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Context
The State is currently facing unprecedented budgetary challenges and, in a rapidly deteriorating fiscal situation, external forces are playing an increasing role in determining the choices available to Government in relation to revenue and expenditure.  In the midst of what is approaching an existential crisis for the State, it is essential we consider the long-term consequences of decisions we make now and particularly the impact of cuts we make in public expenditure in exacerbating social problems such as crime.  
At the same time, a focus on evaluating totals in discrete budget lines can prevent an analysis of what are the cheapest and most effective ways to meet our policy objectives in areas such as crime and justice.  IPRT believes that the full – longer-term – consequences of any cuts in spending must be assessed, particularly where cuts can be demonstrated to carry risks of higher costs to the State and to society through precipitating increased risks of crime.  
We also believe that there is potential to identify savings within discrete areas of spending by shifting emphasis to cheaper and more effective responses to crime. Therefore, we wish to put forward two strategies to reduce the cost of crime: (i) we can shift our crime prevention strategy to critical areas of social spending with profound social and economic benefits; and (ii) we can minimise our spending on imprisonment by developing smarter crime strategies.
Shifting Focus

In our recent Research Paper From Justice to Welfare: The Case for Investment in Prevention and Early Intervention, commissioned by IPRT, Barnardos and IAYPIC, we analysed national and international evidence around the links between social marginalisation and deficits in services on one hand and on the measurable social and economic cost of increased crime on the other.  Government policy must recognise that investment in certain targeted areas of spending can reduce crime and imprisonment with significant medium- and long-term savings to the State.  The corollary is that cuts in certain sensitive areas of social spending have been proven to be massively counter-productive over the longer term.   
There is clear evidence that universal delivery of key services such as health and education, to ensure that all children enjoy access to essential supports and services, is the most effective long-term strategy for addressing the marginalisation and inequality associated with higher rates of offending. However, in this submission we aim to identify some of the services and areas of spending which are most directly linked to increasing the risks of crime, and where continuing or increased investment are likely to pay the highest dividends for society.

Within the remit of the Department of Justice and Law Reform, Government planning must be informed by an understanding of the broader purpose of crime policy – which is the building of safer communities, rather than seeing an expanded criminal justice system as an end itself.  Imprisonment, while necessary in some cases, is for many categories of crime an ineffective, counterproductive and hugely expensive response. Any economic analysis of crime policy must therefore address the longer-term potential to reduce current levels of spending. 

A.
Protecting Investment in Areas of Spending Critical to Crime Prevention
Cost of Crime

Our starting point in drawing the links between crime and other areas of social policy is that crime costs society.  Crime directly impacts on individuals, businesses and the State reducing their capacity in many ways.  The response to crime is also hugely expensive in terms of the criminal justice system and in terms of the impacts on individuals, families and communities.  Convictions and imprisonment ultimately accentuate social marginalisation and exclude offenders from the functioning economy, increasing welfare costs and reducing revenue income.  Part B of this submission addresses how savings can be made in reducing the costs within our response to crime; but, more importantly, Part A examines how we can prevent those costs arising in the first place by reducing crime itself through targeting the risk factors associated with crime.  Dr Larry Schweinhart, the lead researcher on the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study in the US, has compared cutting back on funding in sensitive areas during harsh economic times as akin to a hungry populace eating their seed corn during a famine: “We are so focused on looking at the cost, we don’t look at the benefits until the lack of a benefit comes and bites us like crazy.”
1.
Educational Disadvantage
One of the most constant characteristics associated with offending and imprisonment is acute educational disadvantage.  For example, half of the boys and young men detained in Mountjoy are classified as illiterate, and early school leaving is a strong feature in adolescent and adult offending.  In identifying some of the sensitive areas of spending which are most critical in this regard, two key principles should dictate spending priorities: (i) those areas of spending which are critical to ensure that all children are able to effectively access pre-school and primary education; and (ii) those areas of targeted spending most closely linked to early school leaving.  Among those areas of spending which must be protected are ringfenced funding for the continuation of the Free Pre-School Year (ECCE); recruiting additional NEPS staff as promised to reduce waiting lists for psychological assessments to be conducted; and ensuring adequate funding of support teaching services to enable all children reach their educational potential. 

It is now well accepted in the United States that investment in quality preschool education produces multiple returns on investment, particularly in reducing crime outcomes.
 The Washington State Institute for Public Policy found that investing just $600 in providing early childhood education to the most disadvantaged communities saves society on average $15,000 per child in lower future crime rates.
  The same study found that spending $2,400 in supports and interventions for the families of young offenders can save the taxpayer almost $50,000 in the longer term by reducing reoffending among that group.

In relation to those children at risk of school exclusion and being drawn into crime, recent cost-benefit analysis in the UK demonstrates that while the average cost to the taxpayer of having a young person in the criminal justice system is £200,000 by the age of 16, less than £50,000 is needed to support a young person to stay out of the system.

· Pre-school education and support for access to primary education for the most marginalised groups in society has been shown to be one of the most economically effective ways of reducing long-term crime outcomes, as confirmed by elaborate longitudinal studies internationally.

· Targeting resources at young people at risk of early school leaving is a highly productive investment in reducing offending and long-term crime costs.
2.
Mental Health

It is clearly established in international and national law that persons in need of medical treatment should be cared for in the first instance by health services. A feature of criminal justice systems internationally has been the detention in the criminal system of persons in need of medical care.  Often these people present in the criminal system due to failures to access medical care and acting out symptoms of underlying mental health problems.

In 2006, the cost of mental health problems in Ireland exceeded €3 billion (O’Shea and Kennelly, 2008). This figure includes just over €1 billion for the cost of healthcare, social care and other forms of direct care.  The greater part of this €3 billion, however, stems from lost economic output, which amounts to over €2 billion, and comprises €1,044.6 million due to non-employment and under-employment, €207 million due to premature mortality, and €751.1 million due to unpaid work.  These estimates do not, of course, reflect the psychological suffering of individuals with mental illness, nor the psychological suffering experienced by their families and friends.  
Specific illnesses present specific challenges.
  A study by Behan, Kennelly and O’Callaghan in 2008 calculated that schizophrenia alone in 2006 had an economic cost of €460.6 million. Again the cost of direct care (€117.5) was dwarfed by the indirect costs (€343 million). Lost productivity alone, due to unemployment, absence from work and premature mortality was calculated at €277 million.
 By comparison, spending on mental health as a proportion of the mental health budget has declined in recent years.

In Ireland, there is a particular documented problem of over-representation of mentally ill prisoners in the remand prison population.  This problem is currently being addressed in the Dublin area by a Court Liaison programme at Cloverhill Court in Dublin and by a Prison In-reach programme at Cloverhill Prison, both run by the Central Mental Hospital.  These projects are succeeding in diverting patients away from prison and from the Central Mental Hospital to appropriate community care settings, with significant cost savings.  An extension of these services to provision on a national level would potentially bring even greater savings.
Adolescent Mental Health is a key area for investment with potential for significant positive outcomes for vulnerable children.  The delivery of Child and Adolescent Mental Health Teams as recommended in A Vision for Change must be prioritised, including ringfencing current spending for child and adolescent mental health services in Budget 2011, removing the recruitment embargo for Child and Adolescent Community Mental Health Teams, and continuing to develop teams with the full complement of clinical and non-clinical staff as recommended in A Vision for Change.

· The overall economic and social costs from mental illness are well established and yet spending on mental health, which is a fraction of that cost, has been declining significantly. We can also expect some categories of mental illness to be aggravated by increased unemployment.
· Among the specific interventions which are directly reducing both imprisonment and hospitalisation costs, is the Court Liaison programme, administered by the Central Mental Hospital.  Retention and expansion of this scheme would multiply current savings in this area.

· Underfunding of adolescent mental health services is a key weakness in our current health system, with profound impacts on the youth justice system as well as the adult criminal justice system and the adult mental health system.
3.
Drug Treatment
Problem drug and alcohol use is not a simple matter of individual vulnerability; it is markedly related to social distress, unemployment, urban disadvantage, poverty.  As well as the clear links between drugs and crime, the human and social cost of drug use is much wider with 468 drug-related deaths in 2008 and a wide range of problems such as family break up, mental health and homelessness linked to drug misuse.  We need to learn from the lessons of the 1980s regarding drugs issues as much as economic issues, ensuring that our responses to the current fiscal and economic crises do not target the vulnerable and do not roll back the progress of the last two decades, essential to containing the spread of problem drug use. This requires recognition that drug use is now a national issue rather than just a Dublin or eastern sea-board area problem and the need for an extension of services in areas outside Dublin. 
If those motivated to access treatment are not able to do so, the direct consequence is that they are likely to instead access the black market in drugs which is strongly linked with involvement in acquisitive crime.  Providing access to detoxification services has been a Government priority for several years but this has not been translated to support for services.  Even in Dublin, waiting lists for access to treatment extend up to 9 months in some parts of the city while around the country they extend to 2 years and beyond (Waterford 2yrs., Athlone 1yr., Carlow 1yr.) 
A focus on addressing substance misuse treatment for those already involved with the criminal justice system would mean expanding specialist courts such as the drugs court with links to and funding of specialist residential services, offering treatment options and diversion for those with complex substance misuse issues.  All of these options can reduce the reliance on more expensive and destructive periods of imprisonment.  
Crucially, there is a strong body of evidence which demonstrates that investing in drugs services makes economic sense. NTORS (National Treatment Outcomes Research Study) research from the Home Office in the UK indicates that every £1 spent on drug treatment leads to savings of £9.50 in health, criminal justice and social welfare costs. One innovative idea to source the necessary funds to meet the growing needs would be to ringfence moneys and assets seized from drug dealers by the Criminal Assets Bureau to support drug treatment and community infrastructure.
· Drug misuse has massive and complex social and economic costs. Current levels of services are already inadequate and are directly leading drug users trying to deal with their addictions into the black market in illegal drugs.
· There is a clear line of evidence showing that spending on drug treatment services produces multiple savings in health, welfare and justice costs.
4.
Child Protection 

Our research has shown that nationally and internationally, children with an experience of the State care system are over-represented in the criminal justice system.
  Given the clear problems within our child protection system at present, necessary processes of reform must be prioritised and adequately resourced.  Staff on leave must be replaced and additional social workers recruited to meet the rising demand in general child protection services, and the roll out of a nationwide out-of-hours social work service must be prioritised.  At present the Garda are being asked directly to fill gaps in services in this area.  A further critical gap is the need to amend the Child Care Act 1991 via the Child Care (Amendment) Bill 2009 to place a statutory obligation on the State to provide aftercare services, accompanied by adequately resourced services to enable full implementation of the National Aftercare Policy.
· Child care services are already critically under-resourced.  As it is clear that children in care are especially vulnerable to being drawn into offending behaviour, failures to address weakness in services in this area can be expected to produce negative crime outcomes in the medium term.
B.
Smarter Justice Spending

1.
The need for Open Prisons

Within the Prison Budget itself, capital spending at present remains concentrated on expanding the existing medium- to high-security prison estate.  The use of open facilities is generally significantly cheaper than for closed institutions, and the lack of appropriate open facilities for women prisoners and for young offenders therefore contributes to costs.  In his recent reports on standards of detention, the Inspector of Prisons identified the potential for expansion of the two existing open facilities for adult male prisoners at Shelton Abbey and Loughan House.
 The development of alternative models of detention, particularly for women, would be a cost-effective approach to reducing the current reliance on unnecessarily expensive medium-security prisons.  
According to the Irish Prison Service Annual Report for 2009, the average cost per available staffed prison place decreased from €92,717 in 2008 to €77,222 in 2009.  This decrease was largely due to reductions in staff pay by €15.5 million and an increase in bed capacity of 495 from 3,611 as at 31st December 2008 to 4,106 as at 31st December 2009.  While a closed prison space cost €79,307 in 2009 (as compared with €90,837 in 2008) the cost of an open prison space was considerably cheaper: €50,521 (€60,150 in 2008).
 The Inspector of Prisons stated that far more could be done with Loughan House Open Centre: 
“to provide for even greater numbers of prisoners by building further cell accommodation on the 50 acre site.  If any increase were to be contemplated, appropriate facilities, services and regimes should not alone be put in place but should be operating before any further building programme is undertaken.  I suggest that the provision of appropriate additional accommodation and services would be far less expensive in the context of an open prison than for a closed prison where greater consideration would have to be given to matters such as security.”
  
The Inspector made almost identical comments in relation to Shelton Abbey Open Centre.
  

While greater use of open prisons can produce savings, it is crucial to consider that the viability and success of open prisons is dependent on the availability of reasonable levels of meaningful education and other activities.
  The Inspector was critical of the low levels of activities provided for prisoners at Loughan House where, owing largely to the lack of workshops in operation, large numbers of prisoners were not actually engaged in relevant structured activities.  He remarked that this is “undesirable in a semi-open prison.  The workshops should be re-opened without delay.”  The Inspector observed that although there were two staff vacancies at Shelton Abbey as of mid June 2010, the staff shortages “do not greatly impact on the provision of activities.”

· Open prisons are significantly cheaper to run than more secure prisons (on current figures, approximately 36% cheaper per prisoner)

· Current open prison sites have immediate capacity to expand.

· A significant proportion of prison population would be suitable for transfer to an open facility, as evidenced by the high proportion of our prison population who are imprisoned for non-violent offences.
2.
Refurbishment rather than Expansion

As also outlined in the Inspector’s report, the need for refurbishment at the older prisons, and particularly at Cork, Limerick and Mountjoy, remains highly urgent.
  The chronic overcrowding in those prisons and the unacceptable sanitary conditions are exposing staff and prisoners to serious health and safety risks which must be addressed.  As a key preventive measure, basic refurbishments in these prisons to meet the basic standards identified by the Inspector are necessary to ensure the safety of staff and prisoners.  As stated by the Inspector, failure to carry out these works is likely to expose the State to international criticism and/or legal action with potentially significant financial costs to the State.
  In this context, it is worth considering that the failure to address the slopping out issue in Scotland led to a successful legal challenge which has forced the Scottish authorities to set aside over £60m for compensation payments to affected prisoners in that jurisdiction.

It recently emerged that the total cost spent on the Thornton Hall estate thus far is €42.46 million.
 In 1999 the Mountjoy Complex redevelopment group was established as a consultative body to plan for the redevelopment of the prisons on site.  It was chaired by the then governor, John Lonergan:

“The group's second report, which was published in February 2001, contained a number of specific proposals and recommendations for the future development and use of the Mountjoy complex. The proposed development would have provided a maximum of 723 places in addition to the female prison. An estimate, prepared by a firm of surveyors on behalf of the OPW in June 2001 of the capital cost of construction of the proposed development came to a total of €336 million. I have been advised that the current estimate is that it would now cost over €400 million and take seven years to complete the development of Mountjoy as envisaged by that group - a significant multiple of the cost for the development of a prison on a greenfield site.”
 
3.
Regimes and Services

In relation to current budget spending, it is important to recognise that any further cuts to education or to drug treatment services within prison are likely to undermine rehabilitation initiatives and contribute to higher re-offending rates, thus contributing to future offending costs. Some services, such as drug treatment, mentoring and other pre-release supports are particularly sensitive to re-offending and should be protected, if not increased since they are already seriously under-funded. Recent UK research also shows that ensuring access to housing on release will reduce re-offending rates by one fifth.
  

In particular, the aspiration towards drug free prisons, while seemingly straightforward, has proven very difficult to achieve in Ireland and indeed in most jurisdictions around the world. With this in mind, drug services working in prisons believe that there is an urgent need to expand drug rehabilitation programmes in prisons, to provide genuinely drug-free wings in all prisons, and to ensure the availability of all drug treatment services for prisoners as in the wider community – this may include harm reduction programmes as in Spain and elsewhere due to the importance of minimising blood borne viruses. 

Reducing demand for drugs in prison should include options to increase meaningful activity for prisoners and cannot be seen separately from the issue of prison overcrowding. There is a real danger that savings in prison spending will be achieved by cutting services in prisons, and this is likely to have the effect of exacerbating the security issues within the prisons.  The Inspector of Prisons states in his report that levels of safe occupancy and minimum conditions of detention can only be assessed in each prison with reference to the services available in each prison.

In a PQ from February 2010, Dermot Ahern stated: “Staffing costs represent the bulk of all drug treatment funding, and as such it is not possible to apportion the actual cost of providing methadone substitution treatment. However, expenditure on drug treatment, excluding indirect staff and ancillary costs was approximately €2.5m in 2008.”
  According to the Irish Prison Service Annual Report 2009, provision of drug treatment services “continues to be one of the biggest and most resource intensive challenges for healthcare in the prisons setting. The Irish Prison Service Drugs Policy & Strategy, entitled “Keeping Drugs Out of Prisons”, continues to be implemented. The aim of the strategy is to eliminate in as far as possible, supply and reduce the demand for drugs within the prison system through education, treatment and rehabilitation services for drug addicted prisoners. Through the course of 2009 provision of methadone treatment increased to 2,424 an increase of over 20% in overall numbers on 2008 and a 10.4% increase in the numbers of new entries to treatment to 266.” 

No specific figures were given in the 2009 Annual Report on drug treatment and education.  However, the Report does state: “The IPS, in the national context of drug treatment provision, has cared for over 20% of the total numbers on methadone nationally. It is of note that the IPS has identified and treated almost 31% of all new entrants to the Central treatment list in 2009. Cloverhill prison shows the highest throughput of drug using prisoners both new and established (142 & 808 respectively) with Mountjoy following a close second (with 43 & 794 respectively). 1,130 prisoners requiring detoxification received that treatment.”
  The Merchant’s Quay addiction counselling service is reported as delivering approximately 1,500 prisoner contacts per month.

The closest the 2009 Report comes to a costing for drug treatment services/education in prison is the statement that “prisoner-related variable costs” in all prisons amount to €5,748. In open prisons “prisoner-related variable costs” amount to €4,940, while in closed prisons the cost is €6,149.  Prisoner-Related Variable Costs are defined in the Report as including “catering; healthcare; prisoner gratuities; work training (excluding building/equipment assets and small works); clothing, bedding, etc.; educational materials; motor vehicles (maintenance & fuel, etc.); recreational facilities; laundry; drug detection and visiting clergy.”

The Medical Independent reports that the IPS invested almost €8 million in recent health services such as the methadone maintenance programmes which are available in eight out of the 14 prisons, the provision of a pharmacist to dispense the methadone in each prison, the provision of 9 places in the drug-free programme at Mountjoy prison, the Merchant’s Quay addiction counselling service and the Prison In-reach Court Liaison Service which redirected 91 people with mental illness to more appropriate community health facilities or general psychiatric services in 2008.
 An exact time-frame for this expenditure was not given, however.

4.
Reducing Prisoner Numbers

The key to reducing the cost of imprisonment must focus on stabilising and ultimately reducing the prison population, which has grown dramatically in recent years.  As well as the high cost per prisoner, the chronic levels of overcrowding are currently exacerbating many other issues within the prison system such as drug use and inter-prisoner violence which also carry huge human cost.  
Prison population levels are not the product of demographics and crime rates; they are the product of specific policies, legislation and judicial practices.  To halt the increase in the prison population, Government must identify the driving factors behind this trend and formulate a plan to address those factors through legislation and policy.  For example, two of the key factors behind the increase in Ireland’s daily prison population in recent years are the increase in certain categories of longer sentences, particularly for drug offenders; and the dramatic rise in the use of short custodial sentences (under 6 months) for less serious offences. The Inspector of Prisons has identified some measures that could be taken in the short term to arrest the current trend of expansion.
  As a starting point, IPRT believes that Government must commit to addressing this issue and must develop a plan to address the key causes of the increase in prisoner numbers.  

The “Mountjoy Complex Redevelopment Group” was established in 1999 to prepare a long-term development plan for the Mountjoy Complex.  It issued its first report in May 2000, recommending that the four prisons at the site be developed as an integrated modern complex, operating a positive and progressive regime, and playing a significant role in drug treatment, induction and pre-release. The Group produced its second report in February 2001, which set out the physical and operational aspects of the plan in greater detail. It envisaged the phased demolition of all of the existing facilities on the site (with the exception of the Dóchas Centre), and their replacement with a modern purpose-built complex providing accommodation for a maximum of 730 prisoners.
  The plan to redevelop Mountjoy was abandoned in 2005 when the hugely expensive Thornton Hall site was acquired.
There does not appear to be any costing for the expected construction costs for Thornton Hall in the public domain. Fergus Finlay recently asserted that Thornton Hall would cost €1 billion to run in its first decade, but he gives no insight into the projected construction costs.
 The IPS Report on Capital Expenditure from 2006 does contain some interesting figures for the costs of construction in relation to other prisons.  For example, The Capital Programme of the IPS involved average capital investment amounting to approximately €38m per annum between 2000 and 2005.
  Total expenditure in 2005 amounted to €346m, almost 65% of which related to payroll costs. Total capital expenditure was €62.4m, or 19% of total. Capital expenditure accounted for 12% of total in 1999, 2000, 2001, 2003 and 2004, and for 15% and 19% in 2002 and 2005 respectively. (11)
Costs in millions:





1999
   2000
    2001
  2002      2003        2004
2005  

Buildings and Capital Works
19,770   21,276   29,974   38,813   31,608   32,134   62,405

“The Midlands Prison was built with a design capacity of 515, and cost approximately €55m. Its cost per space was therefore €107,000 in 1998 prices, or approximately €137,800 in 2002 prices. It compares very favourably therefore with the costs estimated in the “5 Year Plan”, as well as the costs of the majority of the UK prisons shown.

The Limerick C wing replacement and E wing refurbishment added approximately 85 net spaces to the prison’s capacity, as well as major improvements to non-accommodation facilities. At a cost of €15.2m, this translates to a unit cost of €179,000 per space, which also compares extremely well given the extent to which the overall cost brought around improvements beyond basic capacity extension.

The Special School at St. Patrick’s Institution involved both the building of a school for, and the refurbishment of a prison wing to accommodate, approximately 20 juvenile offenders. Its cost was €6.65m, or €332,000 per intended inmate. While understandably much higher than other projects given that it was designed for children, in an ancient but operating prison, and including a modern large education block, the cost still compares reasonably well with per-space costs of some prisons in the UK, particularly high-security prisons.”

The Irish prisoner population reached 4,491 persons in custody on July 29, 2010.  In his Report, the Inspector repeatedly makes it clear that a prison is overcrowded not merely if the number of imprisoned people exceed the design capacity (as determined by the number of cells and size thereof) of the prison, but also if there are insufficient activities and services in place and threats to prison safety.

The Inspector states: “Arguments that overcrowding should be eliminated, and at the same time, that additional prisons should not be built are often heard.  These statements are mutually exclusive.  If practices such as ‘slopping out’ ... are to be changed new accommodation must be provided.”
 He continues on to say that all prisoners wishing to avail of relevant structured activities, are entitled to a minimum of 5 hours per day, five days a week, in addition to out of cell time and recreation time.
  “If a prison fails to meet one or a number of these conditions it is overcrowded.  The population must be reduced to the point where all three conditions are satisfied.  Therefore, we, as a country, would not meet our obligations simply by providing adequate accommodation if we did not provided appropriate services and regimes and ensure the safety of our prisoners.”

The Inspector details what the ideal maximum number of prisoners for each prison should be and the maximum number he would be prepared to accept in the short-term.  Based on these recommendations, the maximum ideal number under the current bleak circumstances is 3,718 and the maximum emergency number would be 3,962.  

According to the Inspector, virtually all Irish prisons are overcrowded at present and have insufficient services for prisoners, largely due to staffing problems which have led to workshops etc being decommissioned.  For example, the Inspector notes that the planned expansion (179 cells) of Wheatfield prison will have a negative impact on the over-crowding situation there, owing to the additional burden on already over-stretched services. “There are no facilities to provide structured activities such as workshops or a school.”
 The Inspector states that if the new block is intended to operate on a stand-alone basis then the prisoners there will have nothing to do all day except for the out of cell time in the yards or recreational areas. “If the prisoners accommodated in the new block are to engage in the structured activity available in the existing prison this will have an adverse effect on the prison as a whole.  The pressure on workshops and other facilities will result in inadequate services and regimes for all prisoners.”

5.
Increased Use of Community Service

In the short term, the most effective means of reducing imprisonment is to support and encourage the use of alternative sanctions by the courts.  In this regard, the Value for Money analysis of the Community Service Order scheme, carried out by the Department of Justice and Law Reform, disclosed that there was significant additional capacity for that system, and that the use of community service in lieu of prison would produce significant savings.  Minister Ahern has committed to expanding the use of community service orders and recently announced his intention to introduce a statutory provision requiring judges to consider community service before imposing shorter prison sentences.  These proposals are most welcome but will require investment in the community service order schemes managed by the Probation Service, alongside engagement with the judiciary to promote wider use of community service as a sentencing option. From the Government’s own evidence around the relative effectiveness and cost of community service, an increase in its use will produce significant savings both in lower recourse to imprisonment and also in lower offending through reduced rates of recidivism.  The continuing failure to commence the Fines Act is a further key issue in this regard.

According to the Value for Money Report the successful completion rate for Community Service Orders is in a range of 80 – 85%.
  The capacity utilisation of Community Service Supervisors nationwide is estimated to amount to 33%.
 This means that the existing supervisors, operating at full capacity, could provide supervision services to three times as many offenders.  The Report called for the identification and selection of sites and projects that will ensure maximum utilisation of supervisory capacity and recommended that capacity usage of sites be increased from 33% to 45% by Q4 2009, to 60% by Q4 2010 and 70% by Q4 2011.

In 2006, there were 1,158 individuals who had made a CSO. In 2007 this rose to 1,519 individuals.
  The cost per community service order is estimated to amount to approximately €4,295 per offender. The alternative costs of imprisonment are estimated to amount to approximately €27,478 per offender. “Thus, community service costs approximately 15.6% of the alternative cost of imprisonment on a full cost basis.”

According to the Report, the favourable cost comparison “is mitigated somewhat by the costs associated with those who do not comply with CSOs and those who may have a CSO made who might otherwise not be sentenced to a term of imprisonment. Allowing for these possible costs shows that CSOs are still more financially cost effective than the alternative costs associated with imprisonment. Sensitivity analysis on these costs suggests that the comparative cost of community service is unlikely to exceed 34% of the alternative cost of imprisonment. Thus community service is a very cost effective option in comparison to the direct costs associated with imprisonment.”

In financial terms, the Community Service Scheme represents approximately 11% of the total expenditure of the Probation Service.
  The Report states that a large proportion of the cost of Community Service is associated with the time of Senior Probation Officers and Probation Officers and more effective use of these resources would increase the efficiency of the system.

6.
Youth Justice

Youth justice policy, as expressed in the Irish Youth Justice Service’s strategy, is bearing fruit in both stabilising the number of young people in detention and reducing the levels of youth offending, thereby reducing significantly the costs to the State and community.  This we believe is a very progressive step and affirms the approach being taken of developing alternatives to detention and emphasising diversion.  At this point, the progress being made should be supported and reinforced by ensuring the continuing expansion and resourcing of the Garda Youth Diversion Project System.  However, central to the process of reform in the youth justice area, is the urgent need to replace St. Patrick’s Institution with an appropriate facility at Lusk.  Capital investment in this project is currently earmarked in the Justice Estimate for 2011 and must be retained as a key element in a longer-term strategy to ensure that fewer young offenders progress to the adult prison system.
The average cost of holding a person in a detention centre was €330,263 in 2006.
  According to the IYJS Annual Report, the total yearly expenditure for 2009 was €57,676 million.  The cost of child detention was €31,730 million.  An article from The Irish Times in 2008 states that the cost of imprisonment in St Patrick’s per year was €106,800.
  No breakdown was given in relation to any difference in cost between the care of under 18s, as compared with the adult population, however. It can be assumed that the cost has decreased somewhat since 2008, in line with general decreases in the cost of incarceration in recent times.

According to The Sunday Tribune, “the cost of keeping the 50 odd young offenders who are detained on an average night cost €22.862m” in 2008.
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