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Abstract
Project START (Short Term at Release Tagging) was implemented across
Hampshire Constabulary to test GPS electronic monitoring software on short term
prisoners on release from prison. A total of 217 offenders were approached, over a
42 week period, to volunteer for the project which sought to provide offenders with a
tag for 28 days. Of this 217 a total of 79 offenders consented to the project. These
were randomly assigned via equal distribution to a treatment or control group. The
project sought to evaluate the impact of this intervention on reoffending rates, which
are highest amongst this group of offenders.
The sample in this project presented as complex individuals often with chaotic
lifestyles and many with drug and alcohol dependencies. This coupled with
problems with the reliability of the equipment and the frequency of charging required,
led to significant issues in offenders keeping the tags charged. Of 40 offenders
allocated into the treatment group, eight were allocated to receive a tag changed
their mind at the last minute resulting in a different treatment than intended, seven
removed the tag themselves and only six completed the intended dose. The
remaining 19 offenders kept their tags on for different periods of times ranging from a
few hours to a few days. These issues together with a perceived lack of meaningful
incentives or disincentives led to difficulties in testing the intervention.
The challenges involved in implementing this project, and a randomised
controlled trial, both inside a prison and across a large organisation are discussed.
Recommendations for other law enforcement personnel considering introducing
similar technology or using this research methodology are made.
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Introduction
One of the raisons d’etre of the criminal justice system is to stop people
committing crime. The ultimate sanction in the UK is depriving an offender of their
liberty through imprisonment. Once in prison a number of agencies attempt to work
with offenders to influence behaviour and prevent reoffending. A reoffending
problem, however, exists and this is more acute in those sentenced to short term
prison sentences than any other cohort; this being defined in England and Wales as
under twelve months imprisonment.
In 2010 to 2011 in England and Wales, 46% of adults released from prison
were reconvicted within one year of release and for those sentenced to under twelve
months the figure is a shocking 58% (Prison Reform Trust, 2014). This group of
offenders are often referred to as ‘non-statutory offenders’ by probation services
relating to the fact that there is no statutory obligation on the probation service to
provide any support for them upon release.
To try and address this problem the Government introduced the Integrated
Offender Management (IOM) Scheme in 2010, to encourage criminal justice partners
and those who could offer support to offenders to work together to help solve this
problem. The scheme has a number of key principles which include all partners
working together, tailoring approaches to meet local needs and specifically making
reference to the fact that all offenders are now to be considered for support. Whilst
individual forces were left to devise their own schemes the direction from central
government was clear: crime committed by non-statutory offenders was now to be
addressed by all agencies.
The cost of managing the problem of reoffending by short term prisoners is
significant for society as a whole. Not including any personal impact to the victims of
1

crime, the financial burden to the public purse, looking across all criminal justice
agencies, in 2007 – 2008 was between £9.5 billion and £13 billion (Prison Reform
Trust, 2014).
Hampshire Constabulary, much like many other police forces, is facing the
challenge of meeting budget reductions whilst at the same time focusing on reducing
crime and increasing public satisfaction. In doing so it is becoming increasingly
important for senior police leaders to use proven methods to address policing
problems. The notion of using evidenced-based practice is gaining momentum and
there is a drive for police organisations to contribute towards this evidence base by
targeting the right problem, testing policing methods and tracking results (Sherman,
2013).
This project examines whether electronic monitoring (EM) can provide a more
cost effective solution to managing short term prison releases. EM is currently used
for three primary purposes. Firstly under Home Detention Curfews where prisoners
are released early; secondly, as part of a community curfew sentence from a court
and, thirdly, as a bail condition from a court. These all use older technological (radio
frequency) devices that work with an allocated range of a base unit. Newer Global
Positioning System (GPS) technology is not used routinely, save for rare terrorism
related matters.
Project START (Short Term at Release Tagging) was introduced across
Hampshire Constabulary in mid-2013. The aim of the project was to see whether the
introduction of a GPS tag would prove enough of an incentive to dissuade short term
offenders from committing crime after release from prison. This specific group of
offenders presents a challenge for the constabulary and the existing IOM scheme. In
summary, much like the national picture, they lead chaotic lives and have multiple
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problems which contribute to significantly more of them ending up back in prison
than any other group of offenders.
The study uses cutting edge GPS technology to try and positively affect an
offender’s behaviour upon release from prison. In order to test whether the
intervention is working a randomised controlled trial was instigated. The issues
relating to the design and implementation of this method will be thoroughly
addressed in this thesis and any recommendations to other law enforcement leaders
who chose to implement similar schemes discussed.
Aims and Objectives
The overall aim of Project START is to identify whether GPS technology can
be used to reduce reoffending in those sentenced to short term prison sentences.
Specifically the study will answer the following research questions:
1) What must be addressed in implementing a voluntary tagging scheme for
offenders being released from prison after serving a short sentence?
2) In using a randomised controlled trial to assess the intervention what are the
issues to consider?
Structure
Chapter 1 will review the literature that surrounds electronic monitoring and
the associated criminological theories that underpin using this intervention to
influence criminal behaviour. It will highlight issues that exist for police organisations
implementing new programmes and randomised controlled trials to evaluate field
experiments.
Chapter 2 will explain what the intervention is and explain how it is used
within the context of Project START. This will include a flowchart to detail how the
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intervention was applied to relevant offenders, with details about the problems that
were encountered.
Chapter 3 will state the aim of the experiment and present the ethical
considerations taken into account. It will also provide a detailed description of the
methodology used to test the intervention.
Chapter 4 contains demographic information and other descriptive statistical
information relating to the subjects in this experiment. Fidelity issues with the
intervention are also presented.
Chapter 5 details issues with implementing the project and issues with
implementing a randomised controlled trial to test the intervention.
Chapter 6 explores the results obtained, highlights the factors to be
considered in relation to using this type of intervention with this group of offenders
and highlights areas for future research.
Chapter 7 draws the conclusions and recommendations for other law
enforcement personnel thinking of introducing a similar scheme.

4

Chapter 1
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Chapter 1 - Literature Review
This literature review will firstly cover the theoretical underpinnings of
electronic monitoring (EM), focusing on two main criminological theories: desistance
theory and deterrence theory. A summary of previous research on electronic
monitoring will then be provided followed by an analysis of available literature that
complements the technology used in this project. As Project START focuses on
short term prisoners the bespoke challenges presented by this cohort are discussed
along with an overview of current integrated offender management support schemes.
Finally the implementation issues associated with using a randomised controlled trial
to test the intervention in this project will be highlighted within the broader context of
evidenced based policing.

1a - Desistance theory
Desistance theory is primarily focused on answering questions related to why
offenders stop committing crime. This is different from many other criminological
theories which focus on why criminals start offending (Farrell & Calverley, 2006).
Assuming that criminals are not ‘born bad’ as proposed by Gottfredson & Hirschi
(1990) the theoretical perspective that the right intervention can reduce people
reoffending is one that is naturally appealing. Some criminologists researching in this
area such as Clarke & Cornish (1985) suggested that most criminals made a rational
choice to stop offending, and whilst the researchers were aware of wider social
factors that may impact on this decision they were viewed as contributory, rather
than causal, factors.
Whether the offending patterns are looked at from a longitudinal perspective
(the number of crimes committed over the offender’s lifetime) or from a cross6

sectional viewpoint (a snapshot of offences over a given time) the patterns are
similar in that peak offending is during adolescence with most offenders naturally
desisting from crime as they age (Moffitt, 1993). There are, however, other factors
known to influence desistance which include situational factors and improved social
bonds/relationships.
A long term follow up of an historical data set completed in the early 1990’s by
Sampson and Laub (1993) found that acquiring strong social bonds led to individuals
desisting from crime. These social bonds included marriage and gaining meaningful
employment. Several other studies have found that a lack of these social bonds can
have a measurable negative impact on reconviction rates (Bottoms & McClintock,
1973; Haines, 1990). This finding was later supported by Warr (2002) who found that
marriage often results in less time spent with delinquent peers, which suggested a
link between marriage and changing patterns of delinquent behaviour.
There has been evidence of offenders taking active steps to remove
themselves from people or places that could tempt them to commit crime. The
Sheffield Desistance Study (Bottoms & Shapland, 2011) was a longitudinal study that
focused on persistent offenders at the peak of the age/crime curve. After conducting
interviews with offenders at different intervals the researchers found evidence of this
practice. Offenders reported removing themselves from social situations, such as
visiting relatives where known peers would also be in the area, which could induce
them into committing crime again. A key finding of this study was that some offenders
were clearly demonstrating a desire to stop offending. The study supported Sampson
and Laub’s findings that strong associations help in desisting from crime whilst
rejecting Gottfredson & Hirschi’s notion that ‘birds of a feather flock together’
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indicating that “association with delinquents may be a product of delinquent
tendencies rather than the cause of it” (Maruna, 2001, p. 31).
A four stage process of ‘cognitive transformation’ was proposed by Giordano,
et al (2002) which relied on the offender wanting to change as the starting point. The
following steps being; that the offender is provided with a hook for change; that they
have an appealing and conventional replacement self; and finally, that they transform
their views of deviant behaviour. Offenders wanting to change is a key component of
this and other theories of desistance and was a key starting point in identifying
participants for this project.
Further supporting evidence of offenders wanting to change their offending
behaviour and factors that can positively help in this process was highlighted by
Cusson & Pinsonneault (1986). Here interviews were conducted with 17 ex-robbers
none of whom had reoffended for five years. They summarised that a key element of
desistance from crime was a shock to the offender which subsequently triggered a
decision to cease committing offences. Once this decision was made there may be
some factors that tempted the offender into once again committing offences. These
temptations, however, are subject to constraining factors that if powerful enough can
keep the individual away from crime. One offender surveyed commented that it was
his decision alone to choose to stop and another stating that they would do
everything possible, including moving home, to avoid contact with old peers who
were still involved with crime.
As all entrants into this project are volunteers it is hypothesised that this
indication to change or modify their behaviour is a positive move. The addition of a
GPS tag may provide enough of an influencing factor (or hook for change) to reduce
peer pressure and association and in doing so strengthen other relationships.
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1b - Deterrence theory
Deterrence theory proposes that free will plays an important part in
committing crime and that offenders simply balance the benefits of the crime against
the risk of apprehension and punishment. If society can manipulate these factors it
can reduce crime. Beccaria ([1764] 1963) proposed three concepts that could be
employed for this purpose: certainty, severity and celerity. Certainty refers to the
probability of apprehension and punishment; in practical terms “how likely is it that I
will be arrested and convicted of this crime?” Severity refers to how stringently the
offender will be sentenced once convicted and the length of any such sentence. The
third element, celerity, refers to how quickly the punishment follows the crime. These
three concepts continue to play a central role when developing policing responses to
crime today, underpinning many current police tactics.
Von Hirsch (1999) proposes that there are five preconditions which must all
be met for successful general deterrence. These are that offenders must realise
that: the possibility of apprehension and severity of punishment has changed; take
this into account when deciding whether to commit a crime; believe that there is a
non-negligible likelihood of being caught; believe that the altered penalty will be
applied if caught; and be willing to alter choices in light of the first point.
A review of literature in 2003 found that there was consistent evidence to
suggest that sentence severity has little effect on the decisions of offenders who
commit crime, whereas there is evidence of a link between certainty of apprehension
and celerity of punishment (Doob & Webster, 2003).
The findings of Doob & Webster are supported in a later study by
Cherbonneau & Copes (2006) where 54 car thieves were interviewed regarding their
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offending behaviour and thought processes before and during committing vehicle
crime. The authors concluded that whilst offenders can overcome the deterrent
effect of sanctions (severity) the fear of apprehension and arrest (certainty) still
“looms large” and has a marked effect on choosing whether to commit crime
(Cherbonneau & Copes, 2006, p. 207).
The hypothesis in this project links desistance theory (participants
volunteering and thus indicating a desire to change) with deterrence theory that
possibly through increased certainty and celerity of punishment, the offenders that
wear a tag will commit less crime when compared to a control group of offenders
with comparable characteristics that do not receive one.

1c - Previous research using electronic monitoring
Electronic monitoring (EM), colloquially referred to as tagging, was developed
in the early 1960’s but not used in the law enforcement environment with offenders
until the early 1980’s where it was used as an alternative to prison. The use of EM
grew rapidly across the United States of America with 2,277 people tagged in 1988,
increasing to 7,000 offenders in 1991 and further still to over 91,000 offenders in
2009 (Nellis, 1991; US Department of Justice, 2009).
Following this expansion across the US, tagging came to the UK in the late
1980’s where it was primarily used as a mechanism to enforce curfew orders. Until
recently all tags worked using Radio Frequency (RF) technology. This, in summary,
places a geographical perimeter around a given location and if the tag is removed
from this area an alert is sent to the relevant authority. Since this time the technology,
cost, reliability and quality have all improved. Newer GPS enabled tags are now
available which enable an offender’s location to be known within a few metres at any
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time of the day. This means that the opportunities to explore the benefits of tagging
beyond the traditional means of keeping someone in a location are yet to be
thoroughly explored and analysed. For a number of reasons, including overcrowding
in prisons and the wider cost of crime to society, this new technology could provide
an opportunity to assist in offender rehabilitation. It is this premise on which Project
START aims to have an impact; in using GPS technology to track offenders upon
release from prison.
The benefits of a well commissioned and implemented EM scheme are,
according to a recent Policy Exchange report (Geoghegan, 2012), threefold. Firstly
there are benefits to the offenders in terms of rehabilitation support. Secondly
practitioners gain as a successfully implemented scheme allows for more accurate
offender management (either by improved offender location information or by more
accurate and regular compliance testing). Finally the wider benefit for the public is
that this is achieved at considerably less cost than prison.
Most available literature focuses on RF technology, as this has been in
operational use for a considerably longer period of time; where GPS technology is
being used the evaluation of such schemes is still in relative infancy. In a 2009 study
across Florida, Bales, et al. (2010), carried out a quantitative and qualitative
evaluation of EM used on over 5,000 medium and high risk offenders over a six year
period. The authors carried out interviews with offenders, probation staff and
administrators of such schemes. They found that EM reduced supervision failure by
31% and when using GPS technology, resulted in 6% fewer supervision failings.
They also found that there was no significant difference concerning the age of the
offender or the type of offence for which they were convicted; the benefits were seen
across all groups. In analysing the qualitative data, however, the study cautioned
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that EM was not a substitute for diligent oversight by officers. Additionally they made
recommendations to reduce the stigma associated with wearing a tag. Both officer
oversight and stigmatisation issues have been highlighted in Project START.
A meta-analysis of EM studies where offending behaviour was judged to be at
medium to high risk was conducted in 2005 (Renzema & Mayo-Wilson, 2005). At
this time 154 studies matched their criteria but on closer examination this was
reduced to just three that had robust enough control groups for comparison
purposes. Of these three studies one related to sexual and violent offenders,
another linked EM with treatment programmes and court orders, and the final study,
conducted in the UK, assessed those subject to curfew orders. As there are mixed
findings in the review, Renzema & Mayo-Wilson state that additional robust
controlled experiments would be required to draw stronger conclusions about the
effects of EM and that the current research does not provide sufficient evidence that
crime is reduced through the use of EM.
A more recent study (2013) conducted in Belgium looked at the experiences
of 27 convicted offenders subject to RF tags (Vanhaelemeesch & Vandevelde, 2014).
This group of prolific offenders had an average of 20 convictions each and a mean
age of 36 years. The researchers found that the perceived stigma from the public, in
relation to the visibility of the device, supported the same finding from the Florida
study (Bales, et al. 2010), and was reported as a concern by most offenders. In spite
of this, however, they concluded that EM was a preferred option by offenders over
prison and that it could contribute positively in relation to empowering offenders to
live a crime free life. Of note in relation to building social bonds Vanhaelemeesch &
Vandevelde (2014, p. 284) stated that “it [EM] stimulates them to keep away from
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criminal friends, to be at home with their family more or to undertake treatment”, one
of the key components of desistance theory.
In a systematic review into whether EM has a positive effect on recidivism,
conducted by Taylor (2010), 1,769 studies were evaluated. The review concluded
that EM can have an effect when aimed at specific offenders (generally those who
present as the highest crime risk as opposed to lower level acquisitive criminals)
and when used within a wider treatment programme, but the review noted the lack of
randomised controlled trials to test these interventions.

1d - GPS enabled electronic monitoring
Between 2004 and 2006 a Government sponsored trial was conducted in
Hampshire and two other police forces in England to test GPS tagging technology
very similar to that used in this experiment (Shute, 2007). This study wanted to
achieve three aims: to understand the practical issues associated with the
technology, to learn how to implement and target the technology and to help in the
introduction of a new sanction available to Courts; an exclusion order. The research
looked at 336 offenders in total who, at a point over a two year period, had worn a
GPS EM device.
Looking at the data from a cost perspective the technology used in 2004-2006
was calculated to be approximately £46 per offender per day. This is significantly
lower than the cost of keeping someone in prison, which was for the type of offender
targeted in this project, calculated to be in the region of £94 per offender per day
(Ministry of Justice, 2011). Of particular interest in this evaluation was that the views
of practitioners administrating the scheme were sought and mirror many of the
issues faced by the Project START team, which will be addressed in subsequent
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chapters. The practitioners were concerned with GPS drift (how accurate was the
software/hardware), signal loss and battery charging issues. This led to concerns
regarding how much was the fault of the offender as opposed to the technology. The
offenders in this experiment provided some interesting feedback with 51% reporting
problems with the tags themselves, although most accepted that this followed
dropping, damaging or subjecting the device to water (Shute, 2007), all of which
have been issues faced in Project START.

1e - Short term prisoners
Project START aims to target short term prisoners who, as highlighted in the
introduction, have a 58% reconviction rate within a year of release.
In England and Wales the prison population is growing. In May 2014 a total of
84,305 people were detained in prison establishments, which was double the
number of individuals detained in 1993. The cost of this punishment is averaged at
£36,808 per prisoner per annum (Prison Reform Trust, 2014). This comes at a time
of austerity in the public sector with significant spending reductions across most
Government Departments. The National Offender Management Service (NOMS) is
having to make spending reductions of 25% in the financial year 2014/15, with a
further 10% the following year. With an increasing prison population and decreasing
NOMS funding the importance of finding more cost effective ways of managing
offenders is clear. The challenge, however, is how to protect the public from harm at
less cost. Electronic monitoring would appear to present such an opportunity;
assuming that it is effective and presents enough of a deterrent to committing future
crimes (through an increased fear of apprehension) or can change behaviour by
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avoiding criminal associates and strengthening social bonds. All of these could
theoretically be achieved at less cost than prison.

1f - The Integrated Offender Management Scheme
In order to try and make an impact on this cohort of offenders the Government
introduced the Integrated Offender Management (IOM) scheme across England and
Wales in 2010. Whilst local police forces and Probation Trusts were free to tailor this
service to meet local needs, the direction from the Home Office was to look at those
sentenced to short term prison sentences (Home Office, 2010). The challenge facing
partners in the criminal justice system was how to implement such schemes in a time
of reducing budgets whilst supporting the Government principle of working together,
across agencies and to achieve more.
One of the earliest and most publicised IOM scheme introduced was the
Diamond Initiative which began in London in 2009 and has been subject to academic
oversight and critical evaluation in subsequent years (London Criminal Justice
Partnership, 2011; Dawson & Stanko, 2013). The project targeted short term prison
releases in the six most deprived local authority boroughs in London. The
individuals that the project team worked with had an average of 23 convictions each
and 12 conviction occasions. The evaluation by the London Criminal Justice
Partnership, after two years of targeting this group of offenders, found that whether
the cohort was the treatment, control or national baseline group, the reoffending
patterns were broadly similar and that those that offended were more likely to do so
soon after release from prison with 17.6% of offenders reoffending within three
months of leaving prison. A subsequent review of the issues with implementing
offender management evaluations, including the Diamond Initiative, was completed
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by Dawson & Stanko (2013). They concluded by stating that whilst the Diamond
Initiative did not find any significant differences in outcomes in the scheme they were
able to learn more about how offenders were managed, specifically finding that the
Offender Group Reconviction Scale (OGRS) score was an accurate measure of
reoffending risk; that there exists a window of opportunity in which authorities can
influence behaviour close to or before release from prison; and that a relatively high
acceptance rate into the IOM scheme indicated a willingness to accept change,
supporting earlier desistance research by Bottoms & Shapland (2011).
Project START aims to capitalise on these findings by providing the
intervention before offenders leave the prison gates and by using OGRS scores as a
key part of the eligibility criteria. Additionally all Project START offenders are
volunteers supporting the concept of a ‘willingness to change’.
In Hampshire the IOM scheme has been running across the Constabulary,
Probation Trust and prison establishments since 2010 and targets three cohorts of
offenders: Prolific and Priority Offenders (those high volume but relatively low level
crime offenders); all prison releases irrelevant of sentence and Emerging Threat
Offenders (multi arrest, deregistered sex/violent offenders). The IOM structure
across the force is currently managing approximately 500 such offenders which are
all risk assessed in relation to the threat of harm they pose to the public. All of these
offenders are reviewed every twelve weeks and are removed from the scheme if
there is no new intelligence indicating criminal behaviour during that period.

1g – Implementing RCTs
Sherman, et al. (1998) proposed that police organisations should focus their
time and resources on what is proven to work and that the evidence base of such
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activity is achieved through the application of robust research methods.
Summarising this concept in a more recent publication (Sherman, 2013) he states
this research should be focused in three areas: firstly police should target their
limited resources on concentrations of harm from crime or disorder; secondly, once
chosen police should review or conduct tests of methods used to reduce the impact
of this targeting; finally, once research has been used to test practices this effort
should be measured and tracked to help develop those practices and increase police
legitimacy.
It is impossible to replicate laboratory testing conditions in complex
environments with populations that are never wholly homogenous and have many
differing needs. Experiments in criminology are no different to this and therefore in
order to draw the most robust conclusions selecting the best research methodology
to answer the research questions is important. Establishing a link between cause
and effect is a major objective of most evaluative research together with investigating
whether any causal factors identified can be replicated, in the wider population. In
order to attempt to bring some clarity to these issues in criminology Sherman, et al.
(1998) developed the Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods. In this model the
numerous threats to internal validity (selection bias, chance factors, history and
causal direction) are addressed in determining the rigor of various evaluative
methods. At the top of this scale (with the least threats to internal validity) are
randomised controlled trials (RCTs).
Police officers are problem solvers. The problems they solve are wide ranging
and often resolved in difficult situations where no two cases are identical, each victim
and each offender having differing needs or vulnerabilities. As such police officers
are allowed an element of discretion in their daily tasks. This is an important part of
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policing and enables proportionate outcomes based on the circumstances of each
individual case. With such discretion, however, comes challenges in relation to
assessing police practice using scientific research methods. In order to discover
whether an intervention ‘works’ the researchers and practitioners must try and
eliminate all other possible explanations (Boruch, 1997, Sherman et al, 1998). An
RCT allows for clear allocation of a treatment and control grouping and removes, as
much as possible, any bias in determining which individuals receive what outcome.
When properly executed RCTs allow for tests to be performed that help to identify
causal factors of crime and reduce threats to internal validity (Sherman, 2009).

1h – Implementing new programmes
Having identified the right test for the intervention the next consideration is
successfully implementing the methodology within the wider programme. Fixsen et
al. (2005) highlight a number of elements that, once addressed, lead to successful
implementation of projects in organisations. These include: core implementation
components (training, coaching, feeding back information to practitioners);
organisational components (support from line managers and time to deliver the
project, support for the sustainability of the programme); and influencing factors (the
social, economical and political landscape).
Additional implementation considerations are articulated by Skogan (2008)
who examined some of the barriers to change in policing. These are summarised as
a general resistance to change across all various levels of management, the
management of competing demands, an inability to measure interventions,
cooperation between agencies failing, and the impact of new leadership. What was
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done in Project START to address these implementation issues will be addressed in
subsequent chapters of this thesis.
The importance of effective leadership, particularly when working across
criminal justice agencies is highlighted by Strang (2012) who recognises the
importance of a mix of transformational leadership (to generate enthusiasm in the
project) and transactional leadership (communicating what needs to be done and
keeping the project on track). Strang also highlights the differences in understanding
between those engaged in empirical research and their operational counterparts who
may have to manage an increased workload or deal with uncertainty about their day
job.
In their 2013 review of two offender management evaluations Dawson &
Stanko highlight four key issues in relation to the implementation of such schemes in
policing. Firstly, the staffing, IT and training required needed to be thoroughly
thought through. Secondly that partnership working at a local level was important to
meet the various needs of offenders in the community. Thirdly, that there were
cultural tensions between police and probation staff. Fourthly that political
involvement caused the project to be rushed from the start and with hindsight some
aspects should have been delayed for six months to make necessary changes.
These four issues are relevant to Project START as the team were working with
other criminal justice partners in implementing a new scheme reliant on technology
and local support for offenders once the tag is applied.

1i - Implementation of RCTs within prisons
Whilst the published research by Fixsen and Skogan focuses on
implementation recommendations more generally, the issues when trying to
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implement randomised controlled trials in correctional institutions are different and
are discussed in reviews of two such experiments in the United States.
The first evaluation conducted in 2007 (Roman, et al., 2012) sought to assess
a housing re-entry programme for released offenders in Chicago. In this project
offenders were randomly assigned, in prison, to different supported housing options
that they would receive upon release. Several key issues were reported on: the
case flow was considerably lower than was predicted (30 per month predicted versus
8 per month actually delivered); the timing of the randomisation process was crucial
(with as little time between the randomisation and release deemed the most likely to
generate successful cases); that the completion of a thorough pipeline study was
essential and allowed for changes to the design; and that failure to address these
issues can lead to early termination of the project. Some unique aspects of running
a RCT inside a prison were also highlighted. The first being that some eligible
prisoners were missed due to short sentences (some as low as a few days) being
served; that restrictions in the prison in relation to IT made data collection issues
more challenging; that prison lock downs made accessing some prisoners more
difficult; and finally that vetting issues for staff added delays to the experiment.
The second evaluation was conducted after an experiment in Maryland, US
sought to assess the effectiveness of boot camps compared to traditional prisons
(MacKenzie, 2012). The review highlighted the issues with implementing randomised
controlled trials inside prisons. Much like the Chicago experiment above, the author
reported on an over enthusiastic estimation of case flow that led to a longer
experiment than anticipated and which required additional funds. The importance of
good relationships between partners and a thorough understanding of the aims of
the experiment by those offering the intervention were stressed.
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1j - The need for an experiment
As highlighted above the evidence base to date to help inform and guide
practitioners in the area of GPS tagging is weak. The technology is new, more
expensive than previous equipment and requires greater active management in
relation to maintenance than older RF equipment. Nevertheless, the systematic
reviews completed by Renzma & Mayo-Wilson (2005) and later by Taylor (2010) both
indicated that EM can have a positive effect on offender’s behaviour.
In identified research on dealing with short term prisoners, and their offending
behaviour post release, there are a lack of studies with robust research methodology
that can be used to assist criminal justice agencies in deciding where to invest to
address this problem. An additional challenge is the number of law enforcement
agencies involved in dealing with this problem. From the police officers and staff
dealing with the initial report, through to prison staff and probation staff managing
offenders post release, this complex system, compounded by offenders with often
complex and chaotic lifestyles, calls for a coordinated multiagency solution.
The problem posed by reoffending is not diminishing. With a growing prison
population (Prison Reform Trust, 2014) and less funding to manage these offenders
(Ministry of Justice, 2011) there is a drastic need for innovative solutions to an issue
that affects the offenders, their families, victims of crime and society as a whole.
Electronic monitoring theoretically could provide this solution with the potential to
make a real difference to how offenders are managed in the community at less cost
than prison.
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Chapter 2 - The Intervention
As highlighted in the literature review chapter, placing RF tags on offenders is
not a new concept. GPS-equipped EM, however, has been subject to less testing
and not in the exact circumstances tested in this project. This chapter covers a full
description of how the intervention works and then some of the problems and
solutions implemented to support the operational use of the equipment.

2a - The equipment
The equipment used in this project is different in physical appearance and
operation to that normally used by a significant proportion of offenders. The main
differences are that the GPS EM equipment is slightly larger than the RF device,
though both have adjustable straps and both are fitted and removed from offender’s
legs with relative ease by authorities. A significant difference is the fact that the RF
tags work using very low power and very rarely (if at all during the period they are
worn) require charging. Whereas because the GPS devices are designed to send a
constant stream of data to central servers, using GPS technology or, if unavailable,
mobile phone masts, there is a continual drain on the battery. This means that, on
average, and dependent on usage, the GPS EM devices need to be charged for
approximately two hours every second day. The manufactures of the devices used
in this project have designed an untethered charging device to make the process of
charging the device less restrictive. Here part of the charger is charged and can
then be removed from the wired cable and attached to the tag without being
connected to a plug socket. There are several settings that can be manipulated to
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maximise the battery life which include how often the device transmits a location to
central servers.
In addition to the tag itself, offenders in Project START also receive a beacon
and a charger. The beacon is designed to save battery power when the offender is in
their normal place of residence. In this mode the GPS device works as an RF tag
consuming far less battery power than when worn outside a residence. The power
consumption of the beacon is low and it is small enough to be plugged in
inconspicuously in the home. The battery charger consists of a long cable with a
charging device that attaches around the tag itself to recharge the device. This can
be done either directly connected to a power supply (tethered) or, in an untethered
mode.
This equipment is given to the offenders before they walk out of the prison
door and after they have signed a ‘Consent form and Expectations’ document with
Hampshire Constabulary. In signing this document they were accepting that they will
look after the device, keep it charged, keep in contact with the IOM team and follow
instructions for contacting police to have the tag removed. Offenders were also
provided with a bag to carry the equipment home, as it was found that many did not
have this on leaving the prison, leading to lost equipment.

2b - Maintaining the battery charge and tag removal
Part of the contract was for the offender to ensure the device remains
charged. This is made easier as the charging device can be applied to the tag
without being constantly connected to the wall. The wearer of the tag, however, does
not know when the device has a low battery and therefore has to be disciplined
enough to ensure this is completed on a regular basis.
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Very early on in the pilot stage of the project it was evident that the battery in
the GPS tag had an average lifespan from fully charged to zero charge of
approximately 48 hours. This was dependent on how the tag was transmitting to the
central server. If located close to a beacon the charge required was minimal, but if,
the device was transmitting via GPS signal this would drain the charge more quickly.
This was a significant fidelity issue for the project as without a charge the tag would
be inoperable and not transmit an offender’s location. This issue received
considerable oversight from the project team on a daily basis. To help establish how
the timeframes for charging, a member of the project team volunteered to wear a tag
on a daily basis for one month. During this time he recorded how long the device
was operating correctly, by logging onto the server, and noting down charging times
and durations. This finding was helpful in that we were then able to advise offenders
of the need to charge the tag every other day for a period of approximately two
hours. Some offenders were released without a permanent address and this
exacerbated the charging issue; without an address in which to reside and plug in a
charger, the battery would deplete quickly. To address this issue the project team
and wider force IOM team were able to negotiate with the providers of temporary
accommodation and also with pharmacies (should the offender collect regular
medical supplies) to allow for their power sockets to be used free of charge.
A process was put in place via the force control room, covering a 24/7
response, that on receipt of a battery level on a live tag reaching 10% an officer
would be deployed to that location to remind the offender to charge their tag. The
preference was to deploy an IOM officer as they had all received training on the aims
of the project and workings of the tag, however, these officers tend to only work
normal office hours. Outside of this the local Neighbourhood team officers would be
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deployed. Before this process was put in place, sometimes IOM staff were unable to
get to the offender in time to remind them leading to occasions where offenders with
tags were ‘lost’. When this occurred a number of police hours were then spent trying
to locate the offender and recover the device for reissue.
A technological solution was explored and some amendments were made.
The tags were changed to transmit a compressed data file every two minutes instead
of every few seconds. This meant that the battery life was prolonged whilst at the
same time not losing any GPS data. A second option of having the tag vibrate at a
low level was discussed with the tag provider. Whilst at that time these tags were
unable to perform this function a competitor’s were. A discussion was then held that
led to the conclusion we would not explore this option any further: as well as leading
to a lengthy procurement process, the view was that alerting offenders to the fact a
battery was running low would allow those intent on committing offences advance
notice that they would not be monitored. Instead the focus was on attempting to
install good discipline with the offenders in relation to charging.
Case Study - The tag and the sea
The first offender tagged had the Project Team excited. His location was quickly
identified within the provided software and correlated to the information given by him
prior to release.
The following morning the software showed that his tag was no longer
transmitting. The last location for this offender was 20m off the coast of Southsea,
Portsmouth. After an extensive search the offender was located with the tag still
attached. He confirmed he had been taking a bath in the sea. Subsequent examination
of the device found it clogged up with sand and salt. The information leaflet given to new
entrants now reflected the fact that the device was not suitable to be worn in the sea.
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2c - The removal process
Tags are removed in a fairly simple process using a specially designed key
that grips around the device to release the strap. As this is a voluntary scheme
instructions were provided to all recipients as to how to contact the police at any time
of the day or night to have the tag removed. Keys were strategically placed around
the force and a number of individuals were trained to facilitate this.
The project team did not want offenders cutting off the tags themselves as
inevitably equipment would be lost. Despite this instruction a total of seven (21.8%)
tags were removed by the offenders, with only two being recovered by officers. Of
these seven offenders three have been reported for summons on charges of criminal
damage to the tag and at least one individual has been convicted of this offence
leading to a compensation order being granted for the cost of the device, with other
investigations still open.
Before removing the device IOM officers were asked to discuss the decision
with the offender and address any concerns they had, with the aim of keeping them
in the project if possible.

2d - The monitoring software
The software seen by the Project START team was accessed via a web
browser and then a username and password, issued by the equipment provider. The
software was user friendly and required a minimal amount of training to be delivered
to staff.
The first screen seen on opening the programme is an alert screen. This
screen summarised the offenders wearing the equipment and informed the user
whether the device’s battery was flat (and therefore not transmitting a signal) or
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whether the device has been removed without the use of a key. This part of the
software automatically sent warning signals to team members, which was acted
upon as described below.
Another frequently used part of the software was the ability to find an
offender’s location or track their movements over a given time/date range. This is
presented well and would be suitable to be presented as evidence before a criminal
court. Team members were able to zoom into the display with each entry point both
time and date stamped; the GPS technology being accurate to within a few metres.

2e - The monitoring process
The local and central IOM teams were able to log onto the monitoring
software and see where their offenders were at any given moment. There was
limited recording of proactive scanning of the database. It was more often used to
retrospectively check an offender’s location history if a crime was reported where
they were believed to be or which would fit their offending pattern. There was
evidence of local investigative teams, contacted by the local IOM team, using the
software to prove or disprove offender’s involvement in crime. With hindsight an
additional benefit would have been to embed this information with the intelligence
teams across the force whose analysts conduct proactive research to support crime
patterns or specific investigations.
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Case Study - Tag used to catch and convict an offender
A domestic violence offender was arrested after breaching a non-molestation
order. The screen print showing the location of the tag and the area he was
prohibited from entering was shown to the offender in interview. He admitted the
offence and pleaded guilty at court. The victim would not support police activity and
the use of the GPS data enabled a prosecution without her testimony.

Case Study - Tagging data used to prevent an unnecessary arrest
An offender with an extensive criminal history and was well known to local
officers. A dispute occurred where criminal damage was caused and the offender
being identified as a possible suspect. The GPS data was analysed, along with
mobile phone MAST information transmitted by the tag, which was able to prove he
was not in the location of the offence. As a result he was not arrested saving police
resources and releasing officers to investigate other lines of enquiry.

2f - The Integrated Offender Management Structure in Hampshire
The literature review chapter highlights the current remit of the IOM teams in
Hampshire Constabulary. It is the officers and staff in this structure that help deliver
the intervention across the force.
Hampshire Constabulary currently has a multiagency team that work inside
HMP Winchester to help deliver IOM interventions to prisoners whilst they are
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serving their sentences. This team were the individuals who looked at every short
term prisoner coming into the prison and then approached eligible prisoners to
discuss this experiment. Their role will be explained more in the next chapter.

Ownership & Accountability
One of the most important challenges faced was how to ensure that
operational staff outside of the project team would take ownership of, and on
occasions, an increased workload and understand what was being attempted. This
began with a series of ‘roadshows’ where all members of the IOM teams working in
each policing area were mandated to attend. A presentation was delivered to them
in groups of no more than 10 with their line managers present. These presentations
covered how the project aligned with the strategic aims of the organisation, why we
were using a RCT and what was expected of them. By bringing in the line managers
for these teams it meant that they too could be held accountable for delivery and
support over forthcoming months.
This was followed by workshops with the tagging provider and project team to
walk them through using the software and demonstrating how to fit and remove the
tagging equipment.
As the project progressed I, as Project Director, had monthly meetings with
the sergeants or inspectors (first or second line managers) responsible for these
teams. During these meetings I would discuss current live cases and incidents
where offenders had dropped out of the experiment. This regular accountability
framework ensured that all teams remained focused and also provided an
opportunity to address concerns and change working processes if required.
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Hampshire Constabulary is currently split into three, roughly equal, policing
Areas, each being managed by a different senior officer who is held accountable for
the performance in that geographical area. In each of these three policing areas
there is an IOM team responsible for managing offenders in the community, with the
force IOM team providing advice, guidance and seeking to deliver a consistent
approach. Once the offender had left the prison, responsibility for on-going
management of that individual rests with the IOM officers who are allocated to each
of the three policing areas in Hampshire. Of note is that these local IOM teams are
not line managed centrally. The Force IOM team coordinates the strategic
development of the IOM scheme and promotes best practice and standard operating
processes for Area teams to follow. Whilst this has some benefits in terms of local
commanders being able to influence local delivery the challenges to consistency in
approach were present frequently.
More traditional ways of influencing teams by approaching managers directly
were frustrated in this experiment due to the fact that the central IOM team (who
formed part of the Project team) were not responsible for the day to day supervision
of the Area teams who were managing the offenders in the community. Figure 1
shows the current organisational set up. The dotted line indicates professional
oversight of the Area IOM teams. In a force restructure, due in early 2015, all IOM
teams will be brought under one management chain offering considerably more
consistency in approach.
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Chief Constable

Assistant Chief
Constable (Local
Policing)

Northern Area Senior
M anagement Team

Northern Area IOM
Team

Deputy Chief
Constable

Western Area Senior
M anagement Team

Eastern Area Senior
M anagement Team

Western Area IOM
Team

Eastern Area IOM
Team

Chief Superintendent
– Tasking &
Coordination

Force IOM M anager

Force IOM Team

Figure 1 - The current IOM management structure
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2g - The intervention flowchart
In order to illustrate the various stages of this intervention Figure 2 shows this
presented in flowchart format.

Prisoners received
at HMP Winchester
Group sessions

• IOM team receive daily lists of new detainees and check for eligibility

• IOM staff meet offenders sentenced to less than 12 months to talk about support options,
inlcluding Project ST ART.
• Project ST ART leaflet given to all

Individual visits

• A week before release the prison IOM team revisit the offender individually to discuss
Project ST ART and seek confirmation of interest in participation.

Release process

• IOM staff revisit the offender during the release process and confirm interest in the
project.
• IOM staff then contact Project ST ART team to commence randomisation process (having
been moved to this stage after the pilot test, Chapter 3 refers).

Tag applied

• T he tag is then applied to the offenders leg and registered on the system. If the detainee is
allocated to the control group they leave the prison as normal at this point.

Police IOM officers
informed
Daily Monitoring

Tag Removal
Equipment returned

• Upon release of a tagged offender the local IOM officers are notified and expected to
make contact with that offender as soon as possible (normally within 24 hours)

• T here is an automated system that notifies key personnel in the event of a battery issue or
if the tag is removed.
• T hese events would generate an alert and deployment of officers to see the offender

• T he tag is removed in the following circumstances:
• after 28 days
• on request of the individual
• if the offender has been charged and remanded into custody.

• Project ST ART team then cleanse and reissue the equipment to the next eligible offender.

Figure 2 - The intervention flowchart
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2h - Reliability of the equipment
An added complication in this experiment was the reliability of the equipment.
This was new technology for the Constabulary and its staff, using new IT
programmes on restricted police IT systems, with a group of difficult offenders who
needed supervision from officers and staff who may not normally have had
involvement with this category of offenders. As mirrored in the study conducted by
Shute (2007), the reliability of the equipment led to the project team having
reservations as to whether it was a lack of cooperation by the offender or a
technological fault that was leading to failings in battery charge. In total 19 full packs
of equipment were purchased. A pack includes a tag, a charger and a beacon. Over
the course of this project nine (47%) of the 19 chargers and two (10.5%) of the 19
tags were found to have faults. These were returned to the supplier and exchanged
quickly but still interrupted the project. All beacons appeared to be working
effectively. This was a significant concern to the team and may well have led to
some of the charging issues faced in Project START.

2i - Finance
The tags used in this intervention were not purchased via any formal
procurement channels. As this was a trial for Hampshire Constabulary the force
purchased 19 devices under a loan agreement for twelve months. Each device
came with a charger and beacon. A number of keys to unlock the device were also
purchased under this same agreement.
Access to the software was included in the cost and support from the provider
on a 24/7 basis. Compliance monitoring was the responsibility of Constabulary staff.
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The cost to the force was approximately £45,000 for this 42 week period,
payable, and extendable, on a monthly basis. Loss of equipment, whether due to
Constabulary staff misplacing the equipment or offenders losing or damaging it, was
to be deducted from a contingency fund. It is likely, however, that larger contracts for
this equipment, purchased through a procurement framework, would be at
significantly less cost.
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Chapter 3 - The Experiment
Having described what the intervention is and how it works this chapter will
detail the design of the experiment, highlight issues and remedies from the pilot
testing period, detail the amendments made and then discuss progress to date.

3a - Building the Project Team
As Project Director, I was keen to ensure that the right people were bought
into this project from an early stage. I was to the role after briefing the Chief
Constable and following the retirement of a Chief Superintendent who had previously
owned this area of business. The central team members consist of:


The Force Research Manager – who has a role that is responsible for
overseeing and coordinating all research based activity across the
organisation.



The Strategic IOM Manager – this post has a coordinating and leadership role
across the force and is responsible for policy development and performance
of the IOM scheme across the Constabulary.



The IOM Prison Engagement staff – this crucial small team of two individuals
would speak to offenders to promote the Project and physically attach the
GPS EM devices to them before release.



My Management Support Assistant – assisted in managing my diary and was
responsible for ensuring that accurate minutes of meetings were kept and that
decisions made were recorded in a central spreadsheet. In addition this post
holder also has responsibility for communication with the EM provider and
maintaining oversight of stock levels.
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As a team we would meet weekly to discuss the experiment and resolve any
ongoing issues.

3b - The experimental design
This experiment used a randomised controlled trial as the methodology in
which to test whether the intervention has an effect on reoffending. An RCT is
preferred, according to Boruch (1997), for two reasons; firstly that it permits fai r
comparison between treatment and control groups minimising any opportunity for
bias; and secondly, that it provides researchers with confidence in any statistical
significant result to infer causal inference.
The Aim of the Experiment
The aim of this project is to employ a methodologically robust research
method (a RCT) to equally allocating offenders into one treatment or one control
group. The treatment group will receive the intervention and be asked to wear it for a
28 days period. Ideally the experiment will help identify what works best with this
specific group of offenders (at high risk of reoffending) and whether tagging, which is
delivered at significantly less cost than prison, provides an alternative that is better
value for money in relation to preventing further periods of imprisonment.
Ethical Considerations
Across Hampshire Constabulary there has only been one other RCT; Project
CARA which used random allocation to evaluate difference sanctions for low level
domestic abuse offenders. The team involved in constructing Project CARA had
already provided appropriate reassurances to the Chief Officer Group in the force
and to a small group of officers directly involved in delivering the interventions. The
effect of this previous, but still live, experiment meant that some of the initial
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concerns surrounding random allocation in a criminal justice arena had been
debated and resolved.
With regard to the ethical dilemmas that running an experiment such as this
could present the following considerations were taken into account to minimise these
concerns. Firstly, there was a commonly held belief that something needed to be
done to address the reoffending issue with regard to short term prison releases. This
is despite the IOM scheme looking at this group for the past four years. Whilst there
have been improvements with offenders in this category there is a constant supply of
new offenders. Dealing with reoffending is also one of the four priorities published by
the Police & Crime Commissioner for Hampshire in his Police and Crime Plan 20132015.
The fact that there was no statutory provision to force offenders to wear tags
used in this project meant that all entrants were volunteers. An easy to read
information sheet was provided to all interested prisoners. This information pamphlet
(appendix A) makes it very clear that there is an equal chance of being accepted or
not accepted into the project. This pamphlet and oral briefing to offenders removed
any possibility that offenders were not aware of the experiment. In summary the
participants were not deceived, again helping to minimise any ethical concerns.
As the intervention was something that released prisoners were receiving in
addition to any other support provided this was also felt to minimise any ethical
reservations. The default position is one where they are simply released with advice
and points of contact through the IOM scheme. This would continue for both the
treatment and control groups in this experiment.
The offenders receiving the intervention were fully informed as to what the
technology can do and how Hampshire Constabulary would use it. In addition I was
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able to ensure appropriate assurances were in place with our Information Assurance
and Governance teams in relation to access, storage, use and sharing of any data
collected. Through early dialogue with the prison Governor and senior probation
staff, concerns from partners were also allayed.
Eligibility
The original eligibility criteria for entrance into the experiment is shown in
Figure 3. As HMP Winchester only houses male adult prisoners the first two
conditions for entry into Project START were always met. As the project wanted to
identify whether the intervention offered was having a specific impact on reoffending
a decision was taken to exclude offenders released with other forms of intensive
supervision; hence the requirement that there were not already subject of any Multi
Agency Public Protection Arrangement (MAPPA) conditions nor would there be any
court order in place. A number of individuals would be eligible for early release
through the Home Detention Curfew Scheme (RF tagging) and these too were
excluded. Those offenders subject to police or court bail would be highly likely to
have additional requirements to maintain regular contact with police and as such this
was applied as an exclusionary criteria.
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Figure 3 - Eligib ility criteria and required answers

The original plan, going into the pilot stage of the experiment, was to only
capture those going to one of the three geographical policing areas. In addition the
Project would only accept those with and OGRS score of over 50. The 50 score was
decided as this is the level at which the Hampshire IOM teams would normally
engage with non-statutory offenders due to the higher chance of reoffending. The
final conditions were that the offender had to volunteer for the tag and for the
experiment. In addition they had to understand that they might not receive the
intervention and there should not be any medical condition that would cause issues
with the tagging procedure.
Randomisation
Once the eligibility criteria had been developed, the process of how cases are
allocated into treatment and control groups is important. It was highlighted in one of
the first RCTs in the Criminal Justice arena, the Minneapolis Domestic Violence
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Experiment (Sherman & Berk, 1984) the impact that can be had by not placing
sufficient space, or independence, between the randomisation process and those
delivering the outcome. In this experiment officers, on occasion, were suspected of
allocating different outcomes based on the situation as presented to them (Gartin,
1991). The importance of having a divide between operational staff administering
the intervention and the allocation, or randomisation, process to avoid the potential
for bias is emphasised by Sherman (2010). Project START used the Cambridge
Randomiser (Ariel, et al., 2012) which is an easy-to-operate internet based webpage
where operators verify through check boxes that the eligibility criteria are met before
the programme automatically assigns the case to a treatment or control group. The
Cambridge Randomiser can be configured to give equal distribution across both
groups or can be loaded in favour of one outcome. For the purposes of this project
there was an equal distribution across treatment and control groups on a trickle flow
basis.

3c - The Pilot Test
A pilot test, or pipeline study, was run for 14 weeks between July and October
2013 to test the experimental set up and projected case flow. This process was
essential in gathering important information that, had we not allowed for this dry run
period, we would have encountered during the live experiment, possibly leading to
misassignment and fidelity issues.
During this pilot test a total of 176 prisoners were released from HMP
Winchester into the Hampshire catchment area. A total of 19 (10.8%) offenders met
the full eligibility criteria and all were entered into the Cambridge Randomiser which
was set during this period to divert all entrants into the treatment group.
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Lessons Learned during the Pilot test phase
Throughout the 14 weeks that the pilot test was progressing a number of
important issues were highlighted. These are detailed below:
1) Case flow: Initial estimation was that eight releases per week would be
eligible for the experiment. During the pilot test this reduced to 1.4 per week.
As the financial contract had been entered into and the tags purchased this
presented a dilemma for the project team; a desire for the maximum number
of cases but not to the extent that we would be testing the intervention on
those offenders who presented a low risk of reoffending or were imprisoned
for civil matters (e.g. failing to pay a TV licence).
2) Recruiting to the project: the police and probation staff at the prison initially
used an existing group meeting to promote Project START to offenders as a
whole. On occasions they found that the negative views of just one prisoner
in this forum could impact on the views of the project from other prisoners. It
was therefore decided that in addition to this opportunity to inform prisoners of
the project the IOM staff would visit each eligible prisoner, in their cell or other
private area, to talk to them alone about Project START. This led to an
increase in the number of people consenting to the intervention.
3) Selection bias: on very rare occasions I was informed that certain prisoners
were not offered the intervention even though they were eligible. The reasons
for this included the fact that some IOM staff had extensive knowledge of
prisoners and their personal circumstances and believed that Project START
would not complement their lifestyles. This was remedied by robust analysis
of all short term prisoners on a weekly basis and restricting the ‘selling’ of the
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project to just two core project team members, removing any non-Hampshire
Constabulary personnel from this process.
4) Catchment area: it was very quickly identified that restricting the project area
to just a third of the force area was not going to generate sufficient case flow.
The decision was made, during the pilot test stage, to increase this across the
whole of the Constabulary. This necessitated additional briefings for new IOM
teams across the force.
As a result of this pilot test a number of amendments were made to the
eligibility criteria with a view to maximising available case flow. The amended
eligibility criteria is shown below with the changes highlighted (Figure 4). The
amendments were made to widen the available entrants into the experiment by
increasing the area to cover the whole of the Constabulary and reducing the OGRS
score to 30%. Later on in the project half of a neighbouring force (Dorset) was also
added to the released address criterion.
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Figure 4 - Amended eligibility criteria (changes shown in red text)

3d - Live Experiment
The live experiment ran from 13 Oct 2013 to 31 August 2014. The Cambridge
Randomiser was set to allocate offenders into treatment and control groups equally.
Eligibility screening process
When commencing work at HMP Winchester each day the Project START
team would first identify new offenders sentenced to under 12 months imprisonment.
They would then initially screen using the above eligibility criteria by accessing
information held on police, probation and prison systems. If an offender met all of
the criteria they would then be spoken to in order to explain the project and their
consent sought. Those that gave their consent were then entered into the
randomiser, which was completed by project staff outside of the prison over the
telephone, and allocated to treatment or control groups. Whilst initially this
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randomisation process was done a few days before release to reduce opportunities
for offenders to change their mind post randomisation, the process was later
amended. Offenders would still be seen and their consent sought whilst in prison,
but they would then be spoken to again during their release process where the
randomisation would be applied within an hour of discharge from the prison. The
objective in moving to this point was to minimise the opportunity for offenders to
change their mind and withdraw consent.
Effect Size
Unlike the vast amount of empirical research conducted in the medical
profession, experiments within criminology are far fewer in number. As such the
appropriate baseline from which to draw recommendations in relation to sample size
was non-existent in this project. It was therefore difficult to calculate the ideal
sample size for this experiment due to lack of similar such experiments in this area.
An initial agreed target was to aim to reach 250 cases to allow for an effect size of
0.35 to be tested using a two tailed t-test. A copy of the effect size curve can be
located at appendix ‘B’.
Measuring Re-offending
The accurate measure of whether this intervention had any effect is one that
could be analysed in many different ways. The method chosen for this experiment
will be a comparison on an individual basis of offending behaviour from one year
prior to wearing the tag to a period of one year after the tag has been worn, with
comparisons between the treatment and control group.
The frequency of arrests, charges and convictions will be recorded for each
individual. Whilst an individual is legally only an offender when convicted by a court,
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or after the acceptance of a caution, it was felt that arrest and charge data would be
of interest in this project to aim to address any impact on offending behaviour.
The initial findings and analysis of available data will be presented in the next
chapter.
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Chapter 4
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Chapter 4 – Experimental Data & Methodology
This chapter highlights the demographic data collected during the course of
this project, highlights case flow issues and provides information in relation to
maintenance and charging issues presented.
4a - Demographics
The total number of offenders who were assessed as part of this project
(short-term prisoners) was 832 with a mean age of 33 years upon their release from
prison. For both the treatment and control group the mean age in both categories
upon release was 32 years. All were male offenders.
Offence
Breach of probation order
Theft
Shoplifting
Battery
Assault
Driving Whilst Disqualified
Burglary - non dwelling
Assault (ABH)
Breach of Restraining Order
Burglary
Burglary - Dwelling
Bladed Article
Handling Stolen Goods
Criminal Damage
Driving with Excess Alcohol
Fraud
Taking vehicle without consent
Others (less than 10 per offence type)
Total

Count
193
106
87
71
22
21
18
17
17
16
16
12
12
11
11
11
10
181
832

Percent
23.2
12.7
10.5
8.5
2.6
2.5
2.2
2
2
1.9
1.9
1.4
1.4
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.2
21.8
100

Tab le 1 - Reason for imprisonment (all short term prisoners)

The offence for which they were imprisoned is shown in Table 1. Whilst this is
the primary offence for which the offenders were sentenced, some would have been
convicted of more than one offence. Breach of a probation order accounted for 23%
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(n=193) of all short-term prisoners and theft for 13% (n=106). Table 2 shows the
offences that led to the sentencing of the offenders who entered Project START (n79). The two highest categories are the same as for the total sample size (breach of
a probation order and theft related offences). A chi square test of independence was
performed to examine the relationship between treatment and control groups with
regard to the offence for which the offender was imprisoned for. The relationship
between these variable was not significant (X 2 (21, n=79) = p: 0.598).
Crime Imprisoned for
ABH
Assault
Attempted Burglary
Battery
Breach of Probation Order
Breach Community Order
Breach of non-molestation order
Breach of Restraining Order
Burglary - Dwelling
Burglary - non dwelling
Driving Offences
Escape
False Representation
Fear of Violence
Going equipped for Burglary
Handling Stolen Goods
Interfering with a vehicle
Receiving stolen goods
Robbery
Shoplifting
Theft
Taking a vehicle without consent
Grand Total

Control
1
1
1
2
7

2
1

Tag
1
2
3
9
1
1
1
2
3
1
1
1

1
1
3
1
1

1
4
9

7
9
1
39

40

Tab le 2 - Reason for imprisonment (sample)
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Total
2
3
1
5
16
1
1
1
2
5
1
1
2
1
1
3
1
1
1
11
18
1
79

4b - Eligibility
A flow chart to show case progression adapted from Schulz et al (2010) is
shown in Figure 5 and illustrates the distribution of the 832 offenders that were
released during this project.

Figure 5 - Flow chart showing case progression

After initial screening to establish eligibility, as per the criteria in Table 4, a
total of 296 (36%) offenders were spoken to by Project START staff. Of this group
217 (73%) refused consent and 79 (26%) gave their consent and were subsequently
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entered into the Cambridge Randomiser and allocated into treatment and control
groups.
At the pre-screening stage 536 (64%) of the offenders were ineligible for the
study. The reasons for this are shown in Table 3 below with an explanation of these
terms in Table 4. The main reason for exclusion was that the individual was released
to an address outside of Hampshire, which accounted for 184 offenders (34%). A
further 128 (24%) were released on licence and as such were already under the
supervision of the probation service. The final category that made up a high
proportion of exclusions were those that were transferred out of HMP Winchester to
another prison before the end of their sentence - 98 prisoners (18%) - putting them
beyond the reach of Project START staff even though they were released back into
Hampshire.

Reason Ineligible
Number of offenders Percent
Out of Project Area
184
34.3
Order/Licence
128
23.9
Transferred out of HMP Winchester
98
18.3
MAPPA
28
5.2
Missed
26
4.9
OGRS
26
4.9
Previously Randomised
18
3.4
Civil Matters
17
3.2
HDC
10
1.9
Medical
1
0.2
Total
536
100
Tab le 3 - Reasons why offenders were ineligible
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Reason ineligible
Civil matters
Consent
Home Detention Curfew (HDC)
MAPPA
Medical
Missed
Too low OGRS
Order/Licence
Out of project area
Previously Randomised

Meaning
Predominantly non-payment of fines
Offender refuses to take part in the experiment
Offender already wearing an RF tag
Multi-agency Public Protection Arrangements exist, higher risk offender
Any medical reason why a tag cannot be worn
Project team missed seeing the offender, normally due to very short sentences
OGRS score is too low
Offender released on licence and under supervision of probation
Offender released to an address outside of Hampshire
Offender has previously been in the experiment

Transferred Out

Offender lives in Hampshire but transferred out of HMP Winchester and so
released from a prison outside of Hampshire

Tab le 4 - Ineligible reasons

4c - Case flow
The case flow in this project was less than predicted (n=79), despite some
changes to the eligibility criteria after a 14 week pilot test. Table 5 shows the
allocation into treatment (n=40) and control groups (n= 39) for the duration of this
experiment.
The misassignments in the treatment group (n=8) all relate to offenders who
indicated that they wanted to be part of the experiment but later withdrew their
consent. The one individual wrongly assigned to the control group (n=1) was an
isolated error by Constabulary staff working inside the prison.
Delivered
Treatment
Control
Treatment
32
8
Group Assigned
Control
1
38
Tab le 5 - Group sample assigned to and treatment delivered

Subsequent analysis of the data will be based on the intention to treat rather
than what was actually delivered. This involves analysing all participants according
to the randomisation allocation, regardless of the delivered outcome. This is the
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standard approach in randomised controlled trials designed to minimise potential
bias.
4d - Offender Pathways
Upon arrival in prison offenders sentenced to less than twelve months are
assessed for any additional support that may be offered via the extended IOM team
post release. Table 6 shows the categories assigned to each offender who entered
this experiment and is further separated between treatment and control groups.
Offenders may present with more than one identified pathway of need, the table
however, focuses on their primary identified need.
Control

Treatment

Overall
Overall
Percent
Count
32
40.5
15
19

IOM Identified Pathway

Count

Percent

Count

Percent

Drugs and Alcohol
Accommodation
Attitudes, Thinking and
Behaviour
Education, Training and
Employment
Mental and Physical
Heath
None identified
Children & Families of
Offenders
Finance, Benefit and
Debt
Grand Total

19
4

48.7
10.3

13
11

32.5
27.5

7

17.9

3

7.5

10

12.7

3

7.7

5

12.5

8

10.1

2

5.1

3

7.5

5

6.3

3

7.7

2

5

5

6.3

0

0

2

5

2

2.5

1

2.6

1

2.5

2

2.5

39

100

40

100

79

100

Tab le 6 - IOM identified pathway needs split b y group assigned

Drug and alcohol issues accounted for the highest need overall with 41%
(n=32) of all prisoners assigned, 49% (n=19) of the control group and 33% (n=13) of
the treatment group. Accommodation problems were the next highest with 19% of all
prisoners being assessed as having this primary need. Of note the treatment group
had 11 (28%) offenders with accommodation problems as their primary need

54

compared to just four (10%) in the control group. A chi square test of independence
was performed to examine the relationship between the treatment and control
groups and the IOM identified pathway need. The relationship between these
variable was not significant (X 2 (7, n=79) = p:0.261).

4e - Offender Group Reconviction Scale (OGRS) Scores
Each offender in this experiment had to have an OGRS score of over 30% to
be eligible. Table 7 shows that the difference in these scores between treatment and
control groups is minimal, 76% compared to 78%.

Sample
Mean
SD

Treatment Control
40
39
76%
78%
14.74
14.97

Tab le 7 - OGRS score for group assigned

4f - Compliance with the intended dose
The experiment sought to allocate the tag to offenders in the treatment group
for a period of 28 days. As highlighted, maintaining the battery charge was a
significant issue in the project in addition to offenders either removing the devices
themselves or requesting their removal before the 28 days period had elapsed.
Figure 6 shows the time in days that the tag was worn across the treatment
group (n=32). The data collected shows that 16 (50%) of offenders in this group
wore the tag for the full 28 day period. A large proportion, 34% (n=11) wore the tag
for seven days or less, the remaining offenders having their tags removed at various
intervals.

55

Time tag worn - Treatment Group (n=32)
18

Number of offenders

16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

Days Worn

Figure 6 - Time tag worn against total target dose

Of the 16 offenders that wore their tag for the full 28 day period only six
(37.5%) kept their tag charged over 91% of the time, see Figure 7. Two of the
offenders, although wearing the tag for 28 days, only had their tag charged between
0 and 10.9% of the time. Figure 7 was produced by analysing the number of
minutes in the 28 day period the tag was holding a charge and transmitting to the
central server, expressed as a percentage of the total time.

Number of offenders

Time tag charged for those offenders wearing the tag for 28
days
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Percent charged over the 28 day period

Figure 7 - Time tag charged for offenders completing the 28 dose
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4g - Note on Reoffending data
Due to the issues presented above in relation to the failure to maintain a
charge and therefore not completing the intended dose, alongside the short length of
time since the end of this experiment and the writing of this thesis, reoffending data
has not been presented at this point in time. The intended measurement data is
being captured and will be available for analysis after a further period of time has
passed.
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Chapter 5
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Chapter 5 - Implementation Issues
This intervention uses relatively new and expensive technology. The test of its
effectiveness was carried out in a methodologically robust way (a RCT) and involved
a number of criminal justice agencies.
Throughout the course of this programme the project team held weekly
meetings. The main discussion points and decisions at these weekly meeting have
been recorded in a diary form. The key themes and topics are presented below and
grouped into two categories, as posed by the research questions.
1) What must be addressed in implementing a voluntary tagging project for
offenders being released from prison after serving a short sentence?
2) In using a randomised controlled trial to assess the intervention what are the
issues to consider?
The first, project implementation issues, addresses the difficulties in setting up
the electronic monitoring programme across Hampshire Constabulary. The second
part focuses on experimental implementation issues, specifically when using a RCT
to test the intervention, and what had to be overcome or addressed. In helping to
clarify whether issues were project or experimental issues those that would have
required oversight whether or not a RCT was used to test the intervention will be
grouped under ‘Project Implementation Issues’. Those that relate purely to the fact a
RCT was being used will be presented under the ‘Experimental Implementation
Issues’ subheading.
5a - Project Implementation Issues
In implementing this project, which covered the whole of the organisation, as
well as reaching into the prison service, good clear leadership was essential. The
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issues listed below summarise those aspects where a mix of transactional and
transformational leadership was required.
Initial Planning
It has been suggested that the culture of the Police Service is one that is
looking for quick fixes to problems (Dawson & Stanko, 2013). This project was no
different and with hindsight significant changes would have been made to the initial
planning stage, which left little time to research possible implementation issues
associated with undertaking a RCT within prison settings. At the start of the project a
decision was made to hire all 19 tags at the same time for a period of one year. This
was before any pilot test had been completed and in fact one of the first challenges
to be overcome was to convince senior leaders within the force that a pilot was in
fact needed; there was strong pressure to begin the testing phase immediately.
Whilst the early ordering of the tags did provide the team with enough equipment to
run a pilot study it also commenced the contract period with the manufacturers of the
tag and the remaining costs placed considerable pressure on the team to quickly
begin the experiment.
The pilot stage highlighted a number of key issues that needed to be
addressed and the changes to the experimental design as a result of this are
detailed in Chapter 3.
Training and staff awareness
The implementation model developed by Fixsen et al, (2005) stresses the
importance of identifying ‘core implementation components’. In this study these
included the training and coaching provided to staff and was designed in depth. IOM
staff, and their line managers, were identified as the priority group for training in
relation to this intervention. They were brought together on more than one occasion
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where the tagging provider and project team ran them through the processes and
technology and provided opportunities to try fitting and removing the tag, as well as
being able to test the software in a ‘test’ environment. A DVD was produced which
again explained how the project was going to be run, what it sought to achieve and
how to fix, monitor and remove the tagging equipment. This was posted on the force
intranet as a resource that could be revisited if required.
At these events the combination of the central IOM team, senior management
from across the organisation, and the line management of the IOM (area based)
officers was viewed as essential. The Project START team had to ensure that those
supervising offenders, and the managers supervising them, were sufficiently bought
into the project.
Effective communication was something that the project team battled with on
a regular basis. The challenge was to keep Project START visible in officers’ minds
through regular updates to staff but this had to be balanced against information and
change overload on a wider organisational basis. To help we arranged for a media
release in the Constabulary’s internal magazine to raise awareness with staff more
widely across the force. This was built into a more general article in relation to
Evidenced-based Policing and the organisation’s approach to this. In addition to this
a number of emails were sent to staff in key areas of the force explaining what was
being sought and what to do should they encounter an offender wearing a tag that
they would not have seen before.
Offender managers also sometimes questioned why we were spending time
and money on tracking offenders who they would not normally engage with due to
their OGRS score being below 50% (30% being the lower limit for entry into Project
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START) and so it was important to address this through personal briefing sessions
with them.
Some offenders would frequently move from one part of the force area to
another. On these occurrences the Project START team would ask the IOM team in
the new area to assume ownership of that offender. This at times led to resentment
due to an increased workload and frustration when coupled with the fact that Project
START offenders would have a lower OGRS score than their normal case load. The
approach to solving this was to reiterate to these staff what the organisation was
trying to do with this study and emphasising that if the tags were proved a success
this evidence base could be used to justify the increased purchase of more GPS
tags.
On numerous occasions I was approached and asked if the GPS equipment
could be used to track other offenders outside of the Project START cohort. Most of
these were to tag prolific criminals being managed outside of the prison environment.
Whilst there is little doubt that these prolific offenders commit crime I was unable to
support this as we had returned some of the equipment to the supplier and had to
maintain sufficient stock to enable those in this project to be tagged. This highlighted
the positive awareness of the technology, the desire to use this in innovative
situations and also the need to communicate more widely, particularly with other
managers but also provided a further example of a ‘quick fix’ culture within policing.
Gaining and maintaining cooperation from all agencies
Alongside Hampshire Constabulary there are two other key stakeholders in
this project. The HM Prison Service and the Crown Prosecution Service. The views
of Crown Prosecution Service were important should we have to progress any
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matter, using evidence from the information gathered through the GPS data, through
a criminal court.
HM Prison Service
By their very nature and for obvious reasons prisons are secure
establishments. In order to create a safe environment there are strict policies
governing access to the prison, what equipment can be taken inside and how and
when prisoners can be spoken to. Working in such an environment produced a
number of unique challenges. As highlighted earlier the project team benefited from
already having a number of staff working inside the prison with almost unrestricted
access to prisoners and with police IT available to them inside the prison. This
helped to overcome the implementation issues faced in the Maryland boot camp
RCT (MacKenzie, 2012).
There was, however, a role for effective leadership in order to assist the
smooth running of this project and the wider IOM structure across Hampshire. The
Force IOM Manager would have regular liaison with his counterpart in the Probation
Service which served to help remedy minor issues in relation to prison and probation
processes (timing of engagement sessions for example) and to maintain a
professional dialogue in the event of there being any serious concerns for specific
offenders or wider Project START issues. The Governor and his deputies were also
kept apprised of progress in relation to the project through regular face to face
meetings. It was through maintaining these relationships, even when there were no
significant issues to discuss, that we were able to amend some of the prison
processes to best serve the project and its wider aims.
One such problem that became apparent during the pilot period, and
remained a significant problem throughout the study, was that a number of prisoners

63

(n= 98) who were eligible for the experiment after the initial screening but who were
then transferred out of HMP Winchester. This was identified during the pilot phase
but the small numbers of staff meant that the team was not able to travel between
prisons to see an individual prisoner and so they were excluded from the study.
Negotiation between project staff and the relevant governors at the prison
allowed for ‘IOM Holds’ to be placed on offenders. In essence these were requests
that eligible prisoners, that had consented to join the project, would be kept at
Winchester if possible rather than being moved to another prison. This helped in part
to mitigate against this too, but if 98 prisoners that did get transferred had remained,
there would have still been the opportunity to increase the sign up to the project. The
project team were aware of the impact this decision could have on case flow with
many offenders wishing to remain close to their families (to increase contact/visits).
The IOM hold tactic was not widely discussed within the prison as I did not want
offenders ‘consenting’ to the project purely to assist in remaining at Winchester, only
to later retract this consent. It should also be noted that the timing of these
negotiations meant that this solution was not implemented until part of the way
through the live experiment and once again highlights the impact of time pressures
to begin the live experimental phase.
The Crown Prosecution Service
As well as engagement with the Prison Service we were keen to ensure other
partners were involved from an early stage. Engagement with CPS was primarily to
address two issues. First was the evidential concern with regard to whether the
information obtained via satellite tracking would be admissible in evidence in its
current form and without the need for specialist prosecution support; this was
accepted.
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The second issue concerned whether the CPS would pursue a criminal case
through a court for damage or loss to any tag which could be attributed to the
offender, bearing in mind the need for the CPS to consider whether it is in the public
interest to proceed with such a case. The CPS were able to confirm that the police
retain charging powers for criminal damage under £5,000 and for minor theft related
matters and as such we could charge if the circumstances merited it. After loss of
equipment in the dry run period an amendment was made to the literature provided
to the offenders indicating that they would be held liable for any intentional loss of
equipment.
Case flow
Case Flow Estimation
Whilst case flow could be considered an experimental issue it is grouped with
the project issues due to the fact that all entrants to this project are volunteers and
randomisation was completed after this recruitment process. With 73% of offenders
refusing consent, the case flow problem would be present regardless of the method
adopted to test the intervention.
Overestimation of case flow, according to Boruch (1997) is common place in
RCTs and was certainly present in the early days of Project START. Boruch detailed
approaches to resolving this that include: extending the timeframe; intensifying
outreach to identify and encourage participation; and altering the eligibility criteria.
Efforts to encourage participants were employed and the eligibility criteria were
amended as explained in Chapter 3. In summary, the overestimation of case flow
led to decisions being made to purchase more equipment and an initial reluctance to
run a lengthy pilot test. After negotiation with the supplier, we were able to return
some of the equipment, while maintaining enough complete sets to allow for the

65

experiment to continue, and thus extending the trial period by having a smaller
number of tags but over a longer period.
Offender Recruitment
In the pilot stage offenders were spoken to in a group setting of approximately
10 detainees, during their induction days into the prison. The team quickly identified
a risk to this process. More dominant, or vocal, offenders who spoke negatively
about the project were able to influence the thinking of less dominant or less vocal
members of the group. Conversely at times, the opposite was true with more
positivity generated around the project. It was decided that additional individual
meetings would be held with all eligible prisoners. It was found that some offenders
who went along with the group in criticising the intervention subsequently wanted to
engage when spoken to on their own.
How the project team spoke to prisoners, without disturbing the daily routine
of the prison, was something that was considered carefully and was also amended
during the pilot stage of the project. Whilst the team did have free access to
prisoners (outside of group sessions) there were occasions when this was made
more challenging. When offenders misbehave a punishment available to staff is to
have them placed on ‘lock-down’ where they are confined to their cells for longer
periods and contact with other prisoners removed. During a personal visit to the
prison I observed one such interaction with a prisoner whom project staff were
speaking to regarding the intervention. A prisoners was spoken to through a tiny gap
provided in the cell door where the hinges meet the frame, against a backdrop of a
very noisy cell block which made the promotion of the project a near impossibility. To
solve this problem staff were asked to revisit the detainee on another occasion after
leaving the summary leaflet with them to read. Despite making these changes case
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flow remained a challenge and of the 296 eligible offenders, only 79 (27%) gave their
consent.
Also of note on the issue of offender recruitment was the fact that the
equipment used in this project is slightly larger than that offenders are used to with
RF technology. Most offenders stated that they wear a sock over the tag, or two pairs
of socks with the tag in-between for comfort reasons but also to hide the tag from the
general public. Whilst not an issue the project team could control, the weather in the
summer months did cause an issue for the project. With warmer weather a number
of offenders stated that they intended to wear shorts upon release from prison and
did not want to be seen wearing a tag that could not easily be hidden. This
reluctance supported the findings by Bales, et al. (2010) regarding the stigmatisation
of wearing EM devices that individuals felt post release.
Incentives
Prisoners who had experienced electronic monitoring before had normally
been released from prison early under a government scheme linked to home
detention curfews. This gave a huge incentive to prisoners to sign up to this scheme.
The current project however did not have any direct incentive schemes attached to it
and so removed the most impactive and arguably persuasive incentive to someone
being deprived of their liberty: early release. Instead the project team highlighted
other incentives such as the positive message wearing a tag would send to loved
ones (demonstrating a desire to stay away from crime) and the thought that
monitoring by police would lead to less police presence on their doorstep and the
ability to disprove involvement in some crime types. The lack of a tangible incentive
did impact on the case flow and the team’s ability to successfully promote the
project. Furthermore if such an early release was available to support such a
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scheme it would offset some of the costs involved in purchasing the equipment as
the average cost to keep someone in prison is approximately £90 a day.
A number of other forces using this technology were consulted to see what
could be learnt from their ventures although no other force was testing this
technology in a controlled experiment. Most forces spoken to were allocating the
tags to offenders who wanted to participate in such a scheme and, crucially, were
deemed suitable by their offender managers. A number were incentivising the use of
such tags with the issue of free bus passes or gym memberships. Such tactics were
debated in the early stages of this experiment, including issuing food vouchers,
however these were all discounted as we wanted to test the intervention and not
weaken any such findings through the introduction of other incentives. Future studies
might want to re-address this issue given some of the case flow issues experienced
in this project.
Fidelity
As Chapter 4 shows, the challenges in relation to offenders keeping the tag
on and also keeping it charged were prominent in most cases allocated to the
treatment group. Problems with the equipment formed a significant challenge for this
experiment and present a huge risk to being able to gather and analyse any
meaningful data.
Of the 32 offenders receiving the intervention only 16 (50%) wore their tag for
the full 28 days and of those only six kept it charged for over 91% of the time. As
discussed in Chapter 2, the tags needed charging approximately every 48 hours
which led to significant issues with offenders keeping the equipment charged.
A possible incentive which was highlighted to offenders was that by having the
tag they would see less police presence as we would know their location and be able
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to rule them in and out of criminal investigations. This was, however, dependent on
them maintaining the charge in the tag and in almost every treatment case
deployment protocols were required as detailed in the Chapter 2. In reality we
encountered the reverse of the incentive to come into the project: offenders with a
tag received increased police contact. This, on more than one occasion, led to the
tagged individual asking for the device to be removed. Others experienced
frustration with this contact as they reported that they were charging the device but it
was faulty. A significant number of police hours in both the control room, amongst
project staff, and wider IOM/neighbourhood teams were spent chasing offenders to
complete this process. Sometimes it was difficult to conclude whether the equipment
was faulty or whether the offenders lacked the motivation, or incentive, to maintain
the charge in the device. In any event, the increased cost of police activity should be
borne in mind in future such projects.
Unlike home detention curfews where a breach of the scheme leads to an
arrest and imprisonment, failing to charge the equipment or removing the tag had
little consequence to the offender but significant threats to the project. Even though
information sheets indicated that offenders would be charged by the Police for
damaging the tag, self-removal of the tag still occurred seven times.

5b - Experimental Implementation Issues
Randomisation timing
Alongside the timing of recruiting prisoners to the experiment the timing of the
randomisation process was also critical but initially frustrated by the prison
environment. Ideally this was to be completed whilst the individual was leaving the
prison, thus preventing any opportunity for the offender to change their mind and
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causing misassignments; Roman, et al (2012) and Morrell (2010) state that the
longer the time between enrolment into an experiment and release from prison, the
greater the increase in the potential for people to change their minds. Due to the
busy environment of the reception/discharge area of the prison (approximately 10
prisoners are received and released on a daily basis along with daily releases for
court appearances) there was some reluctance from prison guards to allow for an
additional process or delay in this schedule. In the early stages of this experiment
this therefore led to the randomisation process being completed the day before
release, involving the IOM staff phoning a colleague to administer the randomisation
process. After a small number of misassignments this process was refined. An IT
solution, in the form of a web enabled laptop, was explored but was not feasible due
to physical space in the reception/discharge area and the fact that devices with
internet applications were not permitted in this secure area. Managers within the
prison were spoken with and the staff were permitted to use a telephone during the
discharge process to complete the randomisation process. After making this change
there were no further misassignments.

Staff involved in the randomisation
Through the adoption of an RCT opportunities for bias are reduced although
not completely eliminated. In the pilot test of this experiment it was brought to my
attention that a long standing employee of another organisation had decided not to
offer the project to an offender. The reason for this was that this employee knew the
offender (due to repeat prison sentences) and was aware of some wider issues in
relation to their criminogenic need. As such the individual was not offered entry to
the project when they should have been. This led to two changes to the experiment;
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firstly the project team reiterated to that individual, and more senior managers within
that organisation, why keeping to the robust methodology was important to the
experiment’s success and, secondly, we altered the process restricting the promotion
of this project to purely Constabulary personnel.
On occasions throughout the project good discipline had to be exercised over
the project team. The desire for increased case flow on occasions presented
dilemmas for the team where experimental integrity had to be balanced against the
need for increased cases. Whilst the right decisions were made in all circumstances
the temptation to allow entry was present often but mitigated through robust and
consistent leadership.
It was also noted that at times staff felt sympathy with offenders who wanted
to be part of the treatment group, and whom they believed would benefit from it, but
who were assigned to the control group. Whilst the integrity of the experiment was
maintained at all times, staff reported that this was often a difficult message to pass
on when offenders really wanted the intervention.

71

Chapter 6

72

Chapter 6 - Discussion
Project START aimed to test whether electronic monitoring via GPS tags
could help cut re-offending in short term prisoners upon release from prison. This
thesis, however, cannot provide any evidence of this as insufficient follow up time
has elapsed to be sure about the effectiveness of the intervention. Results to date,
however, are not encouraging.
The full results from this project in relation to reoffending are not yet known,
however the experiment has shown that there were significant problems with the EM
equipment in terms of its reliability and in its usability and significant problems with
case flow. There was also a need to give greater consideration to the planning of
such an experiment in future especially in regard to allowing sufficient time for a pilot
stage to highlight and address any potential problems with the experiment.
The use of a randomised controlled trial, however, was in fact much more
positive. There were some problems highlighted, namely the timing of the
randomisation and bias amongst the staff involved in the randomisation. Both of
these issues were overcome in the pilot stage through strong leadership and good
relationships with other organisations as the foundation. This provides important
evidence to support the use of RCTs within police forces and the role that police
forces can and should have in developing evidence based policing and shaping
future policies and strategies.

6a - Equipment Reliability & Offender Motivation
As discussed, there is an inextricable link between equipment reliability and
offender motivation. There were a number of faulty pieces of equipment identified but
this was unlikely to be the cause of such a high attrition rate from the experiment and
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the loss of fidelity in relation to the amount of time that equipment was charged. Was
the lack of incentive a contributory factor to the offenders not keeping the equipment
charged or was it the frequency of charging required that proved too much of a
disincentive, especially amongst this group of offenders who from their IOM identified
pathway are likely to be individuals leading chaotic lives? The offenders were
advised to charge the software every 48 hours, in comparison to traditional RF
tagging that lasts months without charging and is what some of these prisoners were
used to. The limitations of the software is arguably one of the most important findings
of this project.
The increase in police attention caused by officers continually having to
physically prompt offenders that their equipment needed charging was cited as a
contributory factor in some of the attrition rate. There are other GPS tags that vibrate
when the charge is getting low, however this was felt to carry the risk of offenders
realising that their equipment was not charged and committing an offence before
recharging. It should also be noted that this equipment would still have the short
battery life of the equipment used. When considering the maintenance issues in
relation to charging, it is unknown whether these offenders were not genuinely
interested in the project, whether they lost interest, or whether the equipment was so
unreliable and/or time consuming that it overshadowed any intention to commit to the
project. At this point without the long term re-offending data it is also too early to
draw any conclusions about the impact that this did have on re-offending. It should,
however, be noted that Taylor (2010) stated that EM was effective when aimed at
specific offenders, as with this project, and also when used within a wider treatment
programme, which was not part of this project.
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6b - Implementation
The importance of running a pilot test to assess case flow at an early stage
was underestimated in this project and the early purchase of all equipment put
pressure on the project team to cut this stage short. Roman et al., (2012) also stress
the importance of taking time to develop a strategy in studies in criminal justice, but
that this is frequently overlooked. Future studies would benefit from running a
lengthy pilot phase which would allow for more informed decisions to be made with
regard to a number of project issues such as project catchment area, funding and
eligibility.
The implementation of the RCT was successful despite all the problems with
intervention. This is mainly attributable to the planning, addressing of issues,
leadership and relationship building that occurred. Whilst an RCT is the preferred
method and brings benefits around strong internal validity there are challenges
around case flow that are required to ensure adequate statistical power. These
challenges are made more acute in relatively short term planning and funding cycles
as found in many police organisations.
A great deal of time and effort was spent in ensuring that the IOM officers from
across the force, and their managers, were bought into the project. This was
beneficial as these were the staff who were speaking to offenders daily. When these
IOM officers were not on duty the same levels of enthusiasm and understanding
were not demonstrated by the wider police workforce who would have had minimal
dealings with the project until the time they were dispatched to ‘chase’ an offender in
relation to charging.
The senior leadership of the force were kept updated regularly as was the
management of HMP Winchester; both helping to manage any influencing factors
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presented. Despite the retirement of a chief superintendent who had initially
proposed this project, the leadership remained static throughout. This was important
but must not be taken for granted in police organisations where movement of senior
staff at regular intervals is normal practice.
Working inside the prison environment presented its challenges for the
project. Through the excellent working relationships of a few key individuals these
were able to be overcome and stresses the importance of maintaining professional
working relationships with other criminal justice partners at tactical, operational and
strategic levels.

6c - Desistence and Deterrence Theory
Early desistance researchers indicated that a desire to change was an
important factor in stopping reoffending (Bottoms & Shapland, 2011; Cusson &
Pinsonneault, 1986). Sampson and Laub (1993) went on to further propose that
situational factors and improved social bonds were important factors in desistance
theory. With no other tangible incentives, offenders volunteering for the project were
assumed to be indicating a desire to stop offending; this is further supported by
feedback from the two members of staff speaking to offenders inside the prison.
Although this study does not measure or control for social factors post
release, one of the benefits from the tag that was used in promoting it to prisoners
was the potential improved relationships to be gained from loved ones seeing a
commitment to stop reoffending. Future studies would benefit from gathering and
analysing information on social bonds. The findings from analysis of the OASys
software on the sample size only identified family support as an issue in 2% of the
sample suggesting that most were leaving with this support in place in one form or
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another. Anecdotal feedback from staff administering the project inside the prison
was that a number of offenders found the prospect of disassociating with criminal
peers (situational factors) appealing, thus supporting earlier research by Warr
(2002).
Giordano et al., (2002) further identified three more important stages of
change after the initial desire; a hook for change, an appealing and conventional
replacement self and a transformation of views of deviant behaviour. This project
addresses the initial desire and offers a potential hook for change, although it has
been argued in the case of incentives used that this was possibly not enough. If
future research were able to overcome the obstacles identified in this research it
would be interesting to see whether the tag alone would be enough to influence
change, or if alongside the tag, more formal work with offenders is needed on
‘replacement of self’ and ‘transformation of views’, or even if it is possible to achieve
these whilst in prison.
Evidence to support or negate the deterrent effect of a tag have not been
found in this project. Any future study that was able to generate greater case flow
and improved treatment fidelity would be able to then introduce timely methods of
checking live crime data with the location of offenders tagged, thus increasing the
certainty of apprehension. If there was a provision to release early from prison and
then re-imprison for breaches of the tag, much like the home detention curfew
scheme arrangements, this would support the other two key deterrent concepts;
severity and celerity, whilst at the same time increasing the fidelity of the experiment.
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6d - Policy implications
One immediate attraction of EM monitoring is that it would appear to be
cheaper option than the cost of re-imprisonment and associated wider criminal
justice system costs, and could also be more effective at dealing with reoffending
issues. Indeed the software has been used effectively for many years in managing
curfew conditions. The technology used in this project is very different to that
technology. The charging issue is one that would support an organised and
disciplined individual much like remembering to charge a mobile phone each night.
The reality with this group of offenders is that many lead lives not conducive to the
requirements of constantly monitoring and charging the equipment (as supported by
the OASys criminogenic needs assessment data). EM may be a cheaper option for
managing offenders in the community and there are obvious gains to be had where
proximity is a factor to be controlled (child sex offenders and restrictions on being
near schools for example). Yet even in this example, if the offender and/or
equipment cannot be relied upon policy changes cannot be made with confidence.
With regard to implementing such a project across a number of criminal
justice agencies the lessons learned in Project START have been many and have
required constant, and consistent, leadership. This was a challenging project to
oversee as it required numerous stakeholders to be kept apprised and held
accountable for their performance, whilst at the same time sharing benefits and
alleviating concerns. An implementation plan that address the three key concepts of
core components, organisation components and influencing factors (Fixsen, et al.,
2005) is essential for other law enforcement personnel.
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Chapter 7
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Chapter 7 - Conclusion

The problem presented by short term prisoners and their high reoffending
rates is one that is yet to be solved. The intervention used in this project has not
been able to have a measured impact on reoffending rates at this point in time; that
however, may change as the months advance.
The lack of incentives to draw offenders with complex problems into an EM
programme was evident in Project START. This coupled with unreliable technology
and unreliable offenders led to a toxic combination which made it very difficult to
accurately test the technology used.
The lessons learned in relation to implementing an EM project and a
randomised controlled trial, across criminal justice agencies, to test that intervention
are highlighted below. These are presented in the context of recommendations for
law enforcement personnel interested in running similar such schemes in the future.
7a - Recommendations
1) Develop a communication strategy that covers operational staff and senior
managers outside of the project.
2) Identify a process where 24/7 monitoring of EM equipment is undertaken and
that staff deployed to check equipment and speak to offenders are sufficiently
engaged in the objectives of the experiment. They can make or break the
scheme.
3) Work with residential properties (such as hostels and ‘halfway’ houses) and
other support agencies to facilitate tag charging for individuals who may not
have consistent accommodation.
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4) Identify a process of regularly testing EM equipment and ensure exchange
provisions exist within any contract with a supplier. The provision of a
contingency fund to replace damaged or lost goods should be considered.
5) Keep in mind the impact of stigmatisation on individuals wearing tagging
equipment and likely embarrassment if they reveal it when wearing shorts.
6) Group sessions were originally thought to be a more efficient way of speaking
to a large number of offenders. After trying this in Project START the
preference was to speak to individually to potential entrants which led to an
increase in volunteers.
7) Keeping detainees in a particular prison is difficult when the population as a
whole is near to capacity the majority of the time and where the prison service
needs to move people around. By aligning Project START’s objectives with
that of wider offender rehabilitation strategies the prison were helpful in
placing ‘holds’ on prisoners to help with their reintegration plan upon release.
8) Early consultation with the Crown Prosecution Service was beneficial and
certainly in preference to having to have negotiations during a live criminal
investigation.
Project START has shown that it is possible to implement a new electronic
monitoring programme across a number of criminal justice agencies. The project has
highlighted many challenges that need to be overcome but it has also highlighted
many exciting areas for future research. With further advances in technology,
coupled with the right incentives, EM could still provide a solution to the ever
increasing need to reduce reoffending amongst this group of offenders.
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Appendix A

Project START
Looking for a brighter future - a ‘fresh start’?
Project START: Short Term At Release Tagging
Hampshire Integrated Offender Management Team (IOM)
is trialling a scheme aimed at supporting people leaving
prison to stop coming back into custody.

This voluntary scheme is about offering people who have
been sentenced to less than a year the opportunity to be
given a GPS tag in addition to the support offered through
the standard IOM pathways. It looks to help change your
offending behaviour and support your rehabilitation.

Note: As this project needs to be assessed to see how
effective it is, there is a 50% chance that you may not
Benefits
evenfriends,
if you have
agreed
wearthat
one.you are trying
receive
Proveatotag
family,
employers
andtopolice
to change your life.


A physical reminder to you and any peers that you are trying to
change and do not want to be involved in committing crime.



Support to look at your lifestyle through the tracker maps and
assistance in identifying and changing any concerning patterns
and praise you for when those changes are made.



Voluntary scheme for 28 days that you can opt out of at any
time. There is no way to breach this tag.



The tag is different to a curfew/HDC tag in that you will not be
restricted to curfew times and will be free to move about as you
want. You can also charge the device on the go for ease of use.
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Trial area:
Currently being rolled
out across Hampshire,
the Isle of Wight,
Bournemouth and
Poole

If you feel that being part
of this trial could benefit
you please contact the
IOM Team - through
Martina Watkin who will
be able to provide you
with more information.
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