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Executive Summary  
 
Background  
It is estimated that 20-30% of all offenders in the UK Ȭȣhave learning difficulties or learning 
disabilities [LDD] that interfere with their ability to cope within the criminal justice system; of 
this group 7% will have very low IQs of less than 70ȭ ɉ*ÁÃÏÂÓÏÎȟ ςππψȠ p. iii). This can create 
particular challenges for the Criminal Justice System (CJS), for example offenders with LDD are 
more likely to be restrained or isolated in prison and to be excluded from programmes that may 
help them to address problematic behaviour (Prison Reform Trust, 2013). In addition, inmates 
with LDD report high levels of bullying and abuse (Talbot, 2010). Lord Bradley (2009) 
conducted a review of people with mental health problems or LDD in the CJS and concluded that 
police and custody officers lacked skills and awareness in the identification of offenders with 
LDD or mental health difficulties and, therefore, required more training in these areas. In 
addition, Lord Bradley suggested there needed to be greater consistency in the treatment of 
offenders with LDD within the CJS. 

As one of the groups of offenders with LDD, individuals with Autistic Spectrum Disorders (ASD) 
are often described as being particularly vulnerable within the CJS due to (for example) 
cognitive difficulties relating to understanding non-literal language and interpreting the 
intentions and behaviours of other people; sensory difficulties relating to lights, sounds and 
smells; social and communication difficulties which can exacerbate already tense situations; and 
obsessive adherence to routines or rituals which, if disrupted, may lead to aggressive 
behaviours (Chown, 2010; Paterson, 2008; Allen et al., 2007; 2008).   There is no evidence to 
suggest that individuals with ASD are overrepresented within the CJS (King & Murphy, 2014; 
!ÌÌÅÎ ÅÔ ÁÌȢȟ ςππψɊ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÍÁÙ ÈÁÖÅ ȬÐÒÅÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÎÇ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅÓȭ ɉ+ÉÎÇ Ǫ -ÕÒÐhy, 2014; p.2717) that 
may lead to committing a crime, and once within the CJS, may find the context and procedures 
particularly difficult (Allen et al., 2007). 

There are many suggestions for ways in which the CJS can improve its response to, and support 
for, people with LDD (e.g. Bradley, 2009; HMIP, 2014). One of the areas in which improvements 
could be made is in how information is provided to offenders and inmates. Talbot (2010) 
highlights that Ȭprisons are largely paper-based regimesȭ ɉÐȢσφɊ ÁÎÄ Ôhis means that for any 
offender who may have difficulties with reading and / or writing, navigating and understanding 
the systems of the CJS can be a significant challenge.  Lord Bradley (2009) identified the first 
ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬȢȢȢÐÏÉÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈe offender pathway [that] provides the greatest 
ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȭ ɉÐȢστɊȢ -ÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÉÓÏÎ 2ÅÆÏÒÍ 4ÒÕÓÔȭÓ No One Knows report 
ɉ*ÁÃÏÂÓÏÎȟ ςππψɊ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔȡ Ȭ#ÕÓÔÏÄÙ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÎÅÅÄ Á ÒÁÎÇÅ ÏÆ ÓËÉÌÌÓ ÔÏ 
identify effectively ÔÈÅ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÎÅÅÄÅÄ ÂÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÄÅÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȭ ɉÐȢÉÉÉɊȢ 
Consequently, better training of staff coupled with the provision of more appropriately tailored 
information for offenders at the point of risk assessment in custody could be areas where there 
is a possibility for implementing changes that might have a positive impact on the experiences 
of offenders. 

The current project  

A pilot project  was carried out in Hampshire that aimed to change one aspect of the risk 
assessment process for individuals entering custody; specifically, the use of a more accessible 
ȬÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÍÅÎÔÓȭ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÈÅÅÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÓÙÍÂÏÌ-based format (the Widgit 
Symbol custody sheets). As one of the first, formal, paper-based processes that individuals 
experience when they enter the CJS this represents an opportunity to make a positive change at 
one of the earliest possible occasions.  

The pilot project took place in the context of a well-established partnership between Autism 
Hampshire and Hampshire Constabulary which has supported autism awareness training since 
2008 for more than 3,000 frontline officers with a further 3,000 being trained from 2015. The 
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idea for the creating more accessible information for people in custody started with a custody 
nurse who approached Autism Hampshire and asked if the organisation could support her work 
around looking at developing a custody sheet to support her client base. Autism Hampshire 
approached Hampshire Constabulary who were supportive of taking the idea forward, and 
subsequently, the company Widgit Software to develop and support this work. The team at the 
University of Southampton was approached to conduct an independent evaluation of the 
implementation of the Widgit Symbol sheets in custody once the content of the sheets was 
mostly finalised. 

The specific aims of the project were: 

1. To provide an evidence-based rationale for establishing a common set of accessible 
information sheets that are in a standardised format and could eventually be rolled out 
nationwide; and 

2. 4Ï ÆÉÎÄ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȭ ×ÈÅÎ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ɉÁɊ ÔÈÅ 
acceptability / feasibility of using the materials in custody and (b) perceptions about 
how people in custody responded to the materials.  

Methodology  
This research took a qualitative approach to meeting these aims by (1) implementing the Widgit 
Symbol custody sheets in two Hampshire Constabulary custody centres for a pilot period of 4 
weeks and (2) exploring the views and perceptions about the Widgit Symbol custody sheets of 
key stakeholders, including custody inspectors and sergeants, through individual interviews 
and focus groups. 

Following ethical approval for the project from the University of Southampton the Widgit 
Symbol custody sheets were used in two custody centres for a period of 4 weeks during August-
September 2014. The sheets were available across all shifts and information about the pilot 
communicated to all teams initially by the custody Inspectors and then through the custody 
Sergeants. Custody personnel were asked to use their discretion in deciding to whom to give the 
Widgit Symbol leaflet in addition to ÔÈÅ ȬÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÌÅÁÆÌÅÔ that is given to 
all detainees entering custody (Figure 1a &b).  
 
The sheets were not intended to be ASD specific and custody teams were briefed to give the 
Widgit version to Ȭȣanyone who you think may be vulnerable or have difficulties 
communicating and understandingȭȢ Additional information using the symbol format was also 
provided in a separate folder, which contained individual  laminated sheets regarding specific 
aspects of processes and procedures ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ Ȭ)Æ ÙÏÕ ÁÒÅ ÉÌÌȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ9ÏÕÒ $.!ȭ (Figure 1c); three 
copies of the folder were given to one custody centre and one folder to the other.   
 

 
 

 
 

Fig 1a: Standard rights and 
entitlements leaflet 

Fig 1b: Widgit Symbol rights and 
entitlements leaflet 

Fig 1c: Additional laminated 
Widgit Symbol information 
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At the end of the 4-week pilot implementation, follow-up interviews were conducted with 14 
custody personnel (including Inspectors and Sergeants) to seek their  feedback about the Widgit 
Symbol sheets. In addition, a range of stakeholders both within and outside the CJS were 
interviewed to gauge their opinions about the Widgit Symbol custody sheets. These 
stakeholders included: people on the autism spectrum and their families; Appropriate Adults; 
and senior personnel within the CJS. No offenders were observed during the pilot 
implementation and so there is no direct evaluation of the use of the custody sheets with 
offenders within a custody context. 
 
Participants  
In total, 41 people were included in this pilot project, 29 in the form of individual interviews and 
12 in small focus groups of 3 people. This number comprised 14 custody personnel involved in 
the 4-week pilot implementation; three parents and three young people on the autism spectrum 
took; one young person and two support workers from the Youth Offending Team (YOT); one 
parent of a child with autism, and one adult couple with learning disabilities; eight Appropriate 
Adults; and seven senior personnel within the CJS (three solicitors, two managers from the YOT, 
ÏÎÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÒ ÆÏÒ Á ÍÁÇÉÓÔÒÁÔÅȭÓ ÃÏÕÒÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÅ ÍÁÇÉÓÔÒÁÔÅ).  

Findings  
Overall, the main findings of the pilot implementation of the Widgit Symbol custody sheets were: 

¶ The total number of Widgit Symbol rights and entitlements leaflets given out to people 

entering custody was lower (3.8%) than would be expected based on the average numbers of 

young and vulnerable people with LDD in the CJS (20-30%; Jacobsen, 2008); 

¶ Of those given the sheets (n=27), eight were aged under eighteen, most (23) were male and 

of White British ethnic origin (25); 

¶ Only three detainees were also shown some of the additional Widgit information sheets from 

the black folder, all relating to health issues; 

¶ The most commonly mentioned reasons for giving the Widgit leaflet to those entering 

custody were depression and self-harm, other mental health difficulties, substance abuse, 

and dyslexia / difficulties reading and writing; 

¶ Overwhelmingly, the response to the Widgit symbol sheets from custody personnel involved 

in the pilot, as well as other stakeholders both with and without direct experience of the CJS, 

was positive; 

¶ Most interviewees thought that the sheets were a good idea because they helped to make 

information more accessible for those who needed this; 

¶ Custody personnel mentioned that the use of the sheets helps to provide a more holistic, 

professional and robust approach to dealing with offenders while in custody; 

¶ Many participants felt that the sheets would be useful for a wide range of people entering 

custody; 

¶ More people than those giving the opposite view felt that the sheets should be given to 

everyone entering custody; 

¶ Some participants (a minority), felt that the sheets could be interpreted as insulting and 

unhelpful by some people entering custody; 

¶ Many participants highlighted the importance of consistency in where and how the Widgit 

sheets might be used, for example, in all custody centres and also across different areas of 

the CJS (in the courts, in prison, within the probation service); 

¶ Helpful suggestions were provided for improving the sheets should they be used more 

widely in the future including more use of colour and bold type, and showing a clearer 

sequence of events; 
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¶ Most custody personnel felt that the best way of introducing the sheets to custody centres 

would be via verbal briefings and face-to-face training; 

¶ Such training should emphasise the reasons for using Widgit symbols and the fact that a pilot 

implementation has already taken place, with positive outcomes. 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations  

Overall, the response from custody personnel to the Widgit Symbol sheets was positive; they 
felt that the sheets had benefits both for the person coming into custody, as well as for the 
custody teams: (i) as a way of explaining jargon for anyone coming into custody (not just those 
with ASD) and (ii) in enabling custody personnel to provide a professional and robust service, 
where individual needs were appropriately taken into account. It was emphasised by some that 
the Widgit Symbol sheets should not be seen as a replacement for verbal interaction and 
support with helping the detained person to understand what was happening. Nevertheless, 
many respondents felt that the sheets could be used more widely within the CJS, including in 
court, as part of a consistent approach to the presentation of information.  Although there were 
a few concerns expressed about giving the sheets to all those entering custody, the views of 
most personnel involved in the pilot were very positive. This provides a very encouraging basis 
for further developing and implementing this approach in the future.  

This pilot project was small-scale and focused on the perceptions of a range of stakeholders 
both within and outside the CJS. Consequently, we do not know from this pilot project to what 
extent the use of the Widgit Symbol sheets made a difference to those receiving them in custody.  

Further development of the sheets  
1. The Widgit Symbol custody sheet development team should carefully consider the list of 

suggestions for improvements or changes to the current version to see which, if any, are 
reasonable to implement; 

2. Any revised versions  of the materials as a result of the feedback from this pilot 
implementation could be checked with the teams involved in the pilot to seek their 
views; 

Further use of the Widgit Symbol custody sheets  
3. Following any revisions to the Widgit symbol materials, a wider implementation of the 

sheets could be carried out across all custody centres under the jurisdiction of 
Hampshire Constabulary; 

4. If such a wider implementation took place, custody teams should be briefed verbally via 
face-to-face training sessions about (i) the purpose and rationale for the sheets (ii) how 
the sheets should be used (with differentiation made between the initial rights and 
entitlements leaflet and the supplementary sheets in the folder) (iii) the evidence base 
so far about the use of the sheets and (iv) the importance of providing a professional 
service to all those entering custody; 

5. During such an implementation, the use of the Widgit Symbol sheets would need to be 
endorsed by senior personnel within Hampshire Constabulary and the use of the sheets 
mandated for all persons entering custody; 

6. Training or awareness raising regarding any wider implementation of the sheets should 
include other personnel who regularly come into contact with people detained in 
custody such as Appropriate Adults, social workers, health professionals, and solicitors; 

7. Any wider implementation should be appropriately and independently evaluated, 
including, if possible, obtaining feedback (directly or via observation) of detained 
persons; 

8. Any wider implementation should consider whether there is scope to extend the use and 
display of symbol-based information wi thin other contexts of the CJS (such as 
information posters within custody centres; information immediately following arrest; 
information available in court). 



 

10 
 

Introduction  

Offenders with L earning Disabilities or Diffic ulties (LDD)  within the 

criminal justice system (CJS)  

It is estimated that 20-30% of all offenders in the UK Ȭȣhave learning difficulties or learning 

disabilities that interfere with their ability to cope within the criminal justice system; of this 

group 7% will have very low IQs of less than 70ȭ ɉJacobson, 2008; p. iii). Similar prevalence rates 

are reported in prison-based studies by Hayes et al (2007) and Herrington (2009). The 

substantial number of individuals with learning disabilities or difficulties (LDD) entering the 

criminal justice system (CJS) creates particular challenges which have been well-documented 

and recognised in recent reports. For example, the Prison Reform Trust (PRT; 2013) outlined 

that offenders with LDD are more likely to be restrained or isolated in prison; to be excluded 

from programmes that may help them to address problematic behaviour; and that many prison 

staff believe inmates with LDD to be more vulnerable to bullying and abuse. Actual experiences 

of bullying are reported from interviews with 154 prisoners identified by staff as having LDD 

(Talbot, 2010); around half of the interviewees said they had felt scared or had been bullied 

while in prison. 

Lord Bradley (2009) conducted a review of people with mental health problems or LDD in the 

CJS and concluded that police and custody officers lacked skills and awareness in the 

identification of offenders with LDD or mental health difficulties and, therefore, required more 

training in these areas. In addition, Lord Bradley suggested there needed to be greater 

consistency in the treatment of offenders with LDD within the CJS. Bradley (2009) further  

highlighted the importance of requesting support from an Appropriate Adult for vulnerable 

offenders but noted that the difficulties with initial identification of difficulties in custody, 

coupled with limited and patchy availability of Appropriate Adults, meant that this kind of 

support was rarely used by custody teams.   

Hellenbach (2012) also identified that there was a lack of understanding about LDD by custody 

staff and emphasized that awareness training for custody teams is needed alongside better and 

more appropriate information for offenders with LDD. Improved training for custody staff to 

identify the needs of offenders with LDD, and improved information provision for offenders 

with LDD, are interdependent processes within the CJS in the sense that both seek to ensure 

that offenders are better supported to understand and respond to questions asked to them 

(Hellenbach, 2012). Specifically, there is a need to ensure that people who may not be able to 

ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 

processes that may happen to them in order to reduce the likelihood of miscarriages of justice 
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(Hellenbach, 2012). On the basis of interviews with prisoners with LDD, Talbot (2010) 

highlights how important (and challenging) information provision is within the CJS because 

ȬPrisons are largely paper-based regimesȭ ɉÐȢσφɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÏÒ ÁÎÙ ÏÆÆÅÎÄÅÒ who may 

have difficulties with reading and / or writing, navigating and understanding the systems of the 

CJS can be a significant challenge. 

In agreement with this, Jacobson (2008) recommended that one of the ways in which policy and 

practices for supporting offenders with LDD can be improved is through: 

ȬȣÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÍÓ ÆÏÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ 

disabilities and learning difficulties (such as dyslexia). Others can also benefit from the 

translation of information into  ȬÅÁÓÙ ÒÅÁÄȭ ɀ for example, people whose first language is 

not English, or who have missed out on formal education. On these grounds, it can be 

ÁÒÇÕÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÅÁÓÙ ÒÅÁÄȭ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȭ ÏÆ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÆÏÒÃÅÓȢȭ ɉÐȢσφɊȢ 

Indeed, Lord Bradley (2009) identified the first ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬȢȢȢpoint in the 

offender pathway [that]  provides the greatest opportunity to effect changeȭ (p.34). Moreover, 

ÔÈÅ 0ÒÉÓÏÎ 2ÅÆÏÒÍ 4ÒÕÓÔȭÓ No One Knows report (Jacobsonȟ ςππψɊ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔȡ ȬCustody 

officers in particular need a range of skills to identify effectively the kinds of support needed by 

people ×ÈÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÄÅÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȭ ɉÐȢÉÉÉɊȢ Consequently, better training of staff coupled 

with the provision of more appropriately tailored information for offenders at the point of risk 

assessment in custody could be areas where there is a possibility for implementing changes that 

might have a positive impact on the experiences of offenders. 

However, a recent report by Her MÁÊÅÓÔÙȭÓ Inspectorate of Probation (2014) - focusing on the 

period from arrest, through custody and sentencing - concluded that despite the 

recommendations of the Bradley report (2009), and subsequent investment by the Coalition 

government in liaison and diversion services at police stations and courts (PRT, 2013): 

Ȭȣthe needs of offenders with learning disabilities are often overlooked and, although 

ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÐÏÃËÅÔÓ ÏÆ ÇÏÏÄ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÒÓ ȬÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÒÁ 

ÍÉÌÅȭ ÔÏ ensure that these offenders received the support and treatment they needed, 

examples of good practice were the ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÏÒÍȭ ɉÐȢτɊȢ 

Consequently, there remains a need to equip police officers with appropriate tools and 

understanding to enable them to identify and support people with LDD more effectively within 

the CJS.  
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This report focuses on a pilot project carried out in Hampshire that aimed to change one aspect 

of the risk assessment process for individuals entering custody; specifically, the use of a more 

ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅ ȬÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÍÅÎÔÓȭ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÈÅÅÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÓÙÍÂÏÌ-based format. As 

one of the first, formal, paper-based processes that individuals experience when they enter the 

CJS this represents an opportunity to make a positive change at one of the earliest possible 

occasions.  

Offenders on the autism spectrum  

One of the specific categories of need that is often included in descriptions of offenders with LLD 

is autism spectrum disorders (ASDs; APA, 2013). Using the legal definition of disability in the 

Equality Act (2010), previous reports about the experiences of prisoners with LDD (such as the 

No One Knows report by Jacobson, 2008) include offenders on the autism spectrum. While some 

offenders on the autism spectrum will also have a learning disability (Myers, 2004), others will 

not and have IQs in the normal to above average range (Talbot, 2010). Nevertheless, such 

individuals on the autism spectrum may still experience significant challenges in custody due to 

(for example) cognitive difficulties relating to understanding non-literal language and 

interpreting the intentions and behaviours of other people; sensory difficulties relating to lights, 

sounds and smells; social and communication difficulties which can exacerbate already tense 

situations; and obsessive adherence to routines or rituals  which, if disrupted, may lead to 

aggressive behaviours (Chown, 2010; Paterson, 2008; Allen et al., 2007; 2008).  

There are often negative, or sensationalised, portrayals of autism in the media (Holton et al., 

2014; Huws & Jones, 2011), but claims about links between an autism spectrum diagnosis and 

offending behaviour are usually unsubstantiated (Chown, 2010; Dein & Woodbury-Smith, 2010; 

Allen et al., 2007; Howlin, 1997). Overall, there is limited research into the experiences of 

people with an autism spectrum diagnosis (including Asperger Syndrome (AS)1) within  the CJS, 

and contradictory findings reported, making it difficult to know the true state-of-play. For 

example, studies based on secure hospital samples in the UK (Scragg and Shah, 1994; Hare et al., 

1999) suggested there was an over-representation of people with AS compared to the general 

population. However, more recent studies have shown that the prevalence of offenders on the 

autism spectrum is very low overall (Myers, 2004) and people with AS are less likely to offend 

than either other prisoners with different psychiatric diagnoses (Murphy, 2003) or other 

offenders without an autism spectrum disorder (ASD) (Woodbury-Smith et al., 2006). 
                                                           
1
 Asperger Syndrome was removed as a specific category of the pervasive developmental disorders (which 

includes autism) from the 5
th
 Edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM5) 

(American Psychiatric Association (APA), 2013). However, the change does not apply retrospectively and so the 
label of Asperger Syndrome, as well as any literature pertaining to it, remains relevant for this report and 
wider discussion. 
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Nevertheless, when associated LDD was taken into account, Myers (2004) reported that the 

prevalence of offenders with autism and a learning disability was higher (compared to those 

with an ASD and no learning disability). In addition, Myers (2004) reported that staff felt 

particularly unprepared and unable to support people with AS or ASDs in secure provision due 

to their (often) complex psychiatric histories.  

Allen et al (2008) sought to provide a comprehensive insight into both the numbers of offenders 

on the autism spectrum and their personal experiences of the CJS by surveying individuals in a 

large geographical area in South Wales in the UK. The research team contacted 98 services, and 

235 professionals within those services, and identified 126 people with AS, 33 of whom had 

engaged in offending behaviours. From this group, 16 people agreed for data to be collected 

about them via informants and 6 also agreed to be interviewed by the researchers. This 

illustrates how difficult it can be to involve primary informants in research about sensitive 

topics. Violent conduct and threatening behaviour were the most frequently reported offending 

behaviours and informants described how a lack of understanding or awareness of the social 

consequences of their actions were contributing factors to the offences. The authors discuss the 

particular difficulties faced by some of the individuals interviewed and, perhaps unsurprisingly, 

such experiences within the CJS were mostly described in negative terms (e.g. not 

understanding what was happening next or what was being asked in interviews; finding the CJS 

stressful and frightening). Overall, Allen et al (2008) concluded that: 

ȬWhile the overall finding of the present study was that there was little evidence to 

support the notion that offending was a significant problem in people with Asperger, 

most people with this diagnosis who do fall foul of the law clearly struggle to negotiate 

the criminal justice ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭ ɉÐȢχυχɊȢ 

In perhaps the most authoritative piece of research to date, King and Murphy (2014) conducted 

a systematic review of the evidence relating to people with ASD in the CJS. Their  paper 

examined prevalence studies focusing on the number of people with ASDs within the CJS, and 

also studies that considered offending behaviour in populations of people with ASD. Data 

relating to types of offence, co-occurrence of other psychiatric difficulties, and characteristics of 

offenders were also examined. King and Murphy (2014) reported that there was substantial 

variation in the numbers of offenders with ASDs included within each study and the different 

methodologies used between studies made it difficult to compare them meaningfully. In 

addition, there were few studies that included unbiased or well-matched groups of participants 

and so, taken as a whole, there was limited evidence that individuals with ASDs are more likely 

to commit particular kinds of offences compared to people without ASDs. Overall, the authors 
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ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭȣpeople with ASD do not seem to be disproportionately over-represented in the 

CJS, though they commit a range of crimes and seem to have a ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÎÇ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅÓȭ 

ɉÐȢςχρχɊȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÌÓÏ ÁÄÍÉÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÁÎÔ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÂÁÓÅ Ȭȣthe 

examination of the relationship between ASD and offending is iÎ ÉÔÓ ÉÎÆÁÎÃÙȭ ɉÐȢςχσρɊȢ 

Consequently, there is much scope for further, robust and well-controlled research to be 

conducted to provide clearer evidence about whether a link exists between ASD and offending 

and, if such a link does exist, to examine whether that takes a particular form or pattern.  

The use of more accessible information  for people with LDD  within the CJS 

Talbot (2010) and Poynter (2011) both discuss improvements to the accessibility of 

information within the CJS since the publication of the No One Knows report (Jacobson, 2008). 

For example, Talbot (2010) note that the Prison Reform Trust and the Prison Service have 

×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÁÎ Ȭ%ÁÓÙ 2ÅÁÄȭ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ The Prisoner Information Book; and the Prison Reform Trust 

and the Department of Health have jointly published a similar book specifically for prisoners 

with disabilities . Ȭ%ÁÓÙ 2ÅÁÄȭ ÉÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓȡ  

ȬȣÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÕÓÉÎÇ simple words and pictures to make it easier to 

understandȣ When information is provided in Easy Read, the pictures support the 

meaning of the written words. The sentences are short and simple without any hard 

words or jargon. The information is given without a lot of background details. (NOMS, 

ςπρτȠ &ÁÃÔÓÈÅÅÔ ρȟ ÐȢρɊȭ 

Additional information  about resources that have been made available within the CJS in Easy 

Read format is summarised in the Factsheets about easy read co-ordinated by 3SC, and jointly 

produced by the British Institute of Learning Disabilities (BILD), Dyslexia Action, the National 

Autistic Society and the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) (Factsheet 8; NOMS, 

2014). Figure 1 shows an example of information in easy read format from the Prison Reform 

Trust. Other examples include the following from: Gloucestershire (Figure 2); Dorset (Figure 3); 

the Department of Health (Figure 4); and Belfast Health and Social Care Trust (Figure 5). These, 

and other examples, are available from: http://www.keyring.org/cjs -easyreadexamples. Figure 

5 is one of the few examples to include symbols alongside photographs and simple text. 

Although evaluations of at least some of these materials were underway (Poynter, 2011) we 

could not find any published information about the outcome of these evaluations, though there 

are personal accounts of the positive effects of using Easy Read materials available 

(http://www.keyring.org/cjs -easyread-feedback).  

 

http://www.keyring.org/cjs-easyreadexamples
http://www.keyring.org/cjs-easyread-feedback
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Figure 1: Easy Read example from the Prison Reform Trust 
 

 

 

Figure 2: Easy Read information from Gloucestershire Police 
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Figure 3: Easy Read information from Dorset Police 
 

 

 

Figure 4: Easy Read information from the Department of Health 
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Figure 5: Easy Read information from Belfast Health and Social Care Trust 
 

 

Research about accessible information formats for people with LDD  

Detheridge and Detheridge (2013) draw upon work and research in school colleges and adult 

research centers to affirm  the contribution that symbols can make to teaching, learning and 

daily experiences of both adults and children with learning disabilities. They discuss how the 

use of symbols has progressed from being Augmentative and Alternative Communication (AAC) 

for individuals with  severe speech difficulties, to ×ÉÄÅÒ ÕÓÅ ȬȣÉÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÎ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÃÙȟ ÉÎ 

ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȭ ɉÐȢ ØÉÉÉɊ. Examples of recent use of Widgit symbols to support 

understanding include the production of materials and activities for the English National Ballet 

to make ballet more accessible to children with learning difficulties and disabilities 

(http://www.widgit.com/resources/popular -topics/myfirstballet/index.htm ); and a range of 

health-related resources for children and adults (http://widgit -health.com/downloads/ ). The 

wealth of reports of creative and successful use capture the current practices of using symbols 

to support the literacy of some people with LDD, however as the authors note themselves: 

Ȭ,ÉÔÔÌÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÔÁËÅÎ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÏÌÅ ÏÆ ÓÙÍÂÏÌÓ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÃÙȣɍÔÈÉÓ ÂÏÏËɎ 

ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÁÎÙ ÆÏÒÍÁÌ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÓ ÂÁÃËÅÄ ÕÐ ÂÙ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈȭ ɉÐȢØÉÉÉɊȢ 

The use of symbols to support communication and literacy in special schools is widespread in 

the UK with many anecdotal benefits reported, including reductions in anxiety and frustration 

and increases in autonomous communication (Abbott & Lucey, 2005). However, in line with 

http://www.widgit.com/resources/popular-topics/myfirstballet/index.htm
http://widgit-health.com/downloads/
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Detheridge anÄ $ÅÔÈÅÒÉÄÇÅȭÓ ɉςπρσɊ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÉÏÎȟ there is less research evidence that has looked 

formally  at whether the presentation of materials in more accessible formats significantly 

improves comprehension for people with LDD. Focusing on symbols specifically, Jones, Long 

and Finlay (2007) tested whether adding symbols to written text could improve its 

comprehensibility for adults with LDD. Nineteen adults with mild or borderline learning 

disabilities were asked to read four short passages of text, two of which had Widgit symbols 

included, and were subsequently asked questions to test their comprehension. The results 

ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 

symbolised passages than the non-symbolised ones, suggesting a benefit for these participants 

in augmenting the text with symbols. 

By contrast, Poncelas and Murphy (2007) found no overall benefit of symbol-based materials in 

their study, which tested whether a symbol-based political manifesto increased the 

understanding of material for people with intellectual disabilities. 34 participants with LDD 

were included and randomly assigned to two groups: one receiving text-based information, and 

the other, symbol-based information with text. Participants were asked a series of questions 

about the material, both immediately and a short time after reading the pamphlet. Overall, the 

results demonstrated that the addition of symbols to simple text did not significantly improve 

comprehension compared to the text-only group; however, more able participants, and those 

who had seen symbols before, did show significantly improved understanding at the follow-up 

test. This suggests that adults with less severe LDD may be more likely to benefit from the 

addition of symbols to simplified text, especially if they have had prior experience with using 

symbols.  

This finding aligns with Mirenda (2003) who reviewed existing research to explore what AAC 

modality is preferable to use for people with autism. She concluded that successful 

communication for individuals with autism relies on a combination of personal modality 

selection, excellent instruction and best fit with their environment, needs, and communicative 

partners. In other words, individuals will prefer a particular mode of communication due to a 

range of factors and these will be highly personalised. This raises an important limitation of the 

two studies summarised above (Jones et al., 2007; Poncelas & Murphy, 2007), namely that it 

cannot be assumed that one particular way of presenting information will be beneficial to all of 

those who see it and, therefore, it perhaps should not be surprising that some contradictory 

results were found. The success of the mode of presentation depends on the individual 

characteristics of the person coupled with their familiarity with that mode of presentation and 

so the likelihood of being able to demonstrate significant changes in understanding over a short 

period of time is small. 
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Zentel et al (2007) investigated the influence of different representational formats (text, speech, 

symbols) on the understanding of learners with LDD accessing information online. In the first 

study, 20 students with LDD aged 14-22 years were included and different versions of website 

information were developed that contrasted: text vs text + symbols; and visual only vs. visual + 

auditory. Findings suggested that the text + symbols + spoken version produced the highest 

understanding and recognition scores, with text + speech coming in second place. Adding only 

symbols to written and / or spoken text did not improve understanding and recognition for this 

group of participants. In a second study, 47 participants with LDD aged 14-21 took part and the 

ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÍÏÓÔÌÙ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÅÎÒÉÃÈÉÎÇ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÔÅØÔ with symbols and spoken text 

ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅÓ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȭ ɉÐȢσρ; our emphasis). Zentel et al (2007) ÇÏ ÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÙ ȬÏÎÌÙȭ 

ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÓÙÍÂÏÌÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÅØÔȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ȬÓÐÌÉÔ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÅÆÆÅÃÔȭ ɉÐȢσρɊ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔ 

more difficult to read because cognitive resources were split between trying to understand both 

the text and the symbols.  

Other research has looked at different kinds of accessible formats, specifically those described 

as Easy Read. Hurtado and colleagues (2014) asked whether Easy Read information is really 

easier to read and explored whether there were differences in comprehension by comparing a 

leaflet with pictures and text, with a pictures-only version. 44 adults with LDD were included in 

the study with all seeing a version of the leaflet with a pictures + text section, and a pictures-

only section. The findings suggested that all participants benefitted from having a leaflet shown 

and read to them but that neither form of presenting the information was more effective at 

making the document easier to understand. However, there was some evidence that for the 

ȬÍÏÒÅ ÉÎÔÅÌÌÅÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÁÂÌÅȭ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓ (p.827), pictures were more effective at aiding 

comprehension in the absence of text. This led the authors to suggest that two modes of 

presenting information visually (i.e. text and images) may be more difficult for at least some 

users to access. They also concluded that the generalised use of text and picture formats for all 

people with LDD in spite of limited evidence supporting its effectiveness is somewhat 

concerning, and therefore call for a stronger empirical evidence base. However, the reporting of 

the study is very limited in the sense that the questions used to assess comprehension of the 

texts are not included in the paper and so it is very difficult to judge how any change in 

knowledge was measured. 

Fajardo et al (2014) included sixteen students with Ȭmildȭ ,$$ who were asked to read easy-to-

read text which varied in terms of length / number of words, and then complete a reading 

comprehension test. Participants correctly answered more than 80% of the comprehension 

questions, suggesting that the adjusted format of the text helped individuals to understand the 

stories presented. Perhaps unsurprisingly, longer texts were more difficult to understand and 
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the authors discuss the important role that motivation plays in accessing text. In line with 

Mirenda (2003) and Poncelas and Murphy (2007) above, Fajardo et al (2014) also concluded 

ÔÈÁÔȡ Ȭȣwhen adapting texts for this type of students [sic], individual difference [sic] in reading 

comprehension ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÁËÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔȭ ɉÐȢςςςɊȢ  

Overall, the quality of research in this area is generally low with limited sample sizes and a lack 

of detail in the reporting of methods, which makes it difficult to judge how some of the 

conclusions were arrived at. Nevertheless, the importance is acknowledged of taking into 

account the individual needs, motivations, and prior experiences of individuals with LDD when 

accessing information in different ways; all of these factors can influence whether a particular 

mode of presentation may be useful or not. In the absence of much formal evidence about the 

relative effectiveness of different accessible formats for improving comprehension for people 

with LDD, we agree with Rodgers and Namaganda (2005) who argue that:  

 Ȭȣ×ÈÅÒÅ ÎÏ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÔÏ ÔÁÃËÌÅ Á ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ×ÏÒÔÈ×ÈÉÌÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ 

ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÑÕÅÓ ÄÅÖÉÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅȭ ɉÐȢυτɊȢ 

ConÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ ×ÈÅÎ Á ÎÅÅÄ ÉÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÙ ȬÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅȭ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ 

try to find solutions that may be helpful, whether or not there is a rigorous and robust evidence 

base to support taking one particular approach compared to another. 

Context of this research  

Recognising the value and importance of personal experience, this present evaluation reflects 

the ideas and vision of individuals working in the CJS and with people on the autism spectrum 

and their families. Specifically, the idea for the creating more accessible information for people 

in custody started with a custody nurse who approached Autism Hampshire and asked if the 

organisation could support her work around looking at developing a custody sheet to support 

her client base. Autism Hampshire approached Hampshire Constabulary who were supportive 

of taking the idea forward, and subsequently, the company Widgit Software to develop and 

support this work. The team at the University of Southampton was approached to conduct an 

independent evaluation once the content of the sheets was mostly finalised.  

The development and evaluation of the Widgit Symbol custody sheets is also situated within a 

much broader programme of work undertaken between Autism Hampshire and Hampshire 

Constabulary. In contrast to the reported widespread shortcomings in the police force regarding 

training and awareness of working with people with LDD (HMIP 2014), Hampshire 

Constabulary has been working in partnership with Autism Hampshire since 2008 on providing 

autism awareness training for frontline personnel. To date, more than 3,000 frontline officers 
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(including PCSOs, custody officers, specialist witness teams, and police officers) have been 

trained with a further 3,000 being undertaken from 2015; some Appropriate Adults have also 

been trained, as well as Independent Custody Advisors and Duty Solicitors. In addition to the 

continued training of frontline police officers, Autism Hampshire will also be providing Custody 

Refresher training and Specialist Witness and Child Abuse Team training. 

The training focuses on helping staff to understand what autism is, how it  is diagnosed, and who 

gets diagnosed; what autism traits / characteristics look like in practice; and what 

strategies/top tips can be embedded into everyday practice to support people with autism. All 

of this is linked into scenarios and factual incidents that help to support and bring the 

information into the daily role of the police officer in order to make the information both 

relevant and useful. The training seeks to build a toolkit for the police officer on the street to use 

when needed and gives a knowledge base to build on. It is important to emphasise that the 

training is not about making people experts in autism but is more about making them ask when 

they see different behaviours happening Ȭis there something else going on hereȭ? This self-

reflection could prompt personnel to change the way they communicate by modifying their 

language and really listening to what someone is saying. In addition, the awareness raising 

includes knowing where the officers as professionals and the people they are working with can 

get information advice guidance and support should they need it. The focus is about ȬThinking 

Autismȭ and then having the tools in their toolkit to support the person and themselves more 

effectively. 

The specific purpose of the development work on symbol-based custody information between 

Autism Hampshire, Hampshire Constabulary, The Appropriate Adult Service and Widgit 

Software was to help those in custody better understand their rights. It is possible that better 

understanding by those in custody of their rights may help to reduce aggressive and challenging 

behaviour which may (in part) arise due to difficulties in understanding information as 

provided in the current standard format.  Thus, the symbol-based materials could be useful for 

anyone who may struggle with literacy, perhaps because they have learning difficulties or a 

disability; English as an additional language; impaired cognition due to drugs or alcohol; or 

mental health difficulties. Therefore, the impact of this project could be considerable in terms of 

the number of people in custody who may benefit from an improved system. 

Aims of the project  

Initially, the project focuses on people in custody within Hampshire, with the aim of providing 

supporting evidence that symbol-based custody materials could positively impact on the way 

custody personnel interact with people in custody.  The main aims of the project are twofold: 
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1. To provide an evidence-based rationale for establishing a common set of accessible 

information sheets that are in a standardised format and could eventually be rolled out 

nationwide; and 

2. 4Ï ÆÉÎÄ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȭ ×ÈÅÎ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ɉÁɊ ÔÈÅ 

acceptability / feasibility of using the materials in custody and (b) perceptions about 

how people in custody responded to the materials.  

Specific research questions  

In translating these aims into specific research questions, this pilot project was designed to 

address the following: 

1. How can the symbol-based information sheets be effectively introduced to custody 

teams? 

2. In what ways do the symbol-based information sheets influence the communication and 

engagement with individuals in custody, from the perspective of the police officers? 

3. What are the views of relevant stakeholders about the symbol-based information sheets?  

Ȭ2ÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÍÅÁÎÓȡ 

Á people on the autism spectrum and their families;  

Á Appropriate Adults;  

Á senior personnel within the criminal justice system; 

Á the custody officers involved in the pilot.  
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Methodology  

Design 
This research took a qualitative approach to answering these questions by (1) implementing the 

Widgit Symbol custody sheets in two Hampshire Constabulary custody centres for a pilot period 

of 4 weeks and (2) exploring the views and perceptions about the Widgit Symbol custody sheets 

of key stakeholders, including custody inspectors and sergeants, through individual interviews 

and focus groups. It should be noted that no offenders were observed during the pilot 

implementation and so there is no direct evaluation of the use of the custody sheets with 

offenders within a custody context. Given the importance of staff attitudes towards 

implementing any changes to practices (Chown, 2010; Bradley, 2009) and the difficulties of 

gaining the views of individuals who have been presented with the materials in custody (Allen 

et al., 2008), this project sought to focus primarily on eliciting the attitudes of a range of ȬÕÓÅÒ 

ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅÓȭ (or stakeholders) about their views on the accessibility / appropriateness and 

usability of the Widgit Symbol materials.  

Methods  and procedure  

Practical i mplementation of the custody sheets  

The project team at the University of Southampton worked closely with the funding partners to 

identify and approach two custody centres willing to support the pilot implementation of the 

custody sheets. Two custody centres, differing in size, age of facilities, and location were chosen 

for inclusion and the relevant custody Inspectors contacted. Both were very interested in, and 

supportive of, the project and initial visits to the custody centres were arranged. During these 

visits, practical discussions about when, how and where the custody sheets could be introduced 

took place, resulting in very helpful recommendations for making this process as 

straightforward and feasible as possible for custody teams.  

Specifically, it was agreed with the custody Inspectors that a short briefing sheet would be 

produced that summarised the project and what custody officers were expected to do. A draft 

version of this was produced by the research team and circulated to the Inspectors and other 

ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÆÏÒ ÆÅÅÄÂÁÃËȢ )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ #ÏÎÓÔÁÂÕÌÁÒÙȭÓ Police and Criminal 

Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) advisor provided feedback on the sheet. Some minor revisions were 

made to the sheets following feedback and the final version produced ( 0Appendix 1: Briefing 

sheet for custody staff). It is important to note that iÔ ×ÁÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ ÓÅÒÇÅÁÎÔÓȭ ÄÉÓÃÒÅÔÉÏÎ 

and judgement as to whether the sheets were given to any detainees. All detainees continued to 

receive the standard rights and entitlements leaflet. Visits to the custody centres also clarified 

how information regarding whether, when and to whom any of the sheets were given to 
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detainees entering custody. Custody personnel suggested keeping a simple log that detailed the 

date, custody record # and specific sheets used; this was developed and agreed with the custody 

centres involved (Appendix 2: Custody record log). 

The initial visits to the custody centres and discussions with custody personnel also resulted in 

some changes to the presentation of information via the Widgit Symbol custody sheets. It 

became clear that a z-ÆÏÌÄ ȬÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÌÅÁÆÌÅÔ ×ÁÓ ÉÎ ÕÓÅ ÁÔ ÃÕÓÔÏÄÙ 

centres (Figure 6) which, according to PACE (1984), must be given to all individuals entering 

custody. It was agreed that an equivalent version, covering the essential information, that 

looked similar to the standard leaflet in terms of overall size and colour, would be helpful to 

produce and which should be given alongside the standard form. With agreement from the 

funding partners, this leaflet was designed and produced by Widgit Software. Feedback was 

ÁÇÁÉÎ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÆÒÏÍ (ÁÍÐÓÈÉÒÅ #ÏÎÓÔÁÂÕÌÁÒÙȭÓ 0!#% ÁÄÖÉÓÏÒ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÉÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 

appropriateness of the information presented, as well as from the other funding partners; some 

minor revisions were made as a result and the final version produced (Figure 7). The full Widgit 

Symbol leaflet is included in Appendix 3: The Widgit Symbol rights and entitlements leaflet). 

 

Figure 6: The stŀƴŘŀǊŘ ΨǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀŦƭŜǘ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǘŀƛƴŜŜǎ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ 
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Figure 7: OƴŜ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƛŘƎƛǘ {ȅƳōƻƭ ΨǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀŦƭŜǘ 
 

 

This initial  Widgit Symbol ȬÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÍÅÎÔÓȭ ÌÅÁÆÌÅÔ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÉÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÂÌÁÃË ÁÎÄ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÁÎÄ 

copies ɉÔÏ ÒÅÔÁÉÎ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒÉÔÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭ ÌÅÁÆÌÅÔɊ distribut ed to the pilot custody centres. In 

response to a suggestion that arose during the initial discussions with custody personnel, 

additional information  using the symbol format was provided in a separate folder (Figure 8). 

The folder contained separate laminated sheets with further information regarding specific 

aspects of processes and procedures; three copies of the folder were given to one custody 

centre and one folder to the other.  Guidance as to the content and use of these was very helpful 

in deciding how information could be provided to detainees during the pilot period. A list of the 

sheets included in the folders is located in Appendix 4: List of additional sheets included in black 

folder). 

Before the pilot project commenced, agreement to use the Widgit Symbol custody sheets was 

sought, and granted, by the Hampshire Criminal Justice Group. In addition, the researcher from 

the University of Southampton attended a meeting of nineteen representatives of the CJS at the 

Central Family Court in London where the materials were discussed and agreed as useful, 

appropriate and accurate for use with the detained person. Additionally, all who attended the 

meeting positively supported the project. 
























































































