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Crime and Justice Transparency Sector Panel

27 September 2012

Training Room 3, 102 Petty France, London SW1H 9AJ

Attendees
Dr Kieron O’Hara – Chair

Paul Clarke, Independent information strategy consultant
Will Perrin, Talk about Local
Prof. Allan Brimicombe, University of East London

Tim Organ, Open Data Institute

Jeff Gardner, Victim Support

Jonathan Bamford, Information Commissioner’s Office 

Farah Ahmed, Cabinet Office

Steve Thomson, National Policing Improvement Agency
Gareth Redmond, Home Office

Nici Hosfield, Home Office

John Marais, Ministry of Justice 

Martin Jones, Ministry of Justice

Liz Eaton, Ministry of Justice

Jocelyn Green, HMCTS

Lizzie Walker, HMCTS

Apologies
Francis Davey
Janet Hughes

1. Welcome 

Kieron O’Hara welcomed attendees and brief introductions were given.  He welcomed Tim Organ from the Open Data Institute and indicated that he would re-order the agenda as Tim would have to leave before the end of the meeting.
2. Minutes and update on action points at last meeting

It was noted that although minutes had been agreed by members, these had not yet been published on the Cabinet Office website.

Actions points from previous meetings 
Action: Kieron O’Hara to circulate copies of his review of transparency and privacy.  Complete. 

Remaining actions would be addressed later in the agenda.  No outstanding actions remain.

Jonathan Bamford updated the panel on the ICO Code of Practice on anonymisation mentioned at the previous meeting.  Consultation was now complete, and the ICO response would be published in November.  He clarified that the Code would provide guidance on how to safely release data using anonymisation techniques, and would not be a guide to the techniques themselves.
3. Engaging users – understanding demand
Liz Eaton referred to two papers which had been circulated before the meeting, which acknowledged the need to better understand user demand for crime and justice information and to engage more directly with users from different groups and sectors.  She asked panel members for their views.   
Tim Organ described the background to setting up the Open Data Institute, its aims, structure and functions.  He said that this would provide a valuable gateway to the developer community, and that crime and justice data were regarded as highly valuable in terms of government statistics.
Will Perrin commented that the Casey Report - Engaging Communities in Fighting Crime (2008) - contained strong evidence of public demand for information e.g. nine out of ten respondents said they were not told enough about outcomes of arrests.  This evidence should underpin all proposals around crime and justice transparency.  
Paul Clarke said that it may be a helpful approach to segment data users, as this would help prioritise and target engagement activity.  Nici Hosfield explained that targeting developers and community groups were initial priorities for the Home Office.  Panel members offered advice on contacting developers by using contacts to access existing networks and mailing lists and to invite them to meet – although it should be recognised that they may already have participated in previous government engagement exercises, and should not be approached as if starting from scratch.  Will Perrin advised that it may be helpful to involve independent facilitation in dealing with local community groups and offered to provide a name and contact details of someone who had done successful work with the Met Police and local communities.
ACTION:  Will Perrin to provide contact details
ACTION:  Liz Eaton to check status of the evidence summary paper and whether it could be shared more widely by panel members
4.
Police.UK – lessons learned

Steve Thomson spoke to his paper which summarised the process for letting the police.uk contract, and highlighted a number of issues and lessons learned.  The tendering process had been opened up as widely as possible, given time constraints, although he acknowledged that this could have been wider particularly during the initial stages.  Following issue of initial documentation, 26 suppliers attended a bidders’ briefing session, 9 were shortlisted and ITTs issued, and two competitive bids were received. As well as timescales and resources, the requirements for secure hosting of sensitive data, capacity to deal with high demand and mapping ability were given as key reasons for suppliers declining to tender.  In answer to a question, Steve confirmed that innovation was an element invited as part of the initial tender documentation.  The panel discussed costs and value of the contract, and solutions to secure hosting and limitations of government procurement processes.  
5.
Police.uk – update and forward look

Nici Hosfield spoke to her paper, prompted in part by concerns raised by Dan Lewis and others about the breadth and scope of police.uk.  She set out a number of principles governing future development of police.uk, broadly as:

· Need for better understanding of the information local communities want or need in order to increase accountability;
· reduce bureaucracy in producing data

· consider what is appropriate for government website to provide

· promote the usefulness of the data

· engage with users and communities

Nici outlined a number of planned and possible future developments for the site.  Will Perrin commented that the paper was presented as a producer-driven initiative and strongly argued for more rigorous customer research to determine use and need.  In particular, he raised the need for better understanding of how web users operate and the technology constraints of the current site.  For example, there would be benefit in URIs to enable better linking of information to local areas.  He also recommended a ‘cover it live’ or webchat facility to enable people to see or participate in local PCC meetings.

Allan Brimicombe asked for greater ability for the user to define a search area eg by street or area name rather than postcode (FixMyStreet would be a useful model); for agreed standards for police force definitions and recording of the locations of crimes; and for feeding back mapped data to police forces.  
Paul Clarke recommended that planned developments should be considered from the point of view of the user and framed as ‘As a user, I will be able to…’. 

Kieron O’Hara summarised the discussion as an aim for a more ‘porous’ site which users could more easily link into and out of. 
6
Release of court information

Martin Jones introduced a paper, following on from discussion at the previous meeting, setting out issues surrounding release of court listing and results information.  

Local justice outcomes data are now released on police.uk, anonymised sentencing data for each court is published on the justice website, press receive results from their local court, and individuals seeking information about a particular case may make enquiries at their local court.  The MoJ Open Data Strategy contains a commitment to explore making more listings and results information available to the public.  This consideration would cover the implications for individuals including:

· the risk of identification of victims

· the impact on families of offenders, or those accused of crime
· rehabilitation of offenders – how long information would be available for

· potential for data mining – may have positive value for journalists, academics etc, but potentially negative if used eg to create directories of offenders

He also acknowledged that there were systems and resource issues for HM Courts and Tribunal Service which may mean that early solutions could not be found.

Will Perrin said that it was helpful to have the issues set out and acknowledged that they were complex and profound issues which would need to be worked through.  However, he reminded the panel of the evidence that showed public confidence in justice is low because they do not know enough about what happens in court.  In relation to the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act, he noted that newspapers already report (some) court results in print and online, and that these are digitally archived.  He proposed a new approach to the RoA focused on preventing discrimination against offenders, along the lines of other Govt equalities and anti-discrimination legislation.  
Jonathan Bamford clarified that the RoA has little bearing on public records, and that the effect of the RoA is intended to be anti-discriminatory in that it provides for offenders not to declare convictions to potential employers once these have been spent.  He raised a question about transfer of liability on re-use of data once published.

Martin Jones commented that large-scale release of electronic court records would mean a greater risk that cases involving sensitive, personal information would not be identified and that this information could be placed wrongly in the public domain.  The panel discussed possible operational solutions.  

Paul Clarke emphasised that the debate around these issues was part of a much wider debate around how society responds to the increase in use of the internet, and recommended that the paper could be made more widely available in order to stimulate this debate.

ACTION:  Martin Jones to update paper for wider sharing by panel members
7.
AOB

· Martin Jones confirmed that the recent changes in the Ministerial team at the Ministry of Justice had not to date signalled any change in approach to transparency.
· Jeff Gardner drew attention to the Victim Support publication ‘Kept in the Dark’ and agreed to circulate this to panel members.

ACTION:  Jeff Gardner to circulate ‘Kept in the Dark’
