
OFFICIAL - SENSITIVE 

itle: Criminal Justice Bill: Prisons and Offender Management 

IA No: MoJ064/2023 
Impact Assessment (IA) 

RPC Reference No: N/A 

Lead department or agency: Ministry of Justice (MoJ) 

Other departments or agencies: Home Office 

Date: 14/11/2023 

Stage: Legislation 

Source of intervention: Domestic 

Type of measure: Primary legislation 

Contact for enquiries: 
Andrew.Spence1@justice.gov .uk 

RPC Opinion: Not applicable 

Cost of Preferred (or more likely} Option 

Total Net Present 
Social Value 

Business Net Present 
Value 

Net cost to business per 
yearN/A 

Business Impact Target Status 

-£197m N/A N/A N/A 
What is the problem under consideration? Why is Government action or intervention necessary? 

Prisons in England and Wales are operating near total useable capacity. In the long-term demand will be met by new prison 
builds. However, in the short term, the Government is legislating to enable a future agreement to rent additional prison space 
in a foreign country. The Government is also enhancing the management of offenders by extending the use of polygraph 
testing and increasing the use of Multi-agency public protection arrangements (MAPPA). Without intervention the 
Government is at risk of not being able to provide prison places to all those sentenced and ovE?rcrowding within prisons may 
continue. 

What are the policy objectives of the action or intervention and the intended effects? 

The primary policy objective is to enable the Government to manage prison capacity and improve public protection of terrorist 
and sexual offenders released on licence. The secondary policy objectives are to aid resettlement of offenders, reduce 
reoffending and protect the public, and decrease prison demand. In addition, each measure also has its own specific policy 
objectives. 

What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred option 
(further details in Evidence Base) 

• Option 0: Do nothing. 

• Option 1: legislate for; 

o Measure 1A: Extend polygraph testing to some offenders convicted of murder, concurrent offences or 
terrorism related offences; 

o Measure 1 B: Transfer of prisoners to foreign prisons; 

o Measure 1 C: Make automatic referrals to Multi-agency public protection arrangements (MAPPA) for those 
who have been convicted of controlling or coercive behaviour (CCB). 

The Government's preferred approach is option 1 as it best meets the policy objectives. 

Is this measure likely to impact on international trade and investment? N/A 

Are any of these organisations in scope? I Micro Small 

I 
Medium I Large 

No No No No 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? Traded: N/A I Non-traded: N/A 
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent) 

Will the policy be reviewed? It will not be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: N/A 

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a 
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impGe leading options. 

Signed by the responsible Minister. -~--~-Date: .. tl~~--,--· 

,----
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Measure 1 A 
Description: Polygraph Testing for some offenders convicted of murder, concurrent offences or 
terrorism related offences 

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

Price Base PVBase Time Period Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 
Year 2023/24 Year 2024/25 10-years Low:/ I High:/ I Best Estimate: -£2.3m 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Cost 
(Constant Price) Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value) 

Low N/A N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate N/A N/A £0.3m £2.3m 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by 'main affected groups' 

Contract costs for training of any new polygraph examiners, equipment, quality control and delivery of polygraph 
examinations. Fares for people travelling to polygraph appointments. In 2021, a polygraph test was costed at 
approximately £500 (£550 in 2023/24 prices). 

Potential for some people to be recalled to prison through risk related information being disclosed. 

Other key non-monetised costs by 'main affected groups' 

• Probation officers time for additional admin work; 

• Polygraph examiners will be using resources in probation offices e.g., rooms to undertake the tests; 

• Increased caseload for polygraph examiners already in post; 

• Time taken for people on licence to attend polygraph examination. Polygraph appointments may require a day's 
leave from paid employment and can involve substantial travel. 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Benefit 
(Constant Price) Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value) 

Low N/A N/A N/A N/A 

High N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by 'main affected groups' 

The benefit of polygraph testing is its contribution to strengthening risk management. It's not possible to identify, in 
monetary terms, the benefit of polygraph testing because we cannot quantify exactly what offending or recall has been 
prevented. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by 'main affected groups' 

• Harm to the public and recall to prison may be avoided by risk information becoming known early; 

• The option of polygraph may lead to more people on indeterminate sentences being released; 

• People on licence may be more inclined to comply with their licence conditions; 

• (In addition to the benefits above), improve the ability of operational partners to prevent planned terrorist activity . 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) I 3.5% 

• The number of polygraph examiners needed over the appraisal period, assumed to be 1 per year, with higher costs 
in the first year to account for training fees. 

• Assumed 100 sexual offenders each year within the appraisal period. 20 terrorism connected offenders assumed as 
a total cohort, only becoming suitable for polygraph when paroled (have costed 100% parole rate). 

• Costs have been discounted using HMTs 3.5% discount factor with no optimism bias applied . 

BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Measure 1A) 

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m: N/A Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying 

Costs: N/A Benefits: N/A Net: N/A 
provisions only) £m: 

N/A 
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Measure 12B 
Description: Transfer of prisoners to foreign prisons 

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

Price Base PV Base Time Period Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 
Year 2023/24 Year 2024/25 10-years Low: -£163.1m I High: -326.2m I Best Estimate: -£195.7m 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Cost 
(Constant Price) Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value) 

Low N/A N/A £20.3m £169.1m 

High N/A N/A £40.?m £338.1m 

Best Estimate N/A N/A £24.4m £202.9m 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by 'main affected groups' 

• This analysis considers the variety of costs incurred when relocating prisoners to any partner country. MoJ's low 
scenario is based on 500 places, the high scenario is on 1,000 places, and MoJ's best (most likely) estimate is 600 
places. 

• The Present Cost over the 10-year period ranges from £169.1 m for a low scenario of 500 prison places to £338.1 m 
for a high scenario of 1,000 prison places; the best estimate scenario is £202.9m for 600 prison places. 

• The Best Estimate costs consists for prison rental (87% of cost), £23m for transport (9%) and £8.8m for other costs 
including British Staff and Offender Management in Custody (4%) (2024/25 real prices, undiscounted). 

• Monetised costs are borne by the public sector (HMG) with no direct impact on businesses/other groups . 

Other key non-monetised costs by 'main affected groups' 

• There will be in-prison healthcare costs incurred for the duration of prisoner rental periods (these have been 
excluded due to commercial sensitivities). 

• Additionally, at the time of publication, the full costs of this policy are unknown as the policy is dependent on any 
partner country agreement and the costs associated with renting places in that specific country. Therefore, it is 
possible that other costs will be incurred that are not accounted for in this analysis. 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Benefit 
(Constant Price) Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value) 

Low N/A N/A £0.7m £6.0m 

High N/A N/A £1.4m £12.0m 

Best Estimate N/A N/A £0.9m £7.2m 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by 'main affected groups' 

• HMPPS is expected to benefit from a decrease in prison population demand of between 500 and 1000 places. Only 
a 'marginal operating cost' saving has been calculated for HMPPS, as the reduction in demand is not expected to 
lead to a reduction in the size of the prison estate. However, the reduction in demand will help to manage crowding in 
the existing prison estate. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by 'main affected groups' 

• It is estimated that this measure will provide between 500 and 1,000 additional prison places in one or several 
partner countries, adding to the supply of prison places, helping HMPPS maintain their commitment to provide 
sufficient prison places for offenders. 

• This measure will alleviate.crowding, which should improve living conditions in prison, the stringency of the 
implemented regime, and the ratio of staff to prisoners. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate(%) I 3.5% 

• This analysis is illustrative and uses cost estimates which carry a high degree of uncertainty. Therefore, the realised 
impact of this policy may differ substantially to the analysis outlined here. Due to uncertainty involved, MoJ have 
presented costs for three potential scenarios (500, 600, and 1,000 rental places per year). 

• 20% optimism bias has been added to costs to mitigate some of the uncertainty . 

• Costs are dependent on the number of prison places provided, with analysis provided for 500-1000 places . 

• It is assumed that the policy will start in April 2026, with an immediate ramp up to the full number of places . 

• It is assumed that each prisoner will serve 2 years in foreign rental prison space before being returned to the UK. 

• Benefits monetisation assumes that decrease in prison estate demand in England and Wales will reduce 
overcrowding within the estate. 

3 




































