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IPRT Submission to the Sub-Committee on Penal Reform

on Back-door strategies for reducing over-use of imprisonment

November 2011

The Irish Penal Reform Trust (IPRT) is Ireland’s leading non-governmental organisation campaigning for the rights of everyone in the penal system, with prison as a last resort.  IPRT is committed to reducing imprisonment and the progressive reform of the penal system based on evidence-led policies.  IPRT works to achieve its goals through research, raising awareness, building alliances and growing our organisation.  
IPRT warmly welcomes the establishment of the Sub-Committee on Penal Reform and hopes that this submission will be of assistance to the Sub-Committee in examining the important questions set out in its Terms of Reference.  In this Submission we focus on the issue of “back-door” strategies for reducing the prison population.  
This submission addresses the following areas:
A. The Context for Reform of Prisoner Release Mechanisms in Ireland

B. Current Law and Practice in Ireland

C. Law Reform and Models for Release of Prisoners
D. Reform of Parole Board and Decision-Making Processes
E. Necessary Changes to Prison Regimes 
F. 
Community Service and Probation Supervision as Part of a Sentence 
We also include here at Appendix G a summary comparative view of equivalent systems in other jurisdictions.

IPRT is also currently conducting research on other areas which may be of relevance to the Sub-Committee, including the particular position of life-sentenced prisoners, and we hope to bring forward further proposals for reform shortly.  More generally, we would like to offer our assistance and support to the Sub-Committee in any area of its work where the Sub-Committee feels we can be of assistance and we look forward to further engagement with Sub-Committee over the coming months.
A.
The Context for Reform of Prisoner Release Mechanisms in Ireland

1.
As part of its submission to the Thornton Hall Review Group in May 2011, IPRT recommended a package of measures to reduce the prison population while ensuring public safety.  Among the proposals we put forward was incentivised early release, noting that the swiftest and most immediately effective tactic to bring the prison population within safe custody limits is to release earlier some prisoners serving sentences.
  IPRT suggested that this could be done in a safe and structured way with some reform of the present parole process, which would be preferable to the current relatively unstructured over-use of the temporary release system. 

2.
Following the publication of the Thornton Hall Review Group’s Report in July 2011, IPRT strongly welcomed the Group’s refusal to accept that the prison population “must continue its upward spiral and that the only response to increases in the prison population should be to build more and more prisons.”
  The Group’s emphasis on alternatives to custody, in tandem with the potential for home detention and an incentivised scheme (including community service) for early release, indicated a significant and progressive shift in penal policy.   
3.
At the IPRT Annual Lecture in September 2011, the Minister for Justice and Equality welcomed the Thornton Review Group’s recommendation on non-custodial sanctions.  He specifically mentioned the development of a pilot scheme “under which offenders may be offered earned earlier release in return for community service” and his plan to introduce new guidelines to the Parole Board “for the application of a similar scheme to long-term prisoners.”
  
4.
In his recent statement on the capital allocation available to the Justice Sector in 2012, the Minister observed that, while the development of Thornton Hall would have to be deferred, the Government remained committee to the recommendations contained in the Thornton Hall Review Group Report in July.  Specifically, the Minister reiterated his commitment to establish a Penal Policy Review Group which will “undertake an all-encompassing strategic review of all aspects of penal policy” by the end of 2011, as well as an interdepartmental group to consider the issue of people with mental illness coming into the criminal justice system. Other key recommendations contained in the Review Group’s Report, which are receiving priority attention in his Department, include:
“the introduction of an incentivised scheme for earned temporary release under which offenders who pose no threat to the community are offered early release in return for supervised community service. In this regard, a 6 month pilot project commenced in October, 2011 in which it is envisaged that a total of 130 prisoners will participate.  To date, 16 prisoners have been released under the pilot scheme with a further 14 due for release within the next week. ”

5.
IPRT believes that reform of parole and temporary release can have an immediate effect in terms of relieving current demand, but it can also have a longer impact by creating a more incentivised prison system for longer-term prisoners.  At the same time, structured temporary release should continue to play its intended and important role in assisting the re-entry of long-term prisoners into society; and in that regard, it should be made available for all categories of offender.  
6.
In this submission, it is only possible to present a broad overview of the types of reform that are possible in this area.  Appendix G contains a summary of models for parole and remission in other jurisdictions, including common law jurisdictions (England, Scotland, the USA, Canada, New Zealand and Australia), the Nordic countries (Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Finland) and civil law jurisdictions (Germany and France).   Each country operates a system to grant early release to prisoners.  Some operate what might be termed a discretionary release system, others a mandatory release system, while others have a mixed system.
  Characteristics of the three systems are summarised below and possible advantages and disadvantages highlighted. As will be seen, most of these jurisdictions operate early release schemes either at the half-way or two-thirds point of the sentence, by comparison with the Irish system of remission at the three-quarter point.  The submission includes IPRT’s suggestions for reform of the current system of granting remission, temporary release and parole.
B.
Current Law and Practice in Ireland
7.
There are three mechanisms for early release in Ireland, namely the Constitutional Power to Commute (whereby the Executive has the power to commute or remit any sentence under Article 13.6), Remission and Temporary Release/Parole.
  The following discussion focuses on the latter two mechanisms, as they are more directly relevant to the brief of the Sub-Committee.

(a) Remission

8.
In the Irish context, remission is the process where prisoners can earn up to one quarter off their whole sentence by good behaviour.
   A prisoner’s sentence must be longer than one month to be eligible.  Remission does not apply to prisoners who are serving a life sentence, or those who are in prison as a debtor or because of contempt of court.
  In practice, remission is automatic if no offence is committed in prison.  Prisoners released on remission having served their sentence are, not generally subject to any form of supervision whereas persons released on temporary release are subject to supervision by the Probation Service.

9.
The Prisons Rules 2007 permit up to one-third remission for prisoners who have shown further good conduct by “engagement in authorised structured activity” to such an extent as to satisfy the Minister that they are less likely to reoffend and will be better able to reintegrate into society.
  However, it does not appear that there is any administrative system in place at present to measure such engagement. 
  Regarding the availability of enhanced remission, in May 2010 the former Minister for Justice, Dermot Ahern stated that:
“this additional concession will only be awarded in exceptional cases and where I am satisfied beyond any doubt that the prisoner concerned has demonstrated that she/he meets the requirements as set out in the Prison Rules.  Perhaps I should also point to the fact that despite this additional opportunity to earn additional remission our remission rates are significantly below the level currently operating in the UK and Northern Ireland for automatic conditional release where rates of 50% are in place. While there are a number of applications for extra remission under consideration at present, to date only one prisoner has been granted this concession.”

(b) Temporary Release

10.
The Criminal Justice Act 1960 empowers the Executive to grant temporary release to prisoners at any time before they qualify for ordinary remission and also to life prisoners who are ineligible for standard remission.
 The Criminal Justice Act permitted the granting of “temporary release” rather than “early release” and it was envisaged that the prisoner would be released for a defined period with the expectation that they would return to prison at the end of that period unless granted a further extension. 
11.
The Criminal Justice (Temporary Release of Prisoners) Act 2003 specifies the criteria and conditions for grant of temporary release.  Under the current scheme, prisoners may be granted temporary release at the absolute discretion of the Minister for Justice who considers a number of factors when deciding to grant temporary release including the offence committed, the individual’s family circumstances, attitude to rehabilitation, and employment and training skills. 

12.
Under the 1960 Act, temporary release should, chiefly, be used in two circumstances – (i) temporary release on compassionate grounds; or (ii) day to day release.
  The first type is more common and is granted if there is a family emergency, such as a death or serious illness.
  Prisoners may also be released to attend special family occasions such as weddings, christenings or communions.  The second form is usually to participate in work outside the prison.
 In some circumstances a prisoner may be accompanied by a prison officer (under escort), or may be unaccompanied.
 

13.
However, the system has also come to act as an early release or parole system.
 The Thornton Hall Review Group noted that overcrowding has led to an increase in the number of prisoners granted temporary release, “from an average of 4.4% in 2007 to an average of over 17% in 2011, with the rates for Mountjoy and Cork being 21% and 35% respectively.”
  Temporary release has, therefore, become an increasingly important administrative “safety valve” to ease the pressure caused by overcrowding, rather than as a means of encouraging good behaviour in prisoners, or a tool to facilitate rehabilitation.  At the lower end of the scale, temporary release is, in fact, used as a “non-custodial alternative”, whereby people sentenced to short terms of imprisonment are released almost immediately.

(c) Excluded categories of prisoners
14.
Certain prisoners are not eligible for temporary release.  Persons convicted of certain aggravated murders including murders of diplomats or a Garda or a member of the Prison Service in the course of their duty,
 cannot be considered for temporary release unless for humanitarian reasons.  Persons convicted of certain firearms offences which are the subject of presumptive sentences are ineligible for temporary release during the minimum term of their sentence unless for grave reasons of a humanitarian nature and only of such limited duration as justified by that reason.  Persons convicted for the second time of section 15A of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1977 cannot be released until the date the prisoner becomes eligible for standard remission.

(d) Current remit of the Parole Board
15.
In 2001, the Parole Board was established by the Minister for Justice on an administrative non-statutory basis.  The board's main role is to effectively manage long-term prison sentences so that prisoners are afforded the best opportunity to rehabilitate themselves and to advise the Minister for Justice and Equality in relation to the administration of such sentences,
  including making recommendations as to whether the prisoner should be granted temporary release, (the official name for parole) and the conditions which should apply. In the context of preparing a prisoner for release, the Board can make a variety of recommendations including: 

· A structured programme advising the prisoner should engage in therapy, education, work training, re-socialisation or outings;

· A transfer to another prison, including a prison in a different location, or to an open institution;

· A programme of short periods of temporary release leading to longer periods of temporary release.

16. 
All decisions on release are taken by the Minister.  As O’Malley has pointed out, the decision on a life prisoner’s release date rests entirely with the executive branch of the government. This could be regarded as the exercise of a sentencing power which arguable should rest exclusively with the judiciary.

17. 
According to the Parole Board’s annual reports, which are the only publicly available source of information on the Parole Boards’ operation, the Parole Board reviews prisoners serving fixed term sentences of eight years or more (but less than fourteen years) at the half way point of the sentence.
  Prisoners sentenced to fourteen years or more (including those sentenced to life imprisonment) are reviewed after seven years.  As there is no tariff set by the sentencing judge and since there is no formal provision for the release on licence of life prisoners, such prisoners can only be granted renewable temporary release.
  The Parole Board advises the Minister for Justice of the prisoner’s progress, the degree to which he has engaged with therapeutic services and how best to proceed with his future sentence. According to the 2009 Parole Board Report, where the Board does not recommend the prisoner’s release, there is generally an annual review if the prisoner is serving less than ten years and a review every three years if serving more than ten years.  IPRT cannot confirm the regularity of these reviews in all cases.  If the prisoner breaches the release conditions set by the Board, he can be returned to prison.

C.
Law Reform and Models for Release of Prisoners
18.
While some jurisdictions allow inmates to be released automatically after a portion of the sentence is served, this is often irrespective of prisoner behaviour.  Other jurisdictions favour a discretionary model, where release is based on assessments of behaviour or future risk and where, in some case,     specific provision is made for the earning of remission or ‘credit’ for good behaviour. As can be seen in the Release Models chart contained in Appendix G, Ireland is one of relatively few countries provide for remission in addition to early release/parole.  This section assesses the pros and cons of each model and makes recommendations for legislative changes to the current Irish “mixed” model.
(a) Discretionary Systems
19.
Under the discretionary system, once a prisoner reaches a defined point in his or her sentence, a decision is made as to whether or not to release him or her and on what conditions of supervision.  The discretionary system focuses on individualisation, in that the prisoner’s particular circumstances are taken into account, both when deciding whether to grant early release and again when deciding what post-release supervision and conditions (if any) should be imposed. 

20.
A proclaimed advantage to the discretionary system is that as there is no guarantee of release, prisoners may be incentivised to engage in rehabilitation programmes in prison that make them better candidates for early release.  These programmes should in fact aid offenders in their efforts to reintegrate into society, something which will both benefit the offender and help protect public safety.  As each prisoner is subject to review, the public may view the discretionary system as safeguarding against the release of “dangerous” or “notorious” offenders. 

21.
A key disadvantage to the discretionary system is that, arguably, fewer prisoners will be released under it than under other systems as it takes substantial time and resources to review each prisoner individually.  European countries which have discretionary systems have seen a decline in the granting of conditional release in recent years.  There are a number of hypothesises for this including: 

(a) that conditions for release are often unattainable for certain social groups as there is difficulty finding stable accommodation and/or employment on leaving prison;

(b) authorities are reluctant to release the growing number of sex offenders and drug traffickers imprisoned; and/or 

(c) countries use amnesties and/or collective pardons to deal more efficiently with prison overcrowding and maintaining discipline.
 

(b) Mandatory Release System

22.
The other main type of mechanism is where prisoners are released automatically at a certain point in their sentence, with individualisation only when it comes to choosing post-release conditions.  Advocates of such systems emphasise the difficulty in defining scientific criteria for determining when an inmate should be granted conditional release.  It is argued that in order to avoid highly diversified or unjust decisions depending on who makes them, it is better to prescribe the same treatment for all offenders.
  Advocates stress that resources should be focused on personalising supervision (control and care measures in the community) and on defining individual conditions of release.  Despite differences in treatment regarding conditions in the community, mandatory release systems claim to be essentially egalitarian.
 

23.
As a critique of automatic systems, public opinion may view the mandatory release system as being overly favourable to offenders.  The public may fear that the authorities will be forced to release “unworthy” or “dangerous” offenders, albeit that conditions and supervision can be imposed.  Detractors of the mandatory release system also claim that it may lead judicial authorities to impose longer custodial sentences, as well as reduce the incentive for prisoners to behave well in prison or to engage with rehabilitate services such as drug treatment if they have a clear release date for conditional release.

(c) Mixed System

24.
A mixed system combines the discretionary release system for long sentences with the mandatory release system for short sentences. Advocates for mixed systems question the merit of spending precious resources on numerous cumbersome, individual proceedings and argue that the selection process should be reserved for fewer cases, namely those involving long sentences. A mixed system exists in England and Wales where a general overhaul of the system was introduced in 1991.  It introduced mandatory release for sentences of less than four years at the half-way point, with the possibility of supervision, with the discretionary system maintained for sentences of four years or more.

Analysis and Recommendation

25.
The primary purpose of any system of prisoner release or parole should be the safe release of all prisoners whose detention is no longer necessary or useful in the interest of the public and in the interests of justice.  If tackling overcrowding in Irish prisons is a primary aim of the reform of the parole system (and IPRT believes it should be), consideration will have to be given as to whether there are sufficient resources available to facilitate an efficient parole process within a fully discretionary system.  At the same time, a mandatory system of release of prisoners may prove ineffective in ensuring public safety and assessing the risk posed by individual offenders.  
26.
For these reasons, IPRT recommends that Ireland adopt a mixed model for the release of prisoners, whereby less-serious offenders become automatically entitled to release at a point of fixed proportion of their sentences and more serious offenders become eligible for parole at a point of fixed proportion of their sentence (similar to the model currently operating in England and Wales).

27.
The detail of any such system should be set out in legislation, but as a general suggestion, IPRT recommends that the following scheme might be considered:

· For persons sentenced up to 4 years (possibly excluding a few small categories of offenders), on good behaviour they should be eligible for release having served two thirds of their sentence.
· For persons sentenced to a period of more than 4 years, they should be eligible to be considered for release having served two thirds of their sentence.
· For persons in both categories, they should be eligible for earlier release, possibly after having served one half of their sentence, where they can demonstrate on objective grounds that they have made significant progress within a planned model of rehabilitation while in prison – this may be regulated within the Integrated Sentence Management model.

· Consideration should be given to a targeted increase of remission for certain categories of offenders such as drug users who engage with drug treatment services or offenders who successfully achieve literacy while in prison. 

D. 
Reform of Parole Board and Decision-Making Processes
28.
Regarding long term prisoners, O’Malley has suggested that placing the Parole Board on a statutory footing might provide greater clarity as to the criteria by which release applications should be evaluated, that, “there is no clear legislative mandate as to the factors that should be taken into account in making recommendations or as to the priority to be accorded to the various individual and social interest involved”
.  
29.
When the Carlisle Committee in England and Wales reported in 1988 on the prison system, one of its strongest recommendations was that the Parole Board concentrate exclusively on the risk of a prisoner committing a serious offence if released and not engage in “resentencing” by considering the seriousness of the offence and aggravating circumstances.  It is submitted that the focus on risk, as opposed to effective resentencing should be reflected in any new or amended legislation defining criteria to be considered by the Parole Board.
30.
If prisoners can earn remission, they should have clear guidance as to the rules governing the earning thereof and, at the commencement of their sentence, all prisoners should, as far as possible, have a clear idea of when they might be released and this should be by reference to legislation.  Earning such remission should also be attainable, i.e. not be merely a theoretical legislative possibility – if engagement with rehabilitative (education/training, drug treatment etc.) programmes is a pre-requisite, then such programmes need to be adequately resourced and accessible.   Many jurisdictions, such as Scotland and New Zealand
, have introduced legislation setting out the operation of their early release systems.  

31.
IPRT has previously recommended that the Parole Board be made fully independent, so as to remove parole decisions from political control.
  From the emerging jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights, and the jurisprudence of national courts when considering the requirements of Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights, it is increasingly clear that systems of parole must be as independent as possible of Government control.

32.
At present, the Parole Board only considers prisoners serving sentences of eight years of more.  In common law countries such as England, Scotland, Australia and Canada, review by the Parole Board is not reserved solely for prisoners serving such lengthy sentences.  O’Malley has suggested expanding the Board’s remit to those serving sentences in the four to seven year category.   Although prisoners serving less than eight years can presently be granted early release by virtue of the Government’s powers under the Criminal Justice Act 1960, the current relatively unstructured over-use of the temporary release system is far from desirable.  Expanding the remit of the Parole Board would provide an opportunity for careful consideration of the prisoner’s suitability for release,
  as opposed to the current system of ad hoc, unplanned early release of prisoners arising from the need to ease overcrowding. 
33.
Furthermore, consideration should be given to removing the restriction on certain categories of long term prisoner being considered for parole.  Such restrictions generally do not exist in other jurisdictions.  Such restrictions are disproportionate and unfair since they only take into account the offence and not the circumstances of the individual offender.  Furthermore, regardless of the category of prisoner, incentivised early release has the capacity to benefit both the prisoner and the public.  Since the prisoner is going to be released at some point (in all but the rarest circumstances), it is in the interest of public safety that he be encouraged by the prospect of early release to rehabilitate and prepare for reintegration into society.  It is important to emphasise that such a change would only make currently excluded prisoners eligible  for parole – they would not be entitled to release.
34.
In light of developing international jurisprudence, IPRT believes that prisoners should be entitled to be legally represented in proceedings before the Parole Board,
  notwithstanding the decision of the High Court in the 2001 case of Barry v Sentence Review Group
 that prisoners are not entitled to legal representation at sentence review hearings.  Legal representation, state-funded in some instances, is an accepted feature of parole hearings in other jurisdictions including England and Wales and New Zealand.
  It is submitted that the right to legal aid is particularly strong in the case of those serving life sentences.  A decision by the Parole Board not to recommend the release of a life prisoner is particularly onerous as the life prisoner does not have a release date to which he or she can look forward.

Analysis and Recommendations
35.
The Parole Board should be granted independence and placed on a statutory footing, and should have the power to make binding recommendation on prisoner release, thereby removing parole decisions from political control. 
36.
Legislation underpinning the working of the Parole Board should set out the function of parole and criteria by which decisions should be made.  In setting out the working methods of the Parole Board, the following key issues should be addressed:
· Whether oral hearings take place in a tribunal or court-like venue? Who prepares the information on which the Board relies, and whether it contains a ‘view’ from the executive? 
· How are members appointed, and what is their term and security of office?  
· Who is responsible for rule making and directions? 
· How is the board to be funded?

37.
Consideration should be given to broadening of the categories of prisoners who can apply for parole and to extending the remit of the Parole Board to examine sentences in the 4-7 year category.  IPRT recommends that the incentive of parole or temporary release should be available to all categories of prisoners.

38.
Legal aid should be available to life-sentenced and long-term prisoners for Parole Board hearings.

E.
Necessary Changes to Prison Regimes Regimes in Prison
39.
In a progressive prison system, there is a clear link between any scheme of “earned temporary release”, Integrated Sentence Management (ISM) and so-called “incentivised regimes”.  IPRT submits that the meaningful development of ISM could, and should, play a crucial role in any scheme of earned temporary release, whereby risk and needs assessments of all prisoners would be conducted and a care plan constructed in which rehabilitative and reintegration programmes would be tailored to suit the recipients.  Not only would such a system profit prisoners in addressing underlying personal issues or skills deficits, but it would also be of benefit to communities to which prisoners will eventually return.  
40.
If early release, either through remission or parole, is to be earned, then suitable rehabilitation, behaviour and training programmes should be available and accessible in prisons.  No prisoner should be excluded from the possibility of gaining credit because the programmes available are not suitable to his intellectual abilities.  The Inspector of Prisons has stated that three factors determine whether a prison is overcrowded: (1) inappropriate accommodation, (2) inadequate services and regimes and (3) threats to prisoner safety.
  In order for the State to satisfy its domestic constitutional requirements and international obligations, all Irish prisons must provide proper accommodation, sufficient services and ensure prisoner safety. 

41.
According to the Inspector, 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.
  This is currently not the case in many Irish prisons, where libraries and workshops have been closed owing to low staffing levels.  Staff shortages in Irish prisons have negative repercussions for the out of cell services available to prisoners.
  Owing to the endemic overcrowding, many prisoners suffer from an impoverished regime.   Unless overcrowding is tackled and prisoners have access to well in excess of 5 hours out-of-cell activities per day, it is difficult to see how an incentivised regime could function. 

42.
Investment by the State in services to prisoners has not kept pace with the programme of prison building that has occurred.  This discrepancy, combined with the public service hiring embargo which means that new staff cannot be hired if a prison officer or teacher leaves or retires, has reduced Irish prisons to mere warehouses of offenders.  The IPS is incapable of achieving its goals of helping “every offender live as a law abiding person” and “contribute to their realising their potential” due to overcrowding.  Insufficient staff and services make it impossible to provide each person in custody “conditions and services appropriate to their well-being and personal development”.

43.
In the English case of Gill,
 the applicant was a prisoner with a learning disability, who was serving a life sentence (with a four year tariff).  The applicant had served well over twice his tariff and was attempting to progress towards release.  Due to his learning disability, he had been excluded from participating in offending behaviour programmes.  He argued that his exclusion for such programmes constituted a breach of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.  The applicant had done well in the prison - he had engaged in work in the kitchen, had not been violent for several years, satisfied a number of drug tests and the probation board had been content for him to be transferred to a less secure facility.  The court concluded that offending behaviour programmes were not the only means of achieving rehabilitation and that there were other relevant paths to release from prison.  The court also found that the applicant was entitled to a declaration from the Secretary of State admitting that he had failed in his duty to provide the applicant with any offending behaviour programme. 

44.
An imaginative approach to earned temporary release is required if it is to yield positive results.  For example, if drug using prisoners engage with drug treatment in prison, either by successfully completing the drugs detoxification programme at Mountjoy prison, becoming stabilised on methadone maintenance, or participating in drugs counselling, these achievements should count towards earned temporary release.  
Analysis and Recommendations

45.
Any moves to creative earned-release schemes or incentivised parole must be supported by necessary investment in rehabilitation, treatment and training programmes in the prison system.  These should include a special focus on drug and addiction treatment.   Integrated Sentence Management (ISM) should be established in all Irish prisons by the end of 2011 and ensure that it is “a prisoner-centred, multidisciplinary approach to working with prisoners with provision for initial assessment, goal setting and periodic review to measure progress” in practice, as well as on paper.

F. 
Community Service and Probation Supervision as Part of a Sentence

46.
Regarding the Minister for Justice’s proposal to make community service a component of the earned temporary release scheme, the Canadian experience is of interest.  Community service programs are administered in Canada by the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC).
  According to CSC, most of Canada's federal offenders serve only part of their sentences in prison with part of their time served in the community, where they adhere to certain conditions and are supervised by professional staff of the Correctional Service of Canada.  This includes high risk offenders. 

47.
Supervision, good programming and community involvement are the core principals of Canadian community service programs.  Supervision involves the direct monitoring of and communication with offenders carried out by CSC community staff.  “High risk” offenders have a higher degree of supervision.   Supervision takes a holistic approach and is informed by various sources including the offender, police and family members.  According to CSC, supervision alone does not help offenders change and it needs to be combined with good programming, tailored to the offenders’ needs.  Programmes are offered to enable offenders to cope with daily living, relationships and emotions and to upgrade educational skills or deal with specific issues such as sexual offences, and alcohol or drug abuse.  In addition, the CSC considers community involvement as essential to success of such community corrections to help support the offender and community involvement means the community is willing to accept those offenders who reform themselves. The basic premise is that offenders' success in starting fresh depends partly on their own efforts and partly on the opportunities provided by the community at large. Community Correctional Centres (CCC) are also used to assist in offender rehabilitation.

Analysis and Recommendations

48.
It is likely that if a scheme such as the one operated by the CSC were introduced in Ireland, the Probation Service would require an increase in funding to discharge its additional supervision duties effectively.  

49.
More generally, there has been little focus on Ireland on models of supervision for offenders while on community supervision or while release on license more generally.  Any moves towards reform in this area should be informed by best international practice in community supervision.
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