From: xxxxxx xxxxx 
Sent: 25 June 2021 10:47
To: xxxxxx, xxxxxxx <xxxxxxx.xxxxxx@Justice.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Root and Branch Review

Well done xxxxx. 

That is incredibly helpful and I will treat with some discretion. 

I will await further developments. If that’s where we end up, I’d be reluctantly content with losing “parole” as long as I don’t end up becoming the head of a RAT or PRAT!

xxxxxx

From: xxxxxx, xxxxxxx <xxxxxxx.xxxxxx@Justice.gov.uk> 
Sent: 24 June 2021 18:17
To: xxxxxx xxxxx <xxxxxx.xxxxx@paroleboard.gov.uk>
Subject: Root and Branch Review

Hi xxxxxx,

Just as a quick update following our meeting with the LC today, the main headline is that he is content for publication of the review to be postponed until end of September / early October. This is mainly to allow time for advice to be sought from first treasury counsel on what would / would not be possible within the confines of ECHR Articles 5 and 7 when it comes to legislating for a power of appeal or to ask for decisions to be reconsidered. 

But that aside, the LC said he was content with the outcomes and proposals to come out of the review and there were no other issues or areas he would want to include, revisit or explore further. So that’s good news and means that the main content of the review will remain unchanged in terms of the main proposals for reform. 

The LC remains in favour of the NDPB Tribunal option in terms of constitution – although was very clear he doesn’t want the name to include “parole” (he thinks people see ‘parole’ and ‘probation’ as the same thing and gets them confused), so he repeated that he wants something with “Risk Assessment” in the title. (I didn’t point out that the ‘Prisoner Risk Assessment Tribunal’ would have an unfortunate acronym and wouldn’t help with the objective of improving confidence in the system!). So the name will continue to be something that needs to be kicked around some more.  

Given we know that No.10’s main focus / interest appears to be around how victims are treated in the CJS and making sure we are doing enough there, xxx tested with the LC whether he was content with the review’s conclusions on the victims front – pointing out that there were no big reforms for victims coming out of it (other than the proposals to allow victims to attend hearings as observers). The LC was comfortable with that – and said improvements for victims were being pursued mainly through the consultation on the Victims Code and plans to introduce the Victims Law, so as long we refer to and tie into that work he was content.  

The LC also confirmed that he wanted to keep publication of the review and laying of the SI to permit public hearings to remain aligned in terms of timing – recognising that the SI formed an integral part of the transparency strand of the review and could not really be separated out without effectively splitting the main content of the review up.  

So I think we were pleased with that outcome. It means we can proceed to refine and improve the review as planned without having to go in a different direction, and have more time to produce a more polished document than would have been possible with a July publication date. The only area that really requires further work is, as above, the question of grounds for appeal and what might be possible to legislate for on that front – and that will very much be driven by whatever advice FTC provides on what would legally be possible (which we will seek to obtain over the next few weeks).

We will, of course, put round more formal communication to the Steering Group and others to update everyone on the delay to publication and next steps, but just wanted to give you this heads up. 

Thanks,

xxxxx

	[image: Ministry of Justice]
	xxxxx xxxxxx
xxxx xx xxxxxxx xxxxxxx
Bail, Sentencing and Release Policy  
Phone: xxxxxxxxxxx
10th Floor, 102 Petty France, London SW1H 9AJ

xxxxxxx.xxxxxx@justice.gov.uk

	[image: Protecting and advancing the principles of justice]





This e-mail and any attachments is intended only for the attention of the addressee(s). Its unauthorised use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you are not the intended recipient, please destroy all copies and inform the sender by return e-mail. Internet e-mail is not a secure medium. Any reply to this message could be intercepted and read by someone else. Please bear that in mind when deciding whether to send material in response to this message by e-mail. This e-mail (whether you are the sender or the recipient) may be monitored, recorded and retained by the Ministry of Justice. Monitoring / blocking software may be used, and e-mail content may be read at any time. You have a responsibility to ensure laws are not broken when composing or forwarding e-mails and their contents. 
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