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Abstract 

Background  

The Offender Personality Disorder (OPD) Pathway, a joint health and criminal justice 

initiative across England and Wales, aims to support rehabilitation of individuals with a likely 

diagnosis of personality disorder. Pathways Enhanced Resettlement Services (PERS) is an 

OPD service currently operating in five open prisons in England, which aims to support 

people at high risk of being returned to closed conditions or reoffending in the community 

after release. We aimed to understand service user and staff experiences of PERS.  

Methods 

We conducted semi-structured interviews with ten staff and nine service users. We then 

conducted a reflexive thematic analysis generating three themes.  

Results 

The three themes identified were: (1) “A shock to the system”, describing the challenges for 

service users posed by the liminal space of open prison (between higher security conditions 

and the community); and how in this context PERS might be viewed with suspicion but was 

for interviewees ultimately a space where they felt valued. (2) “We’ve got some 

understanding of their journey”; staff and service users described PERS staff developing 

more trusting relationships with service users than non-PERS staff, where service users felt 

understood and supported, practically and emotionally; and (3) “internal states can be real 

barriers to progression”; PERS staff supported service users to understand and overcome 

barriers, through enabling self-reflection, and tailoring support to times of greater stress, 

including key milestones such as parole boards or periods of trial leave.  
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Conclusions 

Staff and service users feel PERS provides support to progress through open prison, through 

development of positive trusting relationships and individualised support in a challenging 

context where such support was not otherwise available.  

Keywords: Personality Disorder, Offenders, Resettlement, Open Prison 

 

Background 

The diagnosis of personality disorder is a complex mental health condition, 

characterised by poor relationship skills, issues with identity and, in some cases, a risk of 

physical harm to others (International Classification of Diseases version 11 (ICD-11); WHO, 

2018). Personality disorder is a prominent issue in prison populations, with estimates of 65% 

of the prison population in western countries meeting the criteria (Fazel & Danesh, 2002). 

Personality disorder is associated with an increased risk of violence and recidivism (Coid et 

al., 2006; O’Driscoll et al., 2012; Duggan & Howard, 2009; Yu et al., 2012), substance 

misuse and self-harm (Blasco-Fontecilla et al., 2010; Yang et al., 2010). Working with 

individuals with a diagnosis of personality disorder has also been associated with high levels 

of staff burnout (Freestone et al., 2015).  

The Offender Personality Disorder (OPD) Pathway is a joint health and criminal 

justice initiative in the United Kingdom commissioned by His Majesty’s Prison and 

Probation Service (HMPPS) and NHS England (Skett et al., 2017). The pathway was set up 

in 2012 to support high risk individuals with a likely diagnosis of personality disorder to 

mitigate some of the risk factors hindering successful rehabilitation in this group (Mathlin et 

al., 2024). It aims to reduce repeat serous offending, improve psychological wellbeing, 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.03.24316661doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.03.24316661


produce a competent and trained workforce, and use resources efficiently. The OPD pathway 

is based on a whole system approach, recognising the stages of an offender’s journey with 

services in the community and prison. People are screened into the pathway using an 

algorithm (Jolliffe et al., 2012) and subsequently receive a formulation to inform sentence 

planning and suggest engagement with OPD services if appropriate.  

In the UK, open prisons house “Category D” adult male offenders, who have a low 

risk of absconding and constitute a low risk to the public due to the nature of their offence, 

and those nearing the end of longer sentences who have transitioned from higher security 

categories (NOMS, 2015). The aim of open prisons is to aid the resettlement of prisoners 

back into society and provide opportunities for Release on Temporary License (ROTL). 

ROTL allow periods of short-term release to the community, to support prisoners to build 

links with family, housing services, volunteering and employment opportunities to facilitate 

their successful community integration on release (Auty & Liebling, 2020). 

Open prisons allow greater freedom and autonomy, which can be difficult for those 

who have become institutionalised to closed condition prisons (Honeywell, 2015; 

Micklethwaite & Earle, 2021), often a factor for people screened onto the OPD pathway on 

long sentences. There are higher behaviour expectations of residents in open prisons and a 

different culture relative to closed conditions (Hacin & Meško, 2018). Retaining a position in 

an open prison can be difficult, due to the low threshold for being returned to a closed 

condition establishment, including substance misuse lapses, feeling threatened or bullied and 

being violent (Hallett & Lowbridge, 2014). The ease of being returned to closed conditions 

and witnessing people being returned creates an emotionally insecure environment in open 

prisons (Statham et al., 2020). Danks and Bradley (2018) found residents in open prisons 

were reluctant to seek support for mental health issues in case they were returned to a closed 
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condition prison. Residents in open prisons are sometimes reluctant to use the complaint 

system, through fear of being labelled as problematic and removed (HMIP, 2018).  

Five open prison OPD services known as Pathways Enhanced Resettlement Services 

(PERS) have been operational since 2019, focusing on offenders with a high risk of “failing” 

in the short-term, either through reoffending following release or being returned to closed 

conditions. Service users are identified through “red flags” which include being screened into 

the OPD pathway, having a high-risk of violent and/or general reoffending, an open plan to 

support risk of self-harm or suicide in the last 12 months and at least one prior failure in open 

conditions or the community within the 6 months prior to entering the open prions. PERS aim 

to support people through open conditions and for release into the community by reducing the 

chance of being returned to closed conditions and preparing for community transition. 

Service users identified as suitable for the service join voluntarily and alongside living in the 

standard accommodation of the open prison, receive key work sessions where they develop a 

working formulation to anticipate difficulties and agree a management plan. In these key 

work sessions, service users are supported with community reintegration and developing 

social capital through release plans and accompanied Release on Temporary License 

(ROTL). The services have an open-door policy for individuals to ‘drop-in’ and receive ad 

hoc support and pre-empt crises.   

Since the OPD pathway has been set up, numerous studies have explored the 

experiences of people using the variety of available OPD services. These studies consistently 

report the importance of developing trusting, supportive relationships with staff as a key 

mechanism for change (Bennett, 2014; Dolan, 2017; Duncan et al., 2022; Jarvis et al., 2022; 

King & Crisp, 2021; McMurran & Delight, 2017; Moran et al., 2022; Mullan et al., 2018; 

Shaw & Forster, 2018). Research with OPD staff has also been helpful to gain further 
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insights into the functioning of the pathway. OPD staff have reflected on the personal growth 

and impact they can have working in an OPD service such as instilling hope and providing a 

safe environment (Akinsulire, 2020; Bond & Gemmell, 2014; Cooke et al., 2017; Moran et 

al., 2022).  

Only one previous study has explored the experiences of PERS service users (Jarvis et 

al., 2022). It focussed on the initial pilot of the service in one open prison. Since then, PERS 

has evolved and been implemented across five open prison sites. It is therefore important to 

explore how PERS in their current form are experienced and whether they are supporting 

individuals to maintain their position in open prisons and progress into the community. The 

previous study focussed solely on service users but to provide a more holistic understanding 

of PERS the current study also focusses on staff. We therefore had two research questions: 

1) How do staff and service users experience PERS? 

2) Has the service supported individuals to remain in open prison and transition 

successfully to the community? 

Methods 

Ethical Approval  

Ethical approval was granted by HMPPS National Research Committee (Ref: 2020-

131/ Ref: 2021-180). All participants provided informed consent.   

Procedure and Sample 

We conduced semi-structured interviews. We recruited PERS staff from the five 

services. We selected ten of twenty staff (two staff members from each service were 

approached), purposively, to ensure a variety of staff roles and levels of experience were 
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recruited including both clinical and operational staff. Three groups of PERS service users 

were eligible to participate: ex-PERS service users in the community, current PERS service 

users and ex-PERS service users in closed conditions prisons. Potential participants were 

initially approached by PERS staff, directly or via offender managers of those returned to 

closed conditions. Staff then arranged interviews for current service users and passed details 

of ex-service users living in the community willing to participate to the researcher.  

To determine an appropriate sample size, the information power framework was 

utilised (Malterud, Siersma & Guassora, 2016). The narrow study aim, dense sample 

specificity and expected high quality of dialogue within the interviews indicated a smaller 

sample would be adequate. However, as there is little extant research into PERS and the plan 

to analyse data at the group level suggested a larger sample would be most appropriate. 

Taking these criteria into consideration, a sample of 20 (ten staff and ten service users) was 

considered sufficient to address the research questions. The final sample size obtained was 19 

(ten staff and 9 service users).  

Data Collection and Processing  

Interviews with PERS staff were conducted by the lead author, remotely via 

Microsoft Teams in May 2021 whilst in-person research within prisons was prohibited due to 

COVID-19 restrictions. The co-authors developed a topic guide (S1), which explored 

respondents job role, and their views on how PERS supports users in open conditions; the 

interviewer probed potential barriers and facilitators of service users benefitting from PERS 

support. The topic guide also included questions regarding how COVID-19 impacted service 

delivery and service user outcomes.  

Interviews with service users were conducted by the lead author in June 2022, with current 

service users interviewed in person at the open prisons and ex-service users interviewed 
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remotely via telephone. We were unable to recruit any ex-service users in closed conditions, 

as no potential participants were identified. The topic guide (S2) developed for service user 

interviews asked how they had joined PERS, how PERS had been helpful or unhelpful, how 

COVID had impacted their use of PERS, what they feel they need to succeed, their wellbeing 

whilst working with PERS and, if applicable, their experience of transitioning into the 

community from PERS. All interviews were transcribed verbatim by the researcher who 

conducted the interviews.  

Data Analysis   

NVivo Version 14 for Windows (QSR, 2020) was used to manage and organise the 

interview data. Reflexive Thematic Analysis (RTA; Braun & Clark, 2021) was applied to the 

data. Themes were generated from ideas that were covered widely in the interviews and/or 

important to the research question. Themes were reflective of the entire dataset, using an 

inductive approach where the analysis focused on the content of experiences reported, rather 

than exploring the language use to describe those experiences (Boyatzis, 1998; Trahan & 

Stewart, 2013). A summary of preliminary findings was shared via email with all PERS staff 

for comments and presented at a staff away day for discussion which aided the interpretation 

of the data.  

Researcher Reflexivity  

The researchers have previously worked in OPD pathway services (although not 

PERS) and had prior knowledge and expectations about the experiences of staff and service 

users which likely influenced the interview questions and the interpretation of data. Prior 

experience of OPD services was a benefit during the interviews, as rapport was easily built 

with participants and due to prior understanding of the OPD context. 
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Results 

Sample Characteristics   

No demographic data was collected about gender, age or ethnicity of participants in 

line with the ethics agreement to maintain confidentiality in this sensitive area; however all 

service users were placed in male prisons. Ten staff were interviewed (two from each 

service). Staff were grouped as clinical (clinical leads and an assistant psychologist), and 

operational (mental health nurses and prison officers) based on their service role. Staff had 

worked in PERS between 3 months and 2 years (the clinical staff average was 13 months, and 

the operational staff average was 14 months). Three of the clinical staff and three of the 

operational staff had previously worked in other OPD Pathway services. 

Nine service users were interviewed. Seven were current PERS service users and two 

were ex-PERS users living in the community. The service users had been in open prison 

between 5 months and 3 years. All service users had been in higher category prisons prior to 

entering open prison, two of the current service users had been in open prison previously (and 

been returned to closed conditions) and two service users had been recalled from the 

community during their sentence.  

Thematic analysis 

We developed three themes that encompass the experiences of PERS reported by staff 

and service users and provide insights into the functioning of PERS and how service use 

supports progression through open prison.  

Theme 1: “A shock to the system”: managing the liminal space of open prison 
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Service users described adapting to open prison as “hard work” [SU4], “difficult” 

[SU7] and “strange” [SU5]. Service users felt the processes in open prison were confusing 

and experienced “not knowing where to seek help, how to ask for help here” [SU5]. The 

different routine of open prison compared to closed conditions, especially the increased 

freedom, was described as “a shock to the system” [SU2]. Alongside adapting to the freedom 

of open prison, service users expressed fear that this freedom could easily be removed by the 

general open prison staff. For example, one participant described: “you say the wrong thing to 

a member of staff, you could get a nicking and then you’re going to get a ROTL ban” [SU4]. 

PERS staff commented on the greater freedom of choice for service users in the open prison 

setting too, including choices that would pose risks to progression. For example, “it’s really 

easy for them to get drugs if they want” [OS1] and “[there’s] less staff, less security, less 

everything to stop that” [OS1]. 

The initial motivation for some service users to join PERS was because they were 

“searching for that person to talk to, to understand how I was feeling… I wasn’t getting that 

via the units” [SU5]. Service users reflected wanting someone to talk to about the difficulties 

of being in open prison alongside getting support with issues such as self-harm, personality 

disorder and progression. This support was not felt to be available in the wider open prison. 

Despite many service users having a desire to join PERS to gain support, some 

service users expressed concerns at how engaging with it might affect their progression 

through the system. For example, one participant described: “I was a bit sceptical, thinking 

hold on a minute, does this mean I’m going back on the bus and I’m going back to closed 

conditions” [SU6]. There was suspicion about what PERS was, with one participant feeling 

that “it’s a set up” [SU4]. Staff reflected on the initial wariness some service users 

experienced when approached to join PERS, stating the importance of encouraging voluntary 
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engagement: “the service is voluntary; it therefore is quite non-threatening which enables 

people to engage with us” [CS4]. When service users were given more information about 

PERS and told that they had a choice to engage, they felt more open to joining: “the more I 

was chatting with them, I was thinking yeah you know what, they’re actually not bad” [SU4].  

PERS staff explained the range of support available through PERS. The clinical staff 

described “it’s that emotional containment that feels important” [CS2], which they felt was 

developed through consistent key work and having drop-ins where service users receive ad-

hoc support. Service users were positive about being able to use drop-ins “you can just knock 

the door and walk in, and anyone of them will be happy to give you some advice and 

encourage you” [SU2]. Operational staff focussed more on the practical support they 

provide, for example “a lot of the guys don’t know how to use a mobile phone, we take that 

individual on a day out, we’ll go through it…, there’s no panic” [OS1]. Service users 

reflected positively on the support available through PERS, and how they felt valued by it. 

Group activities such as tea and coffee evenings “made me feel normal” [SU5]. There was a 

clear emphasis that staff have time to provide this support to service users “even if they’ve got 

a busy day, they’ll take the time out” [SU4].  

Service users accessing PERS valued having “somebody to talk to about how I was 

adapting” [SU9] and being able to discuss concerns about freedoms being removed with 

PERS staff was helpful: “coming here and letting that [concerns of being removed] off to 

them, I find it real helpful” [SU5]. Staff highlighted “being really, really realistic with 

people… helping them structure expectations” [CS4] was important when service users first 

enter open prison and that managing service user expectations of open prison helped service 

users adapt. 
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Theme 2: “We’ve got some understanding of their journey” engaging differently with 

service users 

Service users reported having positive, trusting relationships with PERS staff where 

they felt “relaxed around them, more open, honest” [SU6]. PERS staff were described as 

“friendly and helpful” [SU1] and that “they listen to what you have to say” [SU8]. Service 

users described how they used PERS to offload worries “I come up, I vent, I vent, I vent, and 

then I leave here and it’s just like, done’ [SU5]. Staff felt building relationships with service 

users was important for progression whilst also reflecting on how difficult it can be for the 

service users to develop trusting relationships “a lot of them don’t trust” [OS6]. They spoke 

about how they developed the trusting relationships citing “giving people praise” [OS6] and 

giving them the space to offload their worries as useful techniques to develop trust.  

Service users described PERS staff as being available: “I can come over here any time 

of day” [SU4] which was different to how they experienced non-PERS staff in open prison, 

who were described as “not very helpful” [SU7]. For example, one participant described how 

they often feel dismissed when approaching standard wing officers to have a chat “[they say] 

‘you’ll be alright mate, don’t worry about it’ and close you behind your door when in reality, 

you just need a chat for ten minutes” [SU6]. Service users also felt misunderstood by non-

PERS staff “[the wing officers were] looking at me like I’m speaking a foreign language” 

[SU7]. PERS staff recognised that the relationships service users have with them were better 

than non-PERS staff: “We develop a far better…relationship with them than…the wing staff, 

sadly” [OS3]. PERS staff feel they are “more geared with emotional support” [OS4] and 

have “more time to help” [OS4]. Staff also felt they had a better understanding of service 

users than the general prison staff “we’ve engaged with them in a different way, we’ve got 

some understanding of their journey…that in general the prison staff don’t have” [CS2].  
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Theme 3: “Internal states can be real barriers to progression” understanding and 

overcoming barriers 

PERS staff felt that the “internal states can be real barriers to progression” [CS1] 

such as “anxiety” and when individuals have become “hopeless and disempowered” [CS4] 

which may have developed due to having a limited sense of control. Service users reflected 

on how they felt they were able to overcome some of the internal barriers to progression by 

working with PERS. For example, one participant described how he “used to class myself as 

scum” [SU5] and felt no matter what was said, he had always previously felt like this. Some 

other service users described how “most of my goals and my targets haven’t really been 

realistic or achievable” [SU7] and that they use to be “angry and I’d take my frustration out 

on staff or another prisoner” [SU5]. However, through working with PERS, service users 

felt they had been able to move past some of these difficult internal states. For example, “one 

of the biggest things for me, was never forgiving myself” [SU5]. Service users felt they were 

“a lot more aware of how my actions affect others” and described being able to “set realistic 

targets” [SU7] and as a consequence service users experienced being “a lot […] happier” 

[SU5] following their engagement with PERS.  

Service users felt they were supported to progress through their sentence, especially 

around key events such as upcoming parole boards. For example, one participant reflected 

how their contact with PERS increased as they approached their parole board, to get support 

with their anxiety: “I see them every week now, because of the anxiety” [SU5]. Overall 

service users felt PERS “try to move people forward through the system” [SU1]. However, 

progression during COVID-19 was impacted, as “people were not getting parole because 

they hadn’t been able to access ROTL, essentially what they’ve come to open conditions to 

do” [CS4]. Some staff commented that “[service users] got released when they’d had just 
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had a couple of ROTLs, which never user to happen [before COVID]” [OS6]. Although it 

was positive to see that some people were able to progress in this time, there was also 

concern that individuals released without utilising ROTL may have missed out on 

opportunities to “gain qualifications” and “bolster their support networks” [OS5].  

Reflective Statement   

Staff and service users were willing and open to participate in the study and explore 

their experiences of PERS and how they felt PERS influences progression. Staff generally 

had similar views about their experiences of implementing PERS and the factors that 

influence progression, however, clinical staff tended to focus on the wider systems that 

service users exist within and the emotional difficulties they experience, whilst operational 

staff provided more detail on the day-to-day service delivery and the practical support they 

provide. This is likely to reflect their roles and the nature of their contacts with service users. 

Some service users expressed their dislike toward authority and directly referenced the 

interviewer being an authority figure that previously they would not have felt comfortable 

speaking with. They felt their work with PERS allowed them to be more open with authority 

figures and therefore take part in these interviews. 

Discussion and conclusion 

 This is the first study that explored the experiences of staff and service users across all 

five PERS services. Ten PERS staff and nine current and ex-service users took part. Their 

responses provide an insight into how staff and service users experience PERS and how they 

feel engaging with the service can support progression.  

 Many of the service users’ motivation to engage with PERS was to gain support with 

the transition into open prison alongside issues such as self-harm and their personality 
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disorder diagnosis. This was not a universal experience however, and some service users 

initially felt suspicious about what PERS was. The reluctance to engage with PERS supports 

research exploring factors which may impact the readiness to engage in services. The 

suspicion and reluctance to engage in PERS highlights potential negative perceptions of the 

service, which is likely linked to a lack of trust in others (McMurran, 2012). PERS staff were 

aware of the reluctance some service users expressed about joining the service but reduced 

barriers to engaging by providing clear information about the service and a providing a 

choice about whether to engage. This in turn allowed service users to start to develop trust 

with PERS staff.   

 Moving to open prison was described as a difficult transition by all service users, 

where many struggled to adapt to the increased amount of freedom. This finding is supported 

by research, where people reported feeling overwhelmed when they first came into the open 

prison (Statham et al., 2021). PERS staff were aware of how difficult this transition could be 

and reported managing expectations as a useful tool to help service users adapt to their new 

environment. Expectations of treatment have been explored as a factor linked to treatment 

non-completion within offenders with personality disorder (McMurran, 2012) but have not 

been considered in relation to standard prison transitions. 

Service users and staff highlighted the positive trusting relationships they experienced 

working with PERS. Building trusting relationships has been a consistent theme related to 

change in other OPD pathway services (Craissati et al., 2021; McMurran & Delight, 2017) 

and in a previous study exploring a pilot PERS service (Jarvis et al., 2022). Trusting 

relationships were seen as a key mechanism for progression within PERS. Trusting 

relationships increased initial engagement with the service and also enabled emotional and 

practical support to be provided in a meaningful way.  
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Contrastingly, many staff and service users spoke about poor relationships with non-

PERS staff in the open prisons such as feeling misunderstood by non-PERS wing officers. 

Poor relationships have been reported in research exploring open prison environments (Danks 

& Bradley, 2018; Micklethwaite & Earle, 2021; Statham et al., 2021) due to residents feeling 

staff have additional powers to remove the privileges of being in an open prison. Poor 

relationships with staff in open prisons are concerning, especially for those with a likely 

diagnosis of personality disorder, as this group already have an increased likelihood of issues 

with interpersonal functioning and authority (Farnam & Zamanlu, 2018). An intended 

consequence of PERS is to improve all service user relationships however the experiences of 

poor relationships between service users and non-PERS staff suggests there is room for 

improved relationships with non-OPD professionals. Furthermore, a broad aim of the OPD 

pathway is workforce development (Skett & Lewis, 2019) with the added benefit of systemic 

change in the wider environments that OPD services operate within. PERS staff should 

therefore focus further on providing supervision and support to prison staff in open prisons to 

help develop better relationships with service users.   

 PERS was felt to be supporting progression through the open prison and preparing 

people for release into the community. However, the impact of COVID-19 was most felt in 

relation to progression, either due to not being granted parole boards or getting parole without 

any of the support such as gaining qualifications and increasing social support networks prior 

to release. Currently little research exists exploring the impact of COVID-19 on progression 

and re-entry to the community in the UK. The number of prison releases following the 

COVID-19 pandemic (March 2020) reduced by 15% compared to the same period in 2019 

(Offender Management Statistics Quarterly, 2020) but this may be attributable to the prison 

population serving longer sentences, rather than a direct effect of COVID.  
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 Aside from COVID-19, several barriers to progression were noted by staff and service 

users. The accessibility of drugs in the open prison estate and the reduced levels of security to 

monitor this were noted by staff. Low levels of hope and control were also considered as 

barriers to progression. There are associations between externalising control and offending 

behaviour (Turkcapar et al., 2002), with greater internal control associated with hopefulness 

(Mutlu et al., 2010). Having hope and a sense of internal control are likely to aid people 

through the difficulties of progressing in open prison and into the community (Craissati et al., 

2021). Increasing levels of hope and control is therefore an important task of PERS and was 

seen through many service users reporting increased wellbeing, a newfound ability to forgive 

themselves and the ability to set more realistic goals.  

Overall, PERS service users reported benefitting from the quick contact made by 

PERS following entry to the open prison, as well as ongoing support towards progression and 

release. The whole journey support indicates PERS is modelling the OPD pathway approach 

well, which intends to provide support across the various stages of a person’s journey through 

the CJS (Joseph & Benefield, 2012). This is especially important in relation to the context of 

open prison, an important stage of progression in many offender journeys that can be difficult 

to manage (Micklethwaite & Earle, 2021). 

Limitations   

 A cross-section of operational and clinical PERS staff were recruited, ensuring a 

broad range of staff perspectives were included. PERS staff may have been biased in 

reporting the positive impact of PERS however, as they have an interest in the continuation of 

the service. Likewise, the sampling of service users through the PERS staff may have meant 

only those who felt positively towards the service were approached to take part. Despite this, 

the consistent message of trusting relationships being developed in PERS and the feeling of 
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whole journey support through the open prison indicates this is likely a reality for many 

PERS service users. It was not possible to recruit ex-service users returned to closed 

conditions in the current study and it will be important to understand whether this group feels 

similarly.  

Future Research, Clinical and Policy Implications  

 Future research into PERS should further explore the experiences of ex-service users 

who have been returned to closed. An understanding of how and why PERS was not able to 

support this group through open prison was not developed in the current study but is 

important to fully understand the functioning of PERS and how it can support progression. 

Furthermore, long-term outcomes (such as reoffending and recall, housing and employment 

when released into the community) of PERS service users should be reported on, monitored, 

and compared to non-PERS comparison groups where possible.  

 The findings of this study provide a useful insight into how PERS functions and 

supports progression. PERS should continue to provide individualised support for service 

users, addressing needs on a person-by-person basis. The relationships developed between 

staff and service users should continue to be a key focus alongside provision of key work, 

informal events, accompanied ROTL and drop-ins. Further consideration should be given to 

the relationships developed between service users and standard open prison staff, with PERS 

staff working closely with the open prison to increase the understanding of and ways of 

working with the PERS population. 

 As part of the new UK government’s focus on reforming the prison system, services 

such as PERS are vital. The Chief Inspector of Prisons has highlighted that resettlement 

support is “stretched” and it has been highlighted by charities that support for help with 

mental health is inadequate. This study shows PERS provides enhanced emotional and 
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practical support to aid resettlement and provides a framework for how resettlement and 

mental health support could be improved more widely across the prison estate.  
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