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About Social Ventures Australia 

Social Ventures Australia (SVA) works with innovative partners to invest in social 

change. We help to create better education and employment outcomes for 

disadvantaged Australians by bringing the best of business to the ‘for purpose’ 

sector, and by working with partners to strategically invest capital and expertise. SVA 

Social Finance introduces new capital and innovative financial models to help solve 

entrenched problems. 

SVA Consulting shares evidence and knowledge to build social sector capacity. We 

work with non-profits, major funders and governments to strengthen their capacity to 

access and manage capital, talent and evidence, measure impact, and deploy new 

approaches to delivering services, to achieve profound social change. 
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Executive Summary 

All too often Government spending is tied up in acute/remedial spend leaving limited 

funding for preventative interventions.  Although there is broad recognition of the 

social and financial benefits of investing in preventative services, it is difficult for 

Government to divert money from acute/remedial services while there is still demand 

for those services. 

Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) are designed to disrupt this pattern of spending and 

catalyse a transition from acute to preventative spending.  SIBs raise private capital 

for preventative programs that address areas of pressing social need.  The 

preventative programs aim to improve social outcomes and in doing so relieve the 

demand on acute/remedial services and generate savings to Government.  If, and 

only if, the programs are successful at achieving the desired outcome, then 

Government has a contractual commitment to pay for the outcomes achieved.  The 

payments for the outcomes achieved are calibrated to be a proportion of the savings 

to Government.   

Social Impact Bonds are a promising new approach that has been applied to a range 

of social issues around the world including: recidivism, children in out of home care, 

homelessness and unemployment.  Criminal justice has been one of the focus areas 

for early SIB development due to the very high social and financial costs of the 

problem.   

The Department engaged SVA to conduct a scoping study to explore the applicability 

of the SIB model to reducing reoffending in Western Australia (WA).  In completing 

this mandate SVA applied a SIB Assessment Framework, and considered this in 

light of the WA context and the Department’s objectives.   SVA identified some key 

challenges, particularly around the availability of data, however, also considers there 

to be a number of positive factors in the WA landscape that present an opportunity to 

harness change.    

SVA has made a number of recommendations and outlined three options for the 

development of SIBs for the Department’s consideration: 

 Option 1:  Undertake a ‘Stakeholder Readiness Program’ 

 Option 2:  Adopt an ‘Innovation Fund’ Model 

 Option 3:  Test a ‘Market Based’ approach to service provision  

These options are not mutually exclusive and are all considered suitable for the WA 

justice landscape.  SVA believes that each of these options fosters the SIB 

objectives of: increasing accountability for outcomes; innovation in service delivery; 

and alignment of stakeholder interests, and will also help the Department transition 

to broader adoption of outcomes contracting over time.  
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An Introduction to Social Impact Bonds 

SIBs are a promising new approach that leverages private investment to support 

high-impact social programs.  SIBs are designed to separate the payment for the 

delivery of services (funded upfront by private investors) with payment for the 

success of those interventions; where Government pays if, and only if, the desired 

outcomes are achieved.  By doing so, SIBs enable Governments to trial innovative, 

preventative services and then pay for those services out of the savings generated.   

Central to any SIB is a contract with a public sector commissioner, in which the 

commissioner commits to pay for an improvement in social outcomes (such as a 

reduction in offending rates) for a defined population.  On the back of this outcomes-

based contract, private investment is raised and used to pay for interventions which 

are delivered by social sector organisations with a demonstrated track record. 

As and when outcomes are achieved, the Government pays investors a return 

dependent upon the level of outcomes achieved. The payment from the Government 

recognises the fact that addressing areas of social need reduces the financial burden 

on the Government.  

 

Figure 1 - Outline of a Social Impact Bond structure 

 

  

SIBs are one product in the broader movement of Impact Investing.  Impact Investing 

refers to an investment approach that intentionally seeks to create both financial 

return and positive, measurable social impact.  By unlocking investment from this 

new and growing pool of capital, SIBs aim to increase the amount of money 

available for tackling complex social issues such as reoffending.   

SIBs raise capital from private investors to fund additive services, or services 

targeting people that fall through the gaps of existing statutory provision.  SIBs are 

not intended to displace or replace Government services or philanthropically funded 

activity.  Surveys of investors in the Newpin Social Impact Bond in New South Wales 

Investors

Government

Service 

Users

1

5

2 6

3

4

1. Government enters outcomes contract to pay 

service provider on the basis of outcomes.

2. Investors provide upfront capital to fund the 

provision of services.

3. Service provider (charity / social enterprise) 

delivers service to service users.

4. Service delivers improved outcomes and 

savings to government.

5. Government pays if and when outcomes are 

achieved according to the outcomes contract.

6. Outcomes payments provide investors with a 

return.

Service 

Provider



 

   6 

showed that almost 80% of the money invested in the Newpin SIB would have 

otherwise been directed to ‘regular’ investments (e.g. cash, shares etc.), indicating 

that substantial incremental ‘enabling’ funds were brought into the social sector. 

  

Alignment of Stakeholder Interests 

The SIB model has gained much attention and momentum globally given its potential 

to deliver an aligned, positive outcome for government, private investors, service 

providers and service users.  The motivations of the various stakeholder groups are 

outlined below:   
 

Government: 

 SIBs enable Government to trial innovative, preventative interventions and only 
pay if and when targeted social outcomes are achieved 

 The outcomes payment represents a portion of the savings generated from 
avoiding negative outcomes  

 Government benefits from the additional oversight/governance provided by 
external investors who have a vested interest in seeing outcomes achieved 

 

Investors: 

 Investors stand to receive an aligned social and financial return.  That is, the 
more social value that is generated, the more the investor stands to benefit 
financially 

 SIBs provide investors with an opportunity to diversify their portfolio whilst 
creating social impact 

 

Service Providers: 

 Service providers are afforded the flexibility to innovate and tailor services 
around the needs of their clients, in comparison to a relatively high degree of 
service specificity found in outputs based contracts 

 SIB contracts tend to be longer (3 – 6 years) than grants providing more certainty 
of funding and allowing for better planning and resourcing decisions 

 SIBs instil a culture of accountability and data driven decision making  

 

Service Users: 

 The emphasis on innovation and outcomes should result in more responsive and 
tailored services to service users 

 The development of an evidence base over time will lead to a better 
understanding of what works, and result in a more appropriate suite of services 
over time. 
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Global Interest 

The SIB model has been applied to tackling a range of social issues around the 

world, including recidivism, children in out of home care, homelessness and 

unemployment.  (See Appendix 1 for a summary of international SIB examples)  The 

model was first developed by Social Finance UK, with the first SIB targeting 

recidivism being launched in Peterborough in 2010.  The UK continues to lead the 

development of SIBs, with 15 SIBs in operation.  Since 2010, SIBs have emerged in 

the US, Canada, NSW, the Netherlands and Belgium, with many more countries 

developing models.   

 

Figure 2 - Map of SIBs in operation globally 

 

 

 

The SIB model has been adapted considerably across the different social issue 

areas and jurisdictions.  The degree of variability illustrates the importance of 

adapting the model to suit the complexities of the local issue, the existing service 

provision landscape and the objectives of the various stakeholders.  Key dimensions 

of variability include:  the degree of risk transfer; the population size; the use of 

control groups, whether or not an intermediary is used; and the number and 

immediacy of the target outcomes.  See Appendix 2 for a summary of the key 

dimensions of variability.   
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Government Engagement 

Governments internationally and around Australia are recognising the contribution 

that social investment and social impact bonds may have on tackling entrenched 

social issues, as illustrated by the quotes below: 

 

Figure 3 - Illustration of Governments' support for social investment 

 

 

 

Early SIB Results 

The SIB model is still in its infancy, with the first results from early SIBs only 

emerging in recent weeks.  A summary of the early results from the Peterborough 

SIB in the UK and the Newpin SIB in NSW are provided below: 

 

Peterborough Social Impact Bond:  First results 

The Peterborough SIB targets a reduction in reoffending for all male prisoners 

leaving Peterborough prison having served a sentence of less than 12 months.  This 

population was targeted as short sentence prisoners in the UK currently receive no 

statutory support on release from prison and have a very high (~60%) reoffending 

rate.  The Peterborough SIB was launched in September 2010 with results from the 

first group (cohort) being released on 7 August 2014. 

Results for the first cohort of 1,000 prisoners demonstrated an 8.4% reduction in 

reconviction events relative to the comparable national baseline. Whilst this is a 

positive indication of the impact of the Peterborough SIB, the result does not meet 

Hon David Cameron, Prime Minister, UK

“We’ve got a great idea that can transform our societies, by using the power of finance to tackle the most difficult 
social problems. Problems that have frustrated government after government, country after country, generation 
after generation. Issues like drug abuse, youth unemployment, homelessness and even global poverty. The potential 
for social investment is that big. So I want to make it a success in Britain and I want to sell it all over the world.”

Hon Mike Baird, Premier, NSW

“By engaging private investors to work collaboratively with the public and community sectors we believe we can 
improve the likelihood of delivering real and sustainable solutions to some of the important social challenges facing 
our State.  We have the potential to create better social results, while providing cost savings for taxpayers and 
delivering for investors.”

Michael R. Bloomberg, Mayor, New York City

“This promising financing model has potential to transform the way governments around the country fund social 
programs, and as first in the nation to launch it, we are anxious to see how this bold road map for innovation works. 

Social impact bonds have potential upside for investors, but citizens and taxpayers stand to be the biggest 
beneficiaries.”

Hon Jack Snelling, Minister for Health, SA

‘A prudent Government needs to be sure that public funding for community services is used effectively, to achieve the 
best outcomes for individuals and the community.  

We also need to focus more attention on early intervention programs which can prevent expensive social problems 
emerging.’
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the minimum payment threshold of a 10% reduction in reoffending.  The project is 

however on course to receive outcome payments in 2016, at which point the 

payment threshold is reduced to 7.5% on the basis of a larger cohort (i.e. Cohorts 1 

and 2 assessed together).  These results highlight the appeal of SIBs to 

Government, as a means to test innovative models of service delivery and pay if, 

and only if, a significant improvement in outcomes is achieved.   

Also of note, the Peterborough SIB was initially a six year contract, however, in April 

this year was changed to being a four year contract.  This change was due to the 

regional pilot overlapping with the new national 'Transforming Rehabilitation' reforms, 

under which short sentence offenders will now receive statutory probation support.  

This change highlights the positive impact SIBs (and other innovative pilots) can 

have on stimulating policy change to address gaps in service provision.  However, 

this change also highlights the risk of using a matched control group, such as the 

one employed in the Peterborough SIB.   

 

Newpin Social Impact Bond:  First results 

The Newpin Social Impact Bond (or Social Benefit Bond as it is called in NSW) aims 

to restore children to their families from out-of-home care, or prevent them from 

entering care in the first place through creating safe family environments. It does this 

by funding an intensive 12 to 18 month course for mothers and fathers, with strong 

outcome targets and performance measures guiding returns to investors in the 

program.  

Launched in June 2013, by June 2014 the program had 55 families (82 children) in 

its 3 centres and a new centre on the NSW Central Coast set to reach new families 

when it opens in coming weeks. During the first year, 28 children were successfully 

returned to their families, and 10 families at risk were assisted to prevent their 

children from being put into care. 

The early results will deliver a return of 7.5% to investors in the first year, based on a 

certification of the bond by Deloitte.   

NSW Treasurer Andrew Constance commented: “The NSW Government is striving 

to develop new and innovative ways to deliver services and support to our 

community, and the first year results of the Social Benefit Bond with UnitingCare 

Burnside are certainly encouraging.  

“Not only are we tapping into a new source of funding by partnering with investors, 

we are delivering better social outcomes while providing cost savings to 

government.” 
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Exploring SIBs to reduce reoffending in WA 

In completing this mandate, SVA has drawn on: information provided by the 

Department; publicly available information issued by the Department; conversations 

with the Department’s staff; and publicly available research on recidivism.  This work 

highlighted a number of challenges and opportunities that are unique to the WA 

landscape.  

 

The WA Landscape: Challenges 

WA faces some unique challenges in the justice sector, including: 

 The Department’s facilities and responsibilities cover a vast geographical area 
(the largest geographical jurisdiction in the world) presenting challenges for 
logistics and operational efficiencies 

 The gross over representation of both Aboriginal adults and juveniles in the 
criminal justice system.  The rate of imprisonment of Aboriginals in Western 
Australia is not only higher than that of Australia as a whole, but it is also higher 
than that of African Americans in the United States, whose rate of incarceration 
is similarly disproportionately high. The imprisonment rate of adult Aboriginals in 
Western Australia is 2,483 per 100,000. This compares with an average 
imprisonment rate of 175 per 100,000 for the Australian population as a whole.1   

 WA is operating in a tighter budgetary environment having lost its AAA credit 
rating in September 2013 

 Lack of an integrated IT system is a barrier to: 

- Understanding the complexity of offenders’ needs and interactions with 
various Government departments; and 

- Developing a strong evidence base and directing funding based on 
what works to reduce reoffending. 

 

The WA Landscape: Opportunities 

There are however a number of positive factors that present an opportunity to 
harness change: 

 The ‘Delivering Community Services in Partnership’ (DCSP) policy seeks to 
underpin a more collaborative funding and contracting relationship between the 
government and community sectors by: 

- Focusing on the achievement of outcome and improving services 

- Acknowledging the importance of partnering with the NFP sector. 

                                                 
1
 Community Development and Justice Standing Committee ‘Making Our Prisons Work’ 2010 
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 The Partnership Forum has made ‘youth at risk’ one of its three thematic focus 
areas for the next four years which is well aligned with the objectives of a SIB to 
tackle youth recidivism 

 The Department’s leadership is fostering a culture of testing new models and 
bringing different sectors and expertise together to tackle entrenched problems 

 WA is fortunate to have the Telethon Kids Institute  conducting research using 
linked data to better understand the overlap of clients between the Department 
for Child Protection, Department of Corrective Services and Department of the 
Attorney General. 

 
 

SIB Assessment Framework  

In assessing the suitability of a SIB to tackle reoffending in WA, SVA considered the 

opportunities and challenges outlined above, data on recidivism in WA, the broader 

policy environment in WA, the Department’s objectives, and mapped this against a 

framework for assessing SIB feasibility.   

 

Figure 4 - Framework for assessing the suitability of the SIB model 

Consideration Key questions for consideration 

1. Defining the 
social issue and the 
target population 

 Is this a priority social issue? 

 Is there a commissioner engaged with tackling the issue 
and open to outcomes contracting? 

 Can a target group be clearly and objectively identified? 

2. Defining the 
outcome metric(s) 

 What is the targeted impact? 

 What data sets are already available? 

 What is the simplest metric(s) that incentivises the right 
behaviour? 

3. Define the 
intervention 

 What are the needs of the target population? 

 What has been shown to address these needs to deliver 
the outcome? 

4. Value for money 
case 

 Are the savings from the expected outcomes sufficiently 
high to cover the costs of the intervention, plus a return to 
investors?  

5. Procurement  What are the commissioner’s priorities is developing 
SIBs?   

 Is there a willingness to test new models? 
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Consideration 1:  Defining the social issue and the target 
population 

Crime impacts victims, damages communities and the costs to society as a whole 

are significant. The drivers of reoffending behaviour are complex and varied.  There 

are strong links between homelessness and offending, and poor literacy is one of the 

biggest educational issues facing the majority of the prison population.  Moreover, 

lack of appropriate and effective treatment for mental health, alcohol and other drug 

problems means those left untreated are significantly more likely to end up in the 

justice system. 

On any given day the Department is managing close to 10,000 offenders, with the 

rate of return of adult offenders at 42% and the rate of juvenile return to detention is 

49%.2  It costs ~$236,000 per annum to keep one juvenile offender in custody, and 

around $116,000 to keep one adult in custody for one year.2  The cost to the justice 

system of dealing with the 250 young people between the ages of 10 and 17 who 

had most contact with the justice system over their juvenile years is estimated by the 

Auditor General to be $100 million; that is, approximately $400,000 for each and 

every child in that group.3    

The very high social and financial cost of crime means reducing reoffending is a 

priority for both Government and the community.  Whilst the pressing social need 

and supportive policy environment create a strong platform for developing a SIB to 

reduce reoffending in WA, the definition of a target population in WA requires careful 

consideration.   

SIBs both internationally and in Australia have tended to define large target 

populations, the outcomes for which are compared against a control group.  The WA 

justice system is challenging due to its relatively small population (compared to the 

UK and US), vast geography and the diverse needs of offenders, particularly 

Aboriginal offenders.   

Segmenting the population into groups that are: geographically workable; 

characterised by similar needs; and sufficiently costly to warrant additional 

investment will likely result in a small target population for which much greater 

changes in outcomes are required in order to demonstrate a statistically significant 

reduction in reoffending. 

Although SIBs working with small target populations are unlikely to generate 

statistically significant results, in order to foster local ownership of solutions, and 

provide an opportunity to test a range of different models the Department should be 

open to proposals working with small target populations.  Moreover, the Department 

should adopt an Individualised Outcomes approach, in which each outcome is paid 

for as and when achieved, rather than constructing cohorts and control groups.  (See 

                                                 
2
 Department of Corrective Services Annual Report 2012/2013 

3
 Community Development and Justice Standing Committee ‘Making Our Prisons Work’ 2010 
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Appendix 3 for details and comparisons of the various approaches).  An 

Individualised Outcomes approach is consistent with the DWP Innovation Fund in 

the UK which spurred nine of the SIBs currently operational in the UK (refer to Text 

Box on page 22). 

 

Figure 5 - Advantages and disadvantages of an Individualised Outcomes 
approach 

Advantages Disadvantages  Mitigating Factors 

 Enables outcomes 
contracting to be 
applied to locally 
driven interventions, 
that address specific 
challenges and/or a 
specific subset of the 
population 

 Outcomes payments 
flow more quickly (i.e. 
do not have to 
accumulate a large 
cohort) thereby 
reducing the capital 
required as capital is 
recycled more quickly 

 Avoids the need for a 
control group which 
adds complexity and 
cost (e.g. developing a 
propensity score 
matched control group 
in Peterborough) 

 Government risks 
paying for outcomes 
that would have been 
achieved in the 
absence of the SIB  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SIBs based on small 
target populations risk 
being uneconomic due 
to the relatively high 
fixed costs of 
performance 
management and legal 
documentation.   

 Define the target 
population tightly 
focussing on 
individuals with limited 
chance of achieving 
the desired outcome in 
the absence of an 
intervention 

 Calibrating the 
outcomes payments to 
incentivise over-
performance (see 
Appendix 3 for details) 

 The Department (or 
Government more 
broadly) could 
commission a number 
of SIBs which share 
standardised 
documentation and 
potentially even 
performance 
management software.  

 

 

Recommendation 1 

In light of the diverse and dispersed population, the Department should be 

open to proposals that work with small target populations and adopt an 

Individualised Outcomes Approach. 
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Consideration 2: Defining the Outcome Metric  

Primary Outcome Metrics 

The Department’s ultimate objective is to create safer communities by reducing 

crime.   SVA considers an outcome measure of reducing reoffending as an 

appropriate payment trigger as it aligns with the social outcome (less crime and less 

victims) and is also a key cost driver. The exact metric to measure a reduction in 

reoffending requires consideration of: 

 The availability of data sets and baselines:  in WA the robustness of data is 
complicated by having several datasets that are not linked 

 Creation of perverse incentives: it is important to be conscious of, and avoid 
perverse incentives.  For example, binary metrics (i.e. did the person reoffend: 
yes/no) encourage the financially rational service provider to terminate services if 
an individual reoffends and/or not engage with the more complex cases at all 

 Common usage of metrics among the sector:  at this stage there are no 
commonly used reoffending metrics amongst service providers in WA.  

 

Discussions with Department staff have considered ‘bed nights’ as a potential metric.  

This is considered suitable as it: 

 Captures the frequency and severity of offending and therefore incentivises 
providers to work with more prolific and complex offenders 

 Is a direct and substantial cost driver, given incarceration costs are such a 
significant portion of the Department’s spend 

 Is reasonably ‘cashable’ where units of the prison can be closed to reflect 
incremental improvement, meaning that savings can be realised by the 
Department 

 Is reflective of associated challenges, such as identifying a responsible adult and 
the impact on remand populations.  

 

Discussions with the Department’s staff have highlighted that additional work needs 

to be done within the Department to develop robust baselines, and to build sector 

confidence in those baselines and their ability to perform against them. 

 

Secondary/interim outcomes metrics 

Whilst the ultimate outcome being targeted is a reduction in reoffending, the 

inclusion of “interim outcomes” will contribute to building an evidence base of what 

works and build support for a whole-of-government approach to tackling reoffending. 

Research (and the practical experience of justice professionals) tells us that there 

are a number of dynamic factors that are commonly associated with reoffending:  
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substance misuse, limited education and poor employment prospects, negative 

attitudes/impulse control, negative social networks, lack of/poor relationships, lack of 

suitable accommodation.  By monitoring interim outcomes (e.g. achievement of a 

training qualification, maintenance of stable accommodation) it is possible to start to 

map the journey of offenders through the justice system, how they access other 

government services and their pathways through to desistance. 

The inclusion of interim outcomes aims to: 

 Better reflect the complex needs of offenders; 

 Understand how investment in various services (e.g. housing / training etc.) 
impacts on the ultimate goal of reducing reoffending; and  

 Encourage a cross-departmental approach to reducing recidivism. 

 

In addition, service providers and investors are likely to be more comfortable taking 

outcomes risk on interim outcomes they have more visibility and track record on, 

than a metric of ‘bed nights’ for which they have no historical reference point. 

 

Therefore, in light of: 

 The lack of readily available baseline data, particularly around youth recidivism 

 The lack of evidence base in the sector for performance against the reoffending 
baselines 

 Considerable research underscoring the importance of addressing the causal 
drivers of reoffending behaviour 

SVA recommends that the Department considers incentivising a range of outcomes 

geared towards reducing reoffending.  Each outcome would be assigned a value 

based on the Department’s analysis of the correlation with offending outcomes and 

contribution to cost savings. 
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Figure 6 - Illustrative Outcomes Card (see Appendix 4 for Innovation Fund 
example) 
 

Outcome $ per 
outcome 

Evidence required 

Reduction in bed nights $XX per 
night 

Number of bed nights over 12 months 

6 months in stable 
accommodation  

$XX Letter from registered social landlord 

Completion of year 10  $XX Certificates provided from schools 

Completion of year 12 $XX Certificates provided from schools 

6 months of passing drug 
tests  

$XX Confirmation from testing agency 

 

 

Recommendation 2 

The Department should consider paying for a range of outcomes, albeit 

financially weighted towards reducing reoffending. 

 
 

Consideration 3: Defining the Intervention 

The annual spending profile for the Department with the not-for-profit (NFP) sector 

totals $27 million with a total of 99 agreements with 54 organisations; representing 

the sixth largest spend for NFP agreements within government. 

A diverse range of services are provided by NFP organisations across WA that 

assist people exiting custodial facilities and reintegrating into the community.  

Unfortunately, there is patchy assessment of offenders’ needs, particularly those that 

move through the system quickly (e.g. those on remand).  There is also limited 

quantitative evaluation of programs in terms of their impact on reducing reoffending 

as contracts have not historically included KPIs on reducing reoffending.  Although 

there is considerable literature from other jurisdictions, WA’s unique context 

(significant indigenous population and vast geography) means evidence of program 

efficacy from other states and countries must be extrapolated with caution. 

In the context of assessing SIB feasibility this lack of evidence base is critical as it 

means that neither service providers nor investors will be likely to contract on a full 

outcomes basis in the immediate term, particularly on a pure reoffending outcome. 
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Recommendation 3 

SVA recommends that the Department works with service providers (through 

SIBs and more broadly) to build up an evidence base with a view to achieving 

greater risk transfer over time. 

 

Building an evidence base using Social Impact Bonds 

In light of the limited evidence base in WA, the Department should consider 

“graduated risk transfer” in initial SIB contracts.  That is, increasing the proportion of 

outcomes risk over the life of the contract.  As such, service providers could 

nominate the degree of outcomes risk (e.g. 100% fee-for-service: 0% outcomes 

payments; increasing to 50% fee-for-service: 50% outcomes payments over the 

contract life).    

By including “% risk transfer” as a tender criteria, providers that are willing to accept 

more risk would be more competitive.  A such, service providers who are confident in 

the efficacy of their programs can accept more risk, but those who can’t accept risk 

initially are not precluded from bidding.  This rewards providers who invest in building 

their evidence base and supports the cultural change required to adopt outcomes 

contracting. 

 

Building an evidence base more broadly 

Separately, and irrespective of whether the Department chooses to progress with 

SIB development, SVA recommends investing in building an evidence base of what 

works to reduce reoffending in WA.   

SVA recommends investing in a ‘shared measurement’ / case management tool for 

use by contracted NFP providers.  Such a tool would enable results to be collated 

and compared across service providers and aid in the development of an evidence 

base.  By having fixed data fields for key metrics, a shared tool would foster 

consistent use of metrics and language.  This tool could also provide strong 

“dashboard” functionality to foster a culture of data driven decision making amongst 

providers. 

Such a tool would equip service providers with timely information on their clients’ 

reoffending behaviour to foster a culture of continuous improvement and data driven 

decision making.  In developing such a tool, we recommend a high level of service 

provider input to foster broad consensus on metrics and data fields, and ensure that 

any tool developed best meets the needs of the sector.   
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Consideration 4: Value for Money 

The very high financial cost of crime is one of the key reasons that reoffending has 

been the focus of several early SIB models (Peterborough and Rikers Island).  Whilst 

this suggests that a SIB to tackle reoffending in WA may be feasible, further data 

analysis work is required to assess the business case for a SIB.   

As Figure 6 illustrates, further feasibility analysis is required to determine whether 

savings from expected outcomes are sufficiently high to cover: 

 the costs of the intervention; plus  

 a return to investors; plus 

 Retain sufficient savings to the Department. 

 

Figure 7 - Illustration of the feasibility analysis of a SIB 

 

 

Data required to progress to SIB feasibility includes, but is not limited to: 

 Population specific baselines for reoffending, with a level of granularity consistent 
with likely Target Populations (e.g. prison specific); 

 Mapping of reconviction sentencing (e.g. % returning to custody, average length 
of sentence etc.), again cut by Target Population; 

 Details of Department costs consistent with mapping exercise (e.g. incarceration 
costs); 

 Overlap with other Government Department’s budgets (e.g. court costs, policing 
time etc.); 

 Needs analysis cut by target population (e.g. % with substance misuse, housing 
need etc.); and  

 Nature and costs of existing service delivery. 

$
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Recommendation 4 

The Department should invest in, and champion, data systems and analysis to 

enable an understanding of the costs/benefits of various interventions and 

how those benefits accrue across Government Departments. 

 

SVA has provided some specific examples below of how the Department could 

improve data systems, both internally and through working with service providers 

and other Government departments.  
 

The Department:   

 Invest in internal data analysis to develop robust historical baselines.  Where 
required, link historical data sets 

 Baselines should be segmented into key client groups (e.g. age, ethnicity, 
gender, location) and shared with the NFP sector to give service providers a 
better understanding of their client group 

 Invest in upfront analysis of offenders’ needs to enable better allocation of 
rehabilitation resources 

 Should the Department want to encourage SIBs and adoption of outcomes 
contracting, it could follow the UK Cabinet Office example of publishing unit cost 
data:  http://neweconomymanchester.com/stories/832-unit_cost_database  

 

Service Providers: 

 As per Recommendation 3, the Department could invest in a ‘shared 
measurement’ / case management tool for use by contracted NFP providers 

 The Department should provide timely data to providers on their clients’ 
reoffending outcomes.  SVA recognises the privacy challenges, however, 
considers the Justice Data Lab approach used in the UK to be an effective way 
to communicate program efficacy whilst maintaining confidentiality (see Text Box 
below) 

 The Department could work with service providers (or support an external 
adviser to do this) to understand their delivery costs on a fully loaded unit basis 

 

Associated Government Departments: 

 The Department should leverage the work being done by the Telethon Kids 
Institute that is using linked data to better understand the overlap of clients 
between the Department for Child Protection, Department of Corrective Services 
and Department of the Attorney General.   

 Ideally this work could be expanded to understand the overlap between the 
offending population and their use of: health services (particularly mental health 
services), housing support and unemployment benefits. 

 

http://neweconomymanchester.com/stories/832-unit_cost_database
http://neweconomymanchester.com/stories/832-unit_cost_database
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UK Justice Data Lab 

Charities working with offenders in the UK can make use of the Justice Data Lab to 

access central reoffending data.  The Justice Data Lab is run by the UK Ministry of 

Justice and was developed with the support of New Philanthropy Capital.   

As part of the UK Government’s drive for open data, organisations are being 

encouraged to use the service so they can better understand the tangible impact that 

their work has on reoffending rates.  This initiative will help organisations working in 

the justice field, and enable them to prove their impact to commissioners and funders 

who are becoming increasingly outcomes focussed.  

Since the launch of the Justice Data Lab as a pilot in April 2013, additional funding 

has been provided by the Ministry of Justice to continue the program and the 

initiative has won an award for Statistical Excellence in Official Statistics from the 

Royal Statistics Society “for improving the evidence base in a vital area of public 

policy.” 

 

Consideration 5:  Procurement  

SVA considers that there is a significant opportunity for the Department to 

demonstrate the adaptability of outcomes contracting to suit local circumstances.  

SVA has outlined three options for the Department’s consideration that are 

considered suitable for the WA justice landscape: 

 Option 1:  Undertake a ‘Stakeholder Readiness Program’ 

 Option 2:  Adopt an ‘Innovation Fund’ Model 

 Option 3:  Test a ‘Market Based’ approach to service provision  

These options are not mutually exclusive and may be pursued sequentially or in 

parallel.  SVA believes that each of these options fosters the SIB objectives of: 

increasing accountability for outcomes; innovation in service delivery; and alignment 

of stakeholder interests, and will also help the Department transition to broader 

adoption of outcomes contracting over time.  

 

Recommendation 5 

We recommend that the Department progress with the development of one or 

more of the Options outlined below with a view to demonstrating how 

government departments can “build a bridge” to outcomes commissioning 

over time. 
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Potential Development Options 
 

Option 1:  Undertake a ‘Stakeholder Readiness Program’ 

The Department could follow the South Australian Government’s approach of 

running capacity building workshops to build awareness and understanding of SIBs 

amongst NFP service providers.  Such workshops would cover the basics of SIBs 

and outcomes contracting, including: 

 Identifying an appropriate social issue and target population;  

 Defining appropriate outcome metrics, baselines and control groups; 

 Developing an appropriate intervention based on evidence  

 Understanding the financial determinants of SIB feasibility 

 A high level scoping of various contracting and legal considerations. 

 

These workshops would build the knowledge of attendees and would enable service 

providers to make a more informed decision on whether or not to participate should 

the Department decide to tender for a SIB or other outcomes-based contracts. 

The Department could do this specifically with service providers in the justice sector, 

or work with other Government departments to run a broader capacity building / SIB 

awareness program.  Feedback from the workshops could be used by the 

Department or other Government departments to inform where (either 

geographically, or with population subsets) to invest in feasibility studies. 

A similar workshop/roundtable approach could be used with investors to test local 

appetite, and also with Department staff to dispel some of the misconceptions/fears 

about SIBs. 

 

Advantages: 

 A capacity building programme could be launched quickly without further 
feasibility analysis.   

 Could leverage experience and materials from SVA’s South Australia mandate 

 Stakeholder input may focus attention on particular target populations and/or 
geography 

 Builds capacity of social sector and improves understanding of outcomes 
contracting 

 Investor / provider soundings will clarify: 

- The appetite from the sector and investors for new approaches (assist 
with sizing any future tender) 

- The degree of risk transfer likely to be achievable 
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 Engaging Department staff early in the development process will hopefully dispel 
concerns and minimise barriers to adoption 

 

Disadvantages: 

 Workshops will not generate the evidence base needed to commence a full risk 
transfer model 

 The Department would still need to adopt one of Options 2 or 3 after the capacity 
building workshops, albeit with a better informed group of stakeholders.  

 

SVA considers there to be significant benefit in building the capacity of the 

sector to engage in outcomes-based contracting, and believes the Department 

would also benefit from the input and feedback from service providers, 

investors and Department staff. 

 
 

Option 2:  Adopt an ‘Innovation Fund’ Model 

The Department could build on the UK experience of the DWP Innovation Fund 

which could be adapted to the WA justice context.   

 

UK DWP Innovation Fund: 

The Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) in the UK set aside £30m to pay for 

positive outcomes for disadvantaged young people that were at risk of becoming 

NEET (Not in Employment, Education or Training).  The DWP specified a range of 

outcomes; ranging from employment outcomes to interim outcomes such as 

improved school behaviour and attendance (see Appendix 4 for outcomes and 

prices). 

The DWP ran two procurement rounds which called for proposals to deliver 

innovative services on an outcomes basis.  Providers had to source social 

investment (i.e. develop a SIB) to pay for the services up front.  Contracts were 

awarded to the most attractive proposals, as long as they had discrete target 

populations to facilitate attribution. 

The DWP Innovation Fund spurred the development of nine SIBs in the UK in a 

relatively very tight timeframe compared to other SIBs developed.  Although the 

scale of some of the SIBs would be uneconomic individually, the distribution of 

legal/contracting costs across multiple SIBs made it feasible. 
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Through an “Innovation Fund” style model the Department could call for SIB 

proposals against a pre-specified set of justice-related outcomes.  The Department 

could set aside an outcomes fund (e.g. $10m) and allow providers to bid into the 

fund by proposing innovative models to reduce reoffending in WA.  Whilst it may 

emerge that one, large bid is the most suitable and/or only option, the Department 

should remain open to testing a variety of small, discrete SIB models to reflect the 

geographically dispersed population and range of needs in WA. 

In addition to quality assessment criteria to select the best SIB model(s), the bid 

scoring could also include a weighting favouring providers that are willing to accept 

more risk.  That is, the Department could adopt the “graduated risk transfer” 

mechanism outlined on page 17.  This enables organisations without an evidence 

base to still bid, but favours organisations that invest in developing an evidence 

base.  

Consistent with the DWP Innovation Fund, we would recommend that outcomes are 

paid on an Individual Outcomes basis rather than develop cohort and control group 

(refer to page 13 for rationale). 

 

Advantages: 

 This approach invites the sector to generate the focus areas, thereby drawing on 
the sectors’ deep understanding of the social issues and fostering local solutions 

 Enables a range of different intervention models to be tested and then scaled if 
successful 

 Allows providers to focus on their areas of specialisation, rather than responding 
to tender requirements. 

 Broader outcomes matrix (e.g. including housing, employment outcomes etc.) 
encourages a whole of government view of the programs and recognition that 
justice interventions need to address the issues at the root of reoffending 

 Adapting the model to include “graduated risk transfer” recognises that full risk 
transfer is unlikely to be achievable immediately but builds a path to outcomes 
contracting and supports sector transition through staged risk transfer   

 

Disadvantages: 

 Payment for interim outcomes is not immediately cashable from the 
Department’s perspective but requires a view to be taken on the contributing 
factors to reoffending. 
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Next steps: 

Should the Department wish to further explore this option, SVA would suggest next 

steps to include: 

 Undertake further feasibility / planning work, particularly around data analysis 
and defining range of target outcomes 

 Run information sessions for potential bidders.  Potentially offer workshops (see 
Option 1). 

 Seek feedback through a short consultation on outcomes metrics 

 Commence tender process.  We would recommend that the Department be very 
clear in its targeted outcomes and prices before commencing call out 

 Within the tender process allow bidders to specify: 

- Who is their target population and why 

- What their proposed intervention model is and how this will fill a gap in 
the existing landscape 

- What their experience is at delivering this service or similar services 

- What impact they think they will have on the range of outcomes. 

 Competitive factors could include: 

- Qualitative factors: strength / relevance of experience, filling a genuine 
gap in services 

- Appetite for risk:  providers could accept more risk / increasing levels of 
risk over the contract period to be more competitive. 

 
 

SVA believes that an Innovation Fund approach, adapted to allow providers to 

opt-in to the risk transfer, builds the path towards full outcomes contracting 

over time and enables providers to build their evidence base and refine their 

models before payments become contingent on outcomes. 
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Option 3:  Test a ‘Market Based’ Approach to Service Provision  

Traditional procurement models tend to favour larger service providers that have the 

resource to dedicate to bid costs.  SVA understands that the Department is keen to 

foster a diverse range of service providers, including small, local providers that have 

a sense of community ownership for reducing reoffending; particularly indigenous 

ownership for tackling the overrepresentation of indigenous people in the justice 

system. 

Traditional procurement models also risk favouring low costs bids, regardless of 

whether they deliver the desired outcomes.  The shift to outcomes based contracting 

overcomes this to a degree, however, the use of fixed, sizeable outcomes-based 

contracts will inevitably result in a preference for evidence based interventions, 

potentially at the expense of innovation. 

SVA considers that a Market Based model would enable smaller, local providers to 

participate in delivering rehabilitative services, and also enable genuine innovation.  

It is considered particularly suitable for the WA context where there is limited 

evidence base of intervention efficacy, and a widely dispersed target population with 

highly distinct needs.  

In a ‘Market Based’ approach, the Department would fix outcome metrics and prices 

in a way that supports the Department’s objectives and generates value to the 

Department.  By establishing outcome metrics and prices, the Department would 

enable providers to innovate to solve the social issue and respond to the 

Department’s willingness to pay for outcomes.  

In this model, service users would be empowered to choose who they engage with, 

which means service providers must rely on the quality of their offering to attract 

clients. As such, this model is suitable for additive services; meaning services that 

complement existing public service provision by working with very complex or 

marginalised individuals who are likely to keep reoffending in the absence of 

additional support.  By focusing eligibility on those complex individuals who are most 

likely to reoffend, the Department avoids the need for complex control groups as 

there is effectively no “deadweight”.4  

This approach differs from Option 2 in that there are no fixed contracts.  SVA 

acknowledges the Department’s responsibility to ensure client safety and therefore 

suggests the use of a “pre-approved provider list” to ensure quality and safety 

standards are upheld and data/compliance requirements could be enforced.  Using 

an “approved provider list” compared to a full procurement process would lower the 

barriers to entry and enable smaller providers to participate.   

                                                 
4
 Deadweight in this context refers to positive outcomes that would have been achieved in the 

absence of an intervention. 
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Essentially, this model aims to use market forces to enable outstanding providers to 

flourish whilst underperformers will fall by the wayside.  For example, a small, local 

provider may be effective at working in a remote, indigenous community to reduce 

reoffending.  If that provider can generate a sustainable business model based on 

the outcomes payments available from the Department, then that organisation can 

scale organically over time based on their growing reputation and trust within the 

community.   

On the other hand, a large provider may have the capacity to work with a large, 

geographically dispersed population, however, if that provider does not have the 

trust of service users and the ability to deliver outcomes, they will either be forced to 

adapt their service model or be competed out of the market.   

The development of a Market Based approach aims to: 

 Provide additional, tailored services to challenging offenders, with government 
acting as an enabler of innovation   

 Empower service users to have a voice in selecting which service provider they 
work with 

 Use market forces to enable outstanding providers to flourish whilst 
underperformers will fall by the wayside 

 Reduce barriers to entry to foster a diverse market, including small, highly 
specialist providers.  This is of particular interest to ensuring the availability of 
culturally sensitive services, and indigenous owned solutions. 

We have set out below how we envisage a market based approach working from the 

perspective of the various stakeholders: 
 

Government: 

 The Department would analyse their costs (e.g. prison costs) and value each 
outcome to them (e.g. a reduction in bed nights).  

 The Department would specify who was eligible for outcomes payment.  By 
constraining the eligible population to individuals that are highly unlikely to 
achieve a positive outcome, it removes the need for a control group. 

 The Department would publish an “outcomes card” (see Figure 6 or Appendix 4 
for examples)  

 The Department would call for providers to innovate to achieve the desired 
outcomes 

 The Department could use a “pre-approved provider list” to ensure minimum 
quality and safety standards are upheld and data/compliance requirements could 
be enforced  

 The Department could facilitate introductions to approved providers (e.g. allowing 
providers access to prison / probation sites) but enable individuals to choose 
which provider will best assist them to stop reoffending   
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 New entrants would be allowed onto the approved provider list over time to foster 
a diverse and dynamic market 

 Providers would enter a standardised contract with the Department to avoid 
complex and protracted negotiations. 

 

Service Providers: 

 Providers will have visibility of a potential revenue stream and can develop a 
business model accordingly 

 Providers will innovate to achieve the outcomes by drawing on their specialist 
expertise and local knowledge to work with specific offenders (e.g. youth / 
indigenous / regional etc.) 

 Providers can enter/exit the market at any time and scale organically over time  

 Providers can collaborate as appropriate to achieve the outcomes 

 Assuming there is a degree of user choice, providers will need to focus on the 
service user as the client, rather than government 

 Based on service users’ experience, reputation with prison staff etc., successful 
providers will receive an increasing flow of clients, whereas providers that are not 
meeting the needs of service users will fall by the wayside  

 A market approach should also remove the need for performance management 
as market forces will force out underperformers. 

 

Investors: 

 Given that there would be no fixed contract for delivery, there isn’t a large, 
investment commitment required as in a standard SIB contract.  This is 
considered an advantage in the WA corrections context given the limited 
evidence base to underpin a capital raising 

 The investment requirement is for working capital to scale participation, rather 
than large scale outcomes risk 

 Investment can flow to organisations over time on the basis of track record (i.e. a 
provider who is proving to be successful can access working capital from social 
investors to scale operations, based on its track record) 

 Investors can support multiple intervention models with multiple (often smaller) 
providers without the same risks as backing one provider for a significant size 
SIB contract  

 

Service Users: 

 Service users will have the opportunity to meet and/or learn about available 
services (e.g. in prison or while attending Juvenile Justice Team offices) 

 Service users will be able to choose from a range of service providers based on 
what they feel is needed to overcome their offending behaviour. 
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Advantages: 

 Having a dynamic “approved provider list” rather than a fixed procurement 
process would create a more dynamic market with lower barriers to entry/exit for 
delivery bodies.  It also creates an environment where successful provider grow 
and poorly performing providers either adapt or are competed out of the market 

 The Department could lead by example, with the possibility of other Government 
departments adopting outcomes frameworks over time (e.g. Child Protection, 
Housing, Health etc.) 

 Service providers could target multiple outcomes depending on their theory of 
change and the needs of clients (e.g. homelessness + reoffending; substance 
misuse + reoffending etc.)  

 The investment requirement becomes working capital to scale participation, 
rather than large scale outcomes risk. 

 

Disadvantages: 

 Untested model, however, it draws on elements from various SIB models in 
operation; in particular the DWP Innovation Fund and Adoption SIB 

 Need to work through implementation risks with various stakeholders. 

 

Next Steps: 

Should the Department wish to further explore this option, next steps would include: 

 Undertake further feasibility / planning work, particularly around data analysis to 
enable the Department to determine metrics and the value of outcomes to the 
Department 

 Engage feedback on the model from key stakeholder representatives (e.g. 
WACOSS) 

 Seek feedback on outcomes metrics and prices through a short consultation 
process 

 Run information sessions for potential service providers.  Potentially offer 
workshops (see Option 1). 

 Commence tender process for Approved Provider List.  

 A tender for this Option would be less onerous than Option 2, but should still 
include: 

- Who is their target population and why? 

- What their proposed intervention model is and how this will fill a gap in 
the existing landscape? 

- What their experience is at delivering this service or similar services? 

- What impact they think they will have on the range of outcomes? 
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We note that as compared to Option 2, service providers should be able to accept 

outcomes risk from the outset and manage risk by scaling operations as they 

develop a track record of achieving outcomes.   

 

SVA believes that this is an innovative approach to outcomes contracting that 

is well suited to the WA context and would foster a more dynamic market of 

client-centric service providers.  
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Appendix 1:  Summary of Australian and International SIB  

 

 

 

 

Summary:    

Location  New South Wales 
 Essex, United Kingdom  Peterborough, UK 

Savings area  Out of home care (OOHC) 
 Out of home care (OOHC)  Recidivism 

Bond term  5 years 
 8 years  8 years 

Bond amount  $10 million 
 £3.1 million  £5 million 

 

Intervention program: 

Program 
description 

 Resilient Families therapeutic 
support program 

 Multi-Systemic Therapy; 
intensive family therapy 

 Integrated pre and post release support 

Target population  Families with children <6 at risk of 
significant harm 

 11-16 year olds in or at risk of 
entering care 

 Adult (18+) male prisoners serving <1 
year 

Intervention 
cohort 

 Up to 400 Target Population families 
over 4 intakes 

 380 members of Target 
Population over 5 years 

 3,000 Target Population members 
discharged from Peterborough 

 

Outcome measurement: 

Metric  # children who enter OOHC;  
# of helpline reports; and 
# of risk assessments 

 # days in OOHC over 30 
months 

 Also education, offending and 
wellbeing metrics 

 # of reconviction events committed within 
12 months of release 

Counterfactual  Matched control group 
 Historical (based on case 

reviews) 
 Propensity score matched control group 
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Contracting parties: 

Government 
agency 

 NSW Family and Community 
Services 

 Essex County Council  UK Ministry of Justice 

Service provider  The Benevolent Society 
 Action for Children  One Service consortium 

Intermediary  BenSoc; Westpac and CBA as lead 
managers 

 Social Finance UK  Social Finance UK 

Evaluator  Deloitte 
 Unknown  QinetiQ and Univ. of Leicester 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary:    

Location  New South Wales 
 Utah, United States  Saskatchewan, Canada 

Savings area  Out of home care (OOHC) 
 Early childhood education  OOHC, education, employment 

Bond term  5 years 
 Up to 12 years  5 years 

Bond amount  $7 million 
 Up to US$7 million  C$1 million 

 

Intervention program: 

Program 
description 

 Centre-based family therapy program 
 High impact and targeted 

curriculum to increase school 
readiness and performance 

 Safe accommodation and support that 
allows single mothers to continue education 
or participate in work-preparation activities 

Target 
population 

 Families with at least one child (<5) 
either in OOHC or at-risk 

 Disadvantaged children ages 
between 3 and 4 

 Single mothers with children <8 who are at 
risk of requiring services from Child and 
Family Services 
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Intervention 
cohort 

 >700 families in Target Population with 
access to Newpin centres and referred 
by FACS 

 3,500 children over 5 annual 
cohorts from Granite and Park 
City school districts 

 11 adults and 11-15 children at any time 

 

Outcome measurement: 

Metric  # restored to family over a year 
 # children not using special 

education and remedial services 
 # families leaving supported accomm and 

staying together for 6 months+ 

Counterfactual  First 3 years: fixed estimate 

 Thereafter: constructed control group 

 Fixed – assumes entire payment 
group would otherwise have 
received remedial services 

 Nil 

 

Contracting parties: 

Government 
agency 

 NSW Government - Family and 
Community Services 

 State of Utah, Utah Salt Lake City  Govt. of Saskatchewan. Multi ministry – 
Health, Ed, Soc Services 

Service 
provider 

 UnitingCare Burnside 
 United Way of Salt Lake  EGADZ 

Intermediary  Social Ventures Australia 
 None  None 

Evaluator  Deloitte 
 Unknown  Unknown 
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Summary:   

Location  New York, United States 
 London, United Kingdom 

Savings area  Recidivism 
 Homelessness 

Bond term  4 years 
 4 years 

Bond amount  US $9.6 million 
 ~£2 million 

Intervention Program: 

Program 
description 

 Adolescent Behavioural Learning Experience 
(ABLE) 

 Long term “trusted support” addressing underlying issues 

Target population  16-18 year olds released from prison 
 Persistent rough sleepers (>6 recorded instances in 2 

years) 

Intervention 
cohort 

 Up to 17,800 over 4 years released from Rikers 
Island 

 830 target population members 

Outcomes measurement: 

Metric  Recidivism bed days measured after 12 months 
and 24 months 

 # seen sleeping rough per quarter;  
sustained accommodation; foreign reconnection; 
employment; # of A&E visits 

Counterfactual  Historical comparison group, matched on a 
range of factors 

 Rough sleeping and A&E – historical baselines 

 No baseline for other metrics 

Contracting parties: 

Government 
agency 

 City of New York – Department of Corrections 
 Department of Communities and Local Government, 

Greater London Authority 
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Service provider  Osborne Association & Friends of Island 
Academy 

 St Mungos and Thamesreach 

Intermediary  MDRC 
 Social Finance UK 

Evaluator  Vera Institute of Justice 
 Unknown 
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Appendix 2:  Evolution of the SIB Model: Key Dimensions of Variability 

The SIB model has evolved considerably across jurisdictions and social issues to suit the local context and specific objectives of the various 
stakeholders. 

 

 FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION SPECTRUM OF OPTIONS 

Risk transfer to 
investors 

 Strength of evidence base:  stronger 
evidence of efficacy enables greater risk 
transfer to investors 

 Stakeholders motivations: investors will range 
from those looking for full commercial returns 
to those that are already aligned with the 
social issue and may be willing to accept 
more risk.  In addition to being highly socially 
motivated, Trust and Foundation investors 
may also have a higher degree of familiarity 
with the service providers and therefore lower 
assessment of risk 

 Size of overall investment:  larger investments 
are likely to need to attract more commercial 
capital and therefore require a degree of 
capital protection 

 Peterborough – full risk 
transfer.  Investors risk 
losing 100% of invested 
capital  

 Benevolent Society SIB – two 
classes of shares: P class shares 
have 100% capital protection; E 
class shares have no capital 
protection 

 Rikers Island – 75% downside 
protection provided by Bloomberg 
guarantee 

Population size  The density of the population and the 
prevalence of the issue  

 The size and maturity of the provider market  

 Essex – works with a very 
targeted population of 380 
adolescents over 5 years 

 Rikers Island – up to 17,800 
offenders over 4 years  

Control groups 
(see Appendix 
3) 

 The strength of the evidence base 

 The size of the population  

 The weighting of statistical certainty vs. 
local/targeted services 

 DWP Innovation Fund pays 
for each individual outcome 
achieved, with an allowance 
for “deadweight” implicit in 
the price of the outcomes 

 Peterborough uses a 10:1 
propensity score matched control 
group that is independently 
evaluated 
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Intermediation  The maturity and sophistication of the 
provider market 

 The presence and credibility of an 
intermediary in the market 

 Whether the provider has ‘skin in the game’ 

 St Mungos and 
Thamesreach Rough 
Sleeping SIBs are based on 
a direct contracts between 
the commissioner and 
service providers 

 The Peterborough SIB was 
arranged by a third party 
intermediary (Social Finance UK) 
and has ongoing performance 
management by OneService, who 
does not provide any client 
services. 

Number of 
Outcomes 

 The complexity of the outcome (e.g. taking 
children into care can be a positive or 
negative outcome depending on the situation) 

 The strength of correlation data to map 
indicators to outcomes 

 Newpin (and several other 
SIBs) pays on a single 
outcome, in this instance the 
number of restorations to 
family care. 

 DWP Innovation Fund paid on 10 
different outcomes, including a 
number of interim outcomes or 
“indicators” such as improved 
school performance. 
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Appendix 3:  Consideration of Control Group Options  

Some SIBs make outcomes payments on the difference between to the target cohort 

and a control group (e.g. Peterborough SIB), whilst other SIBs make outcomes 

payments for each outcome achieved.  As per Recommendation 1, SVA considers 

an Individualised Outcomes Approach to be more suitable for WA given the relatively 

small, geographically dispersed population and range of needs. 

The advantages and disadvantages of these approaches are outlined on page 13, 

but the table below illustrates that the two approaches can be calibrated to achieve 

the same financial result for a given impact.  For example, consider a situation with a 

group of 100 people, of which 20 would have achieved a positive outcome even in 

the absence of the SIB intervention: 

Figure 8 - Illustration of various control group options 

 Control group 
approach 

Individualised 
Outcomes approach 

Status quo:   

Population 100 100 

Number with negative outcomes 80 80 

With a SIB:   

Population 100 100 

Number with negative outcomes 60 60 

Outcomes paid on: 20  
(the difference between 
the SIB and the control 
group) 

40  
(the number of positive 
outcomes) 

Price per outcome  $20,000 $10,000 

Total outcomes payment $400,000 $400,0000 

 

This illustrates the approach where the deadweight (i.e. the outcomes that would 

have been achieved in the absence of an intervention) is effectively embedded in the 

outcomes price.  That is, Government pays a lower price to reflect that some 

outcomes would have been achieved anyway. 

The 
“deadweight” is 

implicit in the 
outcome price 
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Although this approach is simpler to use and communicate to service providers, 

Government does risk paying for outcomes that would have been achieved anyway.  

This can be mitigated to some extent by: 

1. Defining the target population tightly around individuals who are least 
likely to have a positive outcome on their own; and  

2.  “shaping” the outcomes curve to incentivise over-performance (see 
charts below) 

 

Figure 9 - Outcomes curves can be "shaped" to incentivise performance (note: 
illustrative) 
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Appendix 4:  DWP Innovation Fund Outcomes Matrix 

 

Nature of 
outcome by 
age group of 
young person  

Definition of outcome  

  

Maximum 
Price of 
Outcome  

Examples of 
Evidence 
required for 
Payment 
Validation 
Purposes  

Age 14 and 15 years  

Improve attitude 
to school  

The young person 
demonstrates a sustained 
improvement in both their 
attendance and behaviour at 
school. This must be verified 
by a teacher 

£700  

  

Confirmation letter 
from 
school/teacher/home 
tutor  

  

Improved 
attendance at 
school  

  

Poor behaviour at school 
can be defined as those 
“whose behaviour is 
unacceptable, who break 
school rules or who fail to 
follow a reasonable 
instruction (Section 91 of 
Education and Inspection 
Act 2006)”. Students who 
have a pattern of this 
behaviour have to decrease 
this significantly  

£1,300  

  

Confirmation letter 
from 
school/teacher/home 
tutor  

  

QCF accredited 
Entry level 
qualifications 
(below GCSE)  

These include the following: 
Skills for Life at Entry level, 
Entry level awards, 
certificates and diplomas, 
Foundation Learning Tier 
pathways and Functional 
Skills at Entry level  

£900  

  

Confirmation from 
school or copy of 
certificates 
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Age 16 years plus 

Improved 
attitude to 
school/education  

The young person 
demonstrates a sustained 
improvement in both their 
attendance and behaviour at 
school. This must be verified 
by a tutor.  

£700  

  

Confirmation letter 
from 
school/teacher/home 
tutor  

Basic Skills  Obtaining basic skills, with 
literacy and numeracy focus  

£900  Copy of certificate  

Level One NQF 
or equivalent  

Up to 1st Level 1 NQF or 
equivalent  

£1,100  

  

Confirmation from 
education/training 
establishment or copy 
of certificate  

Level 2 NQF or 
equivalent  

Up to 1st Level 2 NQF or 
equivalent  

£3,300  Confirmation from 
education/training 
establishment or copy 
of certificate  

Level 3 NQF or 
equivalent  

Up to 1st Level 3 NQF or 
equivalent  

£5,100  Confirmation from 
education/training 
establishment or copy 
of certificate  

Entry into First 
Employment (16 
or more hours 
per week) with 
training element 
(e.g. an 
Apprenticeship, 
or work-based 
learning)  

  

16 or more hours of work 
per week, which must be 
sustained for a minimum of 
13 weeks. A sustained job 
outcome payment will be 
generated if a further 13 
weeks is sustained in 
employment. This must also 
have a training element 
which contains a minimum 
of 280 guided learning hours 
per year.  

  

£5,500 
(£3,500 
after 13 
weeks 
and an 
additional 
£2,000 
after 26 
weeks) 

Confirmation letter 
from employer  

Self-Employment job 
outcomes will need to 
be supported by a 
letter from a 
recognised business 
start up organisation 
which must include a 
business plan or 
evidence of trading 
that is clearly linked 
to the company and 
be proportionate to 
the business  
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Appendix 5:  Data provided to SVA from the Department 
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1. Summary Findings 

This analysis of young people who entered detention in 2013 revealed that while Aboriginal males are 

overrepresented in detention, there are still many significant similarities between Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal young people entering detention. Perhaps the most significant finding is that the 

overwhelming majority of young people who entered detention in 2013 were only there for a very 

brief period of time (anywhere between a couple of hours and a couple of days). The number of young 

people on longer periods of detention is very small. A common pattern is multiple, extremely brief, 

periods of detention followed by some form of community supervision. The rate of return to detention 

is relatively high. This includes those returned for reoffending and those returned for breaching the 

conditions of their community supervision.  

1.1. Key Points: 

In 2013: 

 Nearly half (48%) of the young people who entered detention were Aboriginal males over the age 

of 13; 

 89% of Aboriginal, and 57% of non-Aboriginal, young people who entered detention were from 

the Perth metropolitan area; 

 Over 90% of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal young people were sent to detention un-sentenced 

(under arrest or remand);  

 Nearly half of un-sentenced young people, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, were released 

within two days; 

 Only 14% of Aboriginal and 6% of non-Aboriginal young people who entered detention un-

sentenced, were then sentenced to a period of detention; 

 Less than 5% of young people who were sentenced to detention actually completed their full 

sentence in detention (this includes those who entered detention already sentenced); 

 The most common (34%) major offence leading to an entry into detention on remand was 

“unlawful entry with intent/ burglary, break and enter”;    

 The most common major offence leading to a sentence of detention was “unlawful entry with 

intent/ burglary, break and enter”;    

 Over half of Aboriginal (55%) and non-Aboriginal (55%) young people who entered detention, 

only entered detention once throughout the year; 

 22% of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal young people who entered detention, entered twice in 

throughout the year; 

 Approximately one quarter of young people who entered detention, entered more than twice 

throughout the year (the maximum was 14 entries). 

 

2. Introduction 

The range of information presented in this report provides a statistical profile of juvenile detention 

patterns in Western Australia. The scope includes young people aged between 10 and 19 years, male 

and female, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, from anywhere in Western Australia who entered Banksia 

Hill Detention Centre (BHDC or Banksia) in the 2013 calendar year. Data is drawn from the Total 

Offender Management Solution (TOMS) database.
5
  

                                                 
5
 Detention data was retrieved by Principal Analyst, Policy and Strategy, 28 May 2014. Notes: Juvenile 

detention receptions between 0:00 on 1 Jan 2013 and 24:00 on 31 Dec 2013. Bail set flag is determined from the 

 



 

   45 

3. National Comparisons 

Figure 10: Australian Daily Average Rates of Young People under Justice Supervision 2011-2012 

 

Source: Report on Government Services 2012-2013 

 

Figure 11: Australian Rates of Juvenile Detention by Aboriginality 2007-2012 

 

Source: Report on Government Services 2012-2013 

  

                                                                                                                                                         

census file entry at midnight on the day of reception (i.e. was bail set on reception). Length of sentence is 

determined from the census file entry for the detainee at midnight on the start date of the term record relating to 

the most serious sentenced offence. Statistical Division and LGA are determined by the last known address of 

the detainee on reception. 

NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT Aust

Indigenous 490.2 208.6 285 842.1 474.6 54.2 955.8 311.9 425.4

Non-Indigenous 20.7 11.9 11 22.2 19.5 38.4 35.7 5.4 17.1
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4. Western Australia: Historical Trends 

Figure 12: WA Detention Trends 2007-2012 

 

 

Figure 13: Individual Juveniles Who Entered Detention in WA 2005-2013 
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Table 1: Individual Juveniles Who Entered Detention in WA 2005-2013 

 
Aboriginal 
 Male 

Aboriginal 
 Female 

Non-Aboriginal 
Male 

Non-Aboriginal 
Female 

Total 

2005 406 127 257 45 835 

2006 442 134 242 55 873 

2007 473 121 243 56 893 

2008 534 137 291 53 1015 

2009 521 141 327 58 1047 

2010 535 138 380 55 1108 

2011 491 115 347 57 1010 

2012 453 124 295 74 946 

2013 442 106 256 51 855 

 

Figure 14: Age at First Entry to Detention 2005-2013 
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4.1. Return to Detention 

Figure 15: Rate of Return to Detention: Early Release versus Release to Freedom at End of Sentence WA 2007-2013
6
 

 

 

5. Profile of Detention Western Australia 2013 

5.1. Numbers of Young People in Detention 

Figure 16: Total Number of Receptions into Juvenile Detention 2013 

                                                 
6
 Rate of return to detention (adult or juvenile), including Cancellation Early Release and Suspension Early 

Release, exit to supervised release order versus exit to freedom at end of sentence. 
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Figure 17: Total Number of Individuals Received into Juvenile Detention 2013 

 

 

5.2. Individuals with Multiple Detention Receptions 

Table 2: Number of Detention Receptions by Distinct Individual and Aboriginality 2013 

No. of Receptions Aboriginal % of Total Non- 
Aboriginal 

% of Total 

14 1 0% 0 0% 

10 0 0% 1 0% 

9 1 0% 0 0% 

8 0 0% 2 1% 

7 3 1% 1 0% 

6 10 2% 3 1% 



 

   50 

5 16 3% 6 2% 

4 36 7% 25 8% 

3 62 11% 33 11% 

2 119 22% 68 22% 

1 300 55% 168 55% 

Total 548 100% 307 100% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3. Detention Receptions by Age, Gender, and Aboriginality 

Figure 18: Detention Receptions by Age, Aboriginality, and Gender 2013 

 

 

Table 3: Detention Receptions by Age, Gender, and Aboriginality 2013 

Years of 
Age 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Total 
Receptions 

Aboriginal 
Female 

1 4 8 37 37 37 35 20 0 179 

Aboriginal 
Male 

5 19 61 133 196 168 176 114 1 873 
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Non-
Aboriginal 
Female 

1 0 2 16 18 24 29 15 0 105 

Non-
Aboriginal 
Male 

0 5 8 27 59 123 178 78 1 479 

Total 
Receptions 

7 28 79 213 310 352 418 227 2 1636 
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5.4. Geographical Representation 

 

Figure 19: Last Known Address of all Entries to Detention 2013 

 

 

Table 4: Table of Last Known Address of all Entries to Detention 2013 

 Aboriginal 
Female 

Non-Aboriginal 
Female 

Aboriginal 
Male 

Non-
Aboriginal 
Male 

Sub-
Total 

CENTRAL 6  65 2 73 

KIMBERLEY 10  72  82 

LOWER GREAT 
SOUTHERN 

2  21 8 31 

MIDLANDS 8 3 42 8 61 

PERTH 130 100 475 420 1125 

PILBARA 9  78 1 88 

SOUTH EASTERN 2 1 60 5 68 

SOUTH WEST 8 1 43 33 85 

UPPER GREAT 
SOUTHERN 

4  17 2 23 

Grand Total 179 105 873 479 1636 
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5.5. Offence Types 
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Table 5: Major Offence Type Leading to Remand 2013
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Table 6: Major Offence Type Leading to a Sentence of Detention 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Aggravated robbery

Aggravated sexual assault

Breach of parole

Common assault

Dangerous or negligent operation (driving) of a vehicle

Deal or traffic in illicit drugs - commercial quantity

Drive without a licence

Environmental regulation offences

Manslaughter

Offences against justice procedures, nec

Other dangerous or negligent acts endangering…

Property damage by fire or explosion

Property damage, nec

Receive or handle proceeds of crime

Resist or hinder police officer or justice official

Serious assault not resulting in injury

Serious assault resulting in injury

Theft of a motor vehicle

Threatening behaviour

Unlawful entry with intent/burglary, break and enter

Major Offence Leading to a Sentence of Detention 
2013 

Non-Aboriginal Aboriginal
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5.6. Sentence Status upon Reception to Detention 

Figure 20: Sentence Status at Reception 2013 

 

 

 

Table 7: Sentence Status on Reception into Detention 2013 

Sentence Status Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal Totals 

Arrest 566 54% 419 72% 985 

Remand 378 36% 127 22% 505 

Sentenced 108 10% 38 7% 146 

Totals 1052 100% 584 101% 1636 

 

5.7. Custodial Sentences 

 

Table 8: Arrest and Remand Receptions that Result in a Sentence of Detention 2013 

 Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal 

Sentenced to 
Detention 

Number of 
Receptions 

Percentag
e 

Number of 
Receptions 

Percentag
e 

No  907 86% 549 94% 

Yes 145 14% 35 6% 

Total 1052 100% 584 100 
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5.8. Time Spent in Detention 2013 

Figure 21: Length of Un-sentenced Stay in Detention in Days 

 

 

Table 9: Aboriginal Male Average Length of Stay/ Length of Sentence 2013 

Years of 
Age 

No. of 
Receptions 

No. 
Receiving 
Custodial 
Sentence 

Median 
Length of 
Sentence 
(days) 

Min-Max 
Sentence 
(days) 

Median 
Length of 
Stay (days) 

Min-Max 
Stay (days) 

10 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 yrs 5 0 0 0 12 1-18 

12 yrs 18 1 184 1-184 3 0-184 

13 yrs 61 10 125 17-365 7 0-221 

14 yrs 133 20 182 42-638 7.5 0-183 

15 yrs 196 38 187.5 16-2557 11 0-379 

16 yrs 168 48 185 6-907 8 0-392 

17 yrs 175 66 187.5 2-1174 20 0-434 

18 yrs 114 49 184 3-794 23 0-278 

19 yrs 1 1 212 212 103 103 
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Total 871 233 (26%) 184  11  

* Average excludes ‘0’ days. 

Table 10: Aboriginal Female Average Length of Stay/ Length of Sentence 2013 

Years of 
Age 

No. of 
Receptions 

No. 
Receiving 
Custodial 
Sentence 

Median 
Length of 
Sentence 
(days) 

Min-Max 
Sentence 
(days) 

Median 
Length of 
Stay (days) 

Min-Max 
Stay (days) 

10 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 yrs 1 0 0 0 4 4 

12 yrs 4 0 0 0 14.5 5-30 

13 yrs 8 0 0 0 6.5 1-40 

14 yrs 37 1 120 120 2 0-58 

15 yrs 37 6 252.5 14-457 3 0-162 

16 yrs 37 3 245 114-365 2 0-183 

17 yrs 35 3 254 121-641 5 0-319 

18 yrs 20 5 245 127-294 4 0-145 

19 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 179 18 (10%) 245  3  

 

Table 11: Non-Aboriginal Male Average Length of Stay/ Length of Sentence 2013 

Years of 
Age 

No. of 
Receptions 

No. 
Receiving 
Custodial 
Sentence 

Median 
Length of 
Sentence 
(days) 

Min-Max 
Sentence 
(days) 

Median 
Length of 
Stay (days) 

Min-Max 
Stay (days) 

10 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12 yrs 5 0 0 0 2 1-21 

13 yrs 8 0 0 0 1.5 0-15 

14 yrs 27 0 0 0 1 0-29 

15 yrs 59 2 264.5 195-334 3 0-215 
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16 yrs 123 21 215 15-2557 4 0-191 

17 yrs 178 30 120.5 8-653 3 0-273 

18 yrs 78 8 186.5 24-863 1.5 0-208 

19 yrs 1 1 1054 1054 null
7
 null 

Total 479 62 (13%) 181.5  3  

 

Table 12: Non-Aboriginal Female Average Length of Stay/ Length of Sentence 2013Non-Aboriginal Females 

Years of 
Age 

No. of 
Receptions 

No. 
Receiving 
Custodial 
Sentence 

Median 
Length of 
Sentence 
(days) 

Min-Max 
Sentence 
(days) 

Median 
Length of 
Stay (days) 

Min-Max 
Stay (days) 

10 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 yrs 1 0 0 0 2 2 

12 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 yrs 2 0 0 0 2 2 

14 yrs 16 0 0 0 7 0-59 

15 yrs 18 1 182 182 2 0-127 

16 yrs 24 0 0 0 2 0-40 

17 yrs 29 2 120.5 58-183 1 0-90 

18 yrs 15 2 365 365 4 0-181 

19 yrs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 105 5 (5%) 183  2  

 

  

                                                 
7
 Null = Still in detention at time of data query 28 May 2014. 
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5.9. Bail 

 Figure 22: Detention Receptions with Bail Set by Region 2013 

 

 
Figure 23: Detention Receptions with Bail Set by Age 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11 yrs 12 yrs 13 yrs 14 yrs 15 yrs 16 yrs 17 yrs 18 yrs

Aboriginal 0 3 5 31 40 26 26 11

Non-Aboriginal 1 3 0 12 26 43 43 16
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5.10. Release Types 

 
Table 13: Detention Release Type 2013 

(i)  

(ii)  

(iii)  

(iv)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.11. Children in Juvenile Detention 

 
Figure 24: Young Children Entered into Detention 2013 

  

Aborginal
Female

Aboriginal
Male

Non-Ab
Female

Non-Ab Male

11 yrs 1 5 1

12 yrs 4 19 5

13 yrs 8 61 2 8
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11-13 Year Old  
Detention Receptions 

2013 

Release Type No. of Receptions 

Bail 498 

Supervised Bail 404 

Supervised Release Order 190 

Released at Court (not Bail) 131 

Intensive Supervision Order 124 

Community Based Order 54 

Freedom 77 

Not Yet Released 68 

Released Ex Court 22 

Time Served Ex Court 22 

Discharged from Lock up 1 

Dismissed at Court 9 

DSO Supervised Release Order 1 

Fined Ex Court 3 

Other 14 

Transfer to Adult Custody 10 

Police Arrest  5 

Not Guilty Ex Court 1 

Mental Health Act 2 

Total Receptions 1636 
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Table 14: Detention Receptions 10-13 Year Olds 2013: Length of Stay 

 

Figure 25: Status at Reception for Children who Entered Detention 2013 

0
day

s

1
day

2
day

s

3
day

s

4
day

s

5
day

s

6
day

s

7
day

s

1
wee
k -
1…

1-2
mo
nth

s

Ove
r

two
m…

Detention Receptions 10 22 13 7 2 6 2 3 31 10 8

0
10
20
30
40

N
o

. o
f 

R
e

ce
p

ti
o

n
s 

Length of Stay in Detention 2013 
10-13 year olds 

Length of 
Stay 

Total 
Detention 
Receptions 

Aboriginal 
Male 

Aboriginal 
Female 

Non-
Aboriginal 
Male 

Non-
Aboriginal 
Female 

0 days 10 8 0 2 0 

1 day 22 17 1 4 0 

2 days 13 6 2 2 3 

3 days 7 4 1 2 0 

4 days 2 1 1 0 0 

5 days 6 6 0 0 0 

6 days 2 2 0 0 0 

7 days 3 3 0 0 0 

1 week - 1 
month 

31 22 6 3 0 

1-2 months 10 9 1 0 0 

Over two 
months 

8 8 0 0 0 

Total 114 86 12 13 3 
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Figure 26: Major Remand Offence Leading to Remand 10-13 Year Olds 

 

 

Table 15: Major Offence Leading to a Sentence of Detention 10-13 Year Olds 
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Major Sentencing Offence 2013 (10-13 yrs) Frequency 

Breach of parole 1 

Common assault 1 

Property damage by fire or explosion 1 

Property damage, nec 1 

Serious assault resulting in injury 1 

Unlawful entry with intent/burglary, break and 
enter 

3 
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Figure 27: Last Known Address 10-13 Year Olds 
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