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Open Justice and Reform Courts &

Tribunals Service

Open justice is a fundamental principle, essential to our justice
system and of paramount importance to the rule of law. As Reform
introduces digital services and increases the use of video
technology, HMCTS is committed to ensuring that our courts and
tribunals continue to be as open as they are currently.

To support our efforts in designing the necessary arrangements that
continue to uphold open justice, HMCTS has partnered with Policy
Lab to bring people-centred design approaches to policy-making.
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How do we maintain open
justice In a digital world?
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Summary
What?

Policy Lab were approached by HMCTS to
help them design a means of listening to
people about the future of open justice.
The HMCTS team wanted to think about

the opportunities and potential challenges
that are being raised by new technology.
They wanted to engage with the public to
explore what people already know and
think about open justice, and how they
might feel about it in a number of possible
futures.

/POLICY

L

QLR G2

NN

HM Courts &
Tribunals Service

N

SSNNN

Who?

Policy Lab are a small team of designers,
social scientists and policy makers. We are
based in the Cabinet Office, but we work
across the whole of the government and
the wider public sector. We support teams
to innovate in policy and strategy
development, and to design policy around
those it affects. This project brought
together our speculative designer, two of
our anthropologists and an illustrator to
design, run and analyse the sessions.




Summary
The Challenge

We began with the following challenge:
How do we maintain open justice in a digital
world?

This broke down into the following
sub-challenges:

How can we gain insight on people’s current
understanding and perception of open justice?

How can we gain insight on what people think
and feel about the future of open justice?
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How?

1.

Policy Lab’s speculative designer
designed a set of future scenarios. These
were in story form, with illustrations.
Based on conversations with the HMCTS
open justice team, we produced a
conversation guide to draw out people’s
understanding of and feelings towards
open justice in the present. This was
designed for participants who may not
have prior knowledge or interest in the
topic.

We used these materials with 44 people in
4 workshops in London & Manchester




Summary
What We Found

The findings of this project are
summarised in this slide pack. We see two
primary applications of them:

1. Specifically-applicable insights on

some options being considered by
HMCTS, on which some of the
scenarios were loosely based
Generally-applicable insights on the
principles that were important to
people on the topic of open justice
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Next Steps

We would suggest the following
possible next steps:

1.

Distributed design: The resources
from this workshop could be re-used
or adapted by the HMCTS team or
others

Co-design: Policy Lab could be
commissioned to facilitate
co-designs using the findings
Testing Interventions: Policy Lab
could be commissioned to design
and/or test solutions
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“We wanted to engage more openly and widely on our
work and felt that Policy Lab would bring a different
perspective and audience to help shape it. We felt Policy
Lab’s expertise would bring a new and innovative way of
engaging with the wider public. We were also excited by
the opportunity to work across government bodies and
learn new ways of working.”



Context
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Open justice is the principle
that...

“Justice should not
only be done, but
should manifestly
and undoubtedly be
seen to be done.”

R v Sussex Justices; Ex parte
McCarthy [1924]

lllustrations by Liv Bargman



lllustrations by Liv Bargman
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Open Justice is a
well-established principle.

However, new digital tools and
approaches open up new
opportunities and challenges.

This requires re-thinking how open
justice is delivered.

This project designed and ran a
means of engaging the public in this
re-thinking.



Approach



We held four 2-hour sessions, 2 in
London and 2 in Manchester. Each was
attended by 10-12 participants.

Now. The first 30 mins of the session
was devoted to finding out what people
already knew and thought about open
justice.

The Future. The bulk of the session
was devoted to using the provocations
to test what participants think and feel
about open justice in a number of
hypothetical future scenarios.




Although the methodology does not claim to be fully
representative, participants were selected to be broadly
representative of the population as whole:
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What We Learned:

1. The Present
2. The Future
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Exploring Open Justice in AR

the present

Instead of using the term ‘open justice’, we centred our discussions
around its nearly century-old definition - that justice doesn’t just need
to be done but needs to be seen to be done. We wanted to
understand:

What is people’s understanding of open justice?
How important do they think it is?

Do they currently make use of any of the ways in which justice is open
to them? How?

e How open do people want justice to be?
Do people think justice is open enough?

Method: 30 minutes of open conversation and debate, with questions and prompts from a facilitator



POLICY

What We Learned: Summary INAR

o

Justice was defined very narrowly (primarily in terms of
outcomes and criminal cases)

The media was by far the biggest medium of hearing/learning
about the justice system

People saw the main purposes of open justice as seeing
people held accountable for their actions and deterrence
There was a strong sense that there is a limit to how open
justice should be

There was a general feeling that justice is open enough

It was generally agreed that people would only go to or follow
cases if they had a personal connection or interest
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Defining (Open) Justice L/

e Justice was almost always defined in terms of the outcome, not the
process. This was partly about verdicts, but also about “fair’ sentencing and
other elements such as prison and probation which happen after a case has
gone through court. Related to this, discussions of justice generally
focussed on the guilty. Even when prompted to think about the justice
system more broadly, participants often struggled to conceive of justice in
terms of a system as opposed to a set of outcomes (from sentencing to
prison), primarily in relation to the guilty.

e Justice was generally discussed in relation to criminal cases, generally
the most extreme examples (e.g. murder).
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Mediums of Open Justice INAR

® The media was the primary way in which justice was seen to be made
open and accessible to people. This seemed to be linked to the

conception of justice primarily in relation to outcomes and criminal cases.
Along with the media, other ways were also cited:

® There was some knowledge about open court rooms, although it was
not always known how this worked or what the eligibility was. Only one

participant had ever gone to view a court case, and this had been for a
school trip.
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Value of Open Justice AR

e Open Justice was generally felt to be important. The primary reasons for
this were:

(@)

Seeing guilty people getting punished, and showing that everyone is
accountable to the law

Deterring people from committing crime

There were only a few mentions of it creating trust in the system,
and no mention of corruption.
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Value of Open Justice AR

e |t was generally felt that people would only go to cases if they had a
personal interest and connect. Personal connections included things such
as:

o Going through or having gone through a similar case themselves (e.g.
to prepare for an upcoming case)

o It being a high-profile case in the area (e.g. a person from Croydon
mentioned the pregnant woman who had recently been murdered in
her own home)

o Itinvolving someone that you know or knew (e.g. one person had
followed the case of someone they had been to school with)




Is Justice Open Enough? (1)

Justice was generally seen as sufficiently open and accessible:
e [t was felt that people who are interested are able to see it in the current
system
e There was little strong interest in justice being more open (unless the case
related directly to a person or their strong interests, as outlined above)

e People were not bothered by their own lack of knowledge, simply equating it
with a lack of interest.

However, there were seen to be some barriers which obstruct openness:
e The language of justice can exclude a lay audience
e The length of the whole process (from arrest all the way through to probation)
means most people don’t have time
e Employment & other commitments not leaving enough time to make use of
thing such as open courtrooms

POLICY

BAB



POLICY
Is Justice Open Enough? (2) INAR

Different cases were felt to require different levels of openness:

e |t was generally felt that people don’t need to see things such as family
cases. People generally couldn’t see why these would need to be open, and
were far more concerned with the privacy of those involved.

e Crime was felt to be more in the public interest, unlike non-criminal cases.
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Limits of Open Justice LR

There was a strong feeling that there was a limit to how open justice
should be. There were particular concerns around:

e Not becoming a source of entertainment

e Not allowing the process to be influenced by the public and the media,
or of trial-by-media and trial-by-the-public. Cliff Richards was
discussed on a number of occasions in relation to the problems with
this.

e Media bias in the reporting of justice, and the need for the public to be
aware of this

e People’s right to privacy and anonymity in cases



Findings:
1. Now
2. The Future



Explorlng the future of Open

Policy Lab’s speculative designer
produced a number of
story-based ‘provocations’. They
were produced with the following
design principles:

e They must be capable of
engaging even those with no
prior interest or knowledge

e They must be reusable

e They must not look like
finished government policy

e They must provoke without
leading




Provocation One: Status Quo

After listening to a true crime podcast series,
Julia is curious to see a courtroom in action.

"GoogLe
“Oh right,” she thinks, "courtrooms are open ' aliead 4 cortonss - §
to the public, | can go on my day offt” =] G50 (24 ;
L= |
She didn’t want to just turn up randomly and -
wasn't sure where to go. )

Julia searches online and find a list
of courts that hears criminal cases.
There aren’t any listings of what
cases are being heard on what day,
and she can see that these courts
also hears lots of other types of
cases.

Julia isn't really interested in seeing anything
other than a criminal case, but is sure she
could grab a hold of some listings if she
emails the general enquiries address. No
such luck. She is told she would have to turn
up on the day and see what's available.
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“The use of 'provocations' was a new concept to us. In our
experience, we had not seen new concepts framed in very real
situations. We found it revealed interesting findings in a more
emotive way. We would certainly like to use 'provocations’
again. Aside from aiding our work on Open Justice, this was an
opportunity to develop our capabilities. We hope to reuse your
approach in other research groups as a way of exploring the
more emotive and organic reactions to the topic.”



Provocation 1: Summary of Findings

e [t was generally felt that listings would be helpful
e There was some expectation/assumption that they
would be easily available in such a format already
e There was, however, some hesitation over whether
listings would:
o Allow viewers to be too choosy, or to be
motivated by the wrong things
o Turn court cases into entertainment
o Be worth the money it would cost to build and
maintain the system
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Provocation 1: Detailed Findings (1) [L

e There was general agreement that Julia has a right to go to the
courtroom.

e People were surprised that there were no listings available.
There was some confusion about how much information is
available about what is on. People didn’t know how easy or hard

it was to sit in on a case.

e A lack of listings was seen as inconvenient and a potential
waste of time. Some people didn’t want to queue or end up in a
boring case.
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Provocation 1: Detailed Findings (2) [L

However, it was felt that listing upcoming cases might turn
justice into entertainment. The motivation for viewing a case
was seen as key. It was felt by some that if you wanted to view
a case then you shouldn’t mind which one you see if you’re
motivated by the right reasons, and therefore the system
shouldn’t encourage choice.

More advertising of cases could lead to lynch mobs and cases
becoming a circus. Some people felt that they wouldn’t want
their own case publicised.
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Provocation 1: Detailed Findings (3) [L

Overall, it was felt that few people go to the courtroom if they
are not involved in a case. Accordingly, there was some
reluctance to spend more resources opening up the process.
People felt that it was a ‘nice to have’, but some were
concerned that it might not be worth the money it would cost
for what they were predicting would be a relatively small user
group.



Provocation Two: Useability guide

Provocations on Open Justice

Tom has always been a little curious about
courtrooms. He is vaguely aware that people
can go and see cases, perhaps a friend had
mentioned it to him in the past or he had read
it somewhere. Though he would like to go, he
has no idea how or what it would entail.

One day, he googles ‘viewing a
court case’, and the first result is
a government website with a ‘how
to’ guide. After reading the guide,

he notices that the website has

a link to a search engine. It lets
him search for upcoming cases
by type, name and location. Tom
also discovers that old cases are
available to watch and these can
be filtered by outcome.

"Great, there’s a case that looks interesting
near me... though maybe | can watch a few
recent ones,” he thinks, “just to see what
they're like before | go.”

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 2: Summary of Findings

e A how-to guide was generally thought to be a
helpful addition, with some suggestions being
made about how it might improve clarity.

e There was moderate interest in the ability to watch
old cases online, but also a lot of concerns:

o It could be used for the wrong reasons
o It could impact on privacy
o Its existence could impact on reporting of crime
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Provocation 2: Detailed Findings (1) [L

e There was general agreement that the how-to guide would be
useful. There were several suggestions for what it could include,
such as an FAQs section. It was also suggested the guide could
be frame such that people go for the ‘right’ reason.

e Minimal concerns were raised, although the idea of needing a
‘good’ reason to view a case was raised again.
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Provocation 2: Detailed Findings (2) [L

There was concern that the watching old cases function could
be used for the wrong reasons, such as finding out about an
enemy’s case, or watching old cases just for titillation.

Privacy was listed as a key concern, as the proceedings may
veer into the personal for the accused and the victim.
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Provocation 2: Detailed Findings (3) {L

There was moderate interest in using the function, although it
was suggested that interest might grow and people might be
encouraged to view it, once available.

Many suggestions for improving the function focused on greater
privacy for those involved in the case, such as blurring faces,
transcripts instead of videos, the viewer signing privacy forms
and only uploading a few sample cases.

There was particular concern for the privacy of those who are
found innocent, and some discussion of whether only cases
with a guilty verdict should be available.
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Provocation 2: Detailed Findings (4)
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“Could be intimidating for the victim” “Might be detrimental to
justice being done




Provocation 3: National Curriculum

Provocations on Open Justice

Open Justice has become part
of the national curriculum for
citizenship.

Dipesh and his classmates are in Year 10.
Their citizenship class that day was about
how you go about watching a court case.

His teacher explains the concept of open
justice, and shows them a live stream of a
real court case as part of the lesson. Dipesh
had never really thought about court cases
beyond TV shows before today’s class, and
is looking forward to chatting to his parents
about what he has learnt. He is also excited
about their class trip to the courtroom next
week.

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 3: Summary of Findings

e Teaching about open justice was positively

received, and felt to address an existing knowledge
gap.

There were some concerns about the particular
format, in particular that court cases may include
information unsuitable for children.
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Provocation 3: Detailed Findings (1) [L

There was a general feeling that teaching about open justice in
schools would be informative and act as a deterrent. There was
also general consensus that this responded to an existing gap
in knowledge and understanding.

Others felt that this was inappropriate for children because it
may include some inappropriate material, or it might
glamourise the process. There was generally an assumption
that children Dipesh’s age cannot currently view court cases.
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Provocation 3: Detailed Findings (2) [L

e [t was felt that this could be a good idea as long as the case was
age appropriate.

e There was a strong feeling that justice could be shown without the
use of live streaming. Suggestions all focused on giving the
teacher more control. For example, it was suggested that teachers
could use reconstructions of cases, edited cases and visiting
empty courtrooms.

e However, some felt that they would not like their own case to be
used in the curriculum.



Provocation Four: Greater accessibility

Provocations on Open Justice

Megan is a law student and goes to her local
court to observe cases often.

When she visits, she goes to an
individual viewing booth where she
can bring her books to take notes and
look up references, as well as bring a
well needed cup of coffee!

In the booth, she can search for a case based on
type, location and defendant name, and watch
any live court case around the country. There

is also a selection of historical court cases from
the last 3 years that she can watch, which she

can also filter by outcome. On her first visit, she
remembers watching an introductory video with a
virtual tour of the courtroom.

Sometimes her study group will book a group
booth in advance. While individual booths

are set up as study spaces, group booths are
designed to be interactive, allowing them to have
discussions. Volunteers are sometimes available
to speak to group bookings to help them
understand what's going on in the case.

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 4: Summary of Findings

There were some positive reactions, particularly on
the appropriateness of this method over online
Once again, the motivation of the viewer was
deemed to be important. Learning was thought
appropriate; curiosity was generally thought not to
be.

Once again there was concern about privacy,
particularly that it would be easier to
photograph/record, and the lack of vetting.

There was some concern that these were too costl
to be worth the money



POLICY

Provocation 4: Detailed Findings (1) [L

The viewing booth was largely seen as a good idea - for
encouraging discussion, engagement and treating the criminal
process with due respect.

However, there was some concern about privacy. It was felt that
it would be easier to film the case from the viewing booths than
from the courtroom. There was felt to be a risk of leaked
information.
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Provocation 4: Detailed Findings (2) [L

The viewer’s motivation was again seen as a determining
factor in whether they ought to be able to view a case.
Learning was seen as a valuable motivation, but not curiosity
or entertainment.

It was generally assumed that Megan was allowed into the
booth because she was a student (i.e. access was controlled).
There was a concern about the lack of ‘vetting’ if it were
public (and some assumption that there is currently a vetting
process for who can access a court). A number of possible
vetting processes were suggested - e.g. getting people to
produce ID and sign NDAs - all of which placed a low level of
trust in the public and a high level of trust in courts.



Provocation 4: Detailed Findings (3)

“To me, cost outweighs the benefit” “Budget are stretched...
where are they going to find money for these booths?”




Provocation Five: YouTube channel

Provocations on Open Justice

Brian had wanted to see a court case since
he was a child but never gone because he
was anxious about accessibility.

One day, a close friend sends

him a link to the Open Justice
Youtube channel where they have a
selection of livestreams from court
cases around the country.

Excited, Brian has a quick look at all the
livestreams before picking one that seems
interesting. It is a robbery case in the Crown
court. While he is watching, his flatmate
comes over and lets out a gasp of surprise.
“I know him!” she says, pointing to the
defendant, "he used to be in my class at
school!”

She leans over Brian and screenshots the
video quickly.

“Can you send me the link? | have to send
this to my old school friends!”

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 5: Summary of Findings

e This scenario reginited fears around privacy and
entertainment that had already been established
much earlier.

e [t was agreed that accessibility was important but
that online platforms didn’t have to be the solution

e YouTube was seen as an inappropriate platform
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Provocation 5: Detailed Findings (1) [L

This scenario was seen to confirm the earlier fear that people’s
right to privacy may be impacted through making justice more
open. This was particularly the case with an online platform.
There was higher concern for the right to privacy for people who
are found innocent.

This was seen as having gone too far down the entertainment
route, particularly due to the choice of platform.



Provocation 5: Detailed Findings (2)

There was some debate around what is and isn’t in the public
interest. Public interest was often considered to determine
what kind of cases should be shown online.

Putting cases online was not seen as the solution to being
unable to visit courtrooms in person. It was felt that the
courtroom should be accessible to all (e.g. to the wheelchair
user in the provocation), and that there could and should be
ways of doing this (e.g. ramps) without putting things online.

POLICY
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Provocation 5: Detailed Findings (3) {L

There was some distrust about a private company owning
and publishing the cases online. It was also not seen to be
appropriate for something so serious. A few people
suggested that it could be put on a government website
instead, and the idea of having to create an account and
provide personal details made some people feel it would be
more legitimate.

There was a general sense that lots of things already get
shared on Facebook, and that online options like this would
exacerbate this. It would be easy to screenshot and share
court case images if they were online.
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Provocation 5: Detailed Findings (4) [L

There was mention of the fact that court cases can be shown
on TV in the US, and a strong desire to avoid going down this
route in the UK.

There was some concern about this being available globally

There was deep mistrust in people’s conduct online, and that
it would be difficult to stop the screenshotting. A few people
suggested that people could be asked to sign something in
advance or do a DBS check, again showing a high level of
trust in the justice system but a low level of trust in the
public. Some people commented on the impossibility of
policing this.



Provocation Six: Greater accessibility of outcomes

Provocations on Open Justice

Lucy has recently viewed a court
case. While she was leaving the
courtroom, she saw a poster that :
said she could sign up online for H'{

"-u

X i e CLosE
automatic email updates on any nE TR Wﬁ

case.

She was interested in the outcome but
thought it unlikely that she would come back
again to see anymore of it. She went to the
website as directed and searched to find the
case she attended. She signed up for up-
dates. It is now a few weeks later. She is out
walking her dog when her phone buzzes.
There is an email letting her know that the
case has been resolved and telling her what
the outcome was.

Later, Lucy chats to friend who tells her that
she had signed up updates when she was
viewing a court case online. There was a but-
ton she could click that automatically signed
her up, and she heard there was a similar
function in viewing booths.

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 6: Summary of Findings

e There was generally a positive reaction to the
practicality and convenience of this

e Most people were still just primarily concerned with
the outcome, though some did have an interest in
seeing other updates along the way.

e There was some concern about data ownership
and privacy.
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Provocation 6: Detailed Findings (1) [L

e The initial impression of this scenario was that it was practical
and helpful for following a case.

e In particular, it was felt that this level of information was
justifiable because Lucy had already demonstrated an interest in
the case by going in person. This showed that Lucy’s interest
was more than simply about casual entertainment.
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Provocation 6: Detailed Findings (2) [L

e Most people were interested in the outcome, not the process
(which relates back to an outcomes-oriented understanding of
open justice). This was particularly true in long proceedings.

e However, some people disagreed and thought it was important
to see different stages of a case, to understand the decisions
made.



Provocation 6: Detailed Findings (3)

There was, however, a different reaction to the scenario when
people considered themselves as the subject of the message.
Many people disliked the idea of their own information being

given as updates. This prompted a discussion data ownership
and privacy.
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Provocation Seven: Highlights

Provocations on Open Justice

Daniella is watching a historical case in

a viewing booth for an essay she was

writing for school, but is having trouble

understanding what is happening. The case

is several hours long and she is struggling to

keep her attention from drifting. Much of it

seems irrelevant or too technical. She notices e
that there is a link next to the full video that : ‘ N j

takes her to an abridged version. :
/STATEMENT

It is an hour-long video of
‘highlights,’ a compilation of
snippets from the case including
key moments such as the opening
arguments and the verdict.

“Great, these are the bits | need!”

When she goes home, she looks up another
case that she wants to include in her essay
and finds, to her relief, that it also has an
abridged version.

Provocations on Open Justice




Provocation 7: Summary of Findings

e The initial reaction was generally positive because it
simplified and opened up the process

e Once again, the viewer’s motivations were key in
the assessment of whether they ought to be able to

watch it

e There were a number of concerns:

©)

©)
©)
©)

Privacy

Potential bias in the edit
The cost

It becoming entertainment
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Provocation 7: Detailed Findings (1) [L

The initial reaction to this was that it was a positive one, as it
was seen to make the process open for non-experts.

e However, there was a recurring fear of impacting on people’s
privacy by bringing cases into the public domain.

e Once again, the viewers motivations were felt to be crucial to
whether people need this function or not. Learning was felt to
be a justifiable motivation in contrast to entertainment.



Provocation 7: Detailed Findings (2)

Later on in the discussions, participants started wondering
about who was responsible for editing and whether this would
bring in bias. It was suggested that certain authors/producers,
such as educators, might bring less bias to the editing than
others. Some were concerned about the general impossibility of
being completely objective about what to include/not include,
and others were concerned about the government editing for
their own gain.

While this was seen as a possible time saver for students, some
felt that the cost did not outweigh the benefits.
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Provocation 7: Detailed Findings (3) [L

e There was some concern that being able to view historical

cases in any form would prevent people from being able to
move on from the past

e Fears around entertainment also surfaced in discussions of this
prototype.
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Conclusions
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What We Learned (1)

People equate justice with outcomes.

Discussions of justice focus almost exclusively
on criminal cases.

It was consistently and strongly felt that open
justice must never become entertainment.

It was felt that people ought to have a good
reason to view a court case or judgement.

Relatedly, it was also felt that people would go
only if they were personally connected to the
case or professionally interested.



Conclusions
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What We Learned (2)

There was also a fairly high level of concern
for the privacy of the accused.

There was a wariness of trial-by-media or
trial-by-public.

There was a high level of trust in the justice
process, and a a very low level of trust in the
general public.

The fact that there are barriers to accessing
the justice system is often not thought to be a
bad thing.



Conclusions
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What We Learned (3)

Making the best use of public money was a
consistent concern. Participants were aware
the public funds are limited, and questioned
whether some of the provocation ideas were
worth the money they would cost.



HM Courts &
Tribunals Service

“The findings have been used to inform current open justice
workstreams under Reform. With a better understanding of the
types of implications proposals may have, we have begun to
explore safeguards which may mitigate some negative
experiences. We will also use the work to contribute to the
wider Open Justice narrative and support strategic policy
development on openness. We hope to run similar workshops
on other topics in the future.”
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Do It Yourself



How do we maintain open
justice in a digital world?

This pack contains seven scenarios that are aimed to
provoke discussion around this question. All scenarios
centres around a character who wants to view (or at
least get information on) a court case and uses digital
services to do so. Six of these describes hypothetical
digital services and interactions, and one describes
what is currently in place. The pack also contains a
number cards where participants can draw and describe
their own scenario.

How to use:

Ideally used in a focus group or one-to-one interview.
Though you are free to experiment with the structure,
we recommend getting the participant(s) to either read
to themselves or out loud (if in a group) a scenario, and
to discuss it before moving onto the next. We would
hope that the discussion will be free flowing but you
can help facilitate by asking questions such as, but not
limited to:

What are your initial thoughts?

What do you think [the character] is feeling or thinking?

If you were in [the character]'s position, would you do
this?

What appeals to you, if anything?
What concerns, if any?

What could be the consequences (good or bad) if this
digital service was in place?

What's missing?

Try to tailor your questions. Some scenarios may have
more specific questions on the digital service itself.
For example, on guidance you may ask what kind of
content participants would like to have included.

Attempt to give each scenario an equal amount

of time for discussion, but be flexible. Encourage
open conversation and don't be afraid of going to
unexpected places. If you feel that it is going too
off-track, try to bring it back by asking a question or
moving on to the next scenario.

It is important to relay to the participants that these

are not proposed government policy, nor are they
necessarily meant to show ‘good’ solutions. They are
prompts to explore how participants may feel about the
future of open justice.
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Policy Lab designed the
materials and the session to be
reusable and repurposable. To
assist in this, Policy Lab and
HMCTS will be publishing:

e The provocations pack
including instructions

e The session guide

e Blogs

e The findings themselves



Next Steps



We hope you will reuse and repurpose the materials [[LD
A

when they’re published. If you want to take the
findings further, Policy Lab could help by:

Co-Design. Design &
Testing.

Policy Lab could be
commissioned to facilitate

co-designs using the findings Policy Lab could be
commissioned to design

and/or test solutions
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If you have any thoughts or
questions on the approach:

rachel.bruce@cabinetoffice.gov.uk

@PolicyLabUK
https://openpolicy.blog.gov.uk/category/policy-lab/


https://openpolicy.blog.gov.uk/category/policy-lab/

