
Annex 3 - Prolific and other Priority Offender (PPO) programme case study
Introduction

1.
The Prolific and other Priority Offender (PPO) programme was selected as a case study to illustrate the Home Office’s management and use of science against the review criteria, where relevant.  
2.
The case study has been compiled by drawing together evidence from the following sources:
· notes of interviews conducted with staff in the Home Office associated with the evaluation of the programme;

· documentary evidence, e.g. reports and scientific papers; and 

· information on the department’s web site.

3.

The following individuals were interviewed as part of the study:

Paul Dawson

RDS, Project Manager – Evaluation of PPO programme

Peter Wheelhouse
Director, Drug Interventions and Priority and Prolific Offenders programme

Bernard Lane

Head of PPO programme

Gurchand Singh
Programme Director, RDS (CRCSG)

Jon Simmons

Head of RDS, Crime Policing and Counter-Terrorism

Sara Skodbo

DIP researcher, CRCSG  

4.
The main issues which emerged from the case study are:
· the evaluation was commissioned in accordance with the department’s three stage approval process for conducting social science projects and clearly demonstrated a business need;
· significant effort was devoted to selecting a robust methodology but compromises had to be made in the face of external constraints. The final output was peer reviewed by independent academics with experience of the programme and methodology; and
· there was a good deal of interaction between the analysts and policy staff who not only acted on the findings but worked closely with analysts to build on the evaluation to gain a better understanding of the impact on PPOs. 
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Policy Background
5.
Research carried out in 2001 concluded that, of a total offending population of around one million, only approximately 100,000 offenders (10% of all active offenders) were responsible for half of all the crime committed in England and Wales
. In other words it appeared that a small number of offenders were far more criminally active than others, contributing disproportionately to the overall crime rate. Indeed, further analysis showed that the most active 5,000 of this group were estimated to be responsible for 1 in 10 offences
. Although some of the assumptions behind this figure had been challenged,
 it was generally accepted that focusing additional resources on these most active offenders could bring about better outcomes in terms of reduced crime rates and improve public confidence in the criminal justice system.  

6.
The Persistent Offender Programme was launched in 2002 as part of the Narrowing the Justice programme
 with the aim of targeting resources from across Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) at offenders in the community with six or more convictions over the previous 12 months. These schemes were evaluated in 2003
. However, this evaluation was primarily focused on staff and offender perceptions of the scheme and did not conduct a full reconviction analysis. 

7.
Some research on the effectiveness of similar schemes showed mixed findings but indicated little evidence of a reduction in reconviction due to the schemes
. Those that reported promising early results on convictions were limited by small sample sizes and the lack of well-matched comparison groups.  Other research was more focused on implementation issues such as partnership working. A Home Office evaluation
 reported that the selection criteria for the Persistent Offender programme were seen by practitioners as being too rigidly defined by the centre, with no discretion or judgement at a local level; the scheme did not take into account important factors in an offender’s pattern of behaviour, such as the:
· number of crimes that an offender could be responsible for without a conviction;

· offences that were left unreported; and 

· type of offence committed.

8.
The scheme ended up targeting those offenders who were caught most often, regardless of the nature of their crimes (e.g. shoplifters rather than robbers, burglars etc.) whose impact on the local community was greater and ignoring those offenders who were rarely caught. Consequently, areas which operated the scheme felt that offenders who were included were not necessarily those who caused the greatest harm to their communities.  Therefore the areas involved, argued for a more flexible and localised definition that could include a wider definition of ‘other priority’ offenders. These findings, and factors such as the reluctance of drug misusing offenders to refer themselves to drug treatment services, pointed to the need for a new policy response. It was believed that such a policy would need to focus on groups of individuals with specific characteristics rather than on the types of crimes.  It was also recognised that, crucially, the policy would be required to address some of the underlying reasons for offences committed by some of the highest harm-causing individuals as well as the specific offence.  It was apparent that a wide range of agencies would need to be involved in such an approach. Two programmes were subsequently designed to meet these needs:
· the Drug Interventions Programme (DIP); and

· the Prolific and other Priority Offenders (PPO) programmes.

The Drug Interventions Programme

9.
The Drug Interventions Programme began in 2003 as a three-year programme to develop and integrate measures for directing adult drug-misusing offenders out of crime and into treatment. The Programme involved criminal justice and drug treatment providers working together with other services to provide a tailored solution for adults – particularly those who misuse Class A drugs – who committed crime to fund their drug misuse. Its principal focus was to reduce drug-related crime by engaging with problematic drug users and moving them into appropriate treatment and support. It aimed to break the cycle of drug misuse and offending behaviour by intervening at every stage of the criminal justice system to engage offenders in drug treatment.
10.
The programme took as its premise two key facts:

a) significant numbers of drug misusing offenders were not self-referring to drug treatment services and their Class A drug use (and accordingly levels of offending) were escalating; and 

b) those same offenders were in very frequent contact with the criminal justice system.

11.
The programme set out to use the criminal justice system as a way of directing offenders into drug treatment and at the same time ensure they were closely managed and connected to other services of which they were in need.

12.
The Programme was constructed around a combination of new laws
, new working practices, new investment and a renewed emphasis on partnership working and multi-agency delivery. It was supported by very strong political sponsorship.

13.
Drug testing on charge was originally introduced on a pilot basis in 2001 and had been successful in engaging offenders. Used widely as part of the Drug Interventions Programme, drug testing was central to the Programme and was used to identify problematic drug misusing offenders to try and encourage them to enter drug treatment. It was also a key component that enabled other measures such as required assessment and restriction on bail to be implemented.

14.
Key partners to the Home Office were the criminal justice agencies such as the police, prisons, probation officers and the courts, along with the Department of Health, the National Treatment Agency, treatment service providers and those who provided linked services such as housing and job-seeker support.

15.
The Programme was continuing beyond the original three-year period, with the aim of gradually ensuring that the constituent interventions and processes became the established way of working with drug misusing offenders across England and Wales.

The Prolific and other Priority Offenders (PPO) Programme  

16.
The PPO programme was announced by the Prime Minister in March 2004. The programme was conceived as an end-to-end process that specifically targeted the small number (around 5,000) of most active and/or problematic offenders. In essence, it was designed to give offenders a choice between the cessation of offending with the acceptance of support in the form of rehabilitative programmes or to carry on offending resulting in prompt arrest and punishment.

17.
The PPO comprised three complementary strands:

· Prevent and Deter(P&D)

This strand was aimed at those young offenders who were most at risk of becoming the next generation of prolific offenders. Principally, the Prevent and Deter strand aimed to stop the supply of new prolific offenders by: 
· reducing the opportunities for re-offending, so that those who were already criminally active did not graduate into prolific-offending lifestyles; and more generally
· reducing the numbers of young people who became involved in crime in the first place.

· Catch and Convict (C&C)

The goal of this strand was to prevent PPOs from offending through apprehension and conviction, through licence enforcement, and by ensuring a swift return to the courts for those PPOs continuing to offend. Catch and Convict reflected the need for proactive criminal justice processes to ensure that there was effective investigation, charging and prosecution of PPOs.

· Rehabilitate and Resettle (R&R)
This strand aimed to rehabilitate PPOs who were in custody or serving sentences in the community, through closer working between all relevant agencies and continued post-sentence support. Rehabilitate and Resettle provided support and priority access to services in the community, and pre-release support for those serving custodial sentences.

18.
An essential feature of the PPO programme was that it should tailor responses to local problems and should avoid a prescriptive approach regarding implementation. In doing so, the PPO programme embraced local knowledge, practitioner expertise and previous experience of similar schemes. The individual stakeholders, practitioners and specific agencies were responsible for all the decision-making aspects of the programme throughout; from how to choose the prolific offenders through to the type and frequency of interventions they may receive and how often they may receive them. Nevertheless the Home Office had issued guidance on the criteria for the selection of PPOs e.g. suggesting that the focus should be on harm to the community and the severity of the crimes. Some areas had adopted a weighted approach to selection. The factors above were all designed with a specific intention: to reduce the crime levels of the offenders on the PPO programme.

19.
The PPO programme was different to many Home Office programmes, in that it was delivered locally with a central framework. The work was overseen by a National Programme Board that consisted of representatives from all interested parties [e.g. Home Office (HO), Ministry of Justice (MoJ), Prison and Probation services, Communities and Local Government (CLG), Department for Education and Skills (DfES), Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) and to a lesser extent, Department of Health (DH)]. This used to be chaired by the HO Permanent Secretary for Crime, Policing, Counter-Terrorism and Delivery and met monthly. On their departure the programme, was chaired by the HO Director of Police and Crime Standards and, some time later, meetings took place quarterly. Originally it was set up to avoid barriers to successful implementation of PPO but, as the schemes were reaching maturity, its main role was to look at issues at a national level, e.g. monitoring alignment between PPO and the DIP.
Alignment of the DIP and PPO
20.
There was read-across from DIP to PPO because, in some areas at least, over 75% of PPOs were also drug users although the proportion varied locally. Statistics indicated that 86% had ever taken drugs, 56% were doing so and 36% were judged to be ‘drug-driven’ and that it was the latter category that needed to be looked at in particular
. The DIP varied locally to some extent but not nearly as much as PPO. This was largely because, unlike PPO which received no direct HO funding
, DIP received £172M a year until last year, reduced to £149M for 2007-08.

21.
The DIP caseload amounted to about 63,000, about 11,000 PPOs and an overlap of around 3000 people. PPO was viewed as being “more coercive” in that it involved more intensive management of offenders. Both schemes were aimed at addressing the underlying causes rather than hoping to prevent the crime, e.g. via improved security, which was more likely to simply displace the crime elsewhere.

22.
In the period October 2006 to March 2007 the PPO scheme was ‘aligned’ with the DIP.
 While there was some movement between the two schemes, some areas aligned the two schemes in advance of being asked to do so and only 6% were struggling to do so. The impact of the ‘alignment’ had not yet been assessed.
The National PPO Evaluation 

23.
Evaluation was not built into the PPO programme from the outset. Initiated in 2005, the evaluation was intended as a long-term, large-scale and wide-ranging examination of the Catch & Convict and Rehabilitate & Resettle strands of the programme combining a number of complementary research strands. The evaluation examined the implementation, interventions and outcome of the programme for PPOs. The key aims of the evaluation were to:
a) identify which offenders had been selected as PPOs; 

b) explore how schemes had been implemented;

c) identify interventions PPOs received;

d) understand the experiences and perceptions of those involved in the PPO scheme (i.e. practitioners and offenders); and

e) explore the impact the PPO programme may have had on offending. 

24.
While the first three research questions had in part been answered in an earlier published Home Office study 
, this evaluation sought to address the final two questions with a specific focus on the impact of the PPO programme on levels of offending.
25.
The PPO evaluation has now been discontinued, at least temporarily. The post of the project manager had disappeared as part of the recent round of cuts (see paragraph 54), although it was envisaged that a more senior researcher would be appointed to take on the work, expanded to include the aligned Drug Interventions Programme. 

1.
Strategy

26.
In its new crime strategy
, the Government stated that it would continue to focus on the most prolific offenders, throughout the CJS, and on reducing re-offending (through the National Offender Management Service (NOMS), and programmes such as the Drug Interventions Programme, and the Prolific and other Priority Offenders programme).

27.
The need for evidence to support PPO and DIP, while not specifically mentioned, were implied in the Department’s policy objectives which were stated in its Science and Innovation strategy.
  

4.
Commissioning and managing new science
28.
All of the work on the evaluation was conducted in-house, apart from the interviews for which an interview outline and reporting format was designed by the Project Leader for the evaluation. The contract for the fieldwork, worth about £60k, was awarded to research consultants and the intention to do so was specified in the revised project proposal submitted to the Project Quality Approvals Board (PQAB). The proposed research was subjected to the Department’s PQAB, its project appraisal process for most social science projects. 

29.
The project was commissioned following the successful completion of the  Department’s three stage approval (“triple key”) process required for conducting social science projects. As required, the project was approved at the first stage by the designated signatory for the Crime Reduction and Community Safety Group (CRCSG) indicating that there was a priority policy/operational need for the project. At the next stage the chair of PQAB approved the project on the grounds that it could be expected to produce the necessary knowledge in a sufficiently precise, reliable and useful form. Finally, the project was approved by the Minister confirming that the project was required and that there was an appropriate route for using its outcome.
5.
Ensuring quality and relevance of science
Evaluation

30.
The original project plan submitted to PQAB proposed a randomised control trial (RCT) and had put forward reasons for selecting it as the most appropriate methodology for the evaluation.
  However this was abandoned at the feasibility stage largely due to ethical and implementation issues. In part this was due to concerns over adverse publicity to the use of an RCT, e.g. if a ‘control group’ offender subsequently committed a serious offence. Despite the support of the then Home Secretary for the use of an RCT, the decision to abandon it was in part attributed to the ethical concerns of the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO). Another reason for not being able to conduct a RCT was that, as PPO was rolled out nationally it would have been impossible to identify a control group.
31.
Subsequently, the project manager conducted a search of relevant literature and held discussions with colleagues to identify alternative methodological options that could be considered. Since RCT had to be abandoned, it was accepted that the alternatives would only be able to provide indications of the impact of the programme rather than firm quantitative measures.

32.
A group of methodologies was proposed which would not be as strong as a RCT but which could be used in combination to indicate whether or not the strategy had had an impact and the overall policy had been effective. It was agreed that the work would be split into two sections: a feasibility assessment of the proposed approaches and the main body of work. The following methodologies were proposed:

· Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD). This was considered to be the most robust method of indicative assessment and would be conducted only if the correct conditions (see paragraph 33) were met and the design proved to be feasible. The RDD is distinguished from other strategies by the unique way in which participants are assigned to the programme or control group on the basis of an observable pre-programme measure.
· A quasi experimental design. An approach that would compare criminal activity of those offenders assigned to a PPO scheme over a set time period compared with a group of individuals with a similar criminal profile who were not on the PPO scheme.

· Local crime data. Examine impact from local crime data from areas implementing PPO schemes to investigate any fluctuations since the onset of the PPO schemes.

· Local evaluations. A reanalysis of data from the many local evaluations which had been conducted on the fore runners to the PPO schemes and which were being conducted on the current wave of schemes.

33.
The RDD approach could not be applied because of the different selection criteria in different parts of the country. Acceptance of this was followed by a series of discussions and seminars between the project manager and his RDS colleagues to identify a suitable alternative approach. It was decided that Propensity Score Matching (PSM) offered a robust and next best alternative to RCT and RDD that would correct for selection biases in making estimates about the counterfactual. By employing the predicted probability of being a PPO, based on observed predictors such as criminal career, socio-demographic factors (see paragraph 35), PSM would create a strong counterfactual group. 
Sample size

34.
When the Home Secretary had approved the use of RCT and a combination of other techniques were being considered, PQAB had questioned whether the sample size was sufficient to produce robust results
. It was clear from project team’s preceding communications with the PQAB that it had recognised that the sample size was a risk of the project. When the use of the RCT was approved the project team had been constrained by the agreement with the Home Secretary that only twenty offenders from each CDRP would be selected. The PQAB approved the original project specification subject to the project team seeking advice on their sampling strategy from an expert within RDS, ONS or academia. The board also stated that if the sample sizes were too small, the decision to continue with the evaluation would have to be reconsidered with the involvement of the CSA.

35.
All offenders initially identified
 in the JTrack
 database as PPOs in September and October 2004 were used to generate the cohort and regression analysis was used to identify the key factors that applied to PPOs (e.g. number and frequency of offences). Data drawn from the Police National Computer were then used to identify a control group of 7500 offenders who were not on the PPO programme but who exhibited similar key characteristics. Unfortunately the PPO and control groups diverged in their offending behaviours at about the time the PPO scheme was announced (but before it started), so that the PPO group’s rate of offending increased compared to the control group. It was recognised that, even though the model was statistically strong, on the whole the PSM technique failed to yield a valid counterfactual. A lot of discussion had taken place into clarifying the reasons for the difference but with no clear result. Therefore it was generally accepted that it would not be possible to draw a firm quantitative conclusion on the impact of the PPO programme based solely on the result of the PSM technique. However, interviews with staff and offenders as well as quantitative data (speed to court, offending rates, and offending levels) were used to strengthen the analysis and the resulting conclusion that the PPO scheme had made a positive impact.       

36.
Despite the divergence, the model developed predicted future PPO offending very well on the basis of Copas (a measure of the rate of offending, socio-demographic details and criminal career factors). Monthly or yearly rates of offending were likely to be available in the future but this was difficult at the time of the study because the OASys records system
 was fairly recent and only about half of PPOs had had an OASys assessment. 
37.
The evaluation study looked at one PPO scheme from each of the ten Government regions, between them including areas that were rural or urban, or which either did or did not have a drugs intervention programme.

Relevance

38.
Among researchers within the Department there was some sympathy with the view expressed by some external stakeholders that the Department should in general be doing more research and less evaluation. However, those involved with this evaluation made the point that it was difficult to conduct social research that was robust and yet timely. Given that policy colleagues and Ministers wanted results in a few months rather than years, it would not be practical to put policy on hold and wait 2-3 years for the results of the research to emerge. 
39.
Considerable importance was attached to the use of evaluations as a way of demonstrating the effectiveness of schemes such as the PPO. The 2005 interim report provided indicative evidence of PPO’s impact. The 2007 papers provided much stronger evidence and had been used a lot to demonstrate the programme’s effectiveness. The Head of the programme spent most of his time out of the office talking to stakeholders and made much use of the evaluation findings. Because PPO was not funded directly by HO, it was felt necessary to make local authorities aware of the evidence to encourage them to put their money into the programme. 

40.
It was not yet clear whether the PPO scheme would be effective in the long term. The Head of the PPO wanted to continue the evaluation for another two years, to track the effectiveness of PPO via PNC data, to model the impact on local crime and carry out a cost benefit analysis / outcome evaluation (i.e. what works) at a national level. 
Quality assurance

41.
The specification for the PPO evaluation was developed in consultation with PQAB. Arrangements were put in place for research staff to meet together once a month to review progress and to report bi-monthly to the Steering Group comprising members of the PPO policy team and external stakeholders such as the YJB. Although there were no arrangements for the evaluation to be exposed to independent scrutiny in the papers submitted to PQAB, “the two final evaluation reports were peer reviewed by relevant independent academics, with either PPO or PSM experience.” The Steering Group reported to the PPO Programme Board which comprised representatives from all interested parties (see paragraph 19).   

6.
Using science
42.
The research project manager reported that he had developed very good relationship with his policy colleagues in CRCSG. He had been able to be ‘very directional’ in terms of identifying their research needs / research questions, including for ad hoc requests such as queries regarding regional evaluations that individual regions had conducted on their own behalf (but were difficult to compare across the country because of differences in how the scheme was applied). Policy colleagues had acted on the interim PPO evaluation results obtained in 2005, for example producing guidance on de-selection from the scheme
 and on co-location of PPO officials (i.e. police and probation officers) that the evaluation identified as being needed. Even some negative findings, for example the tendency to not involve education or housing services, had been taken on board and appropriate changes made.

43.
Overall, the main evaluation suggested that the PPO programme had had a ‘promising’ impact but it was recognised by both policy staff and researchers that the evaluation needed to be followed up every year to check on the impact on PPOs, some time after they had left the scheme, i.e. whether the offending behaviours of PPOs were remedied in the longer-term. The design of a better control group was also considered to be important. At a local level, the PPO schemes did seem to be identifying the right people but there were local variations in how PPOs were selected and how they were handled, so it had not been possible to compare the schemes individually and comments from RDS had to be more on the process than the interventions.


44.
Although the interest of policy staff appeared to be focused on the impact of the PPO on reducing the number of convictions i.e. the statistics rather than the social science, the qualitative aspects had not been ignored, for example with regard to implementation of the scheme by practitioners. 


 45.
RDS was also involved in the performance monitoring of the PPO process which involved: aggregating data from across the local schemes, e.g. in terms of demography of the offenders, throughput, how many of them were receiving drug rehabilitation treatment or assistance with accommodation, etc. This part of RDS’s work was also appreciated by their policy colleagues as were their responses to ad hoc requests. Some of this latter aspect had a strong impact. For example, at one time, analysis of data indicated that PPOs were receiving less help to obtain accommodation than other offenders, rather than more, and ODPM (now Communities and Local Government) were persuaded to address this issue.


46.
Given that a clear link between acquisitive crime and drug use had been established there was an overlap between the populations of PPO and DIP and work had been done to quantify the relationship.

47.
Some of the reasons that were suggested to explain why the PPO programme seemed to use evidence successfully while other parts of HO (reputedly) did not were that:
· Unlike some areas such as vehicle crime, there was a clear start date for PPO, which made it easier to measure and identify the impact; and
· The programme was based on a bottom-up approach: based on advice from the ‘front-line’ on what worked and changes to the scheme were not imposed from above.
7.
Publishing results and debating their implications

and

8.
Sharing and transferring knowledge
48.
The reports resulting from the PPO evaluation have been published in the Home Office web site
 but (apart from an article on the methodological aspects of PSM submitted for publication in Evaluator) not in journals. While the moratorium on publication in 2006 had not been a problem in this particular piece of work, the Department was unlikely to publish a paper in a journal once it had published it on its web site.
49.
The project manager gave a number of tailored presentations on the findings of the PPO evaluations and possible changes to how the PPO scheme should be run, to: practitioners, researchers and Ministers. The results of the research were also published in a format suitable to inform and guide practice.

50.
The main route for publicising the success of the programme was via the PPO web site
. It included performance monitoring data and evaluations and was also an important route for sharing information among practitioners: what worked and what did not and led to the formation of a ‘virtual PPO practitioners group’. The local schemes did a lot of work to publicise the PPO’s success. There was some publicity when PPO was re-launched at the time of the “alignment” with DIP but HO “did not make much of it as we could have done”.  
51.
The performance management for PPO was based on PNC data and the JTrack system inherited from the Persistent Offender Programme which tried to track PPOs as they moved through the criminal justice system: from arrest to charge, conviction and sentence. There are about 11,300 PPOs at present and the database stores information such as their age, convictions, gender, ethnicity, location and nature of their crimes. There were also some ‘manual’ measures, e.g. to alert the police or probation services when a prisoner was about to be released: the target was to provide a month’s notice but in a quarter of cases this was not met (the number of cases where the services do not know at all before a release were comparatively few). 

52.
Information was also kept on why people were taken off PPO, for example because they had moved to another area, stopped offending or other offenders became more of a priority
. Such information was used both for evaluation of PPO and for practical purposes, e.g. by the police. Although sharing information across agencies was sometimes a problem (e.g. with respect to confidentiality of those in drugs rehabilitation, although the police did not want the detail, just whether an offender was still on a treatment programme or not), co-location had helped break down barriers between them. 

53.
One of the keys to success in the PPO scheme had been co-location of police and probation services: approximately 50-60% of the schemes made use of co-location to some extent but the degree could vary considerably. In Leicester, hundreds of staff had been co-located; in others just one officer had been located alongside probation officers. A clear advantage of this approach had been better information sharing but there had been problems with the prison service (where clearly co-location was not an option) when information regarding dates of release had not always been passed on to police / probation colleagues prior to release. Similar problems occurred with DIP where PPO staff found it frustrating that they might advise that a PPO should be put on a drugs rehabilitation programme but they would not be told how the PPO was progressing (unless there was a letter of consent). However, other schemes are reportedly taking up a multi-service approach.

10.
Use, maintenance and development of scientific expertise

54.
One of the main concerns in CRCSG was the reduction in numbers of RDS staff in the Crime, Drugs and Policing area. From a level of about 160 RDS staff (approximately 45 statisticians and 115 researchers) numbers had been reduced to about 120 by Spring 2007 and were set to decrease further to about 77 (30 statisticians and 47 researchers) in ’07/’08.  However, of the 47, about 18 in the regions and four to five in the centre were mostly involved in performance analysis, i.e. only about half were involved in research. More specifically in the drugs area, at its peak, there were about 30 RDS staff but from September ’07 this was expected to be reduced to 4: two at G7, two SROs. 

55.
This was in marked contrast to the work on the British Crime Survey which was comparatively less affected with a loss of three to four statisticians. As social research had been supported by operational policy staff, it was not clear to those involved in such work why the CRCSG faced severe cutbacks while the number of research staff in other directorates were set to be maintained. 
56.
Senior officials had reportedly not had any meaningful consultations with policy or RDS staff to establish their needs for research resources, especially RDS staff, with the result that headcount reductions were imposed. This had left RDS trying to decide what they could achieve with the resources available. Given the difficulties over cuts in RDS staff numbers, some policy heads were considering converting policy posts to research ones or possibly a hybrid of the two.

57.
There was some speculation that social research in CRCSG was undervalued in the absence of an SCS researcher, to act as a ‘high-level champion’ for the profession. There was also the view that “CRCSG valued policy more than research: there was a perception that evidence was not playing a clear enough role, that it did not add value. … Ministers value the statistics but the research not nearly as much.” “It may be that, in the past, more has been promised than could be delivered and there is some feeling that enough research has been done in the crime reduction area and it is time to move on, e.g. towards CT, that a period of consolidation is now called for, with not much new research needed.” Those who disagreed with this view suggested that “there is a tendency towards a short-termist culture in the Home Office.”
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