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This paper looks at how performance in the CJS is measured and 
understood and how it could be improved

The focus of the study is on:

• What we should measure to judge overall effectiveness in terms of CJS performance

• Where responsibility should lie for measuring performance and driving performance through the 
system (i.e. local, regional, national level?)

• How the data should be used (e.g. should it be published as a resource for the public and/ or used 
by PCCs to hold individual agencies to account?)
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LCJBs

There are a number of potential audiences for this work 
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Central 
government The public

What information does central 
government need in order to set national 
standards and drive reform through 
Whitehall?

Is there appetite for greater information 
about CJS effectiveness?
What information do the public need to 
have access to?

PCCs/ 
Mayors

What information do PCCs/ mayors need 
in order to hold the CJS to account and 
make effective spending decisions?

What information do LCJBs/CJS 
stakeholders need to identify pinch points 
and drive local service delivery?



Executive Summary
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● We have found that the current system for measuring CJS effectiveness is not fit for purpose, 
characterised by siloed (and often conflicting) objectives, input-oriented measures and a lack of transparency 
to the public

● New technology presents huge opportunities, but there remain major structural barriers to reform, 
the most pressing of which is PCCs often lack the ability to access key performance data

● There is a strong appetite for reform, both amongst PCCs and the general public. PCCs feel the 
system lacks an overall purpose, and a framework for shared outcomes; whilst a clear majority of the public 
would like more information about the performance of local justice services. The public are also less punitive 
than often imagined - a large majority think the best way to cut crime is through better prevention, rather than 
prison and/ or more arrests

● Our report proposes a new framework for measuring effectiveness, with a limited set of shared 
outcomes set nationally, but local areas given much greater discretion for how those outcomes are achieved. 
In areas with metropolitan mayors, police and crime plans should be replaced by local improvement plans, 
enabling services to be joined up; and every LCJB in the country should be encouraged to publish force-wide 
scorecards of CJS performance to enable comparison and encourage data-driven approaches.
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The justice system is facing very different pressures to a decade ago; 
raising questions about how we measure effectiveness

The nature of crime demand has changed: with a 
growth in more costly, ‘high-harm’ crimes

Selected recorded crime offences: volumes and % change between year 
ending June’ 2015 & 2016

The nature of offending has changed: as the cohort 
shrinks it is becoming more prolific and complex

Total offenders cautioned or sentenced for indictable and triable either way 
offences, and proportion with one or more previous caution/conviction 2006-16

Raising the following:
• Given the changes that have occurred to recorded crime, is there a need to redefine ‘what good looks like’ (e.g. 

focusing more on severity than volume of offences)?
• The causes of today’s problems (e.g. smaller, more demand-intensive cohort) are complex and interrelated - do we 

need to change the assumption that criminal justice agencies can solve problems on their own?
• The lives of prolific offenders are increasingly chaotic and their needs multiple - does it make sense to treat the 

justice system as a self-contained system, isolated from other public services? 

+4%



What we measure is not merely a technocratic question - it goes to 
the heart of what makes a criminal justice system function

● Effectiveness: if the system is not cohered around a single set of shared goals - each agency will 
work towards its own obligations and priorities 

7

● Public accountability: if people do not understand how to rate the performance of their local CJS 
there will be little bottom up pressure to improve

“Initiatives to improve efficiency in one area may have unforeseen consequences. For example, abolishing committal 
hearings, which reduced pressures in magistrates’ courts, was followed by a significant increase in delays in the Crown 

Court, which did not have the resources to absorb the increase” NAO

● Legitimacy: if the system does not instil the perception that it is fair and follows its own rules - levels 
of public trust and willingness to cooperate with legal authorities are threatened

● Efficiency: falling budgets and rising demand requires collaborative working, but currently the 
system does not incentivise this
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Despite the introduction of PCCs in 2012, the criminal justice system 
remains a highly centralised and siloed system  
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Criminal Justice System

● National Criminal Justice Board (CJB) oversees national performance
● Local/regional Criminal Justice Boards (LCJB) oversee performance locally

Police Courts

● Priorities set locally by PCCs
● Performance measured by HMIC

● Priorities set nationally by HMCTS
● Performance measured by MoJ

CPS

● Priorities set nationally by Director for Public Prosecutions
● Performance measured by HMCPSI 

Probation Prisons

● Priorities set nationally via contract specification
● Performance measured by MoJ/ HMI Probation

● Priorities set nationally by MoJ
● Performance measured by HMI Prisons 

Policing priorities are set locally by 
PCCs - but they are the exception; 
all the other agencies of the CJS are 
centrally measured and managed

The key governance mechanisms for 
CJS-wide performance monitoring - the 
NCJB and LCJBs - are weak and 
ineffectual



Performance is measured institution-by-institution, rather than 
according to cross-cutting outcomes

National Criminal Justice Board measurement framework (2016)

Police
1. Time taken from police 

recording of an offence to a 
police outcome

Courts

Courts

2. Time taken from charge or 
laying of information to 

completion in the criminal 
courts

Courts

3. Time witnesses wait to 
give evidence in court

4. Number of hearings in 
court

Swift indicators 

Police

Courts

5. Police outcomes for 
police recorded crime

6. Effectiveness of trial 
listings in court

Probation

Courts

System

7. Court orders 
successfully completed

8. Financial imposition 
enforced

9. Proven reoffending 
within 12 months

Certain indicators By measuring institutions 
individually (rather than 
according to cross-cutting 
outcomes), the framework risks:
- driving perverse behaviours 
e.g. recording police outcomes 
may lead to ‘easy’ cases being 
pursued
- creating problems in other 
parts of the CJS e.g. court 
listings create problems for 
victims
- be based on inputs e.g. 
holding probation to account for 
completion rates may lead to 
breaches being under-reported

e.g 5 days

Median/mean number 
down

e.g. 2 hours across 
both courts

No of a) hearings & b) 
preliminary hearings 
by i) guilty ii) not guilty 
pleas

Crimes resulting in:
a) charge or summons &
b) no further action due to 
unidentified suspect

Effective; ineffective and 
cracked across both courts

Completed positively

e.g. Paid within 12 months

Overall one year and the 
number of reoffences

* Each indicator is measured by whether its performance has improved, remained stable or declined

Timeliness measures will always be 
important to PCCs/ the public - but 
need to be carefully constructed to 
avoid ‘gaming’



For this project we have devised a strategic framework for 
assessing the quality of performance measurement 

11

Police CPS HMCTS Probation Prisons LCJB Overall 
CJS

Simplicity

Transparency 

Outcomes

Value-added

Behaviours

Overall 
assessment

Please see Annex I for a full list of the performance measures of each individual agency

Our framework tests how each agency is 
measured against a set of simple, 
common-sense principles, set out below: 

1. Simplicity i.e. is it easy to understand?
2. Transparency i.e. is it published?
3. Outcomes i.e. is it assessing the 

relationship of inputs to outcomes?
4. Value added i.e. is it contextualised and 

does it address ‘distance travelled’ 
5. Behaviours i.e. is it susceptible to 

gaming? 

Good quality

Potential issues with quality
Poor quality

Key
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Simplicity The focus is on two outcomes, with clear measures and indicators 
for assessing performance across the agencies in each

Transparency
Whilst most of the data measured is publicly available, the 
dashboard is an internal tool, and the indicators/trends are not 
published

Outcomes

‘Swift’ and ‘certain’ performance is linked to evidence of more 
effective justice, but it is unclear whether the specific indicators 
chosen are the best ones to improve outcomes, nor are agencies 
measured jointly. There is little/ no focus on crime prevention or 
‘legitimacy’

Value-added Provides a national overview, rather than comparing performance 
across force areas; does include a baseline of trends 

Behaviours

The ‘swift’ and ‘certain’ focus allows a succinct overview of certain 
areas of the system to understand macro trends. However, this is 
not necessarily a good tool for driving the performance of agencies 
e.g. police/CPS go for easy to solve cases/offences or backlog 
complex cases, if it is used to hold agencies to account.

Overall 
assessment

As a tool in itself, to capture ‘bigger picture’ trends, the Dashboard 
is useful. Without further interrogation to understand the context of 
trends, focus may not be on the right outcomes.

Historically the National Criminal Justice Board (NCJB) has provided a 
limited internal overview of individual agency performance

The NCJB Swift and Certain Dashboard has 
included nine measures focused on timeliness 
and effectiveness,* including:

● Time taken from police recording of an 
offence to a police outcome

● Time taken from charge to completion
● Time witnesses wait to give evidence in 

court
● Number of hearings in court
● Police outcomes for recorded crime
● Effectiveness of trial listings
● Court orders successfully completed
● Financial imposition enforced
● Proven reoffending within 12 months

* As of April 2017 NOMS has been replaced by HMPPS. Performance frameworks are yet to 
be published



Local criminal justice boards (LCJBs) have access to a wide amount of 
data, but often it is collected in different formats and does not provide a 

clear overview of performance across the system
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Historically, each police force area has had a LCJB 
(42 across England and Wales - and although no 
longer mandatory, most areas have retained their 
presence in some form, often with the PCC as local 
champion.) Their role is to co-ordinate and ensure the 
effective and efficient delivery of justice services:

● LCJBs comprise representatives from the 
police, CPS, HMCTS, and the OPCC, as well as 
various other agencies (membership varies from 
area to area)

● They set priorities for the local area to focus on, 
depending on local justice need

● Performance management/monitoring varies 
from area to area, but most track a similar range 
of information i.e. police, courts etc tracked over 
time

Simplicity
Measures drawn on are relatively simple and few, but 
often agencies do not explain acronyms or trends to 
others

Transparency LCJBs tend to share information between themselves 
but not with the public

Outcomes LCJBs draw on current agency measures, but often 
without method and context

Value-added
Measures chosen often lack qualitative context or 
analysis, meaning it is unclear the reasoning behind the 
measure

Behaviours
Given the lack of context and definite power/scrutiny, 
LCJBs can rarely hold each other to account, or be held 
to account by those who chair them

Overall 
assessment

LCJBs are providing a platform for basic information to 
be shared, but, on the whole, they are far from fulfilling a 
true role of scrutiny and putting local criminal justice in 
context
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Simplicity

HMIC produces clear and easy to follow reports but unclear whether their 
framework assesses the relationship of inputs to overall outcomes. 
Evidence that different forces are judged differently for the same issues. 
Categories may be too simplistic/broad

Transparency
End reports on inspections are easily accessible as is the overarching 
framework (PEEL) as are some data sets, but little detailed information on 
the more specific data and inputs used in assessments by inspectors

Outcomes The overall framework is sensible and its move away from targets is 
welcome, but measurement still input and process oriented

Value-added

Subjective assessment that tracks measures year on year, yet doesn’t 
appear to take key contextual considerations into account e.g. funding and 
demand. The most recent effectiveness report seemed to criticise 
prioritisation

Behaviours
Theoretically yes - we want to see effective, efficient, legitimate forces who 
display good leadership, but the lack of context and input oriented 
approach can cause short termism/’fadism’ and undue criticism

Overall 
assessment

Categories could be too broad, measures are too subjective and often little 
account is taken of context. But the final assessments are very accessible 
and deliver clear recommendations, focused on the right outcomes

The framework for measuring police performance has moved away from 
top-down targets, but appears subjective and does not always take 

local context into account 

The PEEL assessment framework 
measures each police force on its:

● Effectiveness (e.g. effectiveness at 
investigating crime and preventing 
crime)

● Efficiency (e.g. how well the force 
is planning for demand in the future)

● Legitimacy (e.g. the extent to 
which the force treats its workforce 
with fairness and respect)

● Leadership (e.g. how well the force 
understands leadership)
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Simplicity Very straightforward and easy to understand

Transparency The actual results of these measures aren’t published 
regionally by the CPS

Outcomes
Some good measures e.g. rolling annual rape conviction 
rate. Additional measures would be useful e.g. dropped 
prosecutions. 

Value-added

Lacks context, there may be good reason for an individual 
case taking more or less hearings than the target but it isn’t 
captured. No measure of upheld appeals - which would be 
a good measure of effectiveness

Behaviours
Some good behaviours being encouraged but measuring 
the conviction rate may lead to perverse behaviours such 
as only taking on easy to win cases

Overall 
assessment

If the data were available it would make for a good public 
facing dashboard that would allow for useful comparisons 
between areas, but some adjustments would be necessary 
- particularly the detailed focus on conviction rate

The CPS framework is simple and clear, but lacks public 
transparency and is not broken down sufficiently to enable local 

scrutiny

CPS performance is measured according to 
metrics set by the DPP, which are published 
quarterly:

● Performance in the magistrates’ courts e.g. 
% guilty plea

● Performance in the crown courts e.g. late 
dropped cases rate

● Violence against women and girls e.g. 
rolling annual rape conviction rate

● Hate crime e.g. conviction rate
● Sickness absence e.g. average working 

days lost
● Employee engagement index
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Simplicity Straightforward, succinct dashboard with easy to follow 
and comparable data

Transparency

Continuously updated and published online but there is 
no data on Magistrates Courts. Data on crown courts 
available by area and plea type etc. A good amount of 
granular detail for public consumption

Outcomes Predominant focus on timeliness and effectiveness, few 
measures of fairness or legitimacy

Value-added Does separately list the reason for breakdown in 
cracked trials. 

Behaviours Focus on guilty pleas may lead to perverse behaviours 
and some measures are more relevant to CPS

Overall 
assessment

Really useful, publically available tool, but there is no 
indication as to whether this is actually what is used 
internally to drive performance. Also, no information 
regarding fairness or legitimacy, which are arguably the 
two most important measures for assessing court 
performance

The MoJ courts Dashboard has recently been established to measure 
HMCTS performance: it is succinct, but limited in scope

The courts dashboard tracks more than 17 
measures across Crown Courts, looking at 
volumes, timeliness and effectiveness, including:

● Total receipts/outstanding cases in the 
Crown Court

● Guilty plea rates
● Proportion of cracked trials
● Average hearing times
● Sitting days used
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NPS performance data is highly complex. It is focused on inputs and 
activities, rather than driving outcomes

Simplicity 23 complex measures

Transparency Clear what is being measured and results are published 
quarterly - easy to access data

Outcomes Unduly focused on inputs and activities, very process 
driven

Value-added
No recognition of incremental improvements in offender 
behaviour or regard for meaningful outcomes such as 
reduction in severity of offending

Behaviours
Could lead to perverse behaviours from contract 
holders i.e. not recording breaches, rushing plans 
through to meet targets (which further funding relies on)

Overall 
assessment

Transparent and easy to access data, but extremely 
process and contractor driven with little regard given to 
offenders. Also likely to lead to perverse behaviours by 
contractors and allows for recategorisation of incidents 
etc

Each NPS region is measured by NOMS (now 
HMPPS) annual service level agreement performance 
targets, and by the HMIP framework. The 76 
measures/ indicators include:

● Timeliness of pre-sentence reports; 
● Time taken for allocation of offenders to 

Probation
● Completion rates of community 

sentences/requirements
● Proportion of breaches reported within ten 

days
● Proportion of probation plan completed within 

ten days of allocation
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CRC service measures are even more complex, and do not measure 
meaningful outcomes or drive the right behaviours

Simplicity

Even more complex than NPS measures. 17 detailed service measures, 
with a further seven difficult to measure ‘assurance metrics’. This is all in 
addition to a very complex HMI Probation quality and inspection 
framework with 77 individual measures

Transparency Measurement framework easily accessible and complete results 
published quarterly, some issues with data collection

Outcomes

The contracts do include a reoffending outcome measure, but the 
measure does not take into account seriousness/ frequency and the 
length of time (2 years+) means it is not an effective incentive to drive 
behaviours

Value-added Similar to the NPS service level agreements, there is no consideration 
given to incremental improvements in offender behaviour

Behaviours

Not focussed on driving the right behaviours - the framework is 
encouraging a focus on administration and process, not offender 
behaviour or meaningful outcomes. No freedom for CRCs to try new 
ways of working etc - they lose funding otherwise.

Overall 
assessment

Transparent data, but extremely process and contractor driven with little 
regard given to offenders and very likely to lead to perverse behaviours 
by contractors. It is possible that the 2.5 year wait for data on 
reoffending is leading to over-focus on process indicators

Each of the 21 CRCs is measured by targets 
stipulated contractually in the annual service 
level agreement, as well as by seven quality 
assurance metrics; these targets determine 
the level of payment each company receives, 
and include:

● % who reoffend (binary measure)
● % of allocated persons released from 

custody on licence who have face to 
face appointment within 1 day of release

● % of completions of COs and SSOs 
● % of allocated persons who received 

pre-release activity and planning 12 
weeks prior to their date of release
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Simplicity Inspection framework covers the key aspects of prison life without being 
too detailed; the expectations document is extremely detailed

Transparency

Inspection reports published regularly, and the overarching framework is 
easily accessible, but it is unclear what specific measures are used in 
each thematic area - only one example is given for each. The 
expectations document is published and subject to an open process of 
revision

Outcomes
Safety, respect, purposeful activity and resettlement are useful thematic 
areas to focus on and HMIP support all their findings with direct 
observation and prisoner survey as well as documentary evidence

Value-added

Each report has a detailed facts section and describes progress on 
recommendations from previous inspections - but performance 
assessments tend not to take into account contextual factors such as 
demand against funding

Behaviours
The overarching aims are desirable, but the ambiguous nature of many 
of the measures make it difficult to know what behaviours are being 
encouraged e.g. what constitutes effectively promoting healthy living?

Overall 
assessment

Looking at the right outcomes, but unclear whether the measures 
chosen will help achieve them

The HMIP framework looks at thematic areas of interest, but 
appears subjective and does not allow for baselining of trends

The Prison Inspectorate (HMIP) looks at the 
following areas of provision:

● Safety (e.g. prisoners are held in cellular 
vehicles for the minimum possible time)

● Respect (e.g. prisoners have access to 
drinking water, toilet and washing facilities 
etc)

● Purposeful activity (e.g. healthy living and 
personal fitness are effectively promoted to 
prisoners)

● Resettlement (e.g. sentence planning is 
well integrated with other departments, 
including residential staff)

● Specialist units 
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Simplicity

Has potential to reduce bureaucratic burden on prison staff 
and make it easier and more accessible for the public to 
assess prison performance. However, prisons are arguably 
more complex than other institutions: a reduction of 
prescription could also make life more difficult for prisoners

Transparency League tables and measures are set to be published 
quarterly 

Outcomes
More outcome focused and greater attention paid to 
prisoner and officer safety/welfare - but some key gaps e.g. 
current measures do not include measure of staff retention 

Value-added

Prisons differ in their makeup and size which this doesn’t 
consider, also doesn’t take account of influxes of certain 
types/demographics of prisoners. Are league tables 
appropriate?

Behaviours
Could lead to undue focus on the behaviours measured in 
the league tables e.g. focus on security at expense of 
decency and resettlement

Overall 
assessment

Broadly positive about the changes, although some mixed 
reaction from prison reform groups, will have to wait and see 
what impact it has and what actually goes ahead

The proposed prison league tables for HMPPS will make performance 
information more accessible, but doesn’t account for differences in 

prisons’ intake which could skew the rankings

HMPPS has replaced NOMS, and will measure 
prison performance with league tables and new 
measures, including:

● Public protection (e.g. number of escapes)
● Safety and order (e.g. assaults on staff)
● Progress made in education (e.g. 

improvements in English/Maths)
● Health progress (e.g. entry and exit health 

tests)
● Progress made on work (e.g. rate of 

employment on entry and exit)
● Time spent out of cell (e.g. number of hrs)
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In summary, there are a number of problems with the way 
effectiveness is measured within the current system

NCJB LCJB Police CPS HMCTS Probation Prisons

Simplicity

Transparency 

Outcomes

Value-added

Behaviours

Overall 
assessment

The current system is characterised by:

• Agencies working to conflicting objectives…

• … because performance measurement and 
work practices occur in service silos

• Weak incentives, driving the wrong behaviours

• Input and activity oriented measures

• Little transparency to the public

• Overly centralised performance frameworks
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Historically, system-wide reform to the way performance is measured 
has been made more difficult by four important barriers

1. PCCs’ inability to access key performance data

2. Messy governance, reducing coterminosity

3. Siloed systems of performance management

4. Lack of analytical infrastructure locally
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(1) Five years on from their introduction, PCCs still lack access to key 
performance data, making it hard to hold other agencies to account 

Data Where is it? Do PCCs routinely 
have access?

Crime Police/ONS ✓

Crime outcomes Police ✓

ASB data Police ✓

CPS/Police timeliness Police ✓

Prosecution MI (see annex) CPS ✗
(not coterminous)

Courts timeliness (see annex) MOJ ✓

NPS and CRC measures (see annex) HMPPS ✗

Prison performance (see annex) HMPPS ✓

Reoffending rates (youth, adult, female) MOJ ✓

Data Where is it? Do PCCs routinely 
have access?

Out of court disposals Police ✓

Community sentences HMPPS ✓

Fraud/cybercrime Action Fraud/Banks ✗

Resettlement planning CRC/HMPPS ✗

Public & victim confidence ONS/HMIC ✗

BAME representation MOJ ✓

Costs Individual agencies Varies

Vulnerable children YOTs/LA ✗

Mental health Health Boards ✗



(2) England’s governance is messy, reducing coterminosity between 
services in different areas

Recent reforms to policing, probation and the CPS 
mean that CJS agencies are no longer coterminous...

41 PCCs;
21 probation areas;
13 CPS areas;
7 courts regions

Source: the Police Foundation 

Moreover, at least half of police forces are not 
coterminous with new city regions...

PCCs often 
cannot access 
CPS/ probation 
data specifically 
for their force 
area



(3) Siloed systems of performance management have made it harder to 
devise joint measures for CJS agencies

There are agencies held to account for outcomes 
over which they only have partial control...

● CRCs are supposed to be paid according to 
whether they successfully ‘reduce reoffending”, as 
part of their service contracts

● In reality, this has been a poorly designed measure 
of success:

- length of time (2 years+) means it is not an 
effective incentive to drive behaviours

- the key levers for achieving the target lie 
outside the CJS (e.g. housing, skills etc)

- it is not a real measure of reoffending, since 
it only measures reconvictions

Probation

Accountability: National 
Probation Service and 
CRCs commissioned 
centrally

KPIs: 
frequency of re-offending 
rates

Courts

Accountability: 
Courts (Crown, 
magistrates, civil) & 
tribunals all managed by 
HMCTS

KPIs: 
trial delays, use of court 
estate

Prison service

Accountability: Governors 
accountable upwards to 
NOMS

KPIs: 
escapes, absconds, no. 
of behaviour programme 
starts 

CPS

Accountability:
CPS staff internally 
accountable to local 
Chief Crown Prosecutor 
and DPP

KPIs: 
conviction rates, % guilty 
pleas, case file prep

Agencies are centrally managed and measured, 
making joint measures more difficult to agree...



(4) Many local areas lack the tools to design and agree joint measures 
of success

Many of these lack the analytical capability and 
capacity to interpret data

The majority of Local Criminal Justice Boards are 
unable to agree joint measures of success

● Having consulted a number of LCJBs during 
the course of this work, we have found little 
evidence that LCJBs have a set of agreed 
priorities that all agencies are able to work 
towards

● This supports the findings of a 2015 thematic 
inspection report on LCJBs, which concluded 
LCJBs were constrained by the ‘absence of an 
agreed framework for measuring success’

● The inspectors concluded, in contrast, that 
‘individual agencies [were] separately pursuing 
their own aims, with little work done to identify 
where there were overlaps or, worse, potential 
contradictions between them. 

● A key requirement of successfully 
functioning LCJBs is the existence of 
some kind of dedicated business and 
analytical support to ensure effective 
planning, commissioning and 
co-ordination of partnership work to 
deliver shared priorities. 

● During the course of our research, it 
appears only a minority of LCJBs have 
access to this kind of resource



But there are opportunities too...

● Technological change - improvements in digital technology mean there is greater 
potential to integrate performance data 

 
● Continuing devolution to PCCs and Mayors - will create opportunities for locally elected 

leaders to think holistically about ‘what good looks like’ in an area and design measurement 
systems built around place, rather than institutional silos

● Shrinking budgets creates a ‘burning platform’ to change - local leaders know that in 
order to deliver improved outcomes at lower cost, they will need to find ways of 
incentivising agencies to shift more investment upstream
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We consulted a cross-section of PCCs and policymakers to understand 
their priorities for reform

Our research revealed 4 key insights about how measurement of CJS performance needed to be 
improved:

1. A limited number of top-down targets will always be necessary, but they need to be carefully 
designed to avoid gaming

2. A single overarching vision for the CJS would improve the coherence of the system and should 
align with wider (non-CJS) social policy outcomes

3. Performance measures need to be aligned to accountability

4. In general, the CJS needs to do better at using measures which take into account local context 
and ‘value added’ 

30



1. Some top-down targets are necessary, but they need to be carefully 
designed and used sparingly

● Some top-down targets will probably always be necessary to drive focus and provide 
accountability e.g. prison escapes

● But too often in the past, such targets have been overly crude, leading to problems: 

- ‘gaming’ - with agencies chasing the target, rather than the outcome (e.g. the ‘offences 
brought to justice’ target introduced by the Labour government in 2004) 

- unintended consequences - with agencies look upwards to Whitehall, rather than downward 
to communities (e.g. court listing targets, which can inconvenience victims)

- risk-aversion - encouraging a culture whereby front-line staff end up ‘waiting for permission’ 
from Whitehall, rather than driving local innovation

● The solution is not to abandon them completely, but ensure they are carefully designed and 
only used sparingly 
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2. A single overarching vision for the CJS would improve the coherence 
of the system, and should be consistent with wider social policy 

outcomes

● Many participants felt that establishing a clear, single ambition for the CJS would drive a sense 
of shared purpose - rather than falling back on a silo mentality, whereby institutions work to conflicting 
missions and objectives

● This needs to cohere with wider social policy outcomes:

- the levers for preventing crime lie outside the CJS: health, housing, education, family support 
- the CJS needs to be integrated within a place e.g. young offenders needs to be able to be 

given the skills to participate in their economy/ society
- different services will deal with the same cohorts e.g. often individuals/ families caught up in 

offending have multiple overlapping needs and will interact with different services
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3. Performance measures need to be aligned with clearer accountability 
across the system

● Measures alone are not enough, clarity is needed on who is held accountable for outcomes: 
e.g. publishing justice data in London hasn’t worked as a way of holding the system to account, 
because the services are not held accountable to the mayor;

● Government should avoid measuring individual agencies for outcomes over which they have 
no control - some outcomes, like reducing reoffending, require a range of agencies to work together 
(prisons, CRCs, local authorities, the police), yet currently only one agency is measured

● National and local accountabilities should be aligned: local criminal justice boards would be more 
effective if they were working within a clearly set national framework (with local areas left free to 
determine how outcomes were achieved). 
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4. Measures which take into account context and ‘distance travelled’ 
are most effective

● Performance measures should take into account ‘value added’, given local circumstances: in 
the same way that school performance is weighted to take into account free school meals, criminal 
justice agencies should be measured in ways that take into account differences in demand/ spending

● Measures need to be intelligent and contextualised: demonstrating agencies’ contribution to 
better outcomes e.g. reducing the seriousness/ frequency of reoffending

● Comparative measures are key - there should be a standard set of measures that are used in all 
areas to provide for a meaningful benchmark
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To understand more about the public’s understanding & appetite for 
CJS performance information, we commissioned a representative poll 

of 2000 members of the public
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Key findings…

● The public prioritise efficiency over the needs of victims

● Public protection/ safety is deemed the most important aspect of CJS performance

● The public perceive the CJS as performing best in terms of guaranteeing a fair trial; and weakest in terms of 
preventing crime and rehabilitating offenders

● There is a significant gap between the level of information people would like about their CJS and the amount of 
information they actually receive

● The public want information presented in ways that are easy to understand

● Public attitudes are less punitive than is often assumed - a high proportion of people think the best way to cut 
crime is through early intervention and low numbers think prison is the answer



For the public, efficiency (bringing offenders to justice quickly) is the 
most important objective of the CJS*
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1. Efficient, which brings offenders to justice quickly 

2. Fair and treats everyone equally

3. Ensures wrongdoing is punished

4. Reduces crime

5. Looks after the 
needs of victims

Crime reduction and 
victims needs are 
deemed the least 

important objectives

* Based on the proportion of respondents who ranked the objective as the most important 



‘Keeping the public safe from dangerous offenders’ was deemed the 
most important aspect of justice performance by poll respondents...
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Q: What aspects of justice performance are most important to you? 
(% correspond to those who deemed each aspect important)



In terms of current performance, the public perceive ‘offenders receiving 
a fair trial’ as the most successful aspect of CJS performance...
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Crime prevention 
was deemed to be 
the worst provided 
aspect



One in four claim to lack any information at all about their local justice 
services
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When asked what information they receive about 
their local justice services, a quarter (25%) of the 

public said no information

... there is variation in public knowledge/ 
understanding about different functions of the 

CJS

% of respondents who are not aware of local CJS services



Whilst the public think it is important to be informed about the 
performance of justice services, they do not feel they currently are...
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Whilst the public feel it 
is important to be kept 

informed of how the 
police is performing in 
their local area, half do 
not currently feel well 

informed

On the whole, younger 
people perceive 

themselves to be better 
informed than older 
people do; 41% of 

18-34 years olds feel 
informed about how well 
the CPS is doing in their 
local area, compared to 
17% of 55+ and 24% of 

those aged 35-54
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1. Crime rates and statistics

2. Criminals named and shamed

3. Police force performance - 
compared to other forces

4. Reoffending rate - compared to 
other areas

5. Sentences given in your local 
area - compared to other areas

6. Victims’ satisfaction - 
compared to other areas

7. The efficiency of the courts - 
compared to other areas

8. Levels of confidence in overall 
justice effectiveness

9. Conviction rate - compared to 
other areas

10. CPS performance - compared 
to other areas 

11. None of the above

12. Other

How CJS performance information should 
published, in order of importance to the public

(1= very important; 5= not at all important)

1. Presented in a way that makes sense (70%)

2. Localised to your local neighbourhood (62%)

3. Performance is tracked over time (60%)

4. Published regularly (57%)

5. Comparable between local areas (45%)

It was deemed most important to receive 
information about CJS performance that is 

presented in a way that makes sense, and least 
important to be comparable with other areas...

… and they would most like to see crime rates and statistics published 
in their local area, presented in a way that makes sense
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Q: Which of the following do you believe would be most effective in cutting crime?

Most people cite neighbourhood policing and early intervention as the 
best ways to cut crime; a minority of people think prison is the answer

Whilst responses 
were fairly consistent 
between age 
groups, 55% of 
those 55+ believe 
‘more police on the 
streets’ would be 
effective in cutting 
crime, just 26% of 
those 18-34 do



44

1. Context

2. The current system

3. Priorities for reform

4. What good looks like - case studies

5. A new framework

6. Delivering change



We have reviewed the international and domestic literature on 
measuring CJS effectiveness: there are five key conclusions
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Five key conclusions from the research

● Feasibility: Measures must be within a service’s function and ability to influence 

● Interdependencies: Importance of taking into account the interdependencies between agencies 

● Flexibility: Any framework must be able to adapt and incorporate changing realities and demands on 
the services that are being examined, rather than being fixed e.g. rise of new types of crime

● Consistency of data capturing, in order to baseline measures, is vital - but a common barrier

● Comprehensive: Qualitative and quantitative measures must be used - providing a rounded 
assessment of performance



Measurement systems which are able to empirically assess the 
relationship of inputs to outcomes are generally preferable...
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Inputs
E.g police officer time

Activities
E.g. investigation crime

Outputs
E.g. detection, arrest, 
conviction, 
of an offender

Outcomes
E.g. crime reduction as 
a result of deterrence, 
conviction

● Identifying and defining outcomes for each part of the system, and understanding where 
interdependencies arise, can drive shared accountability across the agencies - the end goal is 
more efficient, more effective and more intelligent services

● This is difficult as outcomes can be influenced by factors outside of the CJS and some outcomes 
are hard to measure

● Effective proxy measures can include:
○ Looking at the outputs that affect an outcome.
○ Using activities as a proxy for outputs/outcomes 



In New Zealand, ministers across the CJS agree joint priorities and 
performance indicators...

1. Ministry capability measures;
2. Ministry performance measurements;
3. Justice sector priorities;

- Improving public safety and maintaining public confidence in the criminal justice system; 
- Implementing initiatives that will reduce crime, volumes and costs across the sector;
- Improving the performance of sector agencies.

4. Justice sector performance indicators (Targets in development):
a. Numbers entering the criminal justice system, showing the prevalence of crime and whether 

social and justice sector interventions are effective;
b. The time it takes for cases to proceed through the court system, which will indicate where 

there are opportunities to improve functioning and efficiency; 
c. The rate of recidivism, which will show the effectiveness of rehabilitation and reintegration 

services and existing sanctions.



In Canada, existing national CJS data has been used to rate 
provinces and highlight over-and under-performing areas

● Following criticism about poor published CJS data a think tank (The Macdonald-Laurier Institute) 
designed a new report card for criminal justice performance in each province to drive reform

Objective Measure

Public 
safety

Violent crime rate; Property crime rate; Other crime rate; Federal Statute violations; Traffic crimes; 
Weighted clearance rate (violent); Weighted clearance rate (non-violent); Failure to appear per 
1000 crimes; Failure to appear % guilty; Police enforcing the law; Police ensuring safety; Satisfied 
with safety

Support for 
victims

Police supplying information; Police being approachable; Proportion of offenders given restitution 
orders; Number of referrals to victims services per 1000 crimes

Costs & 
resources

Cost of public safety per person; Cost of corrections per capita ($000s); Average daily inmate 
cost; Number of police per 100,000 population

Fairness & 
access

Police being fair; Legal aid expenditure on criminal matters per crime; % of criminal trials outcome 
guilty; Proportion of aboriginal persons in custodial admissions to proportion of aboriginal persons 
in population

Efficiency Police responding promptly; % of cases stayed or withdrawn; Average criminal case elapsed 
time; Number of accused on remand, per 1000 crimes; Criminal code incidents per police officer



A non-profit in the US has launched an online portal to present a set of 
performance measures to compare criminal justice processes 

between counties 

● Data for Justice uses a data-driven set of performance 
measures to assess criminal justice processes from arrest to 
post-conviction on a county-by-county basis in the US. The 
measures show how counties are faring in three areas: Fiscal 
Responsibility, Fair Process, and Public Safety

● It recently launched its online data portal, which currently 
presents data from six states (although the plan is to add data 
from all states)

● The data can be compared and contrasted to indicate how 
equitable a given county’s justice system might be, for example 
showing how many people within a county plead guilty without 
a lawyer present or how many non-violent misdemeanor 
offenders the courts sentence to jail time

● The data will be updated data every two years to show trends 
and establish baselines - with qualitative data provided 
alongside so that data can be interpreted responsibly, providing 
distance traveled context



In Scotland, the work of criminal justice agencies is configured around a 
set of nationally agreed outcomes...

● The justice dashboard (see right) monitors the progress of 
the national Scottish Justice Strategy, using a series of 
measures under each justice outcome

● Community Justice is defined as “the collection of 
agencies and services in Scotland that individually and in 
partnership work to manage offenders, prevent offending 
and reduce reoffending and the harm it causes - to 
promote social inclusion, citizenship and desistance”

● Since 2016, the statutory obligation to design these plans 
ensures local partners set priorities and work together to 
reduce crime and the number of victims of crime 

National justice outcomes set out in the Scottish 
Justice Dashboard



...underpinned by ‘local improvement plans’, which integrate justice 
outcomes as part of wider public service reform

● Nationally set public service and justice outcomes are aimed at reducing 
inequalities which result from socioeconomic disadvantage across the country

● These are underpinned by local strategies - each community planning 
partnership (one for each of the 32 local authorities) has a legal duty to publish 
and carry out a ‘local outcomes improvement plan’ (LOIP) which sets out how 
local public service partners and communities will improve outcomes for local 
people and address local inequalities

● The LOIP must:
a) identify local outcomes to be prioritised by the Community Planning 
Partnership and provide evidence for their importance
b) set out a description of how they will achieve those local outcomes
c) define the time period within which the proposed improvement will be 
achieved
d) consider the needs and circumstances of people and communities in the 
area 
e) provide a plan to assess outcomes and demonstrate progress

Aberdeen’s LOIP 4 priorities



The NHS standards of clinical practice for cancer care provide an 
alternative model of performance measurement

● The NHS has developed standard practice KPIs based on evidence of better patient recovery

● These are translated into measurable targets, which practices are required to gather data on. 
For example: 

● NHS Foundation Trusts are then evaluated by an independent body, Monitor, itself monitored by 
the NAO, which assesses their performance relative to these targets. Performance on timeliness 
is recognised to have a direct link with demand overpowering capacity.
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Our analysis points to four overarching problems with the way 
performance is currently measured and managed: we have developed a 

set of recommendations to address each one
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From…
• Agencies working to conflicting objectives

• Agencies working toward overly prescriptive, 
input-based targets

• Weak incentives for local justice services to 
collaborate with wider public services

• Lack of comparative data means there is no 
understanding of what good looks like

To...
• A single shared vision of success

• Nationally set outcomes, with discretion about 
how those outcomes are achieved locally

• Local outcome improvement plans to replace 
police and crime plans in areas with mayors

• Published force-wide scorecards providing 
comparative information on CJS effectiveness 



1. The National Criminal Justice Board should agree a single shared 
vision for the CJS...
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● In recent years, the National Criminal Justice Board has become an increasingly irrelevant body 
and needs to be fundamentally re-booted, co-chaired by the Justice Secretary and Home 
Secretary

● It should be tasked with agreeing the overall vision of the CJS: to reduce the harm caused by 
crime and strengthen communities - driving a sense of collective purpose and common 
endeavour 

● Individual agency guidance should be updated to reflect this common vision

A criminal justice system that reduces the harm caused by crime and strengthens communitiesSingle national 
vision



2. ...underpinned by five nationally agreed outcomes, with PCCs/ 
Mayors given discretion about how those outcomes are achieved

● As well as agreeing an overall vision for the CJS, the NCJB should agree no more than five 
clear outcomes it wants local justice services to achieve 

● To enable comparative benchmarking, the NCJB should collect/ publish a limited set of 
performance indicators under each of the five outcomes 

● PCCs and Mayors should be given total discretion about how outcomes are to be achieved, 
working through LCJBs

1. Prevention
reducing the flow of 

people into the 
system

National joint 
outcomes 

2. Swift justice
offenders rapidly 
brought to justice

3. Punishment and 
Rehabilitation

offenders face an 
effective response to 

their offence

4. Legitimacy
perceptions that the 

CJS is fair/ legitimate

5. Victims
less harm caused by 

crime

- First time entrants rate
- % of known offenders who 

are/ were looked after children
- % of known offenders who 
are/ were previously victims

- Police use of youth 
restorative disposals

Performance 
indicators (to 

enable 
comparative 

benchmarking) 

- Police outcomes (e.g. crimes 
resulting in charge/summons)

- File quality
- Time - offence to completion

- Trial effectiveness
- Guilty plea rate

- Conviction rate (rape)

- % sentenced to short 
custodial sentences

- % completing community 
orders (RARs)

- % of ex offenders in 
jobs/learning/a home

- Reoffending rate (weighted)

- % who think system fair
- BAME representation in the 

CJS
- Upheld appeals

- Victimisation rate (including 
violence)

- Victims’ satisfaction levels
- Waiting times in court

- Vulnerable victims’ 
willingness to testify



3. Locally, criminal justice services should be encouraged to focus 
on shared justice priorities within a wider system 
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● The effectiveness of criminal justice agencies is dependent on working as part of a wider system of 
public services:
- the levers for preventing crime lie outside the CJS: health, housing, education, family support 
- the CJS needs to be integrated within a place 
- different services often deal with the same cohorts (e.g. chaotic/ complex families)

● In combined authorities with directly elected mayors, ‘police and crime plans’ should be dropped and 
replaced by ‘local outcome improvement plans’ (based on the Scottish model), whereby justice 
priorities integrate with those agreed with other local partners, including housing, health and education

● In non-metropolitan areas, justice priorities should be set locally by the PCC via beefed up Local 
Criminal Justice Board (LCJB)s - with all local CJS partners (CPS, courts, probation, prisons) required 
to contribute to setting joint local priorities for the CJS, via the police and crime plan

● PCCs should be invited to attend housing and health and wellbeing boards 



4. Mayors and PCCs should publish locally (weighted) ‘scorecards’ 
illustrating overall CJS effectiveness 
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● When asked, the public display a clear appetite to have a better understanding of how their 
local criminal justice services are performing

● Meanwhile PCCs need a simpler way of articulating their overall effectiveness 

● A local scorecard would allow PCCs and the public to hold constituent parts of the system to 
account, give a much better understanding of what good looks like by building on the model of 
comparing most similar areas and push for greater transparency for our justice services

● In order to ensure these take into account local context/ distance travelled, these scorecards 
should be weighted to take into account levels of funding against demand



A new framework for measuring CJS effectiveness

A criminal justice system that reduces the harm caused by crime and strengthens communitiesSingle national 
vision

1. Prevention
reducing the flow of 

people into the 
system

National joint 
outcomes 

2. Swift/ certain 
justice

offenders rapidly 
brought to justice

3. Punishment and 
Rehabilitation

offenders face an 
effective response to 

their offence

4. Legitimacy
perceptions that the 
CJS is fair/ effective

5. Victims
reduced harm 

caused by crime

- Rate of school exclusions
- First time entrants rate

- % of known offenders who 
are/ were looked after children

- % of known offenders who 
are/ were previously victims

- Use of restorative disposals

Performance 
indicators (to 

enable 
comparative 

benchmarking) 

- Police outcomes (e.g. crimes 
resulting in charge/summons)

- File quality
- Time - offence to completion

- Trial effectiveness
- Guilty plea rate

- Conviction rate (rape)

- % sentenced to short 
custodial sentences

- % completing community 
orders (RARs)

- % of ex offenders in 
jobs/learning/a home

- Reoffending rate (weighted)

- % of public who think system 
fair

- BAME representation in the 
CJS

- Upheld appeals

- Victimisation rate (including 
violence)

- Victims’ satisfaction levels
- Waiting times in court

- Vulnerable victims’ 
willingness to testify

Schools
Local authorities

Police
YOTs

Agencies 
accountable

Police
CPS

Courts

Courts
Prisons

Probation
Local authorities

All All

Local priorities
Local Improvement Outcome Plans (Mayors)

Beefed up Local Criminal Justice Boards (PCCs)



Using our proposed framework, it will be possible to shed some 
light on where criminal justice performance is strongest/ weakest

1. Prevention
Reducing the flow of people into the CJS

2. Swift and certain justice
Offenders rapidly brought to justice

3. Punishment and rehabilitation
Offenders face an effective response

4. Legitimacy
Perceptions that the CJS is fair/ effective

5. Victims
Reduce the harm caused by crime

We can already start to build up a picture 
of effectiveness using available data

● First time entrants
● School exclusions

● Time from offence to completion
● Police outcomes

● Short custodial sentences
● Reoffending rate
● Community order requirement completion

●  Attitudes to local police

● Victimisation rate (including violence)
● Victims’ satisfaction levels

But a more comprehensive picture will 
require more data to be made public

● Known offenders characteristics (e.g. 
victim/looked after children)

● Police/CPS file quality
● Trial effectiveness
● Conviction rate (by all offences)

● Offender rehabilitation data (post-sentence) 

● BAME representation in the CJS
● Upheld appeals
● Attitudes to local CJS organisations/functions

● Waiting times in court
● Vulnerable victims’ willingness to testify



The following three slides provide an illustration of how this 
framework might work in practice 

● We have applied our framework to three outcome areas:
 

- swift/ certain justice
- punishment and rehabilitation 
- victims

● These are obviously only partial snapshots of performance, based on a limited 
number of indicators (i.e. where there is publicly available data)

● Over time, as more data is made available, they could be turned into a more 
detailed map of CJS effectiveness



1. Applying our framework to swift/ certain justice 

Swift justice
offenders rapidly brought to justice

* For notifiable offences

Proportion of recorded crimes given an 
outcome in 2016*

Top 10% of forces

Bottom 10% of forces

Above national average

Below national average

Key: comparative 

Percentage change 2015-2016 of proportion of 
recorded crimes given an outcome*

London (Met Police + City)

Proportion of recorded crime given 
outcome in 2016:
Below national average - 90.3%

Percentage change 2015-16:
Top 10%, -1.4%



2. Punishment and rehabilitation

Punishment and Rehabilitation
offenders face an effective response to their offence

Top 10% of forces

Bottom 10% of forces

Above national average

Below national average

Key: comparative 

Reoffending rate (%) 2014 Percentage change 2006 - 2014 
reoffending rate

London (Met Police + City)

Reoffending rate 2014:
Below national average (25.9%)  - 26%

Percentage change 2006-14::
Below national average (-0.7%): -0.6%



3. Victims of crime

Victim satisfaction % 2015/16

Victims
Reduced harm caused by crime

Victim satisfaction, percentage change 
2010/11 to 2015/16

London (Met Police)

Victim satisfaction 2015/16: 
Lowest 10% - 90.3%

Percentage change:
Top 10%, +2.9%

Top 10% of forces

Bottom 10% of forces

Above national average

Below national average

Key: comparative 



Our framework also delivers against the strategic framework set 
out earlier

65

Simplicity A simple framework - easy to access and understand

Transparency Published in clear and accessible report cards

Measuring the right 
things Focused on the different stages of the ‘offender journey’, rather than institutional silos

Taking context into 
account Allows for local context to be taken into account and ‘distance travelled’ indicators to be used

Driving the right 
behaviours

Aimed at corralling the system around a set of shared objectives - preventing crime and 
keeping people safe

Overall assessment A comprehensive and adaptable framework for measuring CJS performance



In order to address some of the structural barriers to reform identified 
earlier, we propose four further changes to policy/ practice
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1. Barrier: Inability to access key 
performance data, broken down by force 
area

Solution: MoJ to publish all CJS data to PCCs/ 
Mayors (broken down by force area)

2. Barrier: Messy governance, reducing 
coterminosity

3. Barrier: Siloed systems of performance 
management

4. Barrier: Lack of analytical infrastructure 
locally

Solution: MoJ to ensure new devolution deals 
respect existing police/ CJS administrative 
boundaries and do not undermine coterminosity

Solution: MoJ to enable agencies to agree joint 
measures locally e.g. reoffending target should be 
a joint target with the local authority/ police

Solution: a new MoJ Innovation Fund into which 
PCCs/ Mayors can bid, one purpose of which 
would be to invest in analytical infrastructure 
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In order to gauge the feasibility of rolling out the new performance 
framework to LCJBs, we have tested these recommendations with PCCs 

and policymakers

Introduce a new framework, with 
outcomes set nationally and individual 
measures agreed locally
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Potential 
impact

Potential 
PCC/Mayor 

appetite

Infrastructure
/data exist?

Overall 
feasibility

✓✓✓ = high potential ✓✓ = medium potential ✓ = low potential ? = unclear 

Drop police and crime plans in cities 
with directly elected mayors, in favour 
of ‘local outcome improvement plans’

Potential 
public 

appetite

Publish a basic report card for the 
public to compare between local force 
areas, for each force area

To what extent could we…?

✓✓✓ ✓✓ ✓✓ ✓ ✓✓

✓✓✓✓✓ ✓

✓✓✓ ✓✓✓ ✓✓ ✓✓ ✓✓
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Next steps: to build a more comprehensive national dataset, 
based on our framework, enabling comparative benchmarking 

between force areas 

● As a potential next stage, we are seeking to publish an interactive online map indicating the relative 
health of criminal justice performance across individual police force areas, using the framework 
described above

● In the first instance, this will make use of already available published performance data

● Over time, we would like to build a richer, more comprehensive online map, drawing on a wider 
range of (currently unpublished) performance data, from both the CJS and other public services, 
which could be refined and iterated over time



Annex I:
List of performance measures/indicators by agency
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While the makeup of LCJBs varies massively across the country, all 
have access to a range of CJS data... 
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Source Data Timeliness Description / Use

Police Crimes Monthly Report date, crime type and category

Police Outcomes Monthly Crime type and category with outcome and outcome type by month

Police CPS/Police timeliness Monthly File (IDPC) timeliness - by guilty plea or not

CPS Prosecution Team Performance Management Monthly Case description and outcome by month.

CPS  Better Court Management measures Monthly Crown court Conviction rates, Guilty pleas, dropped cases, hearings per case

CPS Discontinuance rates Monthly Proportion of cases discontinued

CPS Transforming Summary Justice measures Monthly Magistrate's court Conviction rates, Guilty pleas, dropped cases, hearings per case

CPS Police charged outcomes Monthly Successful and unsuccessful police charges in court

CPS Pre court decision guilty plea rates Monthly Proportion of guilty pleas

CPS Pre court decision discontinuance rates Monthly Proportion of cases discontinued - pre court decision

CPS Victims and witnesses Monthly proportion of cases unsuccessful dues to victim and witness issues



...but there is little evidence to suggest they use it to measure whether 
performance is improving or declining, or understand the wider context 

affecting trends

Source Data Timeliness Description / Use

Gov.co.uk Timeliness Quarterly Average times to important points in criminal justice process

Probation PSRs Monthly Number of pre sentence reports broken into various categories: fast, oral, standard, and all. 
On the day, not on the day and proportions

Probation CRC measures Monthly Various data on CO/SSO completion rates and other performance measures

Probation NPS Monthly Various data on CO/SSO completion rates and other performance measures

HMCTs Witnesses Monthly Unnecessary witness attendance data

HMCTs Timeliness Monthly Average times to important points in criminal justice process

HMCTs Live links Monthly Number of times live link used in the course of the month

HMCTs TSJ trial effectiveness Monthly Effective, ineffective and cracked trial rates

HMCTs BCM measures Monthly Early guilty plea rate and average number of hearings per case (with and without guilty plea)

YOT Youth offending rates Quarterly First time entrance, custody and reoffending rates for young people



The police are performance measured by the HMIC annual PEEL 
assessment
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1. Effectiveness

How effective is the force at preventing crime, tackling anti-social behaviour and keeping people safe?

How effective is the force at investigating crime and reducing re-offending?

How effective is the force at protecting those who are vulnerable from harm, and supporting victims?

How effective is the force at tackling serious and organised crime?

How effective are the force’s specialist capabilities?

2. Efficiency

How well does the force understand the current, and likely future, demand?

How well does the force use its resources to manage current demand?

How well is the force planning for demand in the future?

3. Legitimacy

To what extent does the force treat all of the people it serves with fairness and respect?

How well does the force ensure that its workforce behaves ethically and lawfully?

To what extent does the force treat its workforce with fairness and respect?

4. Leadership

How well does the force understand leadership?

How well does the force develop leadership?

How well does the force display leadership?



The CPS is measured by several ‘key performance measures’ 
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1. Magistrates

Conviction rate Average number of hearings per case (guilty pleas)

% of guilty pleas at first hearing Average number of hearings per case (contests)

Prosecutions finalised in 4 hearings or fewer

2. Crown Court

Conviction rate Late dropped cases rate

Early disposal rate Timely compliance court directions and judges' orders

3. VAWG

Rolling annual rape conviction rates Domestic violence conviction rate

4. Hate crime

Conviction rate

5. Sickness absence

Average working days lost

6. Employee Engagement index
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The MoJ Court Dashboard is used to measure the performance of 
HMCTS

MoJ Dashboard (Crown Court)
Total receipts Average hearing time per case

Total outstanding Average no. of hearings per case

Sitting days used Average waiting time from sending to the Crown Court to first main hearing

Total disposals Average time from sending to Crown Court to completion

% of total disposals by plea type % of cracked trials

Disposal rate (per 100 sitting days) No. of cracked trials & reason for breakdown

Guilty plea rate (%) % of ineffective trials

Guilty plea before trial rate (%) No. of ineffective trials

Guilty plea: Cracked trials (%)



Each NPS region is measured by NOMS annual service level 
agreement performance targets, and by the HMIP framework

NPS annual service level agreement targets

Pre-sentence report timeliness % of recalls able to be made

Allocation timeliness (within 2 business days) % of alleged breaches presented to court within 10 days

% of retained persons who have face to face appointment arranged within 5 days 
of allocation (COs and SSOs) Proportion of breach referral requests presented to court

% of retained persons who have face to face appointment arranged within 5 days 
of allocation (Release from custody on licence) MAPPA attendance

% plans completed within 10 days after first appointment (CO's and SO's) % of acceptable SFO reviews

% Plans completed within 10 days after first appointment (Release from custody) % of completion of CO's and SSO's

% of UPW requirements allocated to CRCs within 5 days after allocation to NPS % of completion of licences and post sentence supervision periods

% of positive completions of RAR by retained persons in a month Reducing reoffending

Proportion of offenders referred SOTP that successfully complete programme % of OASys assessments at satisfactory or good

% rating of Accredited programmes meeting required quality assurance % of indeterminate and determinate parole assessment reports sent

% of cases each month where a response to a risk escalation referral has been 
communicated to CRC within 1 working day

% of offender surveys demonstrating overall positive experience by retained 
person

Proportion of standard and fixed term recall referrals
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Each CRC is monitored by contractual service level measures

CRC Service Level Measures
1. % of allocated persons under a CO or SSO who have face to face 
appointment within 5 days of allocation

10. % of positive completions of UPW requirement for COs, Supervision Default Orders & 
SSOs with UPW requirement that weren't recorded as negative for service level 8

2. % of allocated persons released from custody on licence who have 
face to face appointment within 1 day of release

11. % of positive completions of a programme requirement by an allocated person who 
hasn't had a negative completion for service level 8

3. % of allocated persons for whom a relevant plan has been completed 
within 10 days after first appointment (COs & SSOs)

12. % of positive completions of RAR by allocated persons who hasn't had a negative 
completion of service level 8 (COs & SSOs)

4. % of allocated persons released from custody on licence who have 
had existing plan reviewed and completed plan within 10 days after first 
appointment

13. % of resettlement persons for whom resettlement plan has been completed within 5 
days of Basic Custody Screening Tool being completed by authority

5. % of allocated persons with an UPW requirement who have had UPW 
arranged within 28 days of allocation

14. % of allocated persons who received pre-release activity and planning 12 weeks prior 
to their date of release (other than those in custody for less than 12 weeks)

6. % of allocated persons with UPW requirement who have had UPW 
arranged within 7 days after allocation

15. % of allocated persons released on Home Detention Curfew or ROTL where 
information has been provided by CRC for decision making process

7. % of allocated persons whose completion of sentence has been 
recorded (positive, negative or neutral)

16. % of breach information packs the authority is able to use for a breach presentation 
without need for additional information

8. % of completions of COs and SSOs that are positive
17. % of recalls authority is able to make following receipt of recommendation to recall and 
recall information from CRC without need for additional information

9. % of completions of licences and Post Sentence Supervision Periods 
that are positive



Each CRC also has assurance metrics, to ensure that they are 
fulfilling their contractual obligations

CRC Assurance Metric

A) % of offender surveys conducted by CRC demonstrating overall positive 
experience by allocated person in each 6 month period

E) % of alleged breaches of a CO, SSO, PSSP or SDO by allocated person 
referred to the authority for breach presentation within 8 days of CRC 
becoming aware of alleged breach

B) % of acceptable serious further offence action plans conducted by CRC 
within 3 months of allocated person being charged with a serious further 
offence

F) % of recommendations to recall allocated person made to authority by 
CRC within 24 hours on CRC becoming aware of alleged breach occurring

C) % of allocated persons that on release from custody have settled 
accommodation

G) % of risk escalation referrals made by CRC that are accepted by the 
authority

D) % of accredited programmes meeting required quality assurance to 
show adherence to accreditations standards, calculated in accordance with 
process set out in contract
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HMIP oversees prison performance using various measures 
(1/3) 
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HMI Prison inspection

Safety

Courts, escorts and transfers e.g. prisoners are held in cellular vehicles for the minimum possible period of time

Early days in custody e.g. prisoners are offered drinks and hot food on their arrival at the prison

Bullying and violence reduction e.g. violence reduction policy and strategy is well publicised throughout the prison

Self-harm and suicide prevention
e.g. incidents of self-harm are closely monitored and analysed at regular intervals to help identify 
trends and to implement preventative measures

Safeguarding (protection of adults at risk) e.g. An individual care plan is in place to address a prisoner's assessed needs

Security
e.g.prisoners are strip or squat searched only when in the presence of more than one member of 
staff, of their own gender

Incentives and earned privileges e.g. prisoners are informed of the IEP scheme, in a format and language they can understand

Disciplinary procedures e.g. adjudication hearings are always properly written out and recorded

Substance misuse e.g. prisoners are actively involved in the care planning and review process



HMIP oversees prison performance using various measures 
(2/3) 

Respect

Residential units e.g. prisoners have access to drinking water, a toilet and washing facilities at all times

Staff-prisoner relationships e.g. cell cards and the unit roll board list the first and second names of individual prisoners

Equality and diversity e.g. there is regular and effective input by external community representatives

Faith and religious activity e.g. prisoners are able to attend classes and groups in addition to corporate worship for the purposes of nurturing faith

Complaints e.g. complaints deemed urgent by prisoners are fully assessed and responded to

Legal rights e.g. prisoners can telephone the community legal advice helpline, free of charge

Health services e.g. there are arrangements in place to ensure prisoners have rapid access to emergency services

Catering e.g. all areas where food is stored, prepared or served are properly equipped and well managed

Purchases e.g. delivery of bagged items has visible and active supervision by staff

Purposeful activity

Time out of cell
e.g. prisoners are given the opportunity of at least 1 hour of evening association every day, except when in temporary 
segregation

Learning skills and work 
activities

e.g. prisoners receive timely and accurate reviews and records of their progress

Physical education and 
healthy living

e.g. healthy living and personal fitness are effectively promoted to prisoners



HMIP oversees prison performance using various measures 
(3/3) 
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Resettlement

Strategic management of resettlement
e.g. ROTL is a key part of the resettlement strategy and is used to good effect in individual 
sentence plans

Offender management and planning e.g. sentence planning is well integrated with other departments, including residential staff

Reintegration planning e.g. risk of harm assessments are considered when planning for a prisoner's reintegration

Specialist units



The newly-formed HMPPS will rank prison performance in 
league tables, based on various indicators (1/2)
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1. Protect the public

No. of escapes from closed prisons No. of offences committed while on ROTL

Rate of absconds form open prisons
Compliance with key parts of security process e.g. searching, 
intelligence, control of prison movements and escorts

Rate of prisoner compliance with ROTL

2. Maintain safety and order

Rate of assaults on prison staff Staff and prisoner perceptions of safety

Rate of assaults on prisoners Rate of incidents of prison disorder

Rate of self-harm by prisoners



The newly-formed HMPPS will rank prison performance in 
league tables, based on various indicators (2/2)
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3. Reform offenders to prevent more crimes from being committed

Develop a 'distance travelled' measure for substance misuse via drug 
testing on entry and exit

In future: Measure and publish the time prisoners spend out of their cells, 
including time spent out of their cells engaging in purposeful activity

Average rate of positive drug tests
Compare measures of attainment in English and maths on release with those 
on entry

No. of medical appointments cancelled due to non-availability of prisoners
No. of qualifications or other employment-focused courses and accreditation 
completed by prisoners

Develop a 'distance travelled' measure for prisoner mental health
Develop measures that assess a prisoner's progress against milestones in 
their individual learning plan

Develop a measure of the quality of work opportunities offered by prisons Develop measure of the quality of prisoner's' family relationships

4. Prepare prisoners for life outside the prison

Rate of prisoners in employment on release compared to before they 
entered custody

Rate of prisoners in full or part-time education after release compared to 
before they entered into custody

Rate of prisoners in suitable accommodation on release compared to 
before they entered custody



The system is complex, with a number of agencies working at 
various stages of the CJS
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