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Introduction and Background 

The Restorative Justice Council (RJC) commissioned researchers at the Hallam Centre for 

Community Justice at Sheffield Hallam University to undertake a mapping exercise of 

Restorative Justice (RJ) provision within the criminal justice sector in England and Wales. 

This exercise was one element of a larger programme funded by the Ministry of Justice. 

The aim of the mapping project was to provide (in a consistent format) a snapshot of the 

current availability of Restorative Justice throughout the country and, in doing so, to provide 

a resource to inform future commissioning of services. In addition to this national report, 

the outputs from the project are: reports for each Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) and 

a database of services working in the Restorative Justice field. 

The aim of this national report is to give a high level overview of RJ activity across England 

and Wales.  More detailed information on organisations and services in each PCC area is 

available in the individual PCC reports and specific information on RJ at each stage of the 

Criminal Justice System (CJS) is available from the Restorative Justice Council. 

Methodology and Approach 

The mapping activity took the form of an electronic survey which was emailed to:  

 All PCCs 

 Restorative Justice providers (VCS and private sector organisations)1 

 Governors/directors of all prisons/Young Offender Institutions (YOIs) 

 Chief Constables of all police forces 

 National Probation Service (NPS) directors and Community Rehabilitation Company  

(CRC) Chief Executives 

 All YOT managers 

 Staff and managers from probation services and local Authorities, including 

Community Safety Partnerships2 

Links to the surveys were also included on the RJC website and the Community Justice 

Portal3 , in the No Offence bulletin, and in the Clinks newsletter (Light Lunch) which is 

circulated to  VCS organisations and others delivering services within the CJS.  Additional 

support for distribution was also provided by the Ministry of Justice who sent out details of 

                                                      

1
 This was mainly drawn from the RJC mailing list with additional providers identified by the research team 

2
 Again, these were mainly drawn from the RJC mailing list 

3
 The CJP is an internet portal, operated by the Hallam Centre for Community Justice providing information 

and knowledge for professionals and staff across the CJS 
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the survey via their Senior Leaders Bulletin.  The survey was also "tweeted" by both the RJC 

and Sheffield Hallam University. 

In order to encourage responses, preparatory work was undertaken by RJC with the 

statutory agencies to garner support for the survey.  During the survey period, two reminder 

emails were sent and follow up phone calls were made to all statutory agencies who had not 

replied within the first three weeks.  To ensure that the online access was not a barrier to 

completion we offered the option for respondents to complete the survey by telephone.  

We also extended the initial deadline to give respondents more time to respond. The survey 

opened on 14th July 20144 and was closed on 1st September 2014.   

Design of the survey 

Three different surveys were designed to capture data from providers, referrers and 

commissioners of RJ services. Full details of the survey questions are at Appendix 2.  The 

referrers' and commissioners' survey responses were primarily used to verify and 

supplement provider information included in this report. Information was collected at an 

organisational level5  and detailed information captured for each service delivered by the 

organisation6 .  For the purposes of the survey, a service was defined by the stage of the CJS 

at which it occurred.  The survey was designed in conjunction with RJC and Ministry of 

Justice and was piloted with two provider organisations prior to being distributed.   

Response rates 

In total, across the three surveys, we received 248 responses.  The following tables show the 

response rates for the statutory agencies7.  These tables indicate whether we received a 

response from the agency. Please note: where agencies in a region did not respond, this 

does not necessarily mean that they do not deliver RJ8.   

Table 1: Response rates for Statutory Agencies across the Three Surveys (Provider, 

Commissioner and Referrer) 

Agency Number of responses Response rate 

Prisons 32 26% 

Community Rehabilitation 
Companies 

11 52% 

                                                      

4
 Excluding Youth Offending Service and Secure Training Centres which were delayed until 23

rd
 July pending 

YJB approval 
5
 Type of organisation, name and address, numbers of practitioners, quality marks, qualifications and training 

of staff/volunteers and multi-agency partnerships 
6
 Format, participants, type of RJ, funder of service, throughput, geographical location, referral sources, 

eligibility criteria 
7
 It is not possible to accurately reflect response rates from the VCS and private sector providers as 

organisations in this group came from a variety of sources, not just our initial mailing list.   
8
 These figures are intended to indicate the extent to which we received a response from the agency. Some 

agencies filled in more than one survey in these cases we have only counted them once.  
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Agency Number of responses Response rate 

National Probation Service 3 43% 

Police 12 28% 

YOTs 70 44% 

 

We cannot give total response rates for the survey as no sampling frame exists that specifies 

the total population of interest (beyond the statutory agencies).  We sent it directly to 

known agencies and encouraged them to forward to other relevant organisations.  We also 

advertised the survey via a number of sector bulletins/websites and social media. There is a 

wide variation in expected response rates to web and email surveys reported in the 

literature. Response rates are additionally adversely affected when surveys are sent to 

organisations rather than named individuals; or sent to senior staff/heads of organisations 

rather than to specific roles.  Response rates are also likely to have been affected by the 

significant changes within the CJS.  As we indicated in our approach section above, we 

attempted to mitigate this by following up with telephone contact.  However, this is more 

difficult where there are no named contacts or contacts are at a very senior level in the 

organisation9.  This national breakdown of response rates also masks individual differences 

within areas. 

 Overview of National RJ Activity 

Map of provision 

The map overleaf (Figure 1) gives an overview of RJ activity across England and Wales.  It 

indicates the numbers of organisations which responded to the survey and the numbers of 

services10 they indicate that they provide in each PCC area. 

                                                      

9
 See also Constraints section of the report 

10
 As indicated above - in the context of the survey, a service is counted as a separate service if it is delivered at 

a different stage of the CJS. 
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Figure 1: Map of RJ Provision across England and Wales 
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Numbers and types of organisations delivering RJ  

In total, there are 171 separate organisations11 who described themselves as delivering RJ 

across England and Wales who responded to our survey12.  The most frequent organisation 

type (n=65) is the Youth Offending Teams (YOTs).  Clearly this is in part a function of the 

number of YOTs in England and Wales and, of the response rates to the survey from this 

group.  This finding is not unexpected given the predominance of RJ within Youth Justice 

provision and is likely to be an underestimate given that most Youth Offending Services are 

likely to be delivering some form of RJ. 

The second most frequent organisation type is VCS organisations (n=38).  As indicated above, 

for the statutory agencies, we can define the total population (i.e. number of organisations) 

from whom we could expect a response, this is not possible for VCS or private deliverers of 

RJ.  As this survey was the first attempt to systematically map RJ provision across England 

and Wales it is difficult to know the extent to which this has captured all the VCS/private 

providers of RJ and we hope that the findings of the survey will provide both a benchmark 

to support further surveys of activity and an impetus for organisations which did not 

complete the survey to contact RJC to supplement these findings.  What is clear is that the 

type "VCS/private" includes a very wide range of different sizes/scale of organisation - from 

large national organisations which operate in every PCC area to small local providers who 

operate in a single local authority.  The organisational snapshots provided to the PCCs in 

their PCC reports and the full dataset provided to RJC provide additional details and are 

available on request. 

The Criminal Justice Joint Inspection report in 201213 suggested that the use of RJ in police 

forces in England and Wales was widespread and indicated that, as long ago as 2010, 33 out 

of the 43 police forces were using RJ in some form. We had a disappointing response rate 

from the police14 so the lower numbers here are likely to reflect this and to underestimate 

the provision. 

We had a relatively good response rate from probation organisations, particularly given the 

widespread changes that are taking place there and the patchiness of provision in probation 

                                                      

11
 This is the number of discrete organisations.  We may have received more than one return from an 

organisation 
12

 This is fewer than the 248 responses we received, because it excludes commissioners and referrers and 
because organisations which filled in more than one survey were only counted once. 
13

 Criminal Justice Joint Inspection. Facing up to Offending: use of restorative justice in the criminal justice 
system, September 2012. www.hmcpsi.gov.uk/documents/reports/CJJI_THM/VWEX/RJ_CJJI_rpt_Sept12.pdf 
14

 We were not able to access details of RJ leads in police forces and contact was therefore via Chief Constables.  
It was recognised that this was likely to result in lower responses and follow up contact was made with all 
police forces to encourage responses.  While this increased the numbers of responses we received, we did not 
achieve the same levels as from some other agencies. 
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identified in the Joint Thematic Inspection report15.  Despite the relatively good response 

rates, there are, however, indications in some of the qualitative responses from the 

probation service that the timing of the survey meant that there was some uncertainty 

about provision as new structures and operating models emerged16.  

Table 2: Numbers and types of organisations delivering RJ 

Type of Organisation Number 

National Probation Service 5 

Community Rehabilitation Company 11 

Prison 21 

Police 11 

Youth Offending Team 65 

Secure Children's Home 1 

Local Authority 12 

Voluntary and Community Sector 34 

Neighbourhood Justice Panel 3 

Private Company 4 

Criminal Justice Board 1 

Multi agency partnership 2 

Other 1 

Total 171 

 

Again, there is variation across PCC areas with regard to the types of organisations 

delivering and an overview of activity across all the PCC areas is shown in Appendix 2. 

Numbers of RJ Practitioners  

The chart below shows the numbers as full time equivalents (FTEs) of RJ practitioners 

working in the organisations who responded to the survey.  As the chart indicates, the 

majority of staff are employees though there are also high numbers of volunteers involved 

in delivering RJ.  It should be noted however that one organisation indicated that it had 

5,000 volunteers and thus a large proportion of the volunteer numbers come from one 

organisation.  The numbers of sessional workers is small at 301 though this may also reflect 

organisations' difficulties in identifying accurate staff numbers for this group.  We have 

broken this down by PCC area in Appendix 3.  It should be noted, however, that this 

question was asked at the organisational level and thus numbers quoted are total numbers 

of RJ practitioners in the organisation.  Where an organisation is delivering across multiple 

                                                      

15
 Criminal Justice Joint Inspection. Facing up to Offending: use of restorative justice in the criminal justice 

system, September 2012. www.hmcpsi.gov.uk/documents/reports/CJJI_THM/VWEX/RJ_CJJI_rpt_Sept12.pdf 
16

 One example of this is in relation to numbers of staff where, for example, staff previously trained in RJ may 
be split between the NPS and the CRCs. 
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areas, the figure provided is therefore the total number of practitioners, not necessarily the 

number of practitioners in the PCC area.  

Figure 2: Number of RJ Practitioners 

 

 

Training and Qualifications 

Although relatively few staff have formal qualifications/accreditations (n=694), a very high 

number of staff have had training in RJ. The highest numbers are for awareness training 

(n=16,407), facilitator training (n=9,813) and Introductory RJ training (8,078).  It should be 

noted that for some organisations, the numbers of staff trained were significantly higher 

than the numbers of RJ practitioners.  This could suggest that some of this training is 

delivered to other staff in the organisation, as well as those employed specifically as RJ 

practitioners (this could also account for the high numbers for Awareness training). 

The numbers of staff who have formal qualifications or accreditations is shown in Table 3 

below.  Two of the options for qualifications: University of Ulster Certificate in RJ and 

University of Greenwich Level 5 Certificate in Restorative Practice did not feature in any 

responses.  For the remainder, Other qualifications was the highest (n=419) though we do 

not know if these were specific RJ qualifications or whether the question was interpreted 

more widely.  Of the known qualifications/accreditations, the most commonly cited was 

direct accreditation by RJC17. 

 

                                                      

17
 This figure exceeds the total number of practitioners who have received RJC accreditation and is therefore 

likely to include people with another form of RJC membership (including RJC Associate Practitioners). 
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Figure 3: Total number of current staff/volunteers/sessional staff who have received each 

type of training 

 

 

 

Table 3: Qualifications and accreditations: Total number of current staff / volunteers / 

sessional staff who have each type of training/accreditation  

Qualification/Accreditation Number of staff 

Direct Accreditation by the Restorative Justice Council 208 

Level 4 Diploma in Restorative Practice 39 

BTEC Level 3 Advanced Award Practitioner Training for Restorative 
Approaches 

28 

Other Qualifications 419 

Total numbers with qualifications or accreditations 694 

Currently Working towards RJ qualifications/accreditations 557 

 

Numbers of organisations who hold a quality or service mark 

Very few organisations hold a specific service quality mark (n=16).  Of those that do hold 

one, the majority (n=12) hold the Restorative Service Quality Mark (RSQM). A further 109 
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organisations are either working towards or are interested in achieving a quality mark (only 

24 said they were not interested).  While few organisations currently hold the quality mark, 

the high numbers in the process of working towards one (or interested in achieving one), 

together with the high levels of training indicated above suggests a high level of 

commitment to quality and an appreciation of the importance of standards and training in 

ensuring consistency in RJ, especially at a time of expansion.  This is in line with the Ministry 

of Justice focus on the importance of strengthening capacity and ensuring quality which was 

indicated in their Restorative Justice Action Plan18 .  Many organisations indicated that even 

where their service did not have a quality mark, their staff were appropriately trained and 

they had internal quality assurance processes in place.  The changing structures in probation 

under Transforming Rehabilitation (TR) also had an impact here in that some respondents 

indicated that they were intending to wait until contracts for CRCs had been awarded 

before applying for a quality mark.  This was to avoid any quality mark being negated by 

transfer of the CRCs to the new providers. 

The PCC areas where organisations hold a quality mark are indicated in Table 4 below:  

Table 4: Number of organisations, delivering in the PCC areas, with service quality marks.  

PCC Area Number 

Avon and Somerset 2 

Cleveland 1 

Derbyshire 1 

Greater Manchester 2 

Kent 1 

London - MOPAC 2 

Merseyside 1 

Nottinghamshire 1 

South Yorkshire 1 

Thames Valley 3 

West Yorkshire 3 

 

Stage of the CJS 

The table below indicates the stage of the CJS at which organisations are delivering services 

nationally. The most frequent responses are as a Community Order of the Court (n=82); out 

of court disposals (n=74), custody RJ (n=68) and diversion from the CJS (n=63).  There are 

currently ongoing pilots of Pre-sentence RJ in magistrates and crown courts (and recent 

changes in legislation in relation to the use of deferred sentences for RJ) so it will be 

                                                      

18
 Ministry of Justice (2012) Restorative Justice Action Plan for the Criminal Justice System  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/217311/restorative-justice-
action-plan.pdf 
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interesting to see if numbers for these change over time.  In view of the relatively recent 

pilots in pre-sentence, post-conviction RJ, these figures are perhaps higher than expected. 

This is likely to be, in part, because these (as do all the figures below) cover both youth and 

adult services.  While we tried to give examples of what was included in each of the stages 

within the survey, in this, as in other aspects of the data, there may also have been different 

interpretations by respondents.  It should also be noted that higher response rates from the 

police may have changed the balance between custody and post release RJ and RJ as a 

diversion or out of court disposal.   

Figure 4: Stage of the CJS (Youth and Adult Services) 

 

 

Conclusion 

This project was the first attempt to map RJ provision in a consistent way across England 

and Wales and the section below identifies some of the challenges inherent in such an 

activity.  Definitions and terminology in use across the RJ sector are diverse and changing 

and often reflect different theoretical perspectives as well as changing nomenclature for 

similar occurrences.  While this inevitably creates challenges in presenting a consistent 

picture in a report such as this, it is unsurprising and also offers insights and opportunities 

for further research and analysis.  The aim of this report was to provide an analysis and 

overview of the findings from the mapping survey.  As the first such exercise, some of the 
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findings discussed in this report also highlight potential areas which would benefit from 

further research and analysis.  As the area reports are reviewed and considered by PCCs and 

other stakeholders, we envisage that further themes for future mapping activities and 

research will be identified. 

Constraints 

The timescale for conducting and analysing the survey was very short.  This has necessarily 

limited the time available for all stages of the research.  The reports were originally due to 

be completed in August but approvals from NOMS and the Youth Justice Board had to be 

gained before the survey could be sent out.  This resulted in the survey being sent out 4-6 

weeks later than originally planned19.   In order to give the YOTs time to respond, we kept 

the survey open for longer than originally intended which was particularly helpful given that 

the revised timeline meant that the survey was sent out during the summer period. 

The timing of the survey also meant that it was impacted by the significant changes being 

experienced as a result of the reorganisation of probation under TR.  This affected: our 

ability to identify the people with primary responsibility for RJ within NPS and CRCs; the 

ability of staff within those organisations to complete the survey where services were in 

transition and responsibilities still unclear. Similarly, PCCs were moving towards 

responsibility for commissioning of RJ but at the time of the survey were still in the scoping 

and development phase and again, this impacted on response rates. 

It was recognised by the commissioners and funders of the research that it would be 

challenging to achieve adequate response rates within the short timescales and during a 

period of considerable changes within the CJS.  We indicate in the methodology and 

approach section above how we used multiple methods of contacting respondents in an 

attempt to mitigate this risk.   

It is impossible to know if we have directly contacted all the providers involved in RJ though 

our approach and communications strategy was designed specifically to address this risk.  

Inevitably, there will be providers who have not seen or have not completed the survey but 

it is hoped that these reports will provide an impetus for further input from providers.  Any 

provider whose details are not included should contact RJC by email to:  

enquiries@restorativejustice.org.uk or by telephone on 0207 831 5700. 

We deliberately limited the number of mandatory fields in the survey so that this did not 

become a barrier to completion.  We also recognised that some respondents might prefer 

not to answer some questions - e.g. on throughput or funding and again, sought to avoid 

this becoming a barrier to completion. This inevitably means that not all fields have been 

                                                      

19
 4 weeks for all except the Youth Offending Service where the delay was 6 weeks. 

mailto:enquiries@restorativejustice.org.uk
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completed by all respondents. We identified a small number of priority questions and, 

where these were not completed, we contacted respondents for additional information.   

There has long been debate about the precise definitions of terms used within RJ, and 

indeed, about what constitutes Restorative Justice. Such definitions remain contested and 

therefore it is unsurprising that the survey has highlighted those differences in perspective. 

As the first survey to attempt to map the sector, this exercise has inevitably faced challenges 

in relation to the lack of a consistent terminology.  It is clear from the narrative in some 

responses and from some of the telephone surveys we undertook that there could be wide 

variation in interpretation of response categories. While we attempted, as much as possible, 

to provide guidance on this within the survey, the theoretical differences underpinning RJ 

provision made this particularly challenging.  Analysis of the data also involved some re-

coding and aggregating of responses and, again, this created challenges in resolving some of 

the definitional issues involved in collecting consistent data on the sector.   

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview/snapshot of provision within the PCC 

area.  We have not, therefore, included all the data on services which was captured within 

the survey.  The full dataset has been provided to RJC in electronic format and further 

information is available from them (contact details as indicated above).   

The survey captured details of RJ provided by each stage of the CJS.  A significant number of 

respondents indicated that they deliver RJ across multiple stages.   This has limited the 

extent to which we can aggregate information (for example on throughput) for inclusion in 

this overview.   

This report focuses primarily on the responses to the provider survey.  The purpose of the 

referrer survey was to enable us to triangulate the returns to pick up any additional 

providers.  This was also, in part, the purpose of the commissioner survey.  Had we achieved 

significant numbers of commissioner responses, we also intended to report on 

commissioning activity.  However, we received a very small number of returns and in 

triangulating this data back with the funders of service, it was clear that this represented a 

very partial picture of commissioning.  Furthermore, the PCC areas will clearly be major 

funders of this activity in the future but have, in many cases, not yet started any 

commissioning and thus could not be included.   

The survey was only intended to capture services which were actually being delivered, 

rather than those which were planned or in development.  Some respondents expressed 

concern that this risked understating their activities.  It is recognised that a survey such as 

this can only ever be a snapshot of availability at a specific point in time and that the survey 

took place at a time when significant changes in the delivery of RJ in the CJS were underway.  

It is intended, however, that the results of the survey will provide a benchmark of activity 

which can be updated in the future and against which any future mapping can be compared. 



13 
 

Appendix 1: Survey details 

Mapping Restorative Justice in the Criminal Justice System across England and Wales: 
Provider Survey 

 
SECTION A 
 
Organisation details 
Organisation name 
Address line 1 
Address line 2 
Town 
Postcode 
Twitter handle / 
username 
Website address 
 
Your contact details 
Name 
Job role / title 
Phone number 
Email address 
 
Type of organisation (please select one of the following) 
National Probation Service 
Community Rehabilitation Company 
Prison 
Police 
Police and Crime Commissioner 
Young Offenders Institution 
Youth Offending Team 
Secure Training Centre 
Secure Children's Home 
Local Authority 
Voluntary and Community Sector 
Neighbourhood Justice Panel 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
How many RJ practitioners do you have in your organisation? (please insert as a number) 
 
Staff (full time equivalent) -  
Volunteers -  
Sessional staff (staff not on permanent or continuing contracts, including zero hours contracts) - 
 
For each of the following types of RJ training, please indicate the total numbers of current staff / 
volunteers / sessional staff who have received each type of training. 
 
Awareness training - 
Training for managers and supervisors - 
Introduction to RJ training - 
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Facilitator training - 
Training of trainers training - 
Sensitive and complex cases training - 
Other training -  
 
If any of the training was external, please provide details of who provides it. 
 
How many staff / volunteers / sessional staff in your organisation have RJ qualifications / 
accreditations? (please insert as a number) -  
 
For each of the following types of RJ qualifications/accreditations, please indicate the total 

number of current staff/volunteers/sessional staff who have received each type of 

qualification/accreditation 

Direct Accreditation by the Restorative Justice Council -  
Level 4 Diploma in Restorative Practice -  
University of Ulster Certificate in Restorative Practice - 
University of Greenwich Level 5 Certificate in Restorative Practice - 
BTEC Level 3 Advanced Award Practitioner Training for Restorative Approaches -  
Other qualifications /accreditations - 
 
How many staff / volunteers / sessional staff in your organisation are working toward RJ 
qualifications / accreditations? (please insert as a number) -  
 
Please provide details of any service quality marks for RJ services that your organisation holds. 
 
Is your organisation working towards or interested in achieving a quality mark? 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 
 
Are you involved in an RJ multi-agency partnership or practitioner network? 
Yes 
No 
 
Please provide details of the partnership / practitioner network 
Partnership / network name  
Name of other organisations involved 
 
SECTION B 
 
You will be asked to complete the following questions for each RJ service that you provide. For the 
purposes of this survey, please count services as separate if they occur at a different stage of the 
criminal justice system. At the end of this section you will be given the option to add further 
service(s) and/or submit once you have completed the number of services you deliver. 
 
At what stage in the criminal justice system is the RJ service that you provide delivered? (please 
select ONE of the following) 
 
Diversion from the criminal justice system (e.g. through a neighbourhood justice panel) 
Out of court disposals (e.g. conditional caution, referral order, street RJ) 
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Court pre-sentence RJ (magistrates) 
Court pre-sentence RJ (crown court) 
Community order of the court (e.g.Youth Rehabilitation Orders, Rehabilitation Activity Requirement, 
Youth Referral Panels) 
Custody RJ 
Prior to release from custody RJ 
Post release / reintegration RJ 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
What is the mode of delivery for the RJ services you provide? (please tick all that apply) 
Direct (e.g. victim offender conferencing) 
Indirect (e.g. video recording, shuttle mediation, letter) 
Victim awareness programmes based on restorative principles (e.g. surrogate victim programmes) 
 
Who is involved in the direct RJ service? (please tick all that apply) 
Victim and offender 
Victim, family of victim and offender 
Family of victim and offender 
Victim, community member(s) and offender 
Community member(s) and offender 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
What format is used for the direct RJ service? (please tick all that apply) 
Victim offender conferencing 
Family group conferencing 
Community conferencing 
Community mediation / community justice panels 
Restorative circles 
Live video 
Level 1 street RJ 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
Who is involved in the indirect RJ service? (please tick all that apply) 
Victim and offender 
Victim, family of victim and offender 
Family of victim and offender 
Victim, community member(s) and offender 
Community member(s) and offender 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
What format is used for the indirect RJ service? (please tick all that apply) 
Recorded video 
Letters 
Shuttle mediation 
Recorded audio 
Victim led reparation 
Other 
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If other please specify 
 
Approximately what proportion of the RJ service is provided via direct and indirect modes? 
Direct (%) 
Indirect (%) 
Victim awareness (%) 
 
What (if any) are the eligibility criteria for the RJ service you provide? (please include details of any 
specific specialisms or exclusions) 
 
What is the estimated annual case throughput of the RJ service you provide? (please estimate for 
current year or last full year of operation) 
1-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21-30 
31-50 
51-100 
101-500 
501-1000 
1001-2000 
2001+ 
 
Where do you receive referrals from for this service? (please tick all that apply) 
National Probation Service 
Community Rehabilitation Company 
Police 
Prisons 
Youth Offending Team 
Sentencers 
Local Authorities 
Voluntary and Community Sector organisation 
Police and Crime Commissioner 
Non-Criminal Justice Service Organisation (e.g. Fire Service, Health, Schools) 
Do not receive referrals for this service 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
Who funds the RJ service? (please tick all that apply) 
Police and Crime Commissioner 
Youth Justice Board 
National Offender Management Service 
Ministry of Justice 
Home Office 
Community Safety Partnership 
Grant making foundation 
Charitable donations 
Other 
If other please specify 
 
Please provide details of the start and end dates for your funding. 
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Start date - MM/YY 
End date - MM/YY 
 
If multiple funders for one service, please add additional start and end dates here. 
 
In which Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) area(s) is the RJ service that you provide delivered? 
(please tick all that apply) 
 

Avon and Somerset 
Bedfordshire 
Cambridgeshire 
Cheshire 
City of London 
Cleveland 
Cumbria 
Derbyshire 
Devon Cornwall and the 
Isles of Scilly 
Dorset 
Durham 
Dyfed Powys 
Essex 
Gloucestershire 
Greater Manchester 
Gwent 
Hampshire 
Hertfordshire 
Humberside 
Kent 
Lancashire 
 

Leicestershire 
Lincolnshire 
London - MOPAC 
Merseyside 
Norfolk 
North Wales 
North Yorkshire 
Northamptonshire 
Northumbria 
Nottinghamshire 
South Wales 
South Yorkshire 
Staffordshire 
Suffolk 
Surrey 
Sussex 
Thames Valley 
Warwickshire 
West Mercia 
West Midlands 
West Yorkshire 
Wiltshire 
 

 
In which of the following Local Authority area(s) is the RJ service that you provide delivered? 
(please tick all that apply)  Respondents selected from a list of local authorities relevant to the PCC 
area(s) selected above 
 
If any of the questions above (e.g. eligibility criteria, throughput, referrer, funder) differ by 
geographical area, please provide details here. 
 
Please provide contact details for the service (If different from your contact details) 
Name of service (if applicable) 
Name of contact 
Job role / title 
Phone number 
Email address 
Address line 1 (if different from organisational address) 
Address line 2 
Town 
Postcode 
 
Add another service if it is delivered at a different stage of the criminal justice system 
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SECTION C  
 
Please provide details of any evaluations of your RJ provision here (If known, please include 
information on who completed the evaluation, when completed and report details if published) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey. If you have any questions regarding the survey 
please contact the research team on rjcmap1@shu.ac.uk or 0114 225 2975 
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Appendix 2: Breakdown of Organisation Types by PCC area 

Area National 

Probation 

Service

Community 

Rehabilitation 

Company

Prison Police Police and 

Crime 

Commissioner

Young 

Offenders 

Institution

Youth Offending 

Team

Secure Training 

Centre

Secure 

Childrens Home

Local Authority Voluntary and 

Community 

Sector

Neighbourhood 

Justice Panel

Other Private 

Company

Criminal Justice 

Board

Multi agency 

partnership

Total Number of 

Organisations

Avon and Somerset 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 13

Bedfordshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 7

Cambridgeshire 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 6

Cheshire 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 7

City of London 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 5

Cleveland 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 7

Cumbria 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8

Derbyshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 6

Devon Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 14

Dorset 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 9

Durham 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 5

Dyfed Powys 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6

Essex 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4

Gloucestershire 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 7

Greater Manchester 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 9 1 0 0 0 0 16

Gwent 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 8

Hampshire 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 10

Hertfordshire 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5

Humberside 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 8

Kent 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 9

Lancashire 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 9

Leicestershire 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6

Lincolnshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 7

London - MOPAC 0 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 11 1 0 1 0 0 24

Merseyside 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 12

Norfolk 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 7

North Wales 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5

North Yorkshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

Northamptonshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 6

Northumbria 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8

Nottinghamshire 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 8

South Wales 0 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 15

South Yorkshire 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 6

Staffordshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

Suffolk 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5

Surrey 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 6

Sussex 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 0 13

Thames Valley 0 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 15

Warwickshire 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 6

West Mercia 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4

West Midlands 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 8

West Yorkshire 2 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 15

Wiltshire 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 10
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Appendix 3: Numbers of Staff, Volunteer and Sessional RJ 

Practitioners by PCC area 

  

Area Number of Staff RJ 

Practitioners (FTE 

Equivalent)

Number of Volunteer 

RJ Practitioners

Number of 

Sessional Staff RJ 

Practitioners

Avon and Somerset 33 5,228 6

Bedfordshire 62 5,030 7

Cambridgeshire 2 5,017 0

Cheshire 18 5,015 0

City of London 6 5,020 14

Cleveland 710 5,017 3

Cumbria 258 5,012 8

Derbyshire 144 5,158 113

Devon Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly 66 5,219 26

Dorset 33 5,114 0

Durham 717 5,165 0

Dyfed Powys 30 5,035 13

Essex 7 5,087 0

Gloucestershire 8 5,111 0

Greater Manchester 941 5,193 106

Gwent 71 5,085 8

Hampshire 31 5,149 1

Hertfordshire 9 5,012 0

Humberside 49 5,013 0

Kent 71 5,127 12

Lancashire 1,602 5,102 16

Leicestershire 6 5,031 1

Lincolnshire 53 5,018 0

London - MOPAC 62 5,193 67

Merseyside 2,087 5,072 13

Norfolk 69 5,057 0

North Wales 25 5,003 0

North Yorkshire 4 5,005 14

Northamptonshire 15 5,017 6

Northumbria 122 5,098 95

Nottinghamshire 123 5,125 95

South Wales 132 5,120 13

South Yorkshire 2,028 5,129 91

Staffordshire 0 5,005 0

Suffolk 2 5,007 0

Surrey 167 5,038 0

Sussex 100 5,099 1

Thames Valley 77 5,099 30

Warwickshire 24 5,028 0

West Mercia 1 5,007 0

West Midlands 24 5,014 14

West Yorkshire 141 5,224 109

Wiltshire 36 5,201 7
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