Her Majesty’s
= Inspectorate of
Probation

Electronic monitoring in probation practice

Professor Anthea Hucklesby and Dr Ella Holdsworth

HM Inspectorate of Probation

Academic Insights 2020/08

DECEMBER 2020




Contents

0] =1 P 3
R 1o T [ o o 4
2. The types, uses and potential benefits of EM........cociiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4
2.1 What is electronic monitoring? .........ceiveuiiiiiiiiieie e e e e eeas 4
2.2 In what circumstances can EM be USed? .........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e 5
2.3 EM as a flexible t0O] ........cooviiiiiiii e 7
2.4 WRY USE EM?....eueueueuuueuueuuununnsnnssnnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsnssnnnnnns 9
G JR () T 17 o o PN 12
RS L= 3TN 13



Foreword

HMI Probation is committed to reviewing, developing and promoting the evidence base for
high-quality probation and youth offending services. Academic Insights are aimed at all
those with an interest in the evidence base. We commission leading academics to present
their views on specific topics, assisting with informed debate and aiding understanding of
what helps and what hinders probation and youth offending services.

This report was kindly produced by Professor Anthea Hucklesby and Dr Ella Holdsworth,
highlighting the differing types and uses of electronic monitoring (EM). There has been an
uneasy relationship between probation and EM, but there is now a clear opportunity for
probation to engage in the policy debate. There is evidence that, when used appropriately,
EM can introduce some structure to the lives of recipients, assisting with employment, family
relationships and compliance with other requirements/conditions of court orders. But
tailoring to the individual is critical, with attention given to individuals’ circumstances and
characteristics. Probation practitioners thus have a key role; through providing relevant
information to the courts and prisons, it can be ensured that the use of EM is sufficiently
tailored, proportionate and integrated. At HMI Probation, we plan to look again at EM and
the role of probation during 2021.

SEVN

Dr Robin Moore
Head of Research
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1. Introduction

Electronic monitoring (EM) is an integral and growing part of the criminal justice system.
The recent introduction of GPS technologies, the planned expansion of remote alcohol
monitoring, and the use of EM as a mechanism to reduce prison use during the Covid-19
pandemic all signal that EM will play a significant role in the future of the criminal justice
system. Although EM has had a chequered history with probation, advances in EM
technologies and understanding about how it works and how it can support probation goals,
as well as the restructuring of probation itself, means that there is a significant opportunity
for probation to shape its future use.

This paper aims to review current knowledge about EM and how it works, and identify the
ways in which probation staff can engage effectively with EM and influence its use to ensure
that it is deployed appropriately, ethically and to best effect. The recently published Ministry
of Justice/HM Prison and Probation Service’s principles of EM provide a useful framework in
this regard (MoJ/HMPPS, 2019). The starting point for these principles is that EM should be
used with a clear purpose, but also with an appreciation that this will vary according to the
criminal justice measure being supported and the circumstances of the case/wearer. The
other MoJ/HMPPS principles are that EM should be used in ways which are tailored and
proportionate, flexible and responsive, credible, integrated and transparent and with
reference to equality. These principles will be returned to in the discussion which follows.

2. The types, uses and potential benefits of EM

2.1 What is electronic monitoring?

The range of EM measures available has expanded over recent years, making it important to
be specific about the type being used in order to avoid inaccurate comparisons. EM is an
umbrella term describing a range of technologies for monitoring compliance with criminal
justice measures. They usually involve wearing devices (tags) and a receiver or beacon
which is installed at the place of residence and which transmits data to a monitoring centre.
Whilst the devices are made to be difficult to remove, they can be taken off and/or broken,
and receivers and beacons can also be destroyed. Such activities, however, will result in
authorities being alerted to non-compliance events in real time, providing accurate evidence
on which to base enforcement decisions and/or to discuss with wearers.

The first two types of technology enable location monitoring.

e Radio-frequency (RF) technology facilitates the remote monitoring of whether or
not wearers are in a particular indoor location, usually their homes. As a result, this
technology is deployed almost exclusively to monitor curfews. RF technology is
cheap, reliable and easily understood but only monitors wearers’ presence in
specific indoor locations. The devices signal when wearers leave and return to the
monitored address but not where they go.



e  Geo-location technologies such as Global Positioning Schemes (GPS) have the
capability to monitor the movements of wearers continuously and in real time.
However, in England and Wales they are most frequently used to monitor exclusion
zones through real-time alerts. Trail monitoring, when all wearer’s movements are
monitored retrospectively, has been little used to date. GPS technologies have a
much greater range and can be used to monitor wearers indoors and outdoors.

A recent evaluation of pilots of GPS monitoring in England and Wales suggested the
following potential benefits:

i)  supporting rehabilitation and potentially desistence;

i) facilitating risk management, particularly by providing reassurance to
decision-makers that non-compliance would be discovered;

ii) relieving pressure on other rehabilitation services;

iv) helping inform decision making following alleged breaches as a potential for
desistance;

v) safeguarding victims; and

vi) playing a role in exonerating or implicating wearers in offending (Kerr et al, 2019).

GPS technologies are, however, relatively expensive, subject to drift (when the equipment
suggests that wearers are not where they actually are), and their short battery life means
that they need regular charging (Kerr, et al, 2019). They also do not always work reliably in
built-up areas, in buildings or underground.

A third group of technologies monitor alcohol use remotely. Only one of the technologies is
strictly EM because others rely on breathalysers. The devices, sometimes referred to as
sobriety tags, collect data on the amount of alcohol in the body through near continuous
monitoring through the skin. The data are analysed and reported retrospectively. These data
can be used for enforcement or as a precursor to conversations about compliance.

A fourth group of technologies enable bi-lateral monitoring, predominantly used in domestic
violence/stalking cases (Erez and Ibarra, 2007; Erez et al, 2015). These involve (alleged)
perpetrators wearing a tag and victims having a paired device. Alerts are received by both
parties when perpetrators come within a specified distance of victims’ devices. This type of
technology may be: (i) static, i.e. monitoring when the perpetrators are too near to victims’
homes; or (ii) mobile, when proximity of perpetrators and victims is monitored wherever
they are. Bi-lateral monitoring technologies have been trialled in local pilots but are not
currently available in England and Wales. Whilst they have immediate appeal, there are two
significant disadvantages: (i) the responsible authority (usually the police) needs to be able
to get to victims before any harm comes to them and this may be very difficult; and (ii) it
responsibilises victims and may cause them significant additional anxiety. However, trials in
the US suggest that compliance rates are high and that contact points between wearers and
victims are infrequent (Erez and Ibarra, 2007; Erez et al, 2015).

2.2 In what circumstances can EM be used?

The Government White paper ‘A Smarter approach to Sentencing’ (MoJ, 2020b) sets out a
range of different ways in which the use of EM will be developed. These proposals include
extending the length of time that individuals can be subject to EM from 12 months to two
years and introducing a Home Detention Order which provides for a ‘lengthy and restrictive



curfew’” monitored by GPS. However, what follows is a brief introduction to the ways in
which EM can be used at the time of writing (Autumn 2020).

EM is not in and of itself a criminal justice sanction or measure. It is a tool which is used to
monitor conditions which are imposed by courts or prisons. The first point in the process at
which location monitoring technologies can be used is to monitor conditions of court bail.
The use of EM in conjunction with court bail is not specifically regulated meaning that there
are no restrictions on curfew hours or exclusion zones, and conditions may be imposed for
as long as necessary (Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016). Location monitoring is also
available to monitor conditions of community orders and suspended sentence orders. In all
these circumstances, RF technologies can be used to monitor curfew conditions and
requirements for up to 12 months for between two and 16 hours a day. GPS technologies
are available to monitor exclusion zones, curfews, attendance at appointments as well as
trail monitoring. No guidance exists on target groups of location monitoring when used for
remand or as a sentence. GPS technologies are also used under the auspices of Integrated
Offender Management (IOM) and funded primarily by the police or Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCCs). Under these schemes, wearers’ ‘volunteer’ to be monitored to
demonstrate that they are not committing offences and to reduce interactions with the
police (Hudson and Jones, 2016).

Location monitoring is also used post-custody to monitor licence conditions and is a
mandatory element of Home Detention Curfews (HDCs). RF technology is most often used
for HDC but GPS is also available. For HDC, curfews must be imposed for at least nine hours
a day for up to 135 days (MoJ/HMPPS, 2020). Prisoners who are serving sentences of at
least 28 days but less than four years are eligible for HDC but a significant number of legal
exclusions exist for those who have committed certain types of offences and/or have records
of non-compliance (MoJ/HMPPS, 2020). Consequently, the number of prisoners released on
HDC remains relatively low (M0J, 2020b: Table 3.4i).

Remote alcohol monitoring is used to monitor compliance with alcohol abstinence
monitoring requirements (AAMRs) of community orders or suspended sentence orders. They
can be imposed for up to 120 days. AAMRs are targeted at individuals whose offending is
alcohol-related but not those who are known to be alcohol dependent. The White paper
commits to the national availability of AAMR and it is expected to be rolled out by Spring
2021 (MoJ, 2020a).

Research on AAMR suggests that compliance rates are high. The two pilots conducted in
London and Humberside, Lincolnshire and North Yorkshire (HLNY) reported that 94 and 92
per cent of requirements respectively were completed without breach, revocation or
resentence (Hobson et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2019). The original target group for AAMR
were those whose offending was linked to the night-time economy (Bainbridge, 2019), but
both pilots demonstrate that it was used for a much wider range of individuals. Over a third
of the HLNY cohort were convicted of domestic violence related offences (Roberts et al,
2019). This pilot also suggested that wearers planned to reduce their alcohol consumption
after the tag was removed. Wearers reported improved family relationships and being
healthier and happier as a result of AAMRs (Roberts et al, 2019). It is too early to say
whether these behaviour changes remain after AAMRs have been completed.



2.3 EM as a flexible tool

EM technologies are uniquely flexible and can be used in a myriad of ways, providing
concrete information about compliance and reassurance to decision-makers and the wider
public that wearers who do not comply will be brought to their attention. As a result, using
EM can be an effective way to prevent the unnecessary use of custody.

Overselling the capabilities of EM is a real danger. There are many examples of it being
referred to as a ‘virtual prison’ or an ‘electronic ball and chain’ (Hucklesby, 2013a). Making
such references is misleading. Ultimately, EM does not and cannot stop wearers from doing
what they want to do. Instead it provides evidence to take formal breach action when
necessary and/or to have informed conversations during supervisions. Making wearers
aware that breaches of curfews/exclusion zones have been noted can be an effective way to
bolster compliance and prevent non-compliance escalating, thereby potentially avoiding
subsequent formal action (Hucklesby, 2009). Discussing the circumstances surrounding
non-compliance can be an effective way to start a much broader conversation during
supervisions. The lack of evidence of non-compliance also allows individuals to be praised
for being compliant, which is likely to be especially effective if it demonstrates an improving
trajectory.

EM technologies allow for a personalised approach. Currently, curfews, whether for bail,
sentences or HDC, tend to be imposed seven days a week for 12 hours a day between 19.00
and 07.00 for the duration of an order (Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016). This standardised
approach has some advantages — it is easy to follow and those who have been subject to
EM curfews in the past will be aware of the requirements and are arguably more likely to
understand them and, therefore, comply.

However, such an approach means that some wearers are subject to curfews that are longer
than necessary, either in terms of hours or on more days of the week. By contrast, some
individuals might need to have longer curfew hours imposed. Curfew hours are also not
altered during the length of the order to reward compliance or as an early intervention to
tackle embryonic non-compliance. Furthermore, the standardised approach does not
incorporate an exit strategy, whereby curfew hours, exclusion zones or alcohol monitoring
are reduced towards the end of the order to aid the transition from EM to freedom
(Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016). Such a strategy has the potential to assist with
managing the transition, recognising the potential to return to previous habits and routines.
The more intensive the monitoring, the more important an effective exit strategy is likely to
be.

A less standardised model of EM use would also ensure that account is taken of individuals’
circumstances and protected characteristics, thereby meeting the Public Sector Equality duty
(MoJ/HMPPS, 2019). There is some evidence that courts take account of women'’s childcare
responsibilities when setting curfew hours (Holdsworth, 2019). The evidence relating to
other caring responsibilities or to men with childcare responsibilities is very limited. There
are also questions about whether EM equipment and regimes are set up in a way which
consider differences between men and women (Holdsworth and Hucklesby, 2014). There is
no evidence that religious practices are considered when setting curfew times (Hucklesby
and Holdsworth, 2016). Evidence about the extent to which employment is taken into
account is variable with particular problems caused when wearers work non-standard hours
or when they are required to work away from home (Hucklesby, 2009).



Requirements monitored by EM can be imposed as single requirements or part of
multi-requirement orders. The existence of these two options increases the potential for
flexible and creative use. Nonetheless, there has been considerable debate about whether
EM curfews should be imposed as a single requirement without probation supervision (Nellis,
2013). Reviews of the evidence suggest that the international evidence points to probation
supervision alongside EM curfews being more effective than EM curfews alone (Belur et al,
2017; Graham and Mclvor;2015). However, the analysis suffers from the following three
weaknesses:

(i) research studies rarely provide details of the supervision package or even the type
of equipment used;

(if) very few countries use both single and multi-requirement options on the same
orders, so in-country comparisons are not possible (Hucklesby et al., 2016); and

(iii) in countries where both single and multi-requirement options are used, the groups
may not be comparable and even those wearers on single requirement orders may
be subject to supervision as a condition of another order.

An added problem in England and Wales is that it is not always possible to identify which
orders wearers are on (Bottomley et al., 2004; Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016).

Consequently, whilst intuitively, or for ideological reasons, it is possible to argue that EM
should never be imposed without wraparound probation supervision, it is also possible that
in some cases this could result in ‘net-widening’. A blanket approach is to be avoided given
that supervision may not be necessary in all cases. This is particularly the case with first
time offenders, young people or those convicted of relatively minor offences where
minimising contact with the criminal justice system may be more likely to result in
desistance. In the case of pre-trial use of EM, the presumption of innocence requires that
conditions should only be imposed to meet the grounds for refusal of bail i.e. risk of
absconding, offending or inferencing with witnesses or the administration of justice.

What is important, however, is that all wearers, whatever the type of order, have access to
support (Hucklesby et al., 2016; Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016), providing information
and reassurance to allow wearers to complete their orders. A clear advantage of the system
in the UK compared with many other countries is that wearers have 24/7 access to a
monitoring centre which can assist with a wide range of issues relating to EM and also
signpost to other services (Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016; Hucklesby et al., 2016; 2020).
This is crucial to providing adequate support to militate the potential stress and anxiety
which may arise when subject to EM (Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016; Hucklesby et al.,
2016).

We know much less about how exclusion zones or other conditions monitored by GPS are
being used. Initial evidence suggests that curfews are often imposed alongside GPS-enabled
location monitoring (Galisteo et al, 2019). The pilots of GPS monitoring also highlighted the
considerable challenges of setting viable exclusion zones and communicating them to
wearers effectively in order to avoid accidental non-compliance events (Kerr et al, 2019).
Setting workable exclusion zones can be challenging given all the competing requirements.
Flexibility and creativity are also important in relation to conditions monitored by GPS.
Exclusion zones do not always have to be in place 24/7 and may be reduced or removed as
a result of compliance records. Probation staff have an important role in this process to
ensure that exclusion zones are effective and workable and consider wearers’ circumstances



in terms of access to work, family, services and amenities, as well as the needs of victims
and witnesses.

Whichever technology and conditions are imposed, there can be unintended consequences
and reduced compliance if orders are not sufficiently agile to respond to wearers’ changing
circumstances. At the time of writing, wearers are required to apply for EM orders to be
changed whether for one off events (such as weddings or funerals) or permanently
(emergencies can be retrospectively approved). Different mechanisms exist for different
types of order, and the process can be difficult to navigate, clunky and slow (Hucklesby and
Holdsworth, 2016). This can result in feelings of frustration and difficult choices. The
Government White paper (Ministry of Justice, 2020c) proposes that some of these decisions
will in future be made by probation officers. This should make EM more agile and improve
compliance with, and legitimacy of, EM (Hucklesby, 2013b).

Using EM in more flexible and creative ways is a key part of the strategy for EM set out in
the Government’s 2020 White paper (MoJ, 2020b). It also dovetails with the MoJ/HMPPS
(2019) principles of EM. Probation officers are key to the success of this strategy, helping to
ensure that EM is used in a way which is responsive to individuals’ circumstances but also
that the most appropriate equipment and intensity of regime are imposed. Although courts
and, in the case of HDC, prisons are the ultimate decision-makers, reports prepared by
probation officers influence their decisions. Consequently, they present a unique opportunity
to articulate a more creative use of EM by setting out the parameters of the restrictions
monitored by EM and ensuring that they are necessary and proportionate and do not set
wearers up to fail. Over time these reports could pave the way for cultural change to enable
EM to be used more smartly.

2.4 Why use EM?

EM is an important mechanism to add credibility to bail, sentence and post-custody licence
conditions primarily because it provides certainty that non-compliance will be discovered. In
this way, it has a role to play in keeping individuals out of custody or enabling them to be
released earlier than otherwise would be the case. The evidence suggests, however, that
take up varies across courts and prisons (Hucklesby and Holdsworth, 2016). The reasons for
this are not clear, although limited knowledge and understanding of EM by court and
probation personnel as well as decision-makers has been suggested, alongside differential
probation engagement with EM and lack of knowledge of its capabilities (Hucklesby and
Holdsworth, 2016). The rest of this section will review the available evidence about EM,
covering what we know about its effectiveness. In many jurisdictions, research lags behind
the use of EM resulting in considerable evidence gaps.

Domestic and international evidence consistently reports that a period of EM can be
‘habit-breaking’ (Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2008; Lobley and Smith, 2000;
Vanhaelemeesch et al., 2014; Walter, 2002). Curfews provide a structure to wearers’ lives
and allow them to stop seeing people and going to places which are linked to their
offending, by providing an excuse for them not to participate in criminogenic activities
(Hucklesby, 2008). Research has suggested that EM works in this way particularly for those
wearers who are already on the road to desistance (Hucklesby, 2008). Yet, many wearers
who plan to continue to offend after a period of EM also suggest that they stop during the
period on EM for fear of the consequences (Hucklesby, 2008; 2009).



These mainly small-scale qualitative studies are supported by larger scale reconviction
studies in many countries which suggest that reductions in levels of offending are associated
with periods on EM (Belur et al., 2017; 2020; Bonta et al., 2000a; 2000b; Gies et al., 2013;
Marie et al., 2011; Padgett et al., 2006). As would be expected, the incidence of reoffending
varies between different groups and in different circumstances (Belur et al., 2017; 2020). A
fundamental problem is that the studies are not comparable because the ways in which EM
is deployed varies significantly between and within countries, making any definitive
statements about the effect of EM on reoffending impossible (Hucklesby et al, 2016;
Hucklesby et al, 2020). There is currently no evidence of a suppression effect beyond the
period of EM.

Studies suggest relatively high levels of compliance with EM measures. Hucklesby’s (2009)
study of wearers subject to EM curfews found that most wearers complied. Most
non-compliance relates to time violations, i.e. being late for the start of curfews or going out
for short periods during curfews. Wearers suggested that these non-compliance events were
a result of their circumstances (e.g. needing to pop to the shop for essentials) and poor
planning rather than deliberate acts of defiance. Breach policies take into consideration such
circumstances by setting out a graduated approach to violations, whereby only serious
non-compliance (missing a whole curfew period or removing tags) result in immediate action
(HMPPS, 2018). Discussing non-compliance events during supervisions can be an effective
way to encourage future compliance as well as providing broader opportunities to discuss
wearers’ circumstances and their understanding of skills such as time keeping, which could
usefully be improved. Research suggests that making wearers aware that their
non-compliance has been noted is an important driver of future compliance, partly because
of their fear of going to prison, however remote this might be in reality (Holdsworth, 2019;
Hucklesby, 2009)

Wearers consistently report that EM is preferable to prison and that being on EM can have
tangible benefits (Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2009; Hudson and Jones, 2016; Mair and
Nee, 1990; Payne et al., 2009). A widely reported benefit for curfews is that they allow time
to be spent with families and children and there is evidence that relationships can be
strengthened and repaired as a result (Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2008). However, there
is also evidence that already strained relationships can worsen. This may apply particularly
when wearers are young adults and living with their parents. There has also been a lot of
concern voiced about the impact on domestic violence (Mair and Nee, 1990). This is a real
issue supported by evidence from the Covid-19 lockdowns. During periods of confinement in
the home, there has been a dramatic increase in reporting of domestic violence (ONS,
2020). Consequently, it is vital that the potential for domestic violence is accurately assessed
and considered before EM is used. As part of this process, alternative accommodation
options, away from wearers’ normal place of residence, should always be explored.

Research suggests that undertaking activities which create and/or strengthen social capital
are important drivers for desistance (Farrall, 2002; Maruna, 2001). Therefore, it is important
that wearers can continue to provide care and support to significant others and that
collateral damage to families and pro-social activities is minimised. Providing relevant
information to the courts/prisons is key to ensuring that any conditions/ requirements
monitored by EM fit around potential wearers’ current circumstances. There is evidence that
childcare responsibilities are usually considered, at least for women, but there is less
evidence that restrictions consider maintaining wider family ties and caring responsibilities
which are outside of the home (Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2008).
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The structure provided by curfews can also assist with employment, employability and
compliance with other requirements/conditions of court orders. Wearers have reported
becoming more ‘job ready’ because of changed habits during curfew periods (Hucklesby,
2008). For similar reasons, they have also reported being more likely to comply with unpaid
work requirements and attending probation appointments. This suggests that EM curfews
may be an effective intervention after non-compliance with other sentence or licence
conditions and particularly as a step before recall.

One note of caution is that evidence suggests that EM can be a challenge for those in
employment. For example: (i) employers may be unhappy about employees wearing EM
devices at work because of the risk of reputational damage; and/or (ii) curfews hours may
restrict when wearers can work and prohibit overnight stays away from home. These issues
can be managed by setting curfew hours around working patterns. This should already be
facilitated by suggesting appropriate curfew hours to the court/prison, but there is evidence
that it does not always happen in practice (Hucklesby, 2008). A further complication is that
changing working patterns can lead to compliance issues or result in wearers losing their
employment if effective mechanisms to amend curfew hours quickly and efficiently are not
in place. GPS technologies provide a mechanism to monitoring compliance without the need
for set hours and may be more appropriate in some cases.

The evidence in relation to drug and alcohol use whilst subject to EM curfews is equally
mixed. Unlike many other countries, drug and alcohol use are not prohibited unless a
specific condition/requirement is imposed alongside the EM measure (Hucklesby et al,
2016). Some wearers stop or reduce their drug/alcohol use mainly because they are
prohibited from their usual night time activities and cannot or will not continue at home
(Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2008). By contrast, some wearers report continuing previous
levels of consumption or increasing use and/or changing their drug of choice. There is little
evidence about the impact of GPS location monitoring on drug/alcohol use, but it is possible
that the impact will be lower than for curfews because they do not necessarily constrain
activities in the same way.

Ensuring that potential wearers have suitable accommodation is one of the main challenges
to the use of EM. Some potential wearers will not have an address, whereas others will not
have an address which is suitable for them to return to because of the nature of their
offences or other risk factors. Householders’ and/or landlords’ consent is also required for
wearers to be monitored. Withdrawal of this consent can be a reason for non-compliance if
wearers need to leave addresses quickly (Hucklesby, 2009). A constant electricity supply is
required to charge devices, although alternative arrangements can be made for GPS
devices. As well as these very practical challenges, there are ethical issues about whether
the proposed accommodation is of a suitable minimum standard. Alternative accommodation
options are available including the homes of family members, Bail Accommodation
Supervision and Support (BASS) accommodation and a range of hostels, although access to
these is often very limited. The probation service’s role in checking the suitability of
accommodation, particularly for HDC, is vital for the smooth running of the process and to
ensure that wearers and other householders are not put at risk (Hucklesby and Holdsworth,
2016).

Evidence suggests that families and significant others play an important role in EM
(Holdsworth, 2019; Hucklesby, 2009; King and Gibbs, 2003; Vanhaelemeesch et al., 2014).
They provide practical support to wearers including shopping during curfew hours and
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reminding them of the requirements, and in some cases physically collecting them to ensure
that they are at home at the start of curfews. Moral support provided by family and friends
has also been found to be important. This includes friends and family staying in with the
wearers during curfew hours. Equally, some family and friends can be facilitators of
non-compliance. The women in wearers’ lives — mothers and wives/partners and girlfriends
— seem to provide a high proportion of the pro-social support and advice.

3. Conclusion

EM is now a permanent fixture in criminal justice systems across the World. In England and
Wales, successive governments have come to rely on EM to an ever-greater extent, and the
recent White paper signals an acceleration in its deployment as well as its diversification into
new technologies. This paper thus provides a timely summary of current forms and uses of
electronic monitoring and the state of knowledge about its usefulness and potential
effectiveness in terms of the core aims of criminal justice and probation practice.

Historically probation has not participated in debates about how EM could and should be
used, instead leaving others to use it and steer it (CJJI, 2008; 2012). As a result, probation
concerns have been largely absent from on-going debates about the future uses of EM. It is
time for probation as a whole and individual officers to fully evaluate the possibilities which
EM and associated technologies provide for more effective probation practice and join the
on-going debates which are shaping the EM of the future. The MoJ/HMPPS (2019) principles
provide a useful starting point.
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