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Introduction 
 
G4S were requested by the Scottish Parliament’s Justice Sub-Committee to provide 
information on the impact that Police Custody Unit (PCU) closures has had on G4S, 
as the service provider, for transporting people in custody from PCU’s to court, for 
their court appearances. 
 
The requested time period to be reviewed was from 2012 to present day. G4S took 
over the Court Custody & Prisoner Escorting Services (CCPES) contract in January 
2012. As such the data set under review for the basis of this report will run from 
10 January 2012 (contract commencement date) to 31st October 2017 (most recent 
full month of recorded data). 
 
The basis of this review/report will focus on mileage bandings for custody escorts 
from PCU’s to Courts and focus on any trends/changes over the time period on 
length of journey to be conducted by service provider and indeed by default the 
increase to length of journey of those in our care. 
 
Data Review 
 
The tables below illustrate the volume of people moved each year from 2012 to 2017 
YTD, the movements are separated into mileage bandings to demonstrate length of 
journey required for custodies from PCU’s to Court. 
 

 
2012 Average 2013 Average 2014 Average 

0 to 10 miles 5685 82.88% 5356 79.28% 5105 75.97% 

11 to 35 
miles 1045 15.23% 1174 17.38% 1322 19.67% 

36 to 80 
miles 99 1.45% 175 2.59% 222 3.30% 

81 to 120 
miles 16 0.24% 22 0.33% 38 0.56% 

121 to 160 
miles 7 0.10% 8 0.12% 10 0.15% 

Over 160 
miles 8 0.11% 21 0.30% 24 0.36% 

 
6860   6756   6720   

 

  



  

 

 
2015 Average 2016 Average 

2017 YTD 
Average 

0 to 10 miles 5017 75.87% 4647 75.68% 4123 73.93% 

11 to 35 
miles 1355 20.49% 1294 21.08% 1250 22.41% 

36 to 80 
miles 160 2.42% 134 2.18% 139 2.48% 

81 to 120 
miles 24 0.36% 21 0.34% 24 0.43% 

121 to 160 
miles 14 0.21% 11 0.19% 11 0.20% 

Over 160 
miles 43 0.64% 33 0.54% 31 0.55% 

 
6612   6141   5577   

 
Findings 
 
The data review clearly demonstrates there has been a gradual reduction in custody 
volume year on year. The assumption that would be made is that the reduction in 
custody volume should facilitate those in custody to be located in PCU’s local to the 
court they are appearing in and indeed the division they committed the offence in. 
 
However, this assumption has not come to fruition and despite year on year 
reduction in custody volume there has been a reduction in the percentage of people 
in custody travelling shorter distances to court from PCU’s. From 2012 to 2017 we 
have seen an 8.95% reduction in custodies having to travel 10 miles or less to court. 
In addition we have seen a percentage increase in all other mileage bandings 
between 2012-2017.  
 
The impact this has on G4S as the service provider can be assessed in two strands, 
from a prisoner welfare perspective the longer people have to travel to appear in 
court could have a detrimental impact on their welfare. In addition, vulnerable or at 
risk prisoners are could be more difficult to manage whilst in transit and an increase 
to travelling distances for those groups, presents an increased risk in the event of 
having to respond to any potential incidents. 
 
In addition, the more mileage incurred by our vehicles clearly has additional costs to 
G4S in respect of both fuel and vehicle depreciation. Also, due to some of the 
challenges we face to ensure custodies arrive within contractual timescales, we also 
receive financial penalties for any late arrival of prisoners at court. 
 
The counter argument of this could be that because there are now less custody 
suites the reduction in collection points should aid G4S as the service provider. 
However, what has transpired is when local custody suites are full, i.e. St Leonard’s 
PCU for Edinburgh Sheriff Court, custodies arrested within Lothian area can be 
conveyed to PCU’s such as Greenock. Whilst we may collect from only two larger 
PCU’s in this instance, the logistical difficulties and indeed length of journey this 



  

results in, dictates it would be more efficient for G4S and beneficial to prisoner 
welfare to collect from more collection points (PCU’s) within the local division. 
 
Where people in custody are located when local PCU’s are full does cause G4S as 
the service provider significant difficulties, particularly on Monday’s or Tuesday’s 
following bank holidays. G4S fully appreciate the difficulties and challenges Police 
Scotland face each weekend and public holiday in particular and work closely with 
our partners to manage these issues. 
 
Whilst there are still on going issues, Police Scotland try where possible to work with 
G4S as service provider to move custodies to specific locations to allow for G4S to 
plan and co-ordinate custody movements as efficiently as possible. This is to the 
benefit to all the criminal justice partners. Given the financial restrictions currently it 
is highly unlikely to see additional custody suites open, so the best solution to try and 
minimise impact to custody welfare is to enhance and develop the movement of 
custodies where possible to more local collection points prior to their court 
appearance. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Whilst the data and findings above indicate there has been an impact on G4S as the 
service provider due to the closure of custody units, the figures may also be skewed. 
This is due other factors in how Police Scotland custody population is managed, an 
example would be single cell allocation. 
 
As G4S can only review the data of movements we have conducted, it is extremely 
difficult to quantify the impact of closures of PCU’s against the impact of any other 
factors. 
 
A review of custody unit capacity against locality of courts is not something G4S 
would be in a position to conduct as it is not information we posses, however this 
factor may be able to quantify, if single cell allocation rather than PCU closures is the 
main contributor in the increase to custody travelling distances. 
 
If there is a requirement for any additional review and G4S can assist and provide 
support or data for this, we will be more than happy to participate and assist. 
 
Stephen Linnen 
Senior Operations Manager 
G4S CCPES 
4 December 2017 
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