a single method.
The evaluation research consisted of an interrupted time series which was designed to observe and compare
changes that occur over time; and the use of video diaries and in-depth interviews which were designed to
provide valuable data in recording these changes as they occur within the intervention period. However due
to the complexities of conducting research with young offenders and the delicate nature of the topic being
explored and as a direct result of the limiting number of referrals made to the project, the evaluation research
design was subsequently restricted. For these reasons an additional method, namely secondary document
analysis, was employed to enhance the strength and significance of the research findings.

§

The Interrupted Time Series

The use of quantitative approaches, such as the interrupted time series, in relation to the research aims was
employed to explain patterns of offending behaviour through the development of objective knowledge
(Noaks and Wincup 2004, Hale 1999). The interrupted time series provided a wealth of information in
understanding the complexity of criminogenic and social behaviours through examining a wide range of
factors such as:

§

attitudes towards crime,

§

attitudes towards authority,

§

self-esteem

§

morals and their understanding of right and wrong,

§

their involvement with the Criminal Justice System,
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§

relations with their family,

§

views on the importance of family, education and work,

§

their drug and alcohol use,

§

their aspirations and their views on the future.

Within the interrupted time series approach the principle source of information was collected through a series
of questions, open and closed (David and Sutton 2004), carried out with the participants of Clear Track.
Each series of questions was developed around a participant’s stay at the Clear Track project, drawn out in a
series of three questionnaire surveys.
Each survey was designed to gain and understanding of the views and opinions of the young offenders
attending the Clear Track project; the stage one survey explored a young offender’s views and opinions
during their first few weeks of being at the programme. The stage two questionnaire explored the views and
opinions of a young offender whilst they had completed approximately half of their Clear Track sentence and
the stage three questionnaire explored the views and opinions of a young offender during their final week of
being at the project. The overall purpose of the surveys was to explore and develop an understanding of the
effectiveness of the Clear Track project in implementing change in behaviour.
The successful implementation of the interrupted time series method in relation to the Clear Track project,
was largely dependent on the projects participants completing the programme. However, as has been
discussed in section 9.10 many young offenders who were sentenced to Clear Track failed to complete the
programme. This means that the available number of research participants who were able to complete a
questionnaire varied according to the length of time a Clear Track participant stayed at the project.
At the time that the stage one questionnaire was conducted 23 young offenders had started the Clear Track
programme; however, four young offenders had breached their community order (resulting in re-sentencing)
before the stage one questionnaire could be completed and one young offender did not want to complete a
stage one questionnaire. In total eighteen young offenders completed the stage one questionnaire, of which
two young offenders were female and sixteen young offenders were male. All of the young offenders were
white British nationals and were aged between 18-21 years.
Of the 18 young offenders who completed the stage one questionnaire, eleven young offenders had breached
their community order before the stage two questionnaire could be completed. This means that seven young
offenders were eligible to complete a stage two questionnaire. All seven young offenders completed a stage
two questionnaire, of which one young offender was female and six young offenders were male. All of the
young offenders were white British nationals and were aged between 18-21 years.
Of the seven young offenders who completed the stage two questionnaire, only four young offenders were
eligible to complete the stage three questionnaire. This was because the research collection phase, which ran
from November 2006 to May 2008, had drawn to a close before the remaining eligible research candidates
had completed the Clear Track programme. Had Clear Track been successful in securing and engaging with
50 young offenders per year over three years, the interrupted time series would have been able to
successfully measure the progress of its research sample. However, the interrupted time series becomes
redundant due to the small sample size of 18 research participants, and at best can be understood as an
offender behavioural survey as comparison between each stage of the survey would not provide meaning full
data. The stage one questionnaire, which had the largest research sample size, has been used throughout this
report as supporting evidence; however significant conclusions or links cannot be drawn from the survey
findings alone.
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§

Videos Diaries and In-depth Interviews

Qualitative research approaches are now firmly established in criminology114. However, the use of video
diaries as a research method is innovative and enterprising in social science research. By offering a young
adult offender an opportunity to keep a video diary the researcher is provided with a visual record of the
young person’s views, attitudes and opinions in relation to their offending behaviour and in relation to their
involvement in Clear Track. A video diary also offers the young offender an opportunity to express
themselves by verbalising and visualising their thoughts and opinions without criticism or ridicule, when
they otherwise might not have had such an opportunity.
Thus, the use of video diaries was employed to develop an understanding of the socially constructed nature
of the young offenders’ lifestyles, outlooks and behaviour, as well as the meanings attached to such
behaviour. However, due to the innovative nature of this method of enquiry all the young offenders within
the research sample refused to participate in keeping a video diary. This may have been because of the
unfamiliar nature of being asked to keep a video diary. Young offenders are often asked to complete selfreporting questionnaires, for example within the Prison Service and within the Probation Service where data
collection techniques tend to adopt a more traditional scientific approach, .however the unfamiliarity of
video diaries may have left the young offenders feeling vulnerable and uncertain, particularly in relation of
what they felt they were able to say (Coleman and Moynihan 1996).
The evaluation research, through observation, was able to anticipate the limitations of the video diaries with
this particular sample group and subsequently introduced a similar but less invasive and a more familiar data
collection technique. In a bid to identify shifts away from offending behaviour, the in-depth interviews
captured the young offender’s perspective of their offending behaviour as well as motivation to change
which may not be cognitively apparent to the young persons themselves.
In total 16 interviews were conducted, of which one interview became void due to technical difficulties. Of
the remaining fifteen interviews, twelve were conducted in weeks five and six of the Clear Track
participant’s sentence at the project, and three interviews were completed with participants who had
completed the Clear Track programme up to six months after leaving the project.

§

Secondary Document Analysis

When considering a custodial or a community sentence the courts can request a pre-sentence report from
probation officers in order to determine the most appropriate sentencing option. The pre-sentence report
provides justices with information relating to an offender’s life circumstances, patterns of offending,
motivation regarding the offence, the level of risk an offender may pose, readiness to make positive changes
and a sentence recommendation. Before a pre-sentence report can be produced, probation offices draw upon
a wealth of information from a wide variety of sources, including an interview with the offender, an OASys
assessment and OGRS to determine the most appropriate sentencing options that are available to the courts
114

The qualitative tradition in criminology owes a great deal to the work of the Chicago School, which was particularly
influential in sociology between 1892 and 1942. Drawing their inspirations from developments within sociological
theory, the Chicago School researchers pursued innovative qualitative work making use of participant’s observation,
life histories and documents. This work began to influence British criminologists in the 1960s (Deegon 2001).
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and that are suitable to the individual’s offending-related needs. The Research evaluation team was able to
gain access to the OASys assessment documentation, courtesy of the local Northumbria Probation Service.
The OASys assessment documentation became a valuable source of secondary data analysis for the
evaluation in relation to highlighting an offender’s level of risk, and in determining the offending and reoffending behaviour of the research sample, as well as the courts sentencing decisions.
Of the 47 young offenders who were referred to the Clear Track project during the research collection phase,
OASys assessment documentation was accessed via the Probation Service for 36 referrals and pre-sentenced
reports were collected for 23 referrals.
Of the thirty-six OASys assessment documents collected, 20 related to those young offenders who were
referred but did not start the project, and 16 related to those young offenders who did start the project. In
total OASys documentation were missing for eleven referrals.
Of the twenty-three pre-sentenced reports collected, eighteen reports related to those young offenders who
started the Clear Track project, and five reports related to those young offenders who were referred but did
not start the project. In total pre-sentence reports were missing for twenty-four referrals, and 18 research
participants had both a pre-sentence report and OASys assessment documentation. Due to the Probation
Service’s information sharing protocol (refer to recommendation 14, p144) Clear Track was unable to access
the PSRs of all the young offenders who were referred to the project and subsequently some PSR documents
were unobtainable.
The sources of information drawn upon by probation officers are outlined below. The ways in which
probation officers sourced information included ‘interviews with’, ‘contact with’, ‘discussions with’, ‘access
to’, ‘liaison with’, ‘telephone contact with’, ‘use of’, ‘sight of’, ‘personal knowledge of’, ‘enquires to’,
‘regular contact with’, and ‘correspondence from’.

§ Visible Sources of Information

(N=47)

§ Sight of antecedent history (previous convictions)

39

§ Sight of crown prosecution service documentation

39

§ Interview with assailant (solely)

33

§ contact with Clear Track staff

21

§ Offender self assessment and risk assessment tool (including access to previous OASys
documents n=3)

21

§ Discussions with Northumbria Probation Service practitioners

15

§ Telephone contact with fines department at magistrates courts

14

§ Personal knowledge of assailant as supervising officer

13

§ Use of basic skills assessment tool

13

§ Access to probation files

12

§ Enquires to Sunderland social services

8
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§ Interview with assailant and Clear Track

7

§ Sight of previous PSR

7

§ Contact with YOS

7

§ Contact with housing professional (including Sunderland housing group n=2; Norcare housing
n=2; and YMCA n=2)

6

§ Victim statement

5

§ Contact with assailant’s family member (including a home visit to assailants family n=1)

5

§ Contact with solicitor

5

§ Discussions with unpaid work team

4

§ Two interviews with assailant (solely)

4

§ Discussions with drug rehabilitation staff

4

§ Contact with health professional (including psychiatrist n=2)

4

§ Discussion with supervising officer (when reporting officer was not the supervising officer)

3

§ Access to YOS records

3

§ Access to prison records

3

§ Discussions with employment professionals (including North sands Business centre n=1; new
deal advisor n=2)

3

§ Access to Clear Track assessment

2

§ Sight of police case summary

2

§ Access to unpaid work records

2

§ Discussions with magistrates court staff (including listings department n=1)

2

§ Discussion with one to one treatment services

1

§ Access to bail information records

1

§ Offender not previously known to Probation Service

1

Other Information
§ Number of offenders referred to Clear Track (November 2006 to May 2008)

47

§ Number of pre-sentence reports (six of these reports were double reports, meaning six people
had two reports each)

47

§ Number of Standard Pre sentence Reports for individual cases

41/47

§ Number of individuals who did not have a pre sentence report

6/47
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§ Number of individuals who had two pre sentence reports

6/47

§ Number which were fast delivery reports

1/47

§ Number which were YOS reports

2/47

§ Number which were nil reports

1/47

§ The Evaluation Questionnaire: Measures of Client Satisfaction
Evaluation sheets are an effective method in measuring the ‘satisfaction’ of the participants of the Clear
Track project. Collecting quantitative data in this way has become a process of good practice for
practitioners and organisations with a view to improving upon performance. In asking participants to
complete a simple, single-sided questionnaire, the Clear Track management team and the evaluation team
would have been able to gain an understanding of the effectiveness of the interventions’ activities and
potential areas for improvement.
The evaluation team recommended in March 2006115 that an effective measure in monitoring and measuring
client satisfaction would be to implement and monitor an evaluation questionnaire. The overall purpose
would have been to assist the Clear Track management team in the recognition and delivery of a wide range
of interventions tailored to address the needs of the Clear Track participants, as outlined in Recommendation
four, Clear Track Requirements and Activities (refer to Appendice III).
Despite guidance from the evaluation team, the Clear Track project failed to implement an evaluative client
satisfaction questionnaire, for reasons that are unknown to the Evaluation Team. Instead however, the Clear
Track management team introduced a suggestions form which offered participants the opportunity to
anonymously feedback to staff information relating to any areas that they felt needed improving. In the
absence of client satisfaction questionnaires the Evaluation Team were unable to determine the level of
satisfaction experienced by those young offenders who attended the Clear Track project. However, the Clear
Track management team reported that their alternative suggestion form assisted the Clear Track participants
by offering them an additional means of communicating any suggestions for change, as well as assisting the
management team by allowing uninhibited communication that sought to understand a Clear Track
participant’s experience of being at the project.

4. Researching the Clear Track Participants
Historically, much research has marginalised the voice of young people, on the grounds that children and
young people are not competent to understand or describe their world due to cognitive and linguistic
immaturity116. There is now a revised way of thinking that young people are capable of providing
worthwhile data from a young age (Armato and Ochiltree 1987, Fine and Sandstrom 1988), this is partly due

115

For more information refer to Campbell and Lewis (2006a), An Evaluation Report of Clear Track, Phase I Report
ERI/03/06, March 2006, section 19, page 19.

116

For example, a common interpretation of Piaget’s developmental theory is that children have limited competence to
understand, formulate or express ideas and thoughts (Piaget 1929).
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to Article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Children117 (1994) ‘you have the right to say
what you think and you must be listened to’; partly due to Article 10 of the Human Rights Act118 (1988)
‘everyone has the right to have their own opinion and show it in a way they want. No one can stop anyone
else from doing this unless the person is not allowed to express opinion by law’; and partly due to a critical
piece of UK legislation, the Children’s Act119 (1989); all of which advocate actively involving children in
issues that effect them. Collectively, these developments have resulted in increasing attention being given to
directly obtain the views and experiences of children and young people.
Understanding the world from the perspective of the research participants at Clear Track involves a research
methodology that recognises that it is the Clear Track participants who are the ‘experts’ in understanding
their offending and risk-taking behaviour; in a sense that they are the keepers of the knowledge and insights
into understanding their offending and risk-taking behaviours (Pattman and Kehily 2004). The importance
of young people’s voices in understanding their world in relation to the research process was at the core of
the critical issues that defined the qualitative methodological approaches of the evaluation-research process.

§ Selecting the Sample
To establish the effectiveness and efficiency of the Clear Track project in addressing offending related
behaviour and in effectively reducing re-offending, the research sample was drawn from potential candidates
referred to the Clear Track project. Thus, the research sample included candidates who were referred to
Clear Track and did not start the project, and candidates who were referred to the project and did start Clear
Track. By exploring patterns, links and differences between those offenders who started the Clear Track
project and those offenders how did not, the evaluation is able to determine how Clear Track works and for
which participants120.
Because of the way in which participants were referred to the project it was not possible to specify the
probability that any person, who was systematically and randomly selected, would be included in the sample.
This is because potential candidates were predetermined by the Probation Service, in accordance with Clear
Track’s eligibility criterion, before being referred to the project. Furthermore, potential candidates were
screened out at several stages throughout the Clear Track referral process, as discussed in section seven. On
the whole, this directed the research towards a purposive sampling frame where individuals were sampled
using a starting point and an end point (Robson 2003). The starting point was indicated by the first referral
made to the project, and the end point was indicated by 18 months of the project being live. The significance
of 18 months was of particular relevance to the longevity of an offender’s stay at the project; this is because
offenders who resided at the Clear Track project could stay for up to 16 weeks (four months). The research
collection phase was designed around an offender’s 16 week stay at the project, with a follow-up interview
six months after an offender completed the programme.

§ The Research Sample Group
The research data collection phase ran from November 2006 until May 2008. During this time all referrals
that were made to the Clear Track project were sampled, in total forty-seven research participants were
sampled. The selected sample was divided into two groups, group A who went onto start the Clear Track
project and group B who did not start the project.
117

For more information go to http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/k2crc.htm, viewed 06/03/07

118

For more information go to http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/80042--d.htm, viewed 06/03/07

119

For more information to go http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts1989/Ukpga_19890041_en_1.htm, viewed 06/03/07

120

Refer to section 7 for more information relating to the referral process.
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Group A: Twenty-three young offenders who were referred to Clear Track went onto start the
programme121. All 23 young offenders were asked to participate in the research; participation was entirely
voluntary and participants were asked to complete an informed consent form. Throughout their stay at the
project, Group A research sample was asked to:
§
§
§
§
§

Self-complete a stage one questionnaire during the first few weeks of arriving at the project,
Partake in one in-depth interview during weeks five to six of being at the project,
Self-complete a stage two questionnaire half way through their stay at the project,
Start keeping a video diary during week nine of their stay at the project,
And to self-complete a stage three questionnaire during their final week of being at the project,

§

Those research participants who completed the programme (n=3) during the research data collection
time frame were asked to partake in a follow up interview to establish what progress that had been made
by the individual.

Group B: Twenty-four young offenders who were referred to Clear Track did not go onto start the
programme. In order to establish the appropriateness of the referral process and sentencing decisions, as
well as the effectiveness of Clear Track in reducing re-offending, the evaluation negotiated access to
anonymised probation documents for those offenders referred to the Clear Track project during the research
data collection phase.

§ Informed Consent and Confidentiality
Achieving informed consent is commonly promoted as a fundamental guiding principle for an ethically
informed approach, in such a way that participants have complete understanding, at all times, of what the
research is about and the implications of being involved (Shaw 2003).
To achieve this, the researcher gave each of the research participants detailed information about the aims and
objectives of the research so that they can make an informed decision. Each research participant was
verbally asked if they were willing to participate in the research study, and the researcher explained in person
(following a prescribed script to ensure consistency, see table ERII 4.7) to each participant the purpose of the
evaluation study. This allowed the researcher to clarify any concerns, especially in relation to anonymity
(De Vaus 2002) and confidentiality (Little 1990). At which point, a signed consent form was retained by the
researcher, and a duplicate copy was given to the research participant.
In the interests of maintaining good practice, the researcher continual reviewed consent to ensure that the
young research participants remained happy with their involvement. Furthermore, the right to be able to
withdraw was emphasised to the research participants regardless of implications around the loss of potential
data.
The researcher took considerable care in maintaining confidentiality. With respect to the evaluation
research, confidentiality was maintained by taking considerable care not to pass information to those
connected in any way with the participant; it was also maintained by disclosing information in ways which
protects the identity of those who provided the data, as well as omitting or changing facts which might
otherwise identify participants. However, it is essential to recognise that confidentiality does have its limits
especially when conducting research with young offenders (France et al 2000, British Sociological
Association 2003).

121

Refer to section 8 for more information relating to Clear Track starts and non-starts.
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There are ethical considerations when conducting research with young offenders which may mean that the
same degree of confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. There are three areas of particular concern that relate
to assuring confidentiality to young offenders, these are:

§

where a young offender discloses anything that might put themselves at risk or any other person, e.g.
self harm, that they are being seriously harmed or ill-treated or that they intend to harm others,

§

where young offenders disclose information relating to a crime for which they have not been
convicted,

§

and where a young offender discloses anything that compromises Clear Track’s security, e.g. threats
of violence or terrorism, threats to harm staff members or other participants or compromised key
security.

Maintaining informed consent meant that the research participants were informed of these caveats before
agreeing to participate in the research activities, this then allows each individual the opportunity to make an
informed decision around what they wish to disclose or if they choose not to participate in the research.
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§ Appendice II: Figures and Tables
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Table FR08/09 9.6: Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project (between October 2006
and December 2008)
October 2006
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

1
8
15

2
9
16

3
10
17

4
11
18

5
12
19

7
14
21

5
6
7
122
12 13
14

22

23

24

25

26 27124

28

19

29

30

6
13
20

31

26

January 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

7
14
21
28

122

November 2006
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

1

2

3127

4

5

6

8
15
22
29

9
16
23
30

10
17
24
31

11 12
18 19
25 26

13
20
27

Sat

December 2006
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat
2
9
16

1
8
15

2 3
9 10
16 17

4
11
18

3
10

4
11

5
6
12 13123

1
7 8
14 15

20 21125 22

23 24

25

17

18

19

20

21 22

23

24
31

25

26

27

28 29

30

126

27 28

29

30

February 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri
1
4
5
6
7
11 12 13 14
18 19128 20 21
25 26 27129 28

Sat

2

3

8 9
15 16
22 23

10
17
24

March 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

4
11
18
25

5
12
19
26

6
13
20
27

7
14
21
28

Sat

1

2

3

8
15
22
29

9
16
23
30

10
17
24
31

This young offender completed the Clear Track project.

123

This young offender, who was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project, did not comply with their Community
Order and was subsequently removed from the Clear Track project.
124

The first referral made to the Clear Track project. The referral date of an offender does not mean that an offender
started Clear Track on the same date. This offender breached their Community Order after being at the project for 24
days.
125

This young offender completed the Clear Track project.

126

This young offender breached their Community Order after being at the project for 17 days.

127

This young offender completed the Clear Track project.

128

This young offender, who was suitably assessed and sentenced to the Clear Track project, breached their Community
Order after nine days of being at the project.
129

This referral, made via the YOT, was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project. However, they breached their
Community Order after 38 days of being at the project.
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Table FR08/09 9.6 (Continued): Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project (between
October 2006 and March 2008)

April 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri
1
8

2
9

3
10

4
11

5

6

12 13

15 16 17 18 19 20
22 23 24 25133 26 27
29 30134

Sat
7
14
21
28

July 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

1
8
15

2
9
16

4
11
18

5 6
12 13
19 20

7
14
21

22
29

23 24 25
30 31137

26 27

28

3
10
17

May 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri
1
6
13
20
27

7
14
21
28

8
15
22
29

2
9
16
23
30

3

4

10 11
17 18
24 25
31

August 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat
5
12

3

Sat

5
12

6
13

2 3
9 10
16 17

4
11
18

19
26

20 21 22
27 28138 29

23 24
30 31

25

4

130
131

19
26

1
8
15

7
14

June 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

10 11
17 18
24 25

5
12
19
26

6
13
20
27

7

Sat

1

2

8

9

132

14 15
21 22
28 29

September 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

16
23
30

Sat

2
9

3
4
5
135
10 11
12

6 7
13 14

1
8
15

16
23
30

17 18136 19
24 25 26

20 21
27 28

22
29

130

Two referrals were made on this date, both referrals were assessed as suitable and sentenced to the project. Both
offenders went onto breach their Community Order.
131

This referral, made via the YOT, was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project. However, they breached their
order within 18 days of being at the project.
132

This referral was referred on the 4th of June and re-referred to Clear Track on the 15th of June. The participant
attended Clear Track twice and breached their Community Order on both occasions.

133

This offender, referred via probation, breached their Community Order after being at the project for 33 days.

134

The exact date of referral for this young offender is not known. This young offender was referred for a second time.
The first time the offender was referred they were assessed as unsuitable, however, on the second occasion they were
assessed as suitable and sentenced to the project. They failed to comply with the order and consequently were removed
from the project.
135

This offender, referred via probation, completed the Clear Track project.

136

This young offender, referred via Sunderland Magistrates courts, was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project;
however, the offender breached their Community Order after 15 days of being at the project.
137

This referral, made via probation, was assessed as suitable and sentenced to the Clear Track project; however, they
did not comply with their Community Order and consequently were removed from the project.
138

This young offender completed the Clear Track project.
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Table FR08/09 9.6 (Continued): Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project (between
October 2006 and March 2008)
October 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

7
14
21

1
8
15
22

2
9
16
23

3
10
17
24

28

29

30

31

4
11
18
25

5
12
19
26

January 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

6
13

7
14

1
8
15

20
27

21
28

22
29

Sat
6
13
20
27

November 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

4
11
18

5
12
19

6
13
20

1139 2
7
8
9
14 15 16
21 22 23140

25

26

27

28

Sat
3
10
17
24

29 30141

Sat

February 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

1
8
15

2
9
16

21 22
28 29

23

2
9
16

3 4
10 11
17 18

5
12
19

23
30

24 25
31

26

3
10

4
11

5
12

6
7
13 14143

17
24

18
25

19
26

20
27

December 2007
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

2
9
16

3
10
17

4
11
18

5
12
19

6 7
13 14
20 21

1
8
15
22

23
30

24
31

25

26

27 28

29

March 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

2
3
4
9 10144 11

142

5 6
7
12 13 14

16 17145 18 19
23 24 25146 26
30 31

20 21
27 28

Sat
1
8
15
22
29

Two young adult offenders were referred via probation to Clear Track on the 1 st of November; both offenders were
assessed as unsuitable to attend the project.

139

140

This referral, made via probation, was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project; however they breached their
Community Order after 18 days of being at the project.
141

This offender, referred via probation, completed the Clear Track project.

142

This referral was assessed as suitable to attend the project but was sentenced to custody by the courts

143

This referral was made via Probation. This young adult offender had attended the Clear Track project previously
(referral date 25th April 2007) and breached their order due to non-compliance. On this occasion the Clear Track
management team assessed the young adult offender as unsuitable given their previous absconding and non-compliant
behaviour.
144

This referral, made via probation, completed the Clear Track project.

145

This referral, made via probation, completed the Clear Track project

146

This referral was made via Sunderland Magistrates Courts and was assessed as unsuitable to attend the project.
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Table FR08/09 9.6 (Continued): Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project (between
October 2006 and December 2008)
April 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

May 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

June 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

3
10
17

1
2
3
4
5 6
8 9150 10151 11 12152 13
15 16 17 18 19 20

7
14
21

24
31

22 23 24
29 30153

26 27

28

Sat

6 7
13 14

1
8
15

2
9
16

3 4
10 11
17 18

5
12
19

20
27

22
29

23
30

24 25

26

148

21
28

July 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

147

Sat

6
13
20

7
14
21

1
8
15
22

2
9
16
23

3
10
17
24

27

28

29

30

31

4
11
18
25

4
11

5
12

6
13

1 2147
7 8149 9
14 15 16

18
25

19
26

20
27

21
28

22 23
29 30

25

Sat

August 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

September 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

5
12
19
26

3
10
17

1
4 5154 6
7 8
11 12155 13 14 15
18 19 20 21156 22

2
9
16
23

7
14
21

1
8
15
22

2
9
16
23

26 27157 28 29

30

28

29

30

24
31

25

3
10
17
24

4
11
18
25

5
12
19
26

6
13
20
27

This young adult offender was assessed as unsuitable to attend the project.

148

This offender, referred via probation, was suitably assessed and sentenced to the project; however, they breached
their Community Order within 21 days of being at Clear Track.
149

This young adult offender had attended and completed the Clear Track project previously. The offender was
assessed as suitable to attend the project a second time, and was sentenced to Clear Track by the courts. This offender
completed the Clear Track project for a second time.
150

This referral, made via probation, was assessed and sentenced to the Clear Track project. However, the offender was
removed from the project due to concerns around the level of risk that the offender posed to themselves, to others and to
the public.
151

This referral, made via probation, was assessed as unsuitable to attend. This was the second time that this young
offender had been referred to the project; on the previous occasion the offender attended the project and breached their
Community Order after 15 days of being at Clear Track

152

This referral, made via probation, was assessed as suitable to attend the project, and went onto start Clear Track for a
second time; however, the young offender breached their Community Order within 6 days of being at the project.

153

This referral, made via Sunderland Magistrates court, was assessed as unsuitable to attend the project. This was the
second time the young offender had been referred to attend the project, on the previous occasion the offender had
breached after 17 days of being at Clear Track
154

This referral, made via Sunderland Magistrates court, was assessed as suitable and was sentenced to attend the Clear
Track project. This was the second time the offender had been sentenced to Clear Track; on the previous occasion the
offender completed the order. On this occasion however, the offender breached their Community Order after one day
of being at Clear Track
155

This referral, made via probation, was assessed as suitable and sentenced to the Clear Track project. However, they
breached their Community Order after being at the project for 12 days
156

This referral, made via probation, was assessed as suitable and sentenced to the Clear Track project. However, after
being at the project for six days the offender breached their Community Order

157

This referral, made via Sunderland Magistrates court, was assessed and sentenced to Clear Track for a second time.
This young offender completed the Clear Track project for a second time.
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TableFR08/09 9.6 (Continued): Total Number of Referrals made to the Clear Track Project (between
October 2006 and March 2008)

October 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

5
12

6
13

7
14

1
8
15

19
26

20
27

21
28

22
29

Sat

2 3
9 10
16 17

4
11
18

23 24
30 31

25

November 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

2
9

3
4
5
10 11158 12

6 7
13 14

1
8
15

16
23
30

17
24

20 21
27 28

22
29

18
25

19
26

December 2008
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat

7
14

1
8
15

2
9
16

3
10
17

4 5
11 12
18 19

6
13
20

21
28

22
29

23
30

24
31

25 26

27

Key to Table FR08/09 9.6
Referral made via the Probation Service to Clear Track, who later went onto attend
the project
Referral made via the Probation Service to Clear Track, who later did not attend
the project
Referral made via the Youth Offending Team to Clear Track, who later went onto
attend the project
Referral made via the Youth Offending Team to Clear Track, who later did not
attend the project
Referral made via Sunderland Magistrates Courts, who later did not attend the
project
Referral made via Sunderland Magistrates Courts, who later went onto attend the
project
May 2007

May 2007

Black background signifies Year One of being ‘live’ for the Clear Track project

Blue background signifies Year Two of being ‘live for the Clear Track project

158

The referring agency of this young offender is not known, however they were assessed as suitable and sentenced to
the Clear Track project. They completed 26 days of the project before breaching their Community Order
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Figure AERIII 7.3: A Sample of Clear Track’s Programme Activities and Interventions
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Figure FR08/09 9.21: The Rationale of Clear Track’s Programme Activities and Interventions
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To accordingly provide enhanced
residential supervision for participants.

To
monitor
and
assess
the
accommodation and supervision needs
of participants.

Recommendations

Accommodation policy in place.
Event log, information exchange policy, and community interaction policy in place.
Established links with Sunderland Housing Group and Homewood.
Advice and guidance on accommodation strategies drawn upon from similar
organisations.
Conducted thorough market research to establish which properties would best suit the
needs of the project whilst creating minimal disruption to the local community.
Sessional workers in place to supervise offenders who are to be referred to the project.
Regular communication with Group 4 Security regarding supervision of offenders on
the Clear Track programme
Regular communication with local community officers of Northumbria Police Force
manager

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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Note: ‘Developments made by Clear Track’ presents a historical catalogue of progress made by the Clear Track pilot project which were correct at the time of writing. For a comprehensive
and detailed account of each recommendation and subsequent progress made it is necessary to visit previous Evaluation Reports.

#

Careful consideration needs to be given to the
structure of the accommodation process and
supervisory measures in terms of impact,
efficiency, and effectiveness. There is also a
need to be aware of and reduce the negative
effects
that
community
residential
supervision may have upon victims and the
public.

Accommodation and Supervision

Table R1: Accommodation and Supervision

Formal procedures need to be
established in relation to information
sharing and storage between multiagency partnerships.

There is a need to establish mechanisms
which aid the negotiations of strategic
planning and the decision making
progress.

Overall, efforts should be made to
continually strengthen multi-agency
working throughout the strategic
planning and development of the project.

Recommendations

Clear Track have made presentations to Youth Offending Service and Sunderland Social
Services Leaving Care Team
Clear Track remain keen to have the additional support from the allocation of a key
person within each of the local Probation Offices however to date this has not been
implemented.
Clear Track have access to appointed personnel with Gentoo Housing, regarding Clear
Track’s move on accommodation and exit strategy

7.

8.

Policy and procedures are in place to ensure the security and confidentiality of
information sharing and data protection between multi-agency partnerships, particularly
the local Probation Board.

4.

6.

Monthly practitioner meetings are currently being negotiated.

3.

Clear Track are awaiting the allocation of local Probation Officers from each Sunderland
office, this will form part of Clear Track’s referral process. Once Clear Track has been
allocated the officers, the project will be in a position to hold regular Practitioners
meetings.

Multi-agency Steering Group meetings are held monthly.

2.

5.

Clear Track has established strong links regarding networking with Sunderland Drug and
Alcohol Forum and Sunderland Housing Group.

1.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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Note: ‘Developments made by Clear Track’ presents a historical catalogue of progress made by the Clear Track pilot project which were correct at the time of writing. For a comprehensive
and detailed account of each recommendation and subsequent progress made it is necessary to visit previous Evaluation Reports.

#

Developing
strong
multi-agency
partnerships is an essential key to the
success of Clear Track when delivering a
wide range of interventions tailored to
address the needs of young adult offenders.

Multi-agency Partnerships

Table R2: Multi-agency Partnerships

To fully explore, with relevant
partners, the sustainability of referrals
of young adult offenders being made
from the Crown Court.

To monitor the referrals of young adult
offenders from the Magistrates’ courts.

To ensure an eligibility and suitability
criteria is established for the referral of
young adult offenders to Clear Track.

Recommendations

Clear Track staff will attend the initial presentence assessment with Probation and the
potential referral to determine if the
offender is eligible and suitable to be
referred to Clear Track.
Clear Track has the relevant assessment
protocols in place to monitor offenders from
the initial pre-sentence meeting.
A young person’s guide is in place to offer
advice and guidance to newly referred
participants.
Information given to potential referrals at
the assessment stage, such as an information
booklet
Clear Track has established good
communication links with Probation
Officers and PSR writers.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Clear Track has established good
communication links with Probation Officers
and PSR writers, but do not have designated
officers as discussed in previous Steering
Meetings.
8.

10. Clear Track have also sent correspondence to
the National Probation Service promoting
the Clear Track programme.

Clear Track have distributed a “Clear Track
File” explaining the programme, criteria and
referral process to probation officers.

Clear Track have distributed information
leaflets and posters to all probation officers.

7.

9.

Sporadic and irregular communication links
between Clear Track and the Probation
Service have significantly impacted upon the
referral process

6.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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#
Note: ‘Developments made by Clear Track’ presents a historical catalogue of progress made by the Clear Track pilot project which were correct at the time of writing. For a
comprehensive and detailed account of each recommendation and subsequent progress made it is necessary to visit previous Evaluation Reports.

In order for Clear Track to consider
the suitability of referrals from the
Crown Court, the project will need
to closely monitor the referral
process.

The Referral Process

Table R3: The Referral Process

Regular communication takes place between Clear Track and Probation to monitor
the quality of the project’s activities and the compliance of Clear Track
participants.
Weekly information sharing between Probation Officers and Clear Track via email and phone.

4.

5.

To closely monitor and measure client
satisfaction through the implementation of
evaluation questionnaires.
To devise and implement an ‘exit’ strategy
to ensure positive re-integration into
society
including
progression
into
education,
employment
and
accommodation.

Questionnaires are in place to give offenders an opportunity to anonymously
feedback to staff, as well as a complaints structure.

2.

An exit strategy is in place to assist with offender related needs as they exit the
programme. This will include multi-agency partnerships to tackle issues such as
education, accommodation, training and employment needs.

Clear Track has developed Individual Action Plans (IAP) and reviews to monitor
and review the progress of the offender.

1.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track

3.

For Clear Track management team to
regularly monitor and review the
development and progress of its
participants.

The different partners involved in the
delivery of interventions and activities
need to work closely together to maximise
the range, quantity and quality of care.

Recommendations
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#

In order for Clear Track to be able to
effectively reduce re-offending, the project
would need to ensure the delivery of a wide
range of interventions tailored to address the
needs of young adult offenders.

Clear Track Requirements and Activities

Table R4: Clear Track Requirements and Activities

To monitor and analyse staff training
needs to identify areas of expertise
needed to implement the project.

To explore and analyse staff
application forms to identify staff
skills.

To ensure all staff have sufficient
training and are confident to
undertake
their
role
and
responsibilities.

To ensure all staff are sufficiently
skilled in working with the demands
of the project and its participants.

Recommendations

The training needs of Clear Track staff
have
been
carefully identified,
alongside the recent development of a
training manual.
Practitioner specialist will be recruited
when needed to deliver in-house
training sessions.
Sessional workers have been carefully
recruited through an application
process and an interview panel to meet
the needs of both the project and its
participants.
Many of the sessional workers were
selected due to their previous
experience of working with offenders
and young people with challenging and
emotional needs.

1.

2.

3.

4.

Clear Track has explained the current delay
with ‘going-live’ to sessional workers.
Clear Track has compiled a thorough database
of its staff, including their qualifications and
experience describing areas of strengths and
weaknesses.
Through meetings with sessional staff, Clear
Track has identified training needs, this
includes managing challenging behaviour and
dealing with emergencies.
A second recruitment of sessional staff were
interviewed Feb 2007. However, the lack of
referrals to the project has meant that these
sessional staff have been put on hold
Clear Track staff have had the opportunity to
attend various training courses in relation to
health & safety and working in a residential
setting.

5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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comprehensive and detailed account of each recommendation and subsequent progress made it is necessary to visit previous Evaluation Reports.

#

As part of the pilot of Clear Track, the
management team could consider
implementing an in-house audit. The
benefit here is in providing evidencebased practice identifying the range of
available staff skills, experience and
staff training needs. This will help in
creating and sustaining a culture of
work suited to the objectives of Clear
Track and future projects, as well as
task-appropriate
allocation
in
maximising the utilisation of the
diverse skills available.

In order to maximise potential benefits
of the project, Clear Track will need to
consider levels of basic and related
training needed for the development of
staffs’ professional skills.

Staffing and Staff Development

Table R5: Staffing and Staff Development

To monitor the project’s progress in
relation to each goal and specified
targets.

To devise a business plan with clear and
achievable goals and targets, both longterm and short-term.

Recommendations

Clear Track discusses goals and targets with stakeholders at Steering Group
meetings.
The Director of Training and Enterprise for CSV, the Manager of Sunderland
Springboard, the Home Office and the Clear Track Management are updated
regularly with the project’s progress.

1.
2.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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A business plan would assist Clear Track and
its stakeholders to determine its goals and
targets in order to effectively monitor the
project’s progress and development.

Clear Track’s Business Plan

Table R6: Clear Track’s Business Plan*

To continue in the development of
negotiations with the Chief Officer of
the Probation Service with a view to
developing a referral process between
Probation and Clear Track

To initiate negotiations with the Prison
Service with regard to developing the
project as a Custody Plus prototype.

Recommendations

Due to going-live in November 2006 Clear Track have been unable to
pursue this issue
Clear Track have given presentations to all Sunderland Probation offices to
increase awareness of Clear Track as a sentencing option. Every local
probation office has a Clear Track information pack. Clear Track are
awaiting the identification of Senior Practitioners from local Probation
Service offices to form a constant link between Clear Track and Probation
for referrals.
Clear Track has distributed relevant information to the local Northumbria
Probation Service electronically. This will enable Probation Officers to
access information via internal IT systems.

1.
2.

3.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track

Evaluation of Clear Track: Final Report

Page | 138

Note: ‘Developments made by Clear Track’ presents a historical catalogue of progress made by the Clear Track pilot project which were correct at the time of writing. For a
comprehensive and detailed account of each recommendation and subsequent progress made it is necessary to visit previous Evaluation Reports.

#

*Note: The recommendation of custody plus has become invalid since the project’s service delivery in November 2006. For more information refer to Campbell and Lewis 2007,
Section 19 and Campbell and Lewis 2007, Section 18.

Clear Track as a Custody Plus provision
would be able to demonstrate the project’s
potential as a community-based element to
the sentence.

Custody Plus

Table R7: Custody Plus*

To revise the eligibility and suitability
criteria with a view to providing robust
and comprehensive detailed criteria
aimed at providing an effective and
efficient referral process.

Recommendations

Clear Track is to review the age criteria of the young adult offenders who are sentenced to
Clear Track. The age criterion currently stands at 18-21 years of age, increasing this to
18-25 years of age.
The Clear Track age range was increased to 18-25 in June/July 2008.

1.

2.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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Selecting appropriate candidates for Clear
Track is an essential component to
successfully addressing offender related
needs, challenging offending behaviour and
reducing re-offending. The eligibility and
suitability criteria are objective measures
used in the selection of appropriate referrals

Eligibility and Suitability Criteria

Table R8: Eligibility and Suitability Criteria *

To provide appropriate interventions to
help address problematic substance use
behaviour of Clear Track participants.

Recommendations

Clear Track are working in close partnership with local organisations who specialise in
substance misuses.
Young adult offenders are assessed according to their substance misuse needs and then
referred to appropriate interventions. Once assessed Clear Track residents with substance
misuse issues are fast tracked to be seen by a substance misuses specialist.

1.
2.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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The preliminary findings of the evaluation
research indicate that alcohol consumption
amongst Clear Track participants is more
problematic than drug use amongst the same
group, especially in relation to their offending
behaviour.

Substance Misuse

Table R9: Substance Misuse*

For the Clear Track management team,
its stakeholders and the Probation
Service work effectively in increasing
the frequency and number of referrals
during year three of the project’s life.

Recommendations

Clear Track promotes the programme on a weekly basis to the local Northumbria
Probation Service via phone calls, e-mails, and regular practitioner meetings.
Clear Track also works alongside the Youth Offending Service in relation to accessing
referrals.
Up to date Clear Track information has been emailed to the National Probation Service so
all offices can access electronic copies

1.
2.
3.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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The lack of referrals made to the project
could affect the project’s overall costefficiency and effectiveness.

Cost-efficiency and Effectiveness

Table R10: Cost-efficiency and Effectiveness*

To improve upon the Clear Track
induction process and to ensure that all
Clear Track participants are provided
with appropriate support and assistance
throughout the induction period

Recommendations

All residents receive an individually tailored induction period which is dependent upon
their needs. The main aim of the induction process is to settle, stabilize and introduce
individuals to their new and unfamiliar surroundings.
Clear Track staff members work on a 1 to 1 basis giving Clear Track participants
maximum support with their Education, Employment, Health and other needs.
Clear Track staff members work effectively to build and develop a mentor/mentee
relationship with all residents, providing a basis for trust which in turn encourages
change.
Clear Track staff induct individuals into the programme primarily focusing on personal &
social needs. The induction process varies in time depending on the needs of the
individual but is conducted within the first few days of being at the project and completed
within two weeks.

1.

2.
3.

4.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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Note: ‘Developments made by Clear Track’ presents a historical catalogue of progress made by the Clear Track pilot project which were correct at the time of writing. For a comprehensive
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The preliminary findings of the evaluation
research indicate that HMP Castington
performed better on a number of key
induction criteria

Induction Criteria

Table R11: Induction Criteria*

To comprehensively document and
explain the benefit and purpose of each
individually selected programme and its
activities

To continually review and re-assess each
individual offender to monitor change,
progress and developments made in
relation to personal circumstances and
their dissonance from offending.

Recommendations

Clear Track regularly reviews the progress and needs of its participants.
Clear Track staff complete daily records on individuals and regularly review all individual
cases.

1.
2.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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#

Individual assessments which aim to identify
the type and nature of interventions needed
can contribute towards an understanding of
an offender and the underlying nature and
motivation for their offending behaviour

Dissonance from Offending

Table R12: Dissonance from Offending*

To liaise with probation officers,
magistrates, judges and other relevant
criminal justice agencies through
management meetings, Steering Group
meetings and seminars.

To increase awareness through the
regular and frequent distribution of
information leaflets and posters to
probation officers, magistrates, judges
and other relevant criminal justice
agencies.

Recommendations

Email National Probation Service Managers updating them with information about the
Clear Track programme
National Probation Service have been given information cards which can be attached to
personal computer systems which aims to draw their attention to the Clear Track
programme when writing PSRs.
Clear Track have made local agencies aware of programme e.g. Disc, Turning Point and
Norcare

1.
2.

3.

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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Increasing awareness, in relation to the
availability of Clear Track as a specified
activity, amongst sentencers, probation
officers and criminal justice agencies is an
essential element of increasing the potential
of referrals made to the project.

Increased Awareness

Table R13: Increased Awareness*

For the Clear Track management team and the
Probation Service to work in conjunction to draw
together an ‘information-sharing protocol’ which
outlines reporting expectations in line with current
legislation and ethical considerations such as
confidentiality.

Recommendations

October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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#

Developing a consistent and efficient information
sharing protocol between Clear Track and the
Probation Service is essential to the efficient delivery
of Clear Track as a service and the overall sentence
management of an individual offender.

Partnership Information Sharing Protocol

Table R14: Information Sharing Protocol

For the Clear Track management team to
devise a unique tracking identification
number for all referrals made to the
project, which does not include
identifying factors such as name or date
of birth.

Recommendations
October 2005 – December 2008 #

Developments made by Clear Track
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#

Protecting
the
identity
of
vulnerable adults, such as young
adult offenders, is paramount when
discussing an offender’s case with
outside agencies.

Case Tracking Identification

Table R15: Case Tracking Identification

§

Abbreviations

ASRO

Addressing Substance Related Offending

CJA

Criminal Justice Act

CNA

Certified Normal Accommodation

CSV

Community Service Volunteers

HMYOI

Her Majesty’s Young Offenders Institute

Nacro

National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders

NOMS

National Offender Management Service

NVQ

National Vocational Qualification

OASys

Offender Assessment System

OGRS

Offender Group Reconviction Scale

PSR

Pre-Sentence Report

ROM

Regional Offender Manager

TIC

Taken Into Consideration

VSU

Voluntary Sector Unit

YOS

Youth Offending Service
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