Kent Judicial Business Group:  

A Consultation on Listing Proposals for Kent 

April 2017 

This consultation paper is issued by the Judicial Business Group (‘JBG’) and seeks the views of stakeholders on listing proposals for the magistrates’ courts across the county.  The Judicial Business Group is collectively responsible for the strategic listing policies across the Clerkship area under governance arrangements established nationally by the Senior Presiding Judge.  The members are the three Bench Chairmen, District Judges (Magistrates Courts), the Magistrates’ Liaison Judge, a representative of the Magistrates’ Association, the Justices’ Clerk and the Cluster Manager.
This paper sets out the rationale for change in listing across magistrates’ courts in Kent and aims to explain a model designed to address improvements in performance and service to the public.

This is not a formal public consultation and therefore Cabinet office requirements do not strictly apply, however, the JBG welcomes the contributions of a range of court users and agencies on the proposals.  

Responses are welcomed from a range of organizations and not limited to those listed below
.

The consultation begins on: [8 February 2017]

This consultation ends on: [28 February 2017]
About this consultation

How to respond: 

Please send your response (marked clearly as JBG Listing Review) to:

jcst@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk
Background

The JBG has responsibility for ensuring that the judicial business of the court is conducted in a speedy and efficient manner and for setting the strategic listing policy for the magistrates’ courts at clerkship level.

Listing policies are set in accordance with the Consolidated Criminal Practice Direction on Listing and Allocation.  Strategic change to listing policy has the potential to impact on the partnership working arrangements for a wide number of criminal justice agencies and the allocation of resources.  Consultations are intended to balance considerations across a range of factors in order to achieve the overarching aim:

The purpose is to ensure that all cases are brought to a hearing or trial in accordance with the interests of justice that the resources available for criminal justice are deployed as effectively as possible, and that cases are heard by an appropriate judge or bench with the minimum of delay.

Kent Performance Overview – the case for change
It’s beyond the scope of this consultation paper to conduct an in-depth analysis of the performance issues across Kent.  Respondents to the consultation and criminal justice partners will already be aware of data analysis provided through the Kent Criminal Justice Board and other groups.  The Annexes below contain some current performance trend charts.  

The overview of performance from the data analysis generally provides a clear picture of the need to make some adjustments in order to improve and secure future performance.  

In essence there is a need to re-balance the distribution of trial courts with first appearance courts; to make better use of court sessions where workload change dictates, specifically a reduction in planned youth court sessions and an increase in specialist Domestic Abuse sessions.

Inevitably, given the very real and pressing constraints on funding allocation across the justice sector, there is a need to make changes within existing resource levels and anticipating further resource challenges in the next year as efficiencies from the HMCTS Reform and other programmes begin to be realised.

The changes to the listing framework are explained in more detail below:
Criminal Trial Listing (CPS prosecutions)

The recent trend has been for timeliness in the listing of trials to improve following previous reviews and various initiatives to tackle delay.  Additional trial court sessions were inserted into the listing framework previously in order to tackle delay.  Whilst this was no doubt the right decision at the time, workload levels have been changing with the longer term trend indicating a demand for fewer trial hearings.
In the 12M period to Jan 2016 Kent listed 5,200 trials as compared with 4,070 in the period to Dec 2016.

Kent lists on average just under 350 trials per month.  Applying a generally accepted average duration of 2.5 hours per trial the total monthly trial demand in hours is 875.  Effective listing practices should enable 9 hours of trial work to be listed in a day (which allows for an uplift for the generally consistent attrition rate of trials due to cracked/ineffective/vacated hearings).  Therefore, 875 hours at 9 hours per day should in theory suggest a requirement for about 97 days of trials per month.  Kent’s current listing framework provides 155 days per month.  

It is important to accept that the above data analysis cannot be relied on too scientifically as experience shows that flexibility in trial listing is important to ensure workload continues to flow with a contingency for the unexpected.  Whilst concerted efforts are made to ensure trial courts are fully listed to an average workload (including an overlisting factor to account for late notice vacated, cracked and ineffective trials) additional capacity is often required to ensure flexibility in handling priority trials involving vulnerable victims and witness.  Experience shows that backlogs can grow quickly if trial court provision is aligned too closely to the number of listed trials.  
However, the data does reveal some capacity to reduce trial court listing in order to accommodate a corresponding increase in other sessions.
In addition to ongoing work to secure better performance in Kent on early guilty pleas and case management, other data reveals some need to carry out further research into the disparity between anticipated and actual trial duration with evidence showing in general that trials are being completed in less time than planned.  More efficient timetabling of witnesses and parallel listing of trial cases will be a feature of general improvement initiatives over time.


First Appearance hearings - GAP & NGAP & Domestic Abuse

The Transforming Summary Justice initiative established optimum bailing times for anticipated guilty (GAP) and anticipated not guilty (NGAP) police charged cases.  The intervals of 14 days and 28 days are being met for in Central and North Kent for non-DA cases but East Kent has struggled in the current listing framework with substantial delay in the period between charge and first hearing.  Although performance has been improving recently the latest data shows East Kent’s position to be closer to 23 days than the required 14 for GAP cases.  In East Kent LJA NGAP cases the average is closer to 36 days than the optimum 28.

Workload data demonstrates that East Kent receives a weekly average of 32 GAP and 26 NGAP cases.  The previous listing framework provided 36 GAP and 37 NGAP.  In theory there was sufficient provision of GAP & NGAP slots for the average workload but following the same point made above in relation to trials, some contingency above average workload receipts is considered to be required as whilst efforts are made by police to fill all available slots in court diaries practice suggests there will be some gaps for a variety of reasons.  The proposed listing schedule increases the GAP and NGAP allocation to 45 and 48 slots respectively in order to comfortably accommodate the average receipts. 
Central Kent GAP and NGAP numbers have been adjusted in the proposal to favour a weighted AM court session and courts re-organised to increase parallel DA courts.  
Domestic abuse cases are also subject to delay between charge and first hearing for similar reasons although the pressure points in the current listing pattern are found at Maidstone with an average 34 day interval for DA cases and East Kent having an average of 45 days.  
East Kent data shows an average receipt of 27 new cases per week and the new listing proposals make provision for 32 cases at Margate on Fridays across two courts sitting on the same day.  The proposal also includes a suggested split between GAP and NGAP domestic abuse cases in order to concentrate on improving timeliness in GAP cases.

Central Kent data shows an average receipt of 50 new domestic abuse cases per week – with the work from North Kent LJA being centralised in a specialist SDVC court at Maidstone.  Currently the listing schedule under-provides by about 15 cases per week – which explains the delay in this work.  Police data shows a trend for increased numbers of charges since the summer 2016 and this is as a consequence of increased emphasis on DA cases.  National data shows that Kent has a high percentage of DA work as a proportion of its magistrates’ court business the third highest across England & Wales (29.3% in Q3 16-17 compared with a national average of 20.7%).   

North Kent GAP & NGAP courts contained inconsistent numbers of cases with higher numbers in the PM.  The proposal re-organises the court lists to increase parallel sessions and favour weighted am loadings.

Domestic Abuse cases are subject to delays between charge and first hearing in Central/North Kent and in order to tackle backlogs and provide sufficient capacity for increased numbers of DA cases within the SDVC the new listing schedule provides 52 slots in a re-organised model with 2 DA courts now sitting on Mondays and Wednesday to ensure sufficient time for cases to be managed and completed on the day, including to sentence, wherever possible.  The proposal continues the specialist court at Maidstone as services are presently brigaded in that area.  Police data shows that the majority of the DA caseload dealt with in the specialist court in Maidstone emanates from the Medway LJA area.  Bearing in mind the short distance between the two courts (10 miles) and the excellent transport links between the areas, the centralisation of court work is reported to present no current travel issues impacting on performance.  Kent has excellent victim and witness facilities supporting remote access to hearings as appropriate.

Court utilisation has been an issue in some Kent courts to date with some sessions being under-used and prone to short-term cancellation and others overloaded beyond reasonable limits mainly due to additional unplanned adjourned work.  It is inevitable that some cases will be adjourned and sufficient provision in lists needs to be made for these cases.  Operating over a number of smaller sites with a few courtrooms operating on a daily basis, it is challenging to schedule planned new work and at the same time allow capacity for the unexpected/unknown.  Typically the best that can be achieved is to run parallel list or remand courts side by side so in one site so that work can be distributed between courts on the day to even peaks and troughs.

In addition to optimum bailing times the TSJ initiative also introduced new thinking on optimum numbers of cases to be handled in GAP and NGAP courts – to ensure sufficient time on the day to actively manage cases and make progress without the need to adjourn.  

Overall numbers of cases per GAP, NGAP and DA courts proposed in the new listing schedule aim to be in keeping with TSJ recommendations and in many cases lower.  Provision has been made for adequate adjournment slots in relevant lists to avoid the current problem of cases needing adjournment being delayed for some considerable time as insufficient slots and inflexible listing prevented adaptations to listing.  Numbers of cases and court utilisation data will be reviewed against timeliness on an ongoing basis to monitor the impact and effectiveness of parallel courts sharing peaks of work.

Simplification of adjournment slots is proposed to give greater clarity to workloads listed and to reduce time spent in the process of adjourning cases on IT systems which is reportedly taking up valuable time unnecessarily.

Youth Court Listing

Youth Justice is a complex and specialist area.  Youth Courts deal with some of the most serious cases in the criminal justice system which also involves some of the most vulnerable defendants, victims and witnesses.  For a considerable time, recognition of the specialist nature of the jurisdiction has been achieved through separate youth court centres bringing together a range of practitioner’s expert in this field.  Prosecutors, defence advocates, youth offending service representatives, victim/witness support staff, the judiciary, legal advisers all contribute specialism either by specific authorisation, training or dedication in practice.

The Carlile inquiry
 into youth justice made a number of recommendations about the handling of cases by specialists.  The interim report of the current Youth Justice
 review acknowledges the complex casework involving children with the most difficult needs with important decisions being made about criminalisation.

Recent changes to legislation on sentencing confirm the long established trend of the youth court being more appropriate than the Crown Court as the venue for the trial of very serious offences even where the ultimate sentencing outcome is likely to be a sentence in excess of the youth courts powers.  Specialist District Judges (Magistrates’ Courts) are authorised to deal with the most complex cases.

This JBG consultation is therefore predicated on the following bases: 1) that there is real substance to the concept of specialisation in youth court work; 2) for specialisation to be effective, meaningful and capable of delivering the best justice outcomes for all, participants need the opportunity to regularly practice in the youth court jurisdiction to maintain skills and competence; 3) listing arrangements need to brigade work in order to provide sufficient opportunity to enable specialisation 

There are currently three youth panels operating across four youth court locations in Kent.  East Kent LJA has youth courts alternating weekly between Margate and Folkestone.  Central Kent’s youth work is listed in a morning weekly at Maidstone.  North Kent lists two youth courts weekly.  The general position is that planned youth courts are either routinely under-listed with youth cases; cancelled for lack of work or amalgamated with adult criminal work.  

Each Youth Panel comprises a team of dedicated and committed youth magistrates who are specialist in youth justice issues.  The JBG anticipates the youth panel magistrates to understand and support the need for specialisation when considering the needs of the participants involved in proceedings before the courts.

The decline in prosecuted youth court work is a long-term trend which appears set to continue.  There are several consequences of this but of most immediate concern is the reality in Kent that in most cases the courthouses have adult criminal work operating in neighbouring courtrooms alongside youth cases and without proper separation of the jurisdictions.  

s.31 Children and Young Persons’ Act 1933 requires courts to make arrangements for the separation of young persons from adult offenders whilst at police stations or at court.  This statutory provision is not being complied with currently on a routine basis across Kent.  Whilst the impact of this statutory breach is difficult to assess, the JBG is concerned to ensure that it is compliance is achieved wherever practicable.

Against the background of a substantial decline in workload volumes, the JBG is seeking views through this consultation as to its proposal for the most effective listing model to achieve specialisation.  Operational efficiency is also a feature as court sessions need to be utilised fully in order to make best use of a limited resource.  The reality of declining and erratic workloads is that any option for achieving better listing must include fewer youth court centres dealing with more routine work and inevitably these options introduce the potential for increased travel in order to access youth justice.  Bearing in mind the similarity in the seriousness and complexity of its casework to that of the Crown Court, the JBG particularly seeks views on the balance between travel and the access to a specialist justice service.

Kent youth work has fallen by one-third over the last year.  HMCTS data shows that the number of completed youth cases in the 12M to Jan 16 was 1608.  In the 12M period to Dec 16 the figure was 1077, a reduction of 33%.  By Local Justice Area the reductions are: East Kent – 42% (771 down to 447); Central Kent – 39% (451 down to 274) and North Kent – 7% (386 down to 356).  The shorter term quarterly trend data show a similar steady decline in completed cases in both East and Central over the last year although an increase in North Kent since summer 2016.
Police data also demonstrates a substantial decline in caseload across Kent.  The graph below shows the trend across each LJA.  The numbers of cases before court in the last the months of 2016 reveal the pressing problem with court utilisation in the youth jurisdiction and therefore the specialisation issue.  Central Kent had only 33 new cases between October and December.  Across the planned 12 court sessions this gives an average of 2.75 cases per session.
Medway generates by far the highest number of youth cases.  Medway magistrates’ court also has the best facilities to accommodate youth work in compliance with s.31 Children and Young Persons’ Act 1933 in that it has two dedicated youth courtrooms with separate entrances and waiting areas.  Given the low number of Central Kent cases, the JBG proposal is to list all of the Youth work for Central Kent and North Kent at Medway into the existing listing pattern of two youth courts per week at Medway magistrates’ court.  By increasing the workload of these courts there is an increased likelihood of more sustainable youth specific court sessions with the desired focus of specialisation and expertise.
Combining the youth workload for Central and North Kent into fewer court sessions both increases the utilisation of those courts but also allows the demands of other work types – particularly Domestic Abuse cases – to be accommodated within the existing resources.  In essence, the proposal is for space created by the move of youth work to be backfilled by specialist domestic abuse work at Maidstone as explained above.

In proposing this change the JBG has considered its responsibilities under the Practice Direction on Listing and also the potential impact on court users.  Brigading work into a central location for Central & North Kent is considered advantageous to the better utilisation of limited YOS resources and their views on this proposal are of particular interest.  In accordance with the data which shows the considerable majority of youth work emanates from the Medway area, the argument for centralising work there (as opposed to other locations) is strongest in terms of minimising impact on travel times for young people.

The impact on magistrates is dealt with below.

East Kent’s listing arrangements are also subject to the same need for change with insufficient work to adequately utilise existing planned sessions.  The idea of reducing youth sessions into a single location for the East Kent area brings with it the same benefits as for North and Central Kent i.e. better use of resource and more efficient listing of work to reduce delay and enhance the speedy delivery of justice in a dedicated and specialist jurisdiction.  

Choosing a single location in East Kent LJA presents different considerations however as the travel times and options between the two existing youth centres at Margate and Folkestone are much more challenging that as between Maidstone and Chatham.

	Travel times 

(between magistrates’ courts)
	Distance (mls)
	Car (mins)
	Train (mins)

	Maidstone to Medway
	9
	26
	39

	Folkestone to Margate
	28
	56
	120

	Folkestone to Canterbury
	17
	31
	52

	Margate to Canterbury
	16
	41
	46


Whilst actual journey times for court users will be different as travel will not be between courthouses, the table does give a clear indication of the better travel times and connections into Canterbury from East Kent.  

The JBG proposal is that Canterbury can be seen as offering the best option for the location of a single youth court centre for East Kent.  Currently Canterbury magistrates’ court whilst having very good facilities deals with very limited criminal court work.  Family courts operate each day but with only one on a Monday and one on a Thursday.  By moving the Monday court to a Thursday, and by rationalising courts allocated for non-police charged criminal work (local authority prosecutions and summons work etc.) Canterbury can accommodate in two adjacent courtrooms all of the planned youth work for East Kent on a Monday.  In addition to the benefits to court users of a reduced impact on travel times, the courthouse would also be able to accommodate youth court work in compliance with s.31 Children & Young Persons’ Act 1933 and ensure separation between young persons and adult offenders.  


Youth Panels & Mergers


The Justices of the Peace Rules 2016 abolished the statutory formation of youth panels and substituted judicial protocols on the operation of youth panels.  The new Protocol issued by the senior judiciary enables youth panel areas to be changed at the request of the panel chairmen, the Judicial Business Group (JBG) or by the Senior Presiding Judge.

The JBG wishes to consult youth panels on its proposal that the youth panel areas in Kent are changed to create a single Kent Youth Panel.  In making this proposal, the JBG considers that a single panel is best placed to support the continued development of youth panel magistrates through ongoing programmes of training and development and improve consistency in liaison arrangements with youth justice agencies about matters of interest in that jurisdiction.  Bringing together magistrates with a similar interest and dedication to youth justice is likely, in the view of the JBG, to promote opportunities for sharing of best practice and responses to strategic developments.  

As with other areas the opportunity exists to support the cohesion of a single panel using modern communication systems such as videolink meetings, eJudiciary, podcasts etc.  Regular traditional meetings would continue to be required at venues suitable to the panel but magistrates may wish to have the opportunity to join events and receive information without travelling on occasion.

In addition to the benefits involved in enhanced support arrangements for the consistent management of a larger panel, a single youth panel creates the important opportunity for magistrates to sit flexibly across Kent in youth cases so that a choice exists in sitting between either the youth centres at Medway and Canterbury or both.  As with existing rota arrangements, magistrates would have the opportunity to express preference to sit at the youth court location most suitable for them.
If the proposal is agreed, decisions on the size of the panel required to support the courts would need to be made in due course and in accordance with the Justices of the Peace Rules 2016.  The situation currently reveals a lack of regular opportunity for youth panel magistrates to sit on youth work which, if unaddressed, will in the view of the JBG be likely to have a detrimental effect on the levels of experience, competence of members of the panel.  The JBG proposal seeks to ensure the viability of youth panels for the future.
Family Listing – magistrates’ tier
A detailed exploration of family performance data is beyond the scope of this JBG consultation. However, the recognised position is for an increase in family caseload and need to provide additional listing capacity particularly for FHDRA slots.  

The resource position between Tiers of the family court is a complex matter and involves considerations beyond the scope of the JBG’s remit.  However, recognising the potential for the need to meet an increased demand in family courts, the proposed listing framework from April includes an additional FHDRA court per week if required which has been achieved from within existing resources by ending the alternating family court which operated on a Tuesday between Sevenoaks/Anchorage House and including an additional family court at Sevenoaks on a Friday once a month so two family benches can sit in parallel on the same occasion enabling better and more resilient listing of family work in Sevenoaks.

Consultation on a Single Family Panel for Kent

As above with youth panels, the Justice of the Peace Rules 2016 substituted most of the statutory arrangements for family panels with judicial protocol.  Family panel areas can be changed by the President of the Family Division of his own motion or on application of the JBG or a family panel chairman.  This consultation primarily applies to family magistrates but is included here so as to support consideration of the issues within the wider context.  Responses to this consultation can be sent in the same way as to the listing consultation.

Kent currently has three family panels each with a separate judicial structure and supported by separate administrative structures.  Panels meet and to some extent engage independently with family justice agencies.  

Kent’s Tier 1 family courts are currently listed at 3 sites (Anchorage House, Canterbury Magistrates’ Court and Sevenoaks Magistrates’ Court).  There is no proposal to change that arrangement.  

Family panels in Kent, like many nationally, have been struggling with recruitment and the levels of sittings for some members places a considerable burden on their time.  Family magistrates, as judges of the family court, demonstrate a considerable commitment to justice above and beyond the expectation of most.  Many sit in both the criminal and family jurisdictions and the demands on their time can be considerable.  

Whilst the level of commitment is in no doubt, the shortfall in numbers of family magistrates in places causes difficulty with increasing regularity in filling sittings on the rota with the magistrates separated into three distinct panels.  Routinely, magistrates are asked to and volunteer to fill vacancies in courts joining colleagues from neighbouring family panels.  By the routine combination of family panel magistrates into court benches on a daily basis, the boundaries between panels are effectively blurred already.  The process of offering vacancies to one panel and then extending it to another is a contributory factor in the burden on rota administration and is wasteful of much needed resource. 

Sharing of ideas and good practice between panels is undoubtedly already happening across panels and so this proposal is designed to build on that good work especially at a time when family magistrates are anticipating significant change to working practice as the courts take on eBundles and digital working generally.  The JBGs’ view is that a single panel is the best structure for Kent to support this work and links most beneficially with the single DFJ structure.
As with youth panels, arrangements for meetings and training of the panels needs consideration although in many respects the reality of family meetings is already centralised around the DFJ area with a single meeting structure and a single Family Justice  Board.
Family Panel magistrates would have the opportunity to sit at locations suited to them and at the same time in a single rota would sit with colleagues from neighbouring LJAs on family work from across Kent without the need to separate cases in lists according to geography unless in order to accommodate the needs of the parties.

Other Proposals

Currently the SJP work rotates each three months between the three Local Justice Areas.  This adds administrative burden for prosecution stakeholders and HMCTS in anticipating the rotation of cases.  Canterbury has good facilities for the SJP work to be dealt with outside of a courtroom.  An integral part of this proposal is for magistrates to be deployed to do this work from across the whole of Kent so that all magistrates have an opportunity to do this work.  In time more non-police SJP work is likely to be added to this process e.g. local authority littering, education act and railways prosecutions.  

Surrey & Sussex deals with DVLA and TV Licensing SJP work on behalf of the South East Region.  Cases coming out of that area – for trial, attendance, stat dec, re-opening etc. are adjourned back to local cluster areas.  Prosecution teams cover courts across the South East Region and centralising the ‘attender’ courts makes better use of their resource in addition to creating efficiencies in the listing of cases of a similar type in fewer blocks.  Experience shows that despite entering not guilty pleas in response to the ‘summons’ the majority of cases adjourned do not proceed to trial and are resolved either through case management or proof in absence.  Brigading the adjourned work into a central Kent list enables efficiency to be made in listing this work alongside other non-CPS prosecuted work and therefore saves resource and makes better utilisation of court time.  Magistrates from across Kent could be scheduled to do this work.  The JBG’s preferred location for this work would be Canterbury.

NOTE: Should proposal 8 be approved, the business case for creating an additional courtroom at Canterbury Magistrates’ court will be investigated by HMCTS – through the clearance of an unused former courtroom on the ground floor currently used for storage.

To increase the provision of courts in each LJA to accommodate sufficient cases listed for disqualification etc.  Currently too many cases are being listed with delay or are first being processed via the SJP route only to discover that the driver is a ‘totter’ and needs to be adjourned for sentence.  The volume of traffic work requiring traditional listing is such as to require 2 days per month in each of the LJAs
 compared with the current one day per month.  
Currently Kent lists up to 6 fine enforcement cases alongside its GAP, NGAP and other lists.  These cases are in addition to the planned work and evidence suggests are causing delay in processing the business which is intended to be the main focus of the session.  By removing the fine enforcement slots from these courts and creating a dedicated court session as often as needed two benefits are considered to be possible: a) the court has more time to focus on its main workload and b) the fine enforcement cases receive more dedicated attention to dealing with non-payment.  The National Collection and Enforcement Service (part of HMCTS) is in the process of changing its strategy towards the issue of arrest warrants for fine default moving away from the routine issue of warrants with bail in favour of warrants without bail.  A dedicated list is likely, therefore, to be better placed to deal with appearances in custody with Enforcement Officers targeting resource around the execution of warrants and bringing offenders to the court cells.  Each LJA would need to determine the location and timing of these courts under the strategic direction of the JBG.

This proposal can only be made in general terms at this stage as more detailed work is required with various agencies to determine the best model which will include a transfer to the SJP process for some work; brigading of work into more dedicated lists and the potential for use of technology and IT to support use of resource.  The proposed schedule defines where the Local Authority/Miscellaneous work will be listed and should provide greater consistency in the allocation of resource to bring an end to the current peaks and troughs where courts are routinely cancelled, having had resources allocated to them, as work is not issued.  Most local authority/miscellaneous work is capable of forward planning and brigading given the timescales involved in case management.

to increase by 2 the number of videolink slots lists to 8 per session in each of the LJAs to ensure better utilisation of those courts and limit the need for adjourned custody cases appearing by prison court video link to appear in the other lists.  Currently, too many unplanned cases are appearing in GAP and NGAP lists.  

To create a generic ‘pot’ of adjourned slots to reduce competition between adjourned cases for slots (improving timeliness) and reduce time taken in searching for slots in court delaying progress on the day.
The Listing Framework 

The draft proposed schedule is attached which explains the operation of the above proposals.  The purpose of a listing framework is to establish the strategic approach within which the day to day operations are managed.  
Whilst the overall aim is to ensure that the right number of courts is planned for the average workloads, as these develop over time, short-term decisions are made to adjust within the framework.  Where routine adjustments to planned courts is required e.g. a decrease or increase in prosecuted work over a longer period which is established as a trend, the JBG will review and re-consider the framework.  
Typically the JBG will aim not to alter the framework more than once per year.
Listing Frameworks & Supporting Data
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Current Sessions approx 52 week
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Central Kent    JBG Proposed List – April 17







Proposed sessions approx 50 week
[image: image2.emf]
East Kent 
Current List 












Current Sessions approx 74 week
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East Kent

JBG Proposed List – from April 17








Proposed 74 sessions per week
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North Kent
Current List










Current approximately 74 sessions per week
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North Kent   JBG Proposed List – from April 17  







Proposed 68 sessions per week
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YOUTH DATA
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	Kent Youth Trials - Estimated Listing Requirements per Month
	 
	 

	Youth Trials  - 12 months 
	CK
	NK
	EK

	trials
	46
	62
	68

	effective
	21
	27
	31

	hours (3 per trial) 
	138
	186
	204

	trial courts year (9 hours days)
	15
	21
	23

	trial courts month (9 hours days)
	1
	2
	2

	
	
	
	


Trial Performance – Timeliness CPS trials within TSJ dataset
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Proposal 1:  modest reduction in criminal trial court allocation but retaining an additional capacity above average workload levels to ensure ‘headroom’ in session numbers to allow flexibility whilst improvements in listing practice and case management continue





Proposal 2:  re-organise and re-distribute GAP, NGAP and DA courts to increase capacity overall to be in excess of average workloads and supply adequate contingency for timely adjournments within lists.  Increased parallel listing of courts to support management of daily workloads and concentrate resources.  Central Kent to increase provision for first hearing DA cases substantially.  East Kent to increase numbers of GAP, NGAP and DA first hearings.





Proposal 3:  	a) To list all Central and North Kent LJA youth work at Medway 


			b) To list all East Kent LJA youth work at Canterbury





NOTE:  This part of the consultation primarily applies to magistrates but is included here so as to support consideration of the issues within the wider context.  Stakeholders are able to comment on this issue if they wish.





Proposal 4:  Change the youth panel areas for Kent to create a single 


Youth panel for the county with magistrates able to sit more flexibly and at locations suited to them





Proposal 5:  Additional weekly family court in Kent within the magistrates’ tier and an additional monthly family court at Sevenoaks 





NOTE:  This is a separate consultation to the JBG listing consultation but is mentioned here for the benefit of magistrates involved and the wider stakeholder groups who may have an interest in the outcome and wish to contribute ideas on the proposal.





Proposal 6:  To support more effective deployment of the family panel across existing courts and build on the existing good practice across Kent, a single family panel is created for the county with magistrates able to sit more flexibly and at locations suited to them





Proposal 7:  to centralise single Justice process (SJP) traffic lists at Canterbury Magistrates court for the county.  





Proposal 8:  Create a county-wide location for DVLA and TV Licensing ‘attender’ courts  





Proposal 9:  to increase provision of Road Traffic ‘Attender’ courts





Proposal 10: to introduce dedicated Fine enforcement lists where needed





Proposal 11: to consolidate Local Authority and miscellaneous lists into fewer sessions to improve court utilisation





Proposal 12: to increase Prison to Court Video link slots in existing dedicated sessions





Proposal 13: to simplify listing of cases into adjourned slots 








� This consultation paper is being sent to: Kent Magistrates; the Magistrates Association – Kent Branch; Youth Offending Service; Local Authority; Crown Prosecution Service; National Probation Service; Kent Police; Police and Crime Commissioner’s Office; Citizens’ Advice; Law Society; National Offender Management Service; DVLA, TV Licensing; Dover Port Authority; South East Trains and other private prosecuting agencies routinely operating in Kent





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncb.org.uk/media/1148432/independent_parliamentarians__inquiry_into_the_operation_and_effectiveness_of_the_youth_court.pdf" ��http://www.ncb.org.uk/media/1148432/independent_parliamentarians__inquiry_into_the_operation_and_effectiveness_of_the_youth_court.pdf�





� https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/498736/youth-justice-review.pdf





� East Kent averages 55; North Kent averages 75 and Central Kent averages 42 cases per month





