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Crime and Justice Transparency Sector Panel

14 October 2013
10:00- 12:00 LG Room 6, 102 Petty France, London SW1H 9AJ

Attendees
Dr Kieron O’Hara – Chair

Joe Allen, Victim Support

Professor Allan Brimicombe, University of East London

Matthew Brown, Cabinet Office 

Paul Clarke, Honestlyreal 

Alison Cotterill, Home Office

Chief Inspector Amanda Diggens, Home Office

Michael Cross, Law Society 

Francis Davey, practising barrister
Rachel Dubourg, Ministry of Justice

Anthony Green, Ministry of Justice 

Jocelyn Green, HMCTS

John Marais, Ministry of Justice

Jo May, HMCTS

Will Perrin, Talk About Local

Simon Quinn, Ministry of Justice

Amanda Smith, Home Office 

Claire Smith, Ministry of Justice (Secretariat)

Jonathan Solly, Criminal Procedure Rules Committee

Richard Thwaite, Metropolitan Police
Simon Whitehouse, Open Data Institute 

Damon Wingfield, Home Office

Apologies

Max Chambers, Policy Exchange 
Jeff Gardner, Victims Support

Christina Golton, Ministry of Justice 
Saleyah Miah, Ministry of Justice 

Meagan Mirza, Information Commissioner’s Office

John Neil, Home Office

Jeni Tennison, Open Data Institute 

1. Welcome 

1.1 Kieron O’Hara (KO) welcomed attendees and introductions were made. Apologies were given for the delay since the last meeting, the summer Panel was cancelled due to short notice causing low attendance. 

1.2 It was agreed that future meetings should be quarterly and that potential future dates for 2014 will be circulated. 

ACTION 1: Claire Smith (CS) to circulate potential meeting dates. 

2. Introduction to the role of the Panel and review of Forward Plan
2.1 Panel agreed that existing Terms of Reference for the Panel were still valid but asked to see the aims and objectives of the Strategic Transparency Board. 

ACTION 2: CS to re-circulate the aims and objectives of the Strategic Transparency Board.  

3. Prioritising data for release

3.1 Matthew Brown (MB) gave an overview of the background to the National Information Infrastructure (NII) and updated on the first stage of the work. This stage involves the creation of a list of all unpublished data currently held by Government. 

3.2 Francis Davey (FD) raised concerns that the list of data held was incomplete and that the descriptions assigned to the data sets were inadequate. 

3.3 Simon Quinn (SQ) reported that further work was being undertaken to improve the quality of the descriptions of Justice data sets and the range of unpublished data listed. 

ACTION 3: SQ to update the Panel when further detail has been uploaded. 

3.4 Stage 2 of the NII project is to prioritise currently unpublished data sets for release. FD questioned where the discussion on prioritisation was happening. MB commented that sector Panels were being involved in these discussions. KO volunteered to field emails from Panel members on areas of interest around which Panel sub-groups could form to discuss data release.  
ACTION 4: KO to canvas Panel members about any data sets they wish to see released so relevant sub-groups can be established. 
3.5 SQ and Alison Cotterill (AC) commented that this was an ongoing process and that they would welcome further input and challenge from the Panel about which data sets generate the most interest. 
4. Court Listing Data 

4.1 Jonathan Solly (JS) updated on recent discussions of the Criminal Procedure Rule Committee who approved the amendment to Criminal Procedure Rule 5.8. JS commented that although the papers are not published online they are available should any Panel member wish to see them or publish them independently. 
4.2 Will Perrin (WP) questioned the time limit of 2 days on publication of listings, which seemed arbitrary and very short for those wishing to plan to attend a court hearing. JS commented that the 2 day limit was a compromise between privacy for those referred to by the listings and the need for transparency. 

4.3 Paul Clarke (PC) questioned the idea of something being “temporarily” published on the internet. The Panel discussed whether adding “Not Convicted” to defendant’s names on listing data could resolve concerns around the data remaining in the public domain and the rehabilitation of offenders. 

4.4 JS requested that FD provide him with any source of legal and technical advice on the law around temporary publication and the duration it could remain in existence that JS may have overlooked. 

ACTION 5: FD to provide a steer on where to look for legal and technical advice to the panel around duration of publication. 

4.5 WP updated on the relationship between courts and print journalists and the missing gap that was left by the demise of court reporters. WP commented that court information can be irresponsibly published by local newspapers with a focus on sensationalist stories which increase the fear of crime in communities. KO suggested that this could constitute a pressing social need for the court listing data which would satisfy the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) case law with regards to interference with an Article 8 right. WP sentiments were echoed by Michael Cross (MC) from his experience as a journalist. 
4.6 FD commented that following the Criminal Procedure Rule Committee agreeing the amendment it was now for HMCTS to overcome the barriers to implementation. Jocelyn Green (JG) updated that HMCTS is in the process of upgrading their IT systems and that they have added a requirement that courts lists will be able to be published online in accordance with the new criminal procedure rule. The Panel questioned why this publication could not be done with the existing email system since the information is produced in an electronic format. 

4.7 JG agreed to take the comments of the Panel back to IT suppliers and arrange a meeting of appropriate personnel to discuss this. 

ACTION 6: JG/ Jo May (JM) to facilitate meeting between Panel members and IT suppliers. 

4.8 FD raised a question around the nature of the commercial contract between HMCTS and Courtel and how this affected HMCTS ability to self- publish court listing data. 

ACTION 7: JG/ JM to research detail of current contract with Courtel.  
4.9 WP raised the issue of a paper for the Panel to consider around publishing court outcomes. KO suggested the Open Data Institute may have some thoughts around this area. WP commented that there is already a substantial business around court data and that breaking up the monopoly around this could have great economic value. 
4.10 Simon Whitehouse (SW) commented that the recent Open Data Institute Challenge Series saw many participants wanting to include court data as part of their business model. SW agreed to share details of this with the Panel. 

ACTION 8: JM to produce options paper on publishing court outcomes. 

ACTION 9: KO to speak to the Open Data Institute about their interest. 

ACTION 10: SW to share with the Panel a link to further information on the results of the recent Crime and Justice Innovation and Creation weekend. 

4. 11 Richard Thwaite (RT) commented that it would be useful to have ACPO’s views on the policing response to increasing the transparency of court data. KO mentioned the consultation being run by the Scottish Government on the rehabilitation of offenders and that it would be useful to know if worries about information remaining in the public domain were being expressed as part of this. WP commented that the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974 was out of kilter with all other discrimination legislation. 
ACTION 10: Views of Neil Rhodes as ACPO lead to be canvassed regarding court listing data. (CS) 

ACTION 11: Liaison with the Scottish Government around their rehabilitation consultation. (CS) 

 5. Using online feedback to drive service improvements 

5.1 Amanda Diggens (AD) updated on ongoing work to create a feedback tool allowing the general public to comment on the level of service they receive from their police force and allowing the police to make a public response. AD mentioned that this was also intended to drive service improvement in the police. 
5.2 PC commented that it may be preferable to increase communication around existing feedback mechanisms or to create feedback options through existing social media platforms rather than creating a new specific forum for this purpose. FD commented on the examples of “Fix My Street” and “Fix My Transport” as areas where this approach had previously been tested. 
5.3 RT mentioned that the Met Police are keen to look at how the public wish to interact with the Police and how this is evolving with social media. 
6. Development of police.uk 

6.1 Amanda Smith (AS) gave feedback on discussions from the Transparency Board. AS updated on discussions around police.uk, in particular how the Board agreed that it fulfils a useful public function particularly for information provision to the public and police accountability. Police.uk must ensure that it does not encroach onto developer territory and current methods of engagement with data users (forum, blog, providing a forward look and the recently set up police.uk data user group), should continue to ensure the direction of travel and future developments for police.uk are clear. The Home Office should also commit to publishing all of its source data in the most open way possible. 
6.2 AS updated the Panel on upcoming changes to the police.uk website, is more content intuitive for the user, with enhanced performance data and crime prevention advice. Allan Brimicombe (AB) commented that some of the recent changes to the data.police.uk were welcome whilst others were less so. AB questioned whether data could be published in a number of formats to allow for maximum reusability. AS committed to speaking to technical lead on police.uk about this. 
6.3 AS also confirmed that the anonymisation process for police.uk would be reviewed (work expected to commence January 2014) and welcomed any support or views from the Board in this work. 

ACTION 12: AS to speak to technical lead about data publication formats and inform Allan Brimicombe and Panel. 

6.3 WP raised the issue of whether there was space in the market for any other service to compete with police.uk without access to the source data. KO mentioned concerns he had received from developers on this issue and AS reiterated privacy concerns around making source data public. KO mentioned that it would be useful for the Panel to be kept in touch regarding the development of the work. 
