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Foreword
This inspection was the second in our new Quality & Impact inspection programme, 
designed to assess the effectiveness of work undertaken locally by probation 
services with people who have offended, to implement orders of the court, reduce 
reoffending, protect the public and safeguard the vulnerable.
We found much to be commended and, indeed, it is a pleasure to present this report.
Both the local Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC) and the National Probation 
Service (NPS) region had gone through significant change as a consequence of 
the government’s national Transforming Rehabilitation programme. Nonetheless, 
staff had maintained a pragmatic approach to the day-to-day work, focusing on 
responding to risks of harm posed and supporting individuals to change their lives 
for the better. In effect, we saw ‘business as usual’, with less obvious evidence of the 
dissonance we have seen elsewhere.
That said, there was also a real sense of innovation evident across both 
organisations. Staff showed initiative and persistence, with the CRC introducing new 
innovations to aid their working practice and extend available services for offenders. 
Managers were frustrated, however, by not being able to judge whether probation 
work was making a difference, since local reoffending data was not yet available to 
them, albeit the quality of work we saw boded well for successful outcomes.
The organisations were working well together in the face of the long-standing 
challenge of delivering services across a large geographical area. Working 
arrangements between both organisations were generally effective, supported by 
open and cooperative relationships between staff at all levels of both organisations.
The quality of much of the work we saw was good, save that the CRC’s work to 
manage risk of harm was not sufficiently focused, in part due to the lack of routine 
management oversight of practitioners’ work. In contrast, the NPS was managing risk 
of harm with rigour.
The presence of a very large army barracks at Catterick created an unusual offender 
group of serving and former military personnel and their families. Although probation 
staff were experienced in managing such cases, poor information provision by the 
army to probation staff in cases led to confusion as to any interventions delivered by 
the army, and ongoing risks. We were surprised to find no formal communications 
process, given that the garrison was longstanding.
We hope that the findings and recommendations within this report will help the CRC 
and NPS in York & North Yorkshire to enhance both the quality and impact of their 
work.

Dame Glenys Stacey 
HM Chief Inspector of Probation 
August 2016
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Key facts

251,170 The total number of offenders supervised across England & Wales1

5,248  The number of offenders supervised by Humberside, Lincolnshire &   
  North Yorkshire CRC

275  The number of women supervised in York & North Yorkshire by the   
  CRC2

42,153 The number of offenders supervised by the North East division of the   
  NPS

1,042  The number of offenders supervised in York & North Yorkshire by the   
  NPS

24%  The proportion of the York & North Yorkshire NPS caseload on a    
  community sentence

24%  The proportion of the York & North Yorkshire NPS caseload released   
  from prison on licence

52%  The proportion of the York & North Yorkshire NPS caseload in    
  custody2

62  The number of women supervised by the NPS in York & North    
  Yorkshire2

6  The number of courts serviced by the NPS in the York & North    
  Yorkshire area

823  The number of MAPPA eligible offenders managed by the NPS in York   
  & North Yorkshire3

14%  The proportion of offenders supervised by public and private probation   
  services across England & Wales who are managed by one of the five   
  Purple Futures CRCs

22%  The proportion of low and medium risk offenders managed by CRCs   
  who have a Purple Futures responsible officer

5 (of 21) The number of CRCs managed under a Ministry of Justice contract by   
  the partnership, Purple Futures

13,000 The number of military and civilian personnel and their families living   
  in the area, linked to the barracks at Catterick

Just under The estimated proportion of army cases within the CRC workload,  
10%  including both serving and former military offenders4

-30%  The annualised volume reduction for Humberside, Lincolnshire &    
  North Yorkshire CRC, comparing 2015/2016 data to initial assumptions5

1 Offender Management Caseload Statistics as at April 2016, Ministry of Justice, July 2016
2 Caseload statistics as at July 2016 provided by North East NPS Division
3 MAPPA Annual Report 2014/15, Ministry of Justice, October 2015
4 No equivalent estimate available for NPS cases
5 Transforming Rehabilitation, National Audit Office, April 2015
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1. Overall judgements

Since our last inspection in York & North Yorkshire in late 2013, probation services 
had undergone significant changes as a result of the government’s Transforming 
Rehabilitation programme.

There had been major change implemented by the local CRC and, at the time of 
our inspection, the redesign of management and staffing structures was almost 
complete.

The CRC had introduced a new way of managing offenders, known as the 
‘interchange model’, in February 2016. We saw very little use of it in our case sample, 
however, since it was relatively new and our case sample was drawn from earlier 
cases.

The NPS had also faced changes to staffing and structures, becoming part of a new 
organisation; as such, a regional, if not a national, identity was beginning to emerge.

At the time of the inspection, both organisations were ably led by skilled and 
committed senior managers, who had established a cooperative and enabling 
culture among their respective workforces. We found common values across the two 
organisations; the positive and open relationships evident at every level had enabled 
staff to focus on providing the best service they could for the benefit of offenders.

Much of the effort undertaken prior to Transforming Rehabilitation to establish high 
standards in relation to core probation work, such as offender assessments, and 
services for women, had been retained. Both organisations took their responsibility 
to protect the public seriously. While we saw excellent work by the NPS to manage 
the significant risk of harm to others posed by higher risk offenders, some aspects of 
public protection work within the CRC had begun to lose focus.

We were pleased to see that innovation was encouraged. Both organisations 
recognised that support for staff was critical, but, while this had been maintained 
within the NPS, there was a lack of effective management oversight for CRC staff.

Overall, the findings from this inspection were positive. This will not surprise 
managers, who were well-sighted on performance and quality issues.
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2. Executive summary

Reducing reoffending

Effectiveness of the Community Rehabilitation Company

Since the implementation of Transforming Rehabilitation in June 2014, the CRC had 
undergone significant change, and had restructured staffing arrangements in order to 
deliver a new operating model and to align with a lower than anticipated workload. 
The new CRC model had been designed to manage and reduce offending behaviour.

The CRC received good quality assessments from the NPS of why individuals had 
offended, providing the responsible officers with a sound base to undertake a 
further more detailed assessment. Staff worked well with individual service users 
to assess offending-related needs, and then established good relationships from 
which offending behaviour work could progress. As a result, we saw achievements 
being made in relation to offenders’ thinking and behaviour; they responded well to 
the approaches taken and gained increased understanding of the triggers to their 
offending.

Responsible officers worked in a flexible way, providing service users with access to 
suitable programmes and services. We found good levels of engagement. Reviews 
of work happened infrequently, however, and management oversight was lacking. 
Despite this, front-line practitioners worked hard to meet targets, while maintaining a 
focus on the quality of their work.

Effectiveness of the National Probation Service

Work at court was hampered by local IT hardware not functioning as it should and 
a lack of timely information from children’s social care services. Assessments were 
generally perceptive, and although the standard of pre-sentence reports was a little 
disappointing, proposals were usually appropriate.

There were delays in starting accredited programmes for some service users, but 
staff had undertaken some excellent work to address offending behaviour, with 
responsible officers establishing an appropriate balance between managing risk of 
harm and addressing offence-related needs.

Partnership work was mostly effective, but there were some difficulties when working 
with children’s social care services. The NPS was not always invited to key meetings, 
and there were delays in obtaining crucial information.

Work intended to reduce offending was reviewed frequently and in response to 
changes. Diversity needs were clearly understood and responded to, resulting in 
work being tailored to need.
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Working together to promote effectiveness 

The CRC and the NPS were co-located with a good relationship that resulted in the 
provision of services to meet local needs. Soldiers from the large army barracks at 
Catterick influenced the nature of the local CRC and NPS caseloads, but there was 
insufficient evidence of the tailoring of programmes to meet the specific needs of 
serving or former army personnel. This was surprising, given the long-standing 
presence of the barracks in the area.

Protecting the public 

Effectiveness of the Community Rehabilitation Company

The CRC had a clear strategic objective to manage risk of harm. Responsible officers 
understood the full range of risk of harm issues that they encountered, but they were 
not always supported to manage these in the most effective way. Two key issues 
had contributed to this. First, the variability of information received from the NPS 
at the court stage, and, secondly, the lack of effective management oversight and 
supervision. Initial assessments and plans to manage risk of harm were generally 
sound, but reviews were seldom undertaken. This indicated that staff were less 
attentive to work designed to reduce the risk of harm to actual and potential victims, 
than to other aspects of their work.

Although communication with individual social workers was inconsistent, there were 
good links at a strategic level with children’s social care services.

Effectiveness of the National Probation Service

Since Transforming Rehabilitation, the nature of NPS caseloads had changed, but the 
NPS had retained a prominent focus on risk of harm and there was no evidence that 
risk thresholds had changed.

Staff had developed good working relationships with partner agencies and specialist 
workers, being able to draw on additional support to help manage the most difficult 
and complex cases.

At a strategic level, there were solid relationships and evidence of effective joint 
working via Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements, with local departments of 
children’s social care services and with the Police and Crime Commissioner.

Work to assess and address risk of harm was appropriately targeted, and effectively 
reviewed, leading to adaptations of work, breach and recall when needed. Staff paid 
appropriate attention to child safeguarding.

Service users understood the risks they posed and were clear about what needed to 
change to demonstrate how their risk had reduced.
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Working together to promote effectiveness 

The quality of the initial information provided by court staff to the CRC was not 
good enough in some cases and resulted in the CRC having to undertake fresh and 
detailed assessments of potentially harmful behaviour when they were allocated a 
case. At times, this delayed the CRC identifying and responding to risks.

Where risks escalated, both probation organisations adopted a collaborative and 
pragmatic approach to the problem, working to the principles of responding to the 
risks first, then deciding on which formal processes they should follow.

Abiding by the sentence 

Effectiveness of the Community Rehabilitation Company

The CRC demonstrated commitment to working with service users, to better 
understand their needs and to aid service design. They remained co-located with the 
NPS, but had developed two rural reporting hubs to respond to the local needs of 
those living in remote communities. This was a welcome innovation.

Progress had been made in most cases, supported by effective working relationships 
between responsible officers and service users; concerted efforts to engage people 
had resulted in very good levels of compliance.

Effectiveness of the National Probation Service

The NPS identified and responded to a range of diverse needs, and showed flexibility 
in the way they worked with service users to overcome some of the problems 
associated with rurality. Effective engagement and focused work led to good 
compliance by service users, who were very positive about the support they received.

Working together to promote effectiveness

The effective communication and shared values between the CRC and NPS supported 
collaborative work between the two organisations, including some sharing of 
resources and joint negotiation with the local authority to provide suitable provision 
to meet the needs of offenders.
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3. Recommendations

In order to deliver positive outcomes to individuals in relation to

• reducing reoffending

• protecting the public from harm

• abiding by the sentence

The Community Rehabilitation Company and National Probation Service 
should:

1. develop information sharing protocols with the armed forces to enhance the 
assessment and management of the likelihood of reoffending and risk of harm 
posed by offenders from the military

2. make sure that programmes are available to those who need them at an 
optimum time

3. improve communication between responsible officers and social workers to assist 
with joint work to safeguard children.

The Community Rehabilitation Company should:

4. provide all staff with regular supervision and training to support effective offender 
management. This should include a focus on the quality of work as well as 
performance targets

5. review work with service users in response to changes in their circumstances, 
making sure that any increased risk of harm is identified and addressed.

The National Probation Service should:

6. work with children’s social care services in the City of York and North Yorkshire 
County Council to make sure that information is provided as quickly as possible to 
inform risk assessments at the pre-sentence and post-conviction stage

7. provide the CRC with accurate Case Allocation System forms.

The National Offender Management Service should:

8. make sure that that staff at court have access to effective IT and basic office 
equipment.
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4. Local context

The former York & North Yorkshire Probation Trust was inspected under our previous 
inspection programme, Inspection of Adult Offending Work, in late 2013. That 
inspection had a particular focus on work to protect children. We judged provision of 
probation services in York & North Yorkshire to be good. In the report, published in 
February 2014, the then Chief Inspector of Probation commented:

‘We found that, although some aspects of practice needed attention, overall work 
with offenders was delivered to a high standard, and we considered some aspects of 
the work to be excellent.

Reports to court were of a good quality and sentencers were satisfied with them. 
People who had offended were encouraged to comply with their sentences through 
timely, full and individual inductions that took their diverse needs into account. Initial 
assessments and plans were sound, but greater clarity was needed about when 
cases would be reviewed.

Many service users had made progress against factors linked to their offending. We 
also found risk of harm had been managed effectively in most cases. Child Protection 
and safeguarding was given a high priority at all levels.’

In June 2014, Probation Trusts were abolished under the government’s Transforming 
Rehabilitation programme, and probation work was divided between two separate 
organisations. The NPS primarily took over the management of those offenders 
posing a high risk of serious harm to others and those subject to Multi-Agency Public 
Protection Arrangements (MAPPA). The NPS also had responsibility for staffing the 
courts, including writing pre-sentence reports (PSRs), and for victim contact work. 
The rest of the probation work was allocated to 21 newly created CRCs. York & North 
Yorkshire sat within the Humberside, Lincolnshire & North Yorkshire (HLNY) CRC and 
the North East division of the NPS. In February 2015, the CRCs were sold to private 
companies.

The NPS comprised seven divisions: South East & Eastern; South West & South 
Central; North West; North East; Midlands; London and Wales. A Deputy Director 
led each NPS division, supported by individual members of a senior leadership team 
with responsibility for local delivery units (LDUs). Support services were provided via 
divisional hubs or, in the case of IT and personnel services, by the National Offender 
Management Service (NOMS).

Purple Futures was the legal entity with which the Ministry of Justice had a 
contract to provide probation services in the Humberside, Lincolnshire & North 
Yorkshire Contract Package Area. Purple Futures was an Interserve-led partnership 
comprising Interserve Justice (a subdivision of Interserve, a global support service 
and construction company); 3SC (a company managing public service contracts on 
behalf of third sector organisations); P3 (People Potential Possibilities, a charity and 
social enterprise organisation) and Shelter (a charity focusing on homelessness and 
accommodation issues).

The Interserve-led partnership was the legal entity owning the CRC, with Interserve, 
as the major stakeholder, being responsible for overall service delivery. The Purple 
Futures partnership was responsible for a range of financial and governance matters. 
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Purple Futures held contracts across five Contract Package Areas, comprising 
Cheshire & Greater Manchester; Hampshire & the Isle of Wight; Humberside, 
Lincolnshire & North Yorkshire; Merseyside; and West Yorkshire. As such, it managed 
a significant proportion of the overall CRC workload in England & Wales, holding the 
largest share of the overall CRC market. Please see Appendix 2 for the most recent 
information about York & North Yorkshire, including:

• Population figures

• Ethnicity of population

• Unemployment figures

• Levels of deprivation and crime

• Levels of reoffending.
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This chapter outlines the achievements made, or likely to be made, 
by individuals under supervision in relation to reoffending. We 
explore how the quality of probation work provided by the CRC and 
the NPS contributes to reoffending outcomes, and how protective 
factors against future offending are strengthened.

5. Reducing reoffending
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5. Reducing reoffending

5.1. Effectiveness of the CRC

Organisational issues

The organisational priorities of the HLNY CRC included reducing reoffending and 
managing the risk of harm offenders posed to others. Senior leaders in the CRC were 
clear about the progress they were making to deliver their annual service plan and 
demonstrated good insight into their current business risks.

In common with other CRCs, HLNY had to manage a wide range of demands 
associated with delivering a contract to central government. The impact of this 
should not be underestimated. Managers within the CRC had expended considerable 
effort in restructuring and stabilising the workforce, implementing Probation 
Instructions, negotiating contracts, reshaping relationships with partners and 
setting a new organisational culture. Much had been achieved since June 2014. The 
restructure of the organisation combined with their estates strategy were intended 
to: ‘enable an excellent, agile, mobile and flexible workforce upon which to build 
[the] service delivery model6’.

As we found during our recent Quality & Impact inspection in Durham, the projected 
workloads calculated prior to Transforming Rehabilitation had not come to fruition 
in HLNY7. Indeed, it was estimated that actual workloads were 30% lower than 
originally anticipated. Due to this, savings and reductions had been made, but 
Purple Futures had protected front-line functions and staff. Instead, reductions had 
been made through introducing a centralised approach to delivering ‘back office’ 
functions, coupled with revised management structures, which, inevitably, reduced 
management capacity.
At the time of the inspection, the CRC had partially implemented a new operating 
model, known as the ‘interchange model’. This had been designed to deliver: ‘an 
individualised approach to rehabilitation that meets the needs and recognises the 
diversity of all service users8’ The model had been introduced simultaneously across 
all five Purple Futures CRCs. Senior leaders recognised, however, that progress on 
implementing this had been slower than in some of the other Purple Future CRCs as 
it had not been without some local difficulties. The model was reliant on an ‘agile’ 
workforce being in place, and, therefore, depended on a staffing reorganisation 
which was ongoing at the time of the inspection. The pace of change had increased 
since the appointment of a new LDU director during the months prior to the 
inspection.

Introduced in February 2016, the interchange model was based on research into 
desistance from offending. It focused on an offender’s strengths, rather than their 
deficits, and on the offender’s need to reflect in order to recognise the need to 

6 Taken from the HLNY CRC Annual Delivery Plan 2016
7 National Audit Office Transforming Rehabilitation report dated 28 April 2016, paragraph 4.3 
says: ‘The extent and pace of CRCs’ transformation plans have become more uncertain because their 
case volumes are much lower than planned during bidding. Volumes are down between 6% and 36% 
against the mid-point agreed in the contracts.’
8 Taken from the HLNY CRC Annual Delivery Plan 2016
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change their behaviour. Used across all five of Purple Futures CRCs, implementation 
was at an early stage, hence the intended benefits had not yet been realised. It was 
unfortunate that, at the point that staff received training in the model, they did not 
have access to the documentation within the model. Consequently, many of the staff 
we spoke to were unsure how to implement the model. They recognised that the 
underlying principles were sound, but there was a level of uncertainty about how it 
would work in practice. The LDU lead was alert to their concerns and had clear plans 
to address these.

The model included a number of modules, covering induction, dynamic assessment, 
planning, networking, reviewing and evaluating. It also, critically, included a module 
on planning for the offender’s longer-term future. As such, staff recognised that the 
model incorporated much of their current practice. One person said:

“This is…what we are already doing, it just gives it a 
name. I like it; I think it works. It encourages staff to 
think about what they are doing and to record their 
work in a way that shows the evidence. Working 
through the modules applies structure to the sentence”.

Under the Transforming Rehabilitation programme, Through the Gate resettlement 
services were contracted to CRCs from May 2015. The aim was to provide access 
to resettlement services for all prisoners, including those remanded in custody 
and those who were subject to sentences of less than 12 months. The Offender 
Rehabilitation Act 2014 (ORA), implemented in 2015, introduced statutory 
post-release supervision for short sentence prisoners. This group of offenders had 
long been recognised as having very high rates of reoffending, and Through the 
Gate services were introduced to address these. Reoffending rates in York were 
slightly higher than the national average while those in North Yorkshire were lower 
(Appendix 2 Table 4.5). Although an action plan had been produced to roll out 
Through the Gate services, at the time of the inspection there was limited evidence 
of how resettlement services were improving in individual cases. Where evidence was 
found, it tended to be due to the work of individual responsible officers or where the 
Integrated Offender Management team were involved.

Managers and staff in HLNY CRC were well supported by effective management 
information systems. The Links system enabled all staff to track their individual 
performance against the contractual targets, as well as that of their colleagues, team 
and CRC as a whole. The system worked on a ‘traffic lights’ basis: red for targets not 
met and green for those that were. Everyone we spoke to was positive about this 
system. The performance team had also introduced a means of allowing staff to track 
those targets which were at risk of being missed, enabling prompt remedial action to 
be taken. This early warning system was seen as helpful by most responsible officers.

Additionally, the CRC had developed an impressive information-sharing database. 
This was easy to use and full of useful information such as policy detail, flow charts 
for required actions, and contact details for key personnel.

It was evident that within the York & North Yorkshire LDU, both performance and 
quality were seen as equally important. This was supported by the Integrated 
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Quality Assurance Management approach; this was a system to assess and raise the 
quality of work, which was both familiar to and popular with staff. Consequently, 
practitioners recognised the need to achieve targets, but also to complete tasks well.

Purple Futures were trialling new initiatives, and were planning to pilot the use 
of personal budgets for service users specifically to resolve barriers to reducing 
reoffending. While waiting to pilot this, Purple Futures had found other resources 
to support offenders; we heard, for example, about funds being used to purchase 
training courses and provisional driving licences. In future, the use of personal 
budgets would meet these needs. Staff welcomed these new initiatives, anticipating 
that they would assist with some of the practical issues that could hinder effective 
resettlement.

The CRC was also working with Manchester Metropolitan University to evaluate the 
effectiveness of non-accredited programmes intended to reduce offending behaviour. 

Operational issues

The LDU director had a clear and accurate understanding of the strengths of the 
service and the areas for development. Front-line staff had retained their focus 
on practice and were working well with service users to reduce offending, but this 
approach was largely staff-led. Responsible officers comprised mainly experienced, 
well-trained and knowledgeable people. Management oversight of this group of 
staff was poor. While we saw some good individual examples of effective oversight, 
the majority of staff did not have the opportunity to reflect on their practice, which 
regular, quality supervision would have provided. There was a strong sense among 
the staff team that they had been left to do the work with little support.

Middle managers described to us how their role had changed significantly and 
that they were spending much more time than previously on nurturing external 
relationships. It appeared that a number of these managers were struggling to 
respond to all of the aspects of their new roles, particularly the competing demands. 
Despite some individual examples of effective management oversight, in the main, 
managers were disconnected from front-line staff and practice. This had resulted 
in some inconsistent approaches to work among practitioners, dependent upon the 
responsible officer’s knowledge. Consequently, managers were not in a position to 
identify the quality or ‘drivers’ of practice.

One responsible officer explained:

“The workload is manic”.

He had complained about this to his manager, but they had disagreed with him, 
leaving him to carry on in the best way he could. Another said:

“I have not received any formal development training 
and was expected to learn the role as I go. I received 
a two-week shadowing period and new cases were 
allocated gradually to me. Apart from having had Layer 
1 OASys training some time ago, I have never received 
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training on nDelius or OASys linked to a case manager 
role; I therefore have no idea if I am doing things 
correctly. I have previously had BBR facilitator training 
and I will be getting DV cases allocated to me and 
currently have a few, but I feel confident and capable 
of doing one-to-one work due to my training as a BBR 
facilitator.”

A third said:

“My colleagues have been really supportive and if 
something comes up in my cases that I need to discuss, 
my first port of call would be my CRC colleagues or 
someone from the NPS rather than trying to get hold of 
my manager.” 

We saw practical and serious implications of the lack of management oversight. In 
two cases inspected, the responsible officer had correctly identified that there were 
safeguarding issues and had made appropriate referrals to children’s social care 
services. Despite receiving unsatisfactory responses from these referrals, in neither 
case did the manager provide support to the responsible officer by escalating the 
issue. 

Practice issues

Assessment and planning to address offending behaviour

One of the many changes wrought via Transforming Rehabilitation was that 
responsibility for the initial assessment at the pre-sentence stage had passed to the 
NPS, with CRC responsible officers having a duty to update initial assessments within 
a target time of ten days. In 28 of the 31 CRC cases assessed, a PSR had been 
prepared. Proposals within PSRs generally focused on the right issues, underpinned 
by a sufficient assessment of the reasons for offending. Although there was no 
formal agreement for the NPS to contact the CRC if an offender known to the CRC 
appeared at court for a new offence, in practice, informal discussions between the 
two organisations often informed new reports and assessments.

Once cases were allocated to the CRC, we found that assessments and plans were 
usually completed promptly, thereby meeting the relevant performance target. We 
were also pleased to find that CRC staff made insightful assessments, the quality 
being sufficient in over 80% of the cases we inspected. As a result, when the CRC 
started work with the service user, they were able to make sure that interventions 
were prioritised and sequenced. Initially staff, quite rightly, focused on establishing 
a relationship and securing regular attendance. Various referrals were made and, 
where the responses to these were delayed, responsible officers made good use of 
this time to discuss and monitor any issues of concern.
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On some occasions, however, we judged that the initial work of the CRC was 
hampered by a lack of basic background information being transferred to them from 
NPS court staff, such as previous conviction details or intelligence from the police and 
children’s social care services. This was of concern in cases involving domestic abuse 
or incidents of violence. In part, this was due to court staff’s difficulties with IT, 
discussed later in this report (see chapter 6.3). These difficulties resulted, however, 
in repeated requests being made for the same information, and some assessments 
being based on only partial information and omitting some basic background 
information about previous offences and contact with other agencies. Nonetheless, 
we saw numerous cases where responsible officers had prioritised key issues. They 
recognised and responded to varying levels of service user motivation, and worked 
with them to enhance this, as the following example illustrates. 

Good practice example: John had been convicted of 
breaching a restraining order. He had mental health 
problems. The interventions delivered were a combination 
of counselling and problem solving. The approach taken was 
entirely appropriate and was helping to manage the risk of 
harm he posed. The responsible officer identified that the 
key to the work was to engage John in order to be able to 
challenge him as he had an issue with authority. This took 
a long time and probably more resource than would have 
been suggested by his risk to others - but it was effective.

We also saw attention given to the importance of supporting family ties, often so 
crucial to sustaining longer-term desistance from offending. Service users’ developing 
maturity was well evidenced throughout the work, with responsible officers enabling 
them to reflect on the progress they had made. We judged that, in the cases where 
the service user had made progress, this was often due to the direct impact of the 
responsible officer. The following example illustrates the progress which could be 
achieved with an individual through a responsible officer being persistent in their 
efforts.

Good practice example: Barry had been given a 12 month 
community order for benefit fraud. He needed treatment, 
as he was an alcoholic; this had a detrimental effect on his 
ability to think clearly and on his behaviour. His relationship 
had broken down and he had become homeless. He was 
very vulnerable. His responsible officer accessed ongoing 
adult social care support and persevered with helping him to 
engage with Horizons, the alcohol treatment provider. This 
included taking him to three different offices before settling 
on one where he felt comfortable. This support encouraged 
his ex-partner to take him back to live with her and enabled 
him to maintain an acceptable level of behaviour. He was 
less likely to reoffend as a result of the support he had 
received.
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Work to reduce reoffending

The CRC had developed effective relationships with partners and others delivering 
contracted services, although information sharing with those providing drug 
and alcohol services needed to improve. A range of accredited programmes and 
interventions was available, including Building Better Relationships (BBR), the Stop 
Binge Drinking Programme (SBDP) and the Thinking Skills Programme (TSP).

There were, however, delays for some service users in accessing programmes, 
usually as a result of their geographic location. In some rural areas, there were so 
few service users needing to undertake a particular programme that delivery was 
not viable. Where this arose, alternative (non-accredited) provision was sourced, 
or the responsible officer delivered the required intervention on a one-to-one basis, 
regardless of whether the materials had been designed for individual or group 
delivery.

In almost all cases inspected, some work aimed at challenging offending behaviour 
had been undertaken. While the infrastructure to support the interchange model 
was being developed the majority of reoffending work was completed by responsible 
officers, who saw it as their role to influence the service user directly. Work was 
sensitively delivered and was enhanced by the trusting individual relationships 
which had been established. In many respects, therefore, work was being delivered 
much as it had been in the days prior to Transforming Rehabilitation. While this was 
understandable, there was a risk that this would continue once the new model had 
been fully implemented, meaning that the intended benefits of the new model might 
not be realised.

The quality of recording on the case management system, nDelius, was generally 
very good, evidencing in detail the work done. It proved more difficult, however, 
to evidence what had been provided by the substance misuse service, Horizons, as 
responsible officers struggled to obtain information from them. This often left them 
having to rely on the service user’s account, which was not ideal. Where information 
was forthcoming, it tended to be because of good relationships with individual 
substance misuse workers.

This lack of formal communication often resulted in delays in responding to changing 
needs, as responsible officers were often unaware of the individual’s altered 
circumstances. Similarly, the outcome of referrals to drug and alcohol services were 
not always explained. A member of Horizons spent time in some of the offices, which 
made for positive improvements in the exchange of information in these locations.

From February 2015, when ORA was implemented, courts could specify a number 
of rehabilitation activity requirement (RAR) days within a community order; it was 
for probation services to decide on the precise work to be done during the RAR days 
awarded. As we have found elsewhere, there was a great deal of confusion in York 
& North Yorkshire about the use of RAR days and, as a result, they had been used 
inconsistently, rather than flexibly as designed. Nonetheless, we found some good 
examples of positive RAR work, as the following example shows.
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Good practice example: In the Scarborough office, a group 
RAR session had been developed, where service users were 
able to work with responsible officers on offending-related 
issues. The seven service users we spoke to during one of 
these sessions were very positive about the group. They 
welcomed the opportunity to share experiences and learn 
from one another.

Services for women

Purple Futures had built on the pre-Transforming Rehabilitation work of delivering 
services in such a way as to meet the particular needs of women. Their approach 
was, therefore, in line with national guidance following the recommendations of 
the Corston Report9. The CRC had an overall strategic lead for women offenders, 
together with nominated leads in each LDU, enabling all staff to access a women’s 
champion for advice and support with women’s cases.

In Scarborough, women had the benefit of a women’s centre; the service was well 
regarded by staff, partners and service users. The women’s centre was open Monday 
to Saturday and staffed by criminal justice workers who were funded via the CRC. 
Women subject to community supervision or licence could be referred and received 
an initial assessment of risk and need, which informed a care plan. The criminal 
justice workers at the centre were proactive in developing the service so that it met 
the needs of a wide range of women, including considering why referrals for women 
supervised by the NPS had reduced.

We visited Blossoms, a project for women service users, in York city centre. The 
project provided a separate safe space for women to attend supervision; they were 
able to bring their children and, as a result, the sessions were well attended. On 
the day we visited, work was underway to raise service users’ awareness about the 
impact of alcohol, including what constituted safe levels of drinking. This generated 
much discussion among the group. Women shared their experiences and gave each 
other ideas about how to control their drinking and how to keep themselves safe. 
Following this session, staff from the employment advice service worked with the 
women to improve their employability skills.

During our visit, we spoke to a number of women, including two in particular who did 
not have alcohol-related offences. We wondered about the relevance of the session 
for them, but found they were both very positive about what they had learned. One, 
a medical professional, felt that she now knew more about the impact of alcohol 
than she had done before, and that she would be better able to advise other women 
in the future. She also made the point that she had other addictions; therefore, the 
work had given her personal insight into how she might succumb to alcohol in the 
future. As such, she viewed the session as important prevention work.

The other woman recognised that, due to poor emotional health, she often needed 
support to manage her feelings; she too viewed the session as helpful in preventing 
her potential misuse of alcohol.

9 The Corston Report: A report by Baroness Jean Corston of a review of women with particular 
vulnerabilities in the criminal justice system
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Good practice example: Two women we spoke to at 
Blossoms women’s project in York described how they 
felt the project was helping them stop reoffending. They 
both felt the staff had treated them with respect, which 
gave them back some dignity. Following their contact with 
the courts, neither had been able to see how they might 
recover; both felt that their lives were ‘on hold’ and that they 
were now ‘defined by’ their offending. The work with their 
responsible officer had taught them that they had options, 
and it was how they chose to respond to what they had 
done that could make the difference.  Both of the women 
emphasised that being given options and some control had 
been pivotal in their moving forward. Neither woman had 
reoffended; both had excellent insight into the reasons for 
their offending and were able to describe, in detail, how they 
had changed their behaviours so that that they were much 
less likely to reoffend in the future. 

Good practice example: Elaine was 49 years old when she 
received her first conviction for a violent offence against her 
partner. Her responsible officer took time to understand fully 
the dynamics of the relationship and the factors that had led 
to the offence. Elaine had mental health issues, which she 
was unwilling to address with the mental health services. 
Recognising that this would prevent her from addressing 
her offending, the responsible officer arranged for Elaine 
to see a counsellor provided by the CRC, which she did. 
This was successful as she trusted the responsible officer, 
and, gradually, other CRC staff. She started to work on her 
offending behaviour and her risks were kept under control.

Impact of work to reduce reoffending

Nine of the thirty-one service users in our sample had been convicted, cautioned or 
received another out of court disposal for an offence committed subsequent to the 
sentence or licence period that we were inspecting.

In three cases, the service user had been charged (but not convicted or cautioned) 
with an offence committed since the start of sentence or release on licence. In three 
further cases, the service user had been arrested for (but not charged with) an 
offence committed since the start of sentence or release on licence.

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the CRC 
contributing to reoffending outcomes and the strengthening of protective factors 
against future offending.
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Enablers Barriers

1.

Accurate assessments 
of factors contributing 
to offending enabled 
responsible officers to 
target work appropriately. 

1.

The lack of consistent 
information sharing with 
drug and alcohol service 
providers hampered 
responsible officers’ ability 
to keep abreast of the 
progress made by service 
users. 

2.

A range of offending 
behaviour programmes 
provided appropriate 
challenge; these were 
available for use on a 

2.
Delivering services across 
such a large geographical 
area was problematic.

3.

The CRC offered a 
targeted response to 
women who offended, 
which was appropriate to 
their needs and compliant 
with the recommendations 
of the Corston report. 

3.

There was a lack of clarity 
in some PSR proposals and 
confusion about the use of 
RAR days.

4.

The staff team were 
knowledgeable, with a 
strong skills base and a 
positive attitude towards 
their work. 

4.

Management oversight and 
supervision arrangements 
failed to assist responsible 
officers to improve the 
quality of their practice.

5.

Staff were supported in 
their work by open and 
accessible performance 
management systems. 
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5.2. Effectiveness of the NPS

Organisational issues

The North East division of the NPS, of which York & North Yorkshire LDU formed 
a part, had developed a clear divisional identity. Communication between the 
head of division and individual LDU leads focused appropriately on the quality of 
service delivery, with the divisional lead holding LDU leaders to account for quality 
improvements.

The division was leading national work on some areas of practice development, 
including the development of the information, process and performance database, 
which was providing information to staff in a clear and structured way.

Operational issues

Traditionally, reoffending rates had been higher than the national average in York, 
while they were lower than average in North Yorkshire (see Appendix 2 for details). 
Resources were organised to reflect this. Providing services across such a wide 
geographical area, while meeting local demand, was challenging. As with the CRC, 
NPS managers and staff had a detailed understanding of the needs of service users, 
especially in relation to the impact of offending in small, close-knit communities. 
They were also aware of the way in which transport availability - or, rather, lack of it - 
affected access to services. Consequently, NPS staff were as flexible as they could be 
in working with service users to enable them to comply.

Practice issues

Since the implementation of Transforming Rehabilitation, the NPS was responsible for 
the production of reports to court and for making proposals for sentence. A PSR was 
prepared in 36 of the 46 cases where one was required. In the remaining 10 cases, 
we found one case where the offender’s refusal to engage was the reason why there 
had been no report prepared. In the other nine cases, the reports had been prepared 
in a different area, or so long ago, that we did not assess them, as they were not 
reflective of current work.

The quality of reports was sufficient in 69% of cases, which was a little 
disappointing. In some cases, the notes covering oral reports were very sparse, and, 
in others, the writing was illegible.

Practice example: In one case, the record of the oral report 
indicated: “Think that [child’s name] may be on some 
list”. There had been no further assessment of potential 
risk issues and, given the PSR author was aware that the 
child concerned was only nine months old, this was very 
concerning. The responsible officer who was subsequently 
assigned the case expressed frustration about the sparsity 
of information. The poor quality of the PSR record resulted 
in a delay in the full extent of the safeguarding concerns 
becoming known. 
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A recent probation instruction (PI 04/2016) clarified the minimum requirements for 
what needed to be captured within the record of an oral report delivered on the day 
of the court case: ‘All reports delivered orally must be recorded for the purposes of 
offender management’. If that instruction were complied with, it should lead to an 
improvement in the quality of the information provided to the CRC (and NPS) at the 
point of allocation.

We did, however, see some high quality written reports, such as one prepared by an 
NPS senior probation officer on a complex offender with psychiatric problems, about 
which the inspector commented:

“thorough assessment, analytical and highlighting the 
appropriate issues; suitable proposal followed by the 
court”.

The proposals made in PSR’s were appropriate in 25 of the 36 reports. Some 
proposals were difficult to understand, however, including one for an accredited 
programme to be delivered on a one-to-one basis, despite the course only being 
suitable for group delivery.

In another case, the proposal was for standalone unpaid work, although the report 
also indicated that the service user would benefit from supervision. As the conviction 
was for indecent exposure, we thought that the proposal lacked credibility.

Senior staff in the NPS were aware that the quality of some court work was not good 
enough in some cases and had developed action plans to address this, including 
training for court staff, quality assurance work and increased probation officer (PO) 
resource for courts.

Work to reduce reoffending

Staff had undertaken some excellent work to address offending behaviour, with 
responsible officers establishing an appropriate balance between managing risk of 
harm and addressing offence-related needs. The following example illustrates how 
a perceptive assessment of need and risk of harm to a victim, appropriately directed 
the work with the individual.

Good practice example: Malik had been convicted of 
breaching a restraining order against his ex-partner. Over a 
prolonged period of time, his behaviour towards the victim 
had had a significant emotional impact on her, reducing her 
ability to cope with day-to-day life.

The initial assessment and planning focused on work 
to address his understanding of his behaviour within 
relationships. As the responsible officer grew familiar 
with him, it became clear that Malik’s mental health had 
deteriorated, impeding his ability to learn from the planned 
work. Because the responsible officer had established a 
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trusting relationship with him, they were able to make him 
recognise he needed help with his mental health. While 
keeping a close focus on the imperative of challenging his 
behaviour, the responsible officer carefully sequenced the 
work. This provided him with the best chance of bringing 
about long-term change. Malik received the support he 
needed; his mental health improved and he had begun to 
address his negative ideas about relationships.

Prior to Transforming Rehabilitation, the Probation Trust had developed a range 
of tailored and individualised services for women. These were intended to prevent 
women from going to prison and to meet their complex needs. This work had been 
continued by the NPS. The North East delivery plan showed that delivery of the 
action plan for women offenders was on target. Staff and managers understood the 
needs of women and balanced the need to manage violent or harmful behaviours, 
while meeting women’s complex needs.

NPS staff had very good working relationships with partner agencies and specialist 
workers, being able to draw on additional support to help manage the most difficult 
and complex cases. We identified numerous examples of this, including joint work 
with the personality disorder team. They provided staff with additional insight into 
the best methods of working with individual offenders. Responsible officers then 
tailored work and interventions, maximising the probability of the offender making 
the necessary changes.

As with the CRC cases inspected, a number of NPS service users experienced 
delays in accessing programmes, particularly in relation to BBR and the SBDP. 
Rurality, again, made accessing programmes more problematic. It was to the 
credit of NPS staff that delays in accessing programmes had not prevented them 
from progressing other work with their service users. Responsible officers showed 
flexibility and tenacity in finding alternative provision and in maintaining the service 
user’s motivation. Examples of this included responsible officers undertaking work 
to prepare individuals for programmes; supporting relationships with family and 
support networks, and helping people develop practical management skills, such as 
understanding safe alcohol limits. In one case, despite a quick referral to the CRC for 
BBR, the service user had to wait for five months before a place was allocated. This 
was an unacceptably long delay.

Sixteen NPS cases were assessed; three of these offenders had been convicted, 
cautioned or received another out of court disposal for an offence committed since 
the start of the order or licence period. This would suggest that the work of the NPS 
was having a stabilising effect on offending behaviour, demonstrating that the work 
undertaken had had an impact.

Responsible officers were skilful in providing offenders with opportunities to 
demonstrate that they had made changes to their behaviours, and were persistent 
in their approach to challenging offending behaviour, as the following example 
illustrates.
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Good practice example: Mark had convictions for domestic 
abuse; he led a very chaotic lifestyle and his risk of harm 
to others was high. He misused alcohol, which made him 
more likely to reoffend. He was unwilling to address his 
offending behaviour and tried to deflect his responsible 
officer from working with him by always turning up for 
appointments with a crisis. The inspector assessing the case 
noted: “interventions had been delivered notwithstanding 
Mark’s instability and pattern of presenting in crisis but the 
responsible officer managed this well. While there had been 
little progress to date, the work undertaken was likely to 
have positive effect in time.”

The line management provided to NPS staff was good; staff saw this as supportive 
and appreciated the opportunities to reflect on practice which regular supervision 
provided. One responsible officer told us:

“I get good support from management and am able to 
raise any issues easily”.

Another member of staff said:

“My manager has tried to help and provides regular 
informal supervision….but formal supervision has been 
less frequent.”

This member of staff also recognised that the manager was stretched covering two 
sites across a large geographical area.

Staff described many differences since Transforming Rehabilitation, most notably 
the changes to training. The previous Trust had provided good quality staff 
training. Since the NPS was formed, training was generally provided through online 
arrangements via the Civil Service Learning portal. Some staff indicated that this 
training did not meet their needs.

Senior NPS managers were aware that Transforming Rehabilitation had changed 
significantly the nature of caseloads, with staff holding mainly high risk cases, with 
large proportions of violent and sexual offences. To help manage the potential 
stresses associated with the nature of the caseload, the division had commissioned 
specific training focused on building personal resilience among staff.

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the NPS 
contributing to reoffending outcomes and the strengthening of protective factors 
against future offending.



Quality & Impact inspection: York & North Yorkshire 27

Enablers Barriers

1.

Good quality assessments 
of the needs of service 
users enabled responsible 
officers to target work 
appropriately.

1.

Delays in accessing 
accredited programmes 
risked failing to capitalise 
on the service user’s 
motivation.

2.

Effective working 
relationships, both 
with service users and 
with partner agencies, 
supported focused work by 
responsible officers. 

3.

Supportive line 
management 
arrangements and effective 
use of reviews made 
sure that work remained 
focused and targeted. 

5.3.  The CRC and NPS working together to promote effectiveness 

The CRC and NPS had remained in shared offices across the area and, in contrast 
to what we have seen elsewhere, staff from both organisations continued to share 
facilities. Relationships between the two organisations were open and honest. This 
was evident at all levels and had enabled some effective joint working. Although the 
staff in the two organisations had different identities, the level of cooperation had 
resulted in successful resolution of problems or ‘rubbing points’. Various examples of 
this were noted during the inspection.

Collaborative work was often focused on improving services for offenders. The NPS, 
for example, had worked with the local authority to make sure the needs of offenders 
had been included in a housing contract specification in relation to accommodation 
and tenancy support for high risk offenders. The CRC had also been successful in 
a bid to the Interserve innovation fund to provide a worker to support people who 
used ‘legal highs’. This would benefit both CRC and NPS service users, filling a gap in 
offence-related need.

We also learned that, for a time, due to long-term sick leave and the geography 
of the area, the CRC cover manager was not always able to be on site at the 
Scarborough office. Helpfully, the CRC staff were able to seek line management 
support from the NPS manager located in that office. While informal, such an 
arrangement demonstrated the high level of cooperation between the two 
organisations, and their belief in the priority of meeting service user needs.
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Working with army personnel and veterans

One of the distinct features of the work of both the CRC and NPS arose because 
of the presence of the army barracks at Catterick. This was the largest garrison in 
Europe, with 13,000 military and civilian personnel, and their dependents, living and 
working in the area10.

Dealing with army personnel and veterans was not a new area of work for probation, 
who had gained a level of experience and expertise in this area prior to Transforming 
Rehabilitation. Army cases tended to fall into two main groups. First, veterans who 
had settled in North Yorkshire after finishing their army careers, a number of whom 
were believed to be suffering from post-traumatic stress disorder. Secondly, serving 
soldiers whose offences were mainly alcohol-related, that is, either violence (often 
domestic abuse) or drink driving. There was a shared view from CRC and NPS staff 
that histories of being sexually abused and problems with finance and debt were also 
prevalent among these two groups.

Identifying exact numbers of this cohort, or, indeed, any specific needs or outcome 
data for them, was difficult, as military status tended not to be recorded reliably 
within nDelius. Both organisations, therefore, relied on estimates. The CRC believed 
that just under 10% of their cases were drawn from the army. The Northallerton 
office tended to hold most military cases, due to its proximity to the barracks. The 
NPS were researching a better means of identifying the military cases within their 
caseload and had recently launched a veterans’ working group to make progress in 
this area of work. Overall, both probation organisations had the impression that the 
numbers appeared to be rising.

Some NPS staff had been trained by the NPS, the previous Trust and military 
personnel to write PSRs for court martial hearings across England & Wales. These 
were produced under contract to the Ministry of Defence at a rate of about one a 
week. The three-day training had covered army legislation, including military specific 
offences (such as being absent without leave), court martial procedures and general 
awareness of military processes and culture.

This detailed knowledge had enabled staff to develop skills in dealing with army 
personnel on community orders and licences. To enhance this, the NPS manager 
with lead responsibility for this area of work was planning to collaborate with York 
University to devise further training to assist with the management of veterans and 
serving soldiers. Meanwhile, responsible officers were able to liaise with a number of 
other organisations in their work with army personnel and veterans. These included 
the First Light Trust, for the completion of unpaid work hours, and HIVES, who 
provided information to army personnel and their families covering employment, 
housing, relocation, healthcare, schools and civilian facilities. Such work was also 
supported by the Armed Forces Community Covenant11; this set out the obligations 
of government, local authorities and armed force community to work together to 
support army personnel and veterans.

The NPS North East division had produced and was in the process of implementing 
the ‘Army and Veterans Minimum Standards Document and Best Practice Guidance’ 
in order to improve data recording and quality of practice for this distinct group. This 
was an example of innovative practice.

10 Source: www.army.mod.uk
11 Further information about First Light Trust, HIVES and the Armed Forces Community Covenant 
can be found at www.army.mod.uk

www.army.mod.uk
www.army.mod.uk
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In addition, the army provided its own services that could be accessed, such as 
alcohol treatment, counselling and psychiatric interventions. There were no protocols 
in place, however, about who should decide which interventions should take priority.

Responsible officers struggled to obtain information from the army about the 
interventions they had delivered. Often, the only available information was that 
provided by the service user themselves, which made it difficult for the responsible 
officer to assess or review the impact of such interventions. Similarly, they were 
unsighted about whether there had been further incidents of violent behaviour. As a 
result, the management of cases from the point of conviction varied, often depending 
on the cooperation of the commanding officer.
Where good cooperation existed, orders were managed more easily, but too often 
this depended on personal contacts rather than formal protocols. In one such case 
managed by the NPS, the soldier had been assessed as posing a high risk of serious 
harm, following a significant assault on his partner. The PSR had recommended he 
complete the BBR programme over the course of a two-year order, but the army 
had requested a shorter sentence, on the basis of operational need. This suggested 
conflict between military priorities and the need to serve the sentence. Fortunately, 
this issue was resolved when an army contact was able to arrange the soldier’s duties 
and posting so that BBR could be completed.

Where a veteran was required to attend an accredited programme, the standard 
eligibility and suitability criteria applied. There was no evidence of programmes 
being tailored to consider their specific needs, nor any particular consideration for 
their victims, such as might have been expected in cases involving domestic abuse. 
Similarly, there was no evidence to indicate whether such programmes were effective 
for service personnel. Although we did not note any specific focus or services 
designed to meet the needs of veterans leaving prison, we were informed about an 
accommodation service that would give priority to veterans.

We were pleased to note that army personnel routinely attended a number of 
meetings where they had had long-term involvement, such as those of the Local 
Safeguarding Children Board (LSCB) and multi-agency risk assessment conferences. 
The Army Welfare Service had also been involved in a number of more serious cases. 
It was of concern, however, that no links existed between the NPS victim liaison 
officer and the army; in five years, there had not been a single referral for victim 
liaison services from the army.

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the CRC and 
NPS working together to achieve reoffending outcomes and the strengthening of 
protective factors against future offending.

Enablers Barriers

1.

There were cooperative, 
healthy relationships 
between CRC and NPS 
staff at all levels, which 
supported joint work 
and initiatives to provide 
services to specific groups.

1.
Accredited programmes 
were not always accessible 
or started in a timely way.
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2.

Both organisations had a 
shared value base, with a 
focus on quality front-line 
practice.  

2.

There was a lack of a formal 
joint working protocol with 
the army, and information 
sharing between the military 
and probation services was 
inconsistent.

3.

Individualised support 
was given to service users 
to promote progress and 
motivation. 
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This chapter outlines the achievements made, or likely to be made, 
by individuals under supervision in relation to protecting the public 
from harm. We explore how the quality of probation work provided 
by the CRC and NPS contributes to public protection.

6. Protecting the public
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6. Protecting the public

6.1. Effectiveness of the CRC

Organisational issues

At all levels of the organisation, we found a clear recognition that the role of the CRC 
included the imperative of protecting the public. Since Transforming Rehabilitation, 
we have not always found this in other CRCs, given the emphasis within the 
Transforming Rehabilitation programme on rehabilitation from offending. As there 
were no direct contractual targets for the CRC (linked to payment) in relation to 
public protection responsibilities, it was less obvious precisely how the work of 
front-line staff was influencing work to reduce harmful behaviour. Managers were not 
always well placed to form a view on the quality of risk management work.

There were very good relationships at a strategic level with children’s social care 
services within the City of York and across North Yorkshire, coupled with a clear 
commitment from the CRC to maintain support to the LSCB. Joint work at the front 
line, however, was not always so effective. Communication between responsible 
officers and social workers was inconsistent and often slow. Where there were 
differences in the perceived risk of harm to children, there were no effective methods 
of resolution.

Operational issues

While we were pleased to learn that responsible officers understood the full range 
of risk of harm issues that they encountered, they were not always supported to 
manage these in the most effective way. Two key issues contributed to this: the 
variability of information received from the NPS at the court stage, and the lack of 
effective management oversight and supervision.

Our assessment of public protection and risk of harm work suggested that the focus 
on risk of harm was beginning to move away from the sound base that had been 
established prior to Transforming Rehabilitation.

Practice issues

The CRC assigned cases which involved an active risk of harm, such as that relating 
to domestic abuse and Child Protection, to their more senior responsible officers, 
who were all qualified POs. The rationale was that these staff had the training 
to identify and respond to risk issues. As we inspected at a time when the new 
interchange model was just being introduced, we found that some responsible 
officers had been holding high caseloads (of up to 70 cases), but this was being 
addressed by managers. It was clear that carrying such high caseloads of this nature 
had been stressful for staff. The interchange model allowed for caseloads of around 
40 for senior responsible officers and up to 70 for probation service officers.
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Of the 31 cases we inspected, 16 were classified as posing a medium risk of harm 
to others and 14 as low. One was correctly classified as high, but this case was 
being co-worked with the NPS pending a new offence being investigated. Although 
unusual, this appeared to be appropriate to the situation. The effective cooperation 
on this case is described in more detail in paragraph 6.3 below.

We judged that the risk of harm level had been classified correctly in 26 of the 31 
cases; of the 5 that were incorrectly assessed, 3 were too high and 2 were too low.

The assessment of the level of risk that an individual posed to others had been 
completed to a good standard in the majority of cases. Planning to manage risk 
followed a similar pattern. The quality was lower, however, in relation to both 
assessment and planning to manage risks to known victims.

Once risk had been identified, this had been reviewed in less than half of the cases 
where needed.  We considered that the risk had increased in 13 cases, but a review 
had followed in only 4 of these. Overall, all reasonable action to keep the individual’s 
risk of harm to a minimum had taken place in 21 of the 31 relevant cases, which was 
disappointing. Similarly, sufficient progress had been made to address risk in only 
half of the cases where it was needed.

Poor practice example: David had a long history of 
acquisitive offending to fund his drug use. He had a number 
of previous convictions for violence. These had not been 
identified at the court stage and no previous conviction data 
was provided to the CRC. The responsible officer had made 
checks in respect of his children, but had not requested 
information about previous offending, so any ongoing risks 
of violence remained unknown. All of the work completed 
with him was targeted at his drug use and prevention of 
acquisitive crime; his potential to threaten others as part of 
this type of offending was not recognised and therefore not 
addressed. 

Other cases showed more attention to the potential to cause harm, as the following 
illustrates.

Good practice example: A responsible officer held the cases 
of two co-defendants. The details of their individual parts 
in the offence of theft were unclear. The responsible officer 
held some joint supervision sessions with them to talk about 
their offending. This highlighted the impact they had on 
each other and formed a sound basis for further work. We 
thought this was a simple but effective means of trying to 
understand fully the potential risks posed. 

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the CRC 
contributing to work to manage and reduce risk of harm to other people.
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Enablers Barriers

1.

CRC staff, at all levels, 
understood that they had 
a core responsibility to 
protect the public.

1.

Further focus on known 
victims was needed in a 
number of cases, both in 
terms of assessing the risks 
and in planning how to 
protect them.

2.

Assessment and planning 
in relation to the risk of 
harm individuals posed 
to others was generally 
sound. 

2.

Information relating to 
risk of harm received from 
the NPS court staff was 
variable. On occasion, key 
information, such as relating 
to previous convictions, was 
not made available. 

3.

Where needed, CRC staff 
worked collaboratively with 
NPS colleagues to jointly 
manage higher levels of 
risk.

4.

Staff in the CRC were 
both willing and able to 
ask for advice from NPS 
colleagues. 

6.2. Effectiveness of the NPS 

Organisational issues

The NPS was well represented in all public protection forums in the LDU area and 
across the North East division. We saw effective relationships and joint working at 
strategic levels via MAPPA, with local departments of children’s social care services 
and with the Police and Crime Commissioner. The CRC and NPS heads of the LDU 
worked well together to share information, discussing and directing the management 
of risk at both the strategic and case level. Shared decisions concerning the 
management of cases usually occurred outside of the formal escalation processes, 
but, nonetheless, were taken with the primary aim of protecting the public.

Operational issues

The risks of serious harm that individual offenders posed were clearly understood, 
well managed and underpinned by an organisational priority to protect the public 
above all other concerns. Staff were supported to use their professional judgement 
and were able to demonstrate to us their ability to manage public protection 
issues. Services to victims were delivered with sensitivity and with full regard to the 
additional complexities of victims and offenders being more visible within smaller, 
close-knit, communities.
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Practice issues

Since Transforming Rehabilitation, the nature of NPS caseloads had changed, with 
officers now primarily responsible for managing those individuals presenting higher 
levels of risk of harm. We were pleased to note that this had not resulted in any 
‘de-sensitising’ towards risk; rather, there was no evidence that risk thresholds had 
changed.

In the cases we inspected, risk of harm had consistently been assessed with rigour 
and thoroughness by NPS staff. In most cases, a fresh assessment had been 
undertaken at the start of the order or licence period, and these considered all 
relevant information, including the individual’s response to previous supervision 
and interventions. When assessing the risk that service users posed to others, 
appropriate focus had been given to protecting key groups, including the general 
public, known victims, children and staff and, in relevant cases, other prisoners.

Of the 16 cases in our sample, 9 were assessed as posing a high risk of harm 
to others and 7 a medium risk. In every case, the risk level had been correctly 
classified. Similarly, all relevant MAPPA cases were correctly identified and 
categorised. We saw effective use of MAPPA, with good joint working across 
partnerships to manage the risk of harm those individuals posed.

Good practice example: The NPS, MAPPA and North 
Yorkshire Police Force had developed and implemented a 
MAPPA E-learning course, which had improved awareness 
and understanding of MAPPA and roles and responsibilities 
across the agencies.

Planning to manage identified risk was good in most cases. Risk management plans 
were produced within appropriate timescales and were appropriately targeted to 
individual need. The following exemplifies the high standard of assessment and 
response to the risks posed.

Good practice example: Geoff, a 28-year-old man, was 
under supervision for an offence of robbery. During the 
course of the order, he breached a non-molestation 
order against his partner. The incident was serious so, 
consequently, he was sent to prison. On his subsequent 
release, the responsible officer had identified all the factors 
associated with the risk of serious harm, in effect, ‘seeing 
through’ his presentation of one who was socially skilled 
and entirely reasonable. In reality, his behaviour towards 
partners was violent, controlling and manipulative. This 
was clearly understood by the responsible officer who 
communicated this to the partner agencies involved in 
the case. Such information sharing prompted the police to 
speak to a new partner so that she could be fully protected. 
When she informed the police that she could manage his 
behaviour, his risk was reassessed and planning adapted to 
protect her.
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NPS staff paid appropriate attention to child safeguarding. We saw good assessment 
of the risks to children in all cases, supported by targeted planning to manage and 
reduce the identified risks. As with the CRC cases, there were delays in obtaining 
responses to referrals to children’s social care services, with frequent difficulties in 
being able to speak to social workers.  Where effective communication did occur, this 
was attributed to the nature of individual relationships between the social worker and 
the responsible officer.

We also saw an excellent piece of joint work between a responsible officer and a 
social worker.

Good practice example: Caroline posed a risk to her children 
due to her alcohol use. When she failed to turn up for her 
supervision session, a joint home visit was undertaken. The 
workers checked the bins at Caroline’s home and found 
empty alcohol bottles. The responsible officer was able 
to challenge Caroline about her drinking, while the social 
worker spelled out the potential impact of this on the 
prospect of her children being returned to her. This incident 
and the joint approach taken, resulted in Caroline engaging 
with services. She subsequently reduced her drinking to safer 
limits and her children were allowed to return home.

Staff had a good level of knowledge of safeguarding, with many bringing this 
knowledge and experience with them from their previous work with the former 
Probation Trust. As with other areas of practice, the pre-Transforming Rehabilitation 
legacy had placed the NPS staff in a good position to recognise and respond to risk 
issues.

In the majority of cases, partners worked well to support the management of risk. 
In all cases where there was a role for partners, they had supported the work of the 
NPS, although there were some missed opportunities to capitalise on joint working 
arrangements. This included a case where the responsible officer was working with 
the police public protection officer as the offender was subject to a Sex Offence 
Prevention Order. A requirement of the order was that he had a device fitted to his 
computer so that his activity could be monitored and checked. Despite repeated 
requests from probation, however, the police failed to check the computer. The 
responsible officer arranged for delivery of an internet sex offending treatment 
programme, and monitored his activities in other ways, via home visits and referring 
him to an offenders’ support network. It was, however, disappointing that they were 
unable to supplement this with a check on the computer, which would have enabled 
the offender to demonstrate his compliance and any changes to his behaviour.

Work to address risk of harm was appropriately targeted, with responsible officers 
utilising information from a range of sources to keep up to date with situations and 
the behaviours of service users. We saw effective reviewing of risk of harm, leading 
to changes to plans, or breach and recall when needed.

All reasonable action had been taken by the responsible officer to keep to a minimum 
the service user’s risk of harm to others in 14 of the 16 cases that were inspected. In 
the two cases where insufficient action had been taken, this was due to the NPS not 
being able to access the BBR course at the right time.
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We spoke to a number of people who were being supervised by the NPS. In two 
of these interviews, we explored how well the individuals understood the risk they 
posed to others and were impressed with their responses, as illustrated here.

Good practice example: Two interviewees were very clear 
about why they had been assessed as high risk. Although 
disagreeing with the classification, they both knew why they 
were high risk and, importantly, how their risks were being 
managed. They were able to articulate what work they 
had to do to reduce their harmful behaviours so that their 
risk levels could be reduced. One had come to understand 
how her behaviour had resulted in her children being 
taken into care and had developed insight into the impact 
of her offence. The responsible officer was capitalising 
on the woman’s need to demonstrate that she could be 
a conscientious parent, and was motivating her to make 
difficult but significant changes in her life.
Both spoke about the trust that had been developed with 
their responsible officers. They felt understood, but not 
judged; this was fundamental to their being able to accept 
the harm they had caused. Without this, it would have been 
difficult to see how further work to reduce risk could have 
been undertaken. 

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the NPS 
contributing to work to manage and reduce risk of harm to other people. 

Enablers Barriers

1.

Responsible officers took 
a consistent approach to 
the work of assessing, 
planning and managing 
risk of harm, underpinned 
by a shared organisational 
commitment to protecting 
the public.

1.

Communication and 
response rates from 
children’s social care 
services were inconsistent. 

2.

Staff undertook effective 
joint work with partners 
and used MAPPA to good 
effect.

2.

Critical risk if harm 
information was not always 
available at the court stage 
and was further hampered 
by poor and ineffectual IT in 
the court setting. 
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3.

Managers took an active 
interest in front-line 
practice, supporting 
their staff in their work 
to manage the risk of 
harm and respecting 
their effective use of 
professional judgement 
and discretion.  

3. There were delays in 
accessing key programmes. 

4.

Responsible officers were 
able to engage service 
users in assessment and 
work to understand and 
reduce risk of harm to 
others. 

5.

Risk of harm work was 
targeted and challenged 
harmful behaviour and 
attitudes. 

6.3. The CRC and NPS working together to promote effectiveness

Due to the cooperative relationships at all levels of the CRC and NPS, we saw some 
good examples of effective joint work. Both organisations worked to the principles 
of responding to the risk of harm first, then deciding on which formal processes they 
should follow. Senior managers enabled staff to communicate openly to discuss risks 
as they escalated, encouraging staff to share critical information with partners where 
appropriate. The continuing co-location of most staff helped sustain the trusting 
and respectful relationships which we witnessed at first hand. The joint approach 
to managing risk of harm was pragmatic, unencumbered by new Transforming 
Rehabilitation processes and, as such, seemed eminently sensible.

One case held by the CRC illustrated the level of cooperation between the two 
organisations. In this case, mentioned briefly in paragraph 6.1 above, the offender 
had initially failed to engage, but the CRC responsible officer had worked hard 
to develop a relationship with him. As a result, the offender had started the BBR 
programme. Part way through the order, the offender was arrested for a more 
serious violent offence. Given the nature of the new alleged offence, his risk level 
to partners had increased from medium to high. The case had not been escalated 
through the formal process, however; instead, the increased risk had been discussed 
with managers in the NPS. The risk management plan had been adapted to help 
protect actual and potential victims, and breach action was in progress. It was 
agreed to continue with the existing management arrangements until he was 
charged. In taking this course of action, the risks were actively managed and the 
work in progress was able to continue. Although protecting the public, this approach 
meant that some of the benefits of following the formal processes were lost, since 
strategic managers did not, consequently, have full sight on all risk escalation issues.

At the strategic level, there were very good relationships with key organisations 
including the police, courts, children’s social care services and MAPPA. It was clear 
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that partner organisations held probation services in high regard and trusted the CRC 
and NPS to share risk information with them. Partners described work as:

“business as usual”

with very little evidence that Transforming Rehabilitation had had much negative 
impact. The District Judge we interviewed said that he received an excellent quality 
of service from the court team, describing them as follows:

“They are very efficient, they just get on with it, readily 
grasping what I am after, and turning the work around 
quickly – long may it continue!” 
While the quality of these relationships generally led to effective practice, it 
was evident that some partners had not fully grasped the changes wrought via 
Transforming Rehabilitation. For example, children’s social care services were 
confused about having to respond to requests for information from two distinct 
organisations, when they simply tended to view ‘probation’ as one entity. We have 
found similar confusion during the Ofsted-led Joint Targeted Area Inspections12.

NPS staff made checks with children’s social care services at the pre-sentence stage 
to ascertain if any children associated with the defendant were known to them. 
Communication at this stage was fair, although children’s services were often unable 
to meet the tight timescales to which court staff had to work. This was particularly 
problematic given that the majority of reports were delivered on the day. Children’s 
social care services were usually able to confirm if the child was known and could 
provide the name of the relevant social worker, but that was generally the extent of 
the information they could give on the day of request. It then took considerable time 
for probation staff to make contact with the social worker to identify the exact nature 
of concerns about the child. In the meantime, cases were assigned to individual 
responsible officers (in either organisation), leaving children’s social care services to 
communicate, not only with a new responsible officer but, potentially, with a different 
organisation (with different email addresses which might not obviously represent 
‘probation’). The impact of this was that some cases were allocated without the 
benefit of a full risk assessment, while children unknown to children’s social care 
services were, potentially, not always fully protected.

One of the documents used for sharing risk information was the Case Allocation 
System (CAS), which involved a form being completed by court staff to capture 
critical information relating to risk of harm. Where information was incomplete, NPS 
court staff would use the CAS to notify the CRC of further required actions. The 
quality of completion of the CAS documents varied, some tended to contain very 
little useful information, with many sections frequently incorporating ‘don’t know’ 
responses. This included cases where the current offence was domestic abuse and 
there was likely to be some level of risk of harm to partners and children.

The NPS recognised that work needed to be undertaken and was providing training 
and support to court staff so as to increase the knowledge and breadth of experience 

12 Joint Targeted Area Inspections (JTAI) are Ofsted-led multi-agency inspections of
arrangements for the response to all forms of child abuse, neglect and exploitation at the point of 
identification, and the effectiveness of the LSCB in relation to this work. The inspection framework and 
guidance, reference no 150149, can be found at  www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ofsted

www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ofsted
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of some staff, especially probation services officers. Such training was likely to 
improve the quality of CAS completion. Further work was planned to improve the 
quality of court work including a PSR quality assurance tool. Other training delivered 
had included ORA, the Active Risk Management System; the rate card and the launch 
of the Excellence and Quality in Process (EQuiP) web-based resource.

A key barrier to the effective assessment and sharing of risk information was the 
lack of functioning IT and basic office equipment. We visited the probation team at 
York magistrates’ court and found that the IT was not fit for purpose, which was a 
significant frustration to the staff working there. Staff were supposed to use laptops 
in court but the ones that had been delivered did not work. At the time we inspected, 
staff were unable to receive critical information via email from the Crown Prosecution 
Service, relating to charging, previous convictions and interviews.

The court office did not have a scanner or photocopier. The only means of electronic 
transfer was via the fax machine, but this lacked toner, so could only be used 
for outgoing faxes at the time of the inspection. This hindered the sharing of 
information, especially for those sentenced in York who lived in a different CRC or 
NPS area. In effect, there was no consistent, appropriate method of transferring 
information from court.

Fortunately, this was not replicated in other courts; staff at the Scarborough court, 
for example, had laptops that had enhanced their work. NOMS were in the process 
of rolling out a programme to improve IT facilities across courts and the NPS office 
buildings.

Appendix 4 includes two charts which show key findings from relevant practice 
inspection cases (CRC and NPS combined) in relation to work to protect victims and 
the public from harm.

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the CRC and 
NPS working together to achieve positive public protection outcomes.

Enablers Barriers

1.

Sentencers were satisfied 
with the level of service 
supplied by the court team 
in York. 

1.

Ineffectual IT and office 
equipment at court 
hampered efforts to 
communicate with other 
agencies, leading to poor 
CAS completion and limiting 
staff’s ability to share risk 
information in a timely way. 
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This chapter reports on the effectiveness of the CRC and NPS to 
promote compliance by individuals with their sentence.

7. Abiding by the sentence
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7. Abiding by the sentence

7.1. Effectiveness of the CRC

Organisational/operational issues

Purple Futures demonstrated commitment to working with service users: they 
wanted to understand their lives and their needs so as to aid service design. As such, 
we found an embedded culture of service user participation throughout 
front-line practice. To complement this, a service user council was in the process of 
being established, with the aid of a charitable organisation, User Voice.

In terms of how best to engage service users, one of the biggest challenges for 
both organisations was the vast geographical expanse of North Yorkshire. The 
distance staff and service users had to travel to deliver and access programmes 
and mainstream services was problematic. The CRC was working hard to develop 
solutions to the problems of rurality, including the use of home visiting and the 
trialling of non office-based appointments. Such ‘agile’ working was, however, reliant 
on new IT, which was planned but not yet in place.

In order to provide easier access to services for those living more rurally, the CRC 
had opened two reporting centres, one in Malton and one in Whitby. This was aimed 
at improving compliance for those who lacked transport.

Good practice example: The Whitby centre provided a local 
reporting location which removed the need for a 
two-hour bus ride to the nearest urban centre. The 
availability of this local service had a positive impact 
on compliance and engagement, particularly in relation 
to women who would otherwise struggle to travel such 
distances, due to childcare commitments. The centre was 
busy during our visit. Offenders were relaxed and patient, 
which suggested that this was a positive environment for 
them. We were told of cases where service users had been 
instructed to attend an alternative office, which had resulted 
in a decrease in their compliance.

Having staff present in the local area gave them greater 
knowledge about local partnerships and other local services 
that were available. The high level of staff commitment and 
enthusiasm, which we saw at first hand, contributed to the 
success of the centre. 
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Practice issues

There were very good levels of compliance in the CRC cases we assessed; in 27 of 
the 31 cases, the service user had abided by the sentence. In three-quarters of the 
cases, contact levels were appropriate and we judged that the work done was likely 
to have a positive impact on offending and to reduce harmful behaviours.
Responsible officers identified potential barriers to compliance and engagement, 
taking steps to work with service users to optimise their chances of completing 
orders. As a result, the CRC had made sufficient progress in delivering the sentence 
in three-quarters of inspected cases.
Where there were absences, these were usually responded to appropriately; where 
they were not, responsible officers had been left to make decisions about what 
action to take on their own. Management oversight of these cases would have 
proved useful.
The response to people who did not comply was appropriate and had led to three 
service users being breached. Where this happened, immediate steps were taken to 
re-engage the service user.
When we spoke to service users about their experience of probation, a number of 
key themes emerged; these echoed the results of the most recently published NOMS’ 
offender survey. Service users felt that responsible officers were interested in them 
and wanted them to achieve their goals. Supervision sessions were used to check 
progress and what was going on in their lives. A number of service users spoke 
about the flexibility shown to accommodate work and other commitments.
The NOMS’ offender survey also showed that around 40 of the people who 
responded were unsure if they had a sentence plan. This chimed with our findings; 
we found that they were involved in planning in just under half of the cases. Service 
users were involved in only one-third of reviews, and, in fact, we noted very few 
formal reviews of cases. That said, service users were able to tell us what they 
needed to do to comply with their order and were able to describe what progress 
would look like. It was entirely feasible that planning and reviewing was occurring, 
but on a very informal basis and without out the support of formal plans.
The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the CRC gaining the 
compliance of individuals with their sentence.

Enablers Barriers

1.

Responsible officers had 
an excellent understanding 
of individual needs and of 
barriers to engagement, 
demonstrating a flexible 
approach to required work.

1.

Service user engagement 
could have been enhanced 
by greater involvement in 
the planning and reviewing 
of their circumstances and 
of the work. 

2.

Open and trusting 
relationships between 
service users and 
responsible officers, 
underpinned by 
appropriate contact levels, 
supported high levels of 
compliance.
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7.2. Effectiveness of the NPS

Organisational/operational issues

There was limited information available about reoffending outcomes in relation to 
offenders managed by the NPS. A national survey of service users, administered 
locally, was undertaken in November 2015. In York & North Yorkshire, 139 valid 
questionnaires were received from NPS service users. For this group of respondents, 
the overall satisfaction rate was 75.9%; this was just over the national target 
of 75%. Areas for improvement identified via this survey included the need for 
responsible officers to review the frequency and length of supervision appointments, 
to improve their time-keeping and to develop offenders’ problem-solving skills more 
effectively.

The NPS understood that service users needed to engage in a meaningful way. Staff 
reflected on their interactions with service users and discussed their perceptions with 
colleagues. This enabled them to check if they were approaching their work in the 
best manner and to adapt it when needed.

One individual reflected on the impact that the relationship with their responsible 
officer had made:

“I’ve learned to control myself more; I know what I 
need to do now. So many people have helped and I 
trust them now, it was difficult to trust before. I know 
people want me to get on. Going back to prison last 
time helped me understand I had to change.” 

Practice issues

The individual needs of service users had been taken into account in almost all cases 
at the various stages of the order (assessment, planning, delivery of interventions 
and reviews). Responsible officers used self-reported information and, importantly, 
made good assessments of the individual’s motivation to comply and engage in 
meaningful way, often based on their knowledge of conduct on previous orders.

Good practice example: After serving a six-year prison 
sentence for a violent offence, Stephen decided not to move 
back to his home area on release. He wanted to have a fresh 
start and move nearer to his brother in North Yorkshire. 
Before his release, the responsible officer worked with 
Stephen and his brother to assess if his plans were realistic 
and safe and made sure that he was fully prepared for the 
reality of his release. Together, they carefully considered all 
the diversity factors including whether Stephen might face 
racial discrimination, being black in a predominantly white 
area. Preparations for his discharge included release on 
temporary licence so that Stephen could experience the new 
area.
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When we interviewed Stephen, he was making good 
progress. He had not reoffended and had fully complied with 
his licence. He attributed his success to a number of things, 
including a new-found ability to appreciate whether people 
were genuine and to look forward to good things in his life. 
He had also realised that many of his peers in prison: “had 
nothing and were going nowhere”. Stephen described his 
responsible officer as a: “nice, genuine guy who was positive 
and believed in me. I felt that I could be myself with him and 
felt I could talk to him; he gave me clarity and support with 
finding accommodation.” 

The table below identifies the key enablers to the NPS gaining the compliance of 
individuals with their sentence. There were no identified barriers to this work.

Enablers

1.
Staff developed open and trusting relationships with service users, 
setting clear boundaries and expectations, and paid attention to the 
full range of diversity issues.  

2.
Identified barriers to compliance were anticipated, with plans put in 
place to overcome these and arrangements reviewed on an ongoing 
basis so as to give service users the best chance to succeed. 

3. Responsible officers managed risk of harm, while allowing service 
users to test out newly acquired problem-solving skills.

4. Where required, breach and enforcement action was taken quickly 
and effectively. 

7.3. The CRC and NPS working together to promote effectiveness
At the time of the inspection, the court team had only just moved back into the 
magistrates’ court in York, having been displaced to Leeds when the York court was 
extensively damaged in the floods of December 2105. The team had managed this 
difficult time well, providing continuity of service to the courts and to offenders.

The arrangements for servicing the six courts across the area varied, influenced by 
staff availability in rural areas. Some courts, such as Skipton, were covered by 
office-based responsible officers, whereas the York team, by contrast, had a 
dedicated staff team, supplemented by responsible officers when needed. There 
were plans to move towards establishing an area-wide court team to promote 
consistency of practice.
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The management of staff who worked in courts was fragmented, with responsibility 
for different court practitioners sitting with different managers. Formal court user 
groups did not run and communication tended to be informal between court 
practitioners and court officials. Probation staff were frustrated with the lack of 
access to magistrates to influence their awareness of the interventions on offer; they 
had no direct input into their training (which, in turn, had become more limited, due 
to pressure on the magistrates’ training budget).

While there had been some training delivered for court clerks around RAR, this had 
not been provided for magistrates. Despite some input from the CRC, information 
regarding possible interventions tended to be in written form and was not known to 
all relevant staff. The legal advisors we spoke to, although generally happy with their 
contact with probation services, were unclear about what would be delivered during 
community orders or how the work package for offenders was devised.

Appendix 4 includes one chart which shows key findings from relevant practice 
inspection cases (CRC and NPS combined) in relation to work designed to support 
the individual to abide by their sentence.

The table below identifies the key enablers and barriers to the work of the CRC and 
NPS working together to gain compliance of individuals with their sentence.

Enablers Barriers

1.

Relationships between 
CRC and NPS managers 
were strong, enabling 
them to discuss issues in 
a productive and solution-
focused manner.

1.

Since Transforming 
Rehabilitation, sentencers 
had not gained a clear 
understanding about the 
nature and use of RARs.  
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Appendix 1: Inspection framework

This inspection framework is used in our core inspection of adult probation services 
in England & Wales. Within this inspection programme, we examine probation work 
in discrete geographical areas, regardless of who is delivering the work. We focus on:

• assessing how the quality of practice contributes to achieving positive outcomes 
for individuals and

• evaluating what positive impact is being achieved, since current impact provides 
evidence of progress towards long-term desistance for individuals.

The working model for this inspection is: quality (of work) + impact (positive 
change achieved) = effectiveness.

In particular, we are looking to report on whether:

• reoffending is reduced

• the public is protected from harm

• individuals abide by the sentence.

The framework provides a structure for inspectors to assess effectiveness against 
these outcome measures. Quality is assessed against four practice themes (service 
user engagement, assessment and planning, delivering interventions and reviewing 
progress). We also look at leadership, management and partnership working, and 
evaluate the positive impact achieved in relation to each element.

We aim to put the experience of the servicer user at the centre of our inspection 
and take into account the local context in which the work has been undertaken. 
We recognise that organisations that are attentive to the diverse needs of their 
staff and service users are more likely to sustain achievements and to increase 
their business resilience. We believe that inspecting services against this framework 
will help us - and the services we inspect - to understand differential outcomes for 
different groups, which in turn will support the overall inspection aim of assisting 
improvement. To explore this complex range of issues we take evidence from a range 
of practice, performance and data sources. Underpinning this is the evidence we 
glean from detailed analysis of individual cases and more in-depth lines of enquiry.

For more information on the Quality & Impact inspection approach, please see the 
‘adult text model’ available on our website.
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Appendix 2: Background data

This inspection covers 

• the York & North Yorkshire areas of the NPS North East division 

• the local authority areas of the City of York and North Yorkshire County Council 

• the CRC local delivery unit of North Yorkshire.

Population Demographics

The population of York & North Yorkshire was estimated at 805,975 in 2014. 

As set out in Figure 4.1, North Yorkshire is the most populous local authority area.

Table 4.1: Population estimates by local authority, mid-2014

Source: Office for National Statistics, June 2015
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The areas’ population make-up is largely white.

Figure 4.2: Ethnicity by local authority, 2011 census

Source: Office for National Statistics, Dec 2012

Levels of deprivation and crime

As shown by Figure 4.3, the unemployment rate in York & North Yorkshire is 
considerably lower than the English average.

Table 4.3: Unemployment by local authority, July 2014 to June 2015

Source: Office for National Statistics, Aug 2015
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Figure 4.4 sets out indices of deprivation. The first two measures are based on the 
seven domains of (i) income, (ii) employment, (iii) education, skills and training, (iv) 
health and disability, (v) crime, (vi) barriers to housing and services, and (vii) living 
environment. The second two measures focus on the crime domain, based upon 
crime rates relating to violence, burglary, theft and criminal damage. The ‘average 
rank’ summarises the average level of deprivation across each local authority as a 
whole, based on the ranks of the lower level areas in each authority (with population 
weighting). In the ‘average scores’, highly polarised areas tend to score higher, with 
less averaging out than in the average ranks. Across all measures, the local authority 
with a rank of 1 is the most deprived, and the area ranked 152 is the least deprived. 

The two areas have similar levels of deprivation; however, crime is worse in the more 
urban area of York. 

Figure 4.4: Multiple deprivation measures by local authority, 2015

Source: Department of Communities and Local Government, Sept 2015
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Levels of Reoffending

Reoffending rates for the two local authorities are set out in Figure 4.5, based upon 
adult offenders who were released from custody, received a non-custodial conviction 
at court or received a caution in the period April 2013 to March 2014 (i.e. not just 
those who were released from custody). York’s reoffending rate is slightly over the 
national average while North Yorkshire’s is lower. 

Figure 4.5: Reoffending rate by local authority, April 2013 to March 2014 

Source: Ministry of Justice, Jan 2016 

The offending histories differed markedly within these 2013/2014 cohorts, with the 
average number of previous offences being higher than the national average in York 
and lower in North Yorkshire (see Figure 4.6).
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Figure 4.6: Offending histories by local authority, April 2013 to March 2014

Source: Ministry of Justice, Jan 2016
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Appendix 3: Methodology

HMI Probation’s Quality & Impact programme commenced in April 2016, and has 
been designed to examine probation work in discrete geographical areas, equivalent 
to a police/Police and Crime Commissioner area, regardless of who delivers the work. 
We are interested in the work of both the CRC and the NPS, together with that of 
any partners working with these organisations.

An inspection team visited the area for two full weeks. In the first week, we 
inspected a pre-determined number of cases (community orders, suspended 
sentence orders, and licences) of individuals sentenced or released from prison about 
six months previously. These cases may not have been fully representative of all the 
eligible cases, but we tried to make sure that the proportions matched in terms of 
(i) gender, (ii) ethnicity, (iii) sentence type and (iv) office location – with minimum 
numbers set for (i) and (ii). Cases were also selected from the full range of risk of 
serious harm and likelihood of reoffending levels, and from as many responsible 
officers as possible. In York & North Yorkshire, the sample consisted of 47 cases, 31 
of which were CRC cases and 16 of which were NPS cases.

The team then returned three weeks later to follow up issues that had emerged in 
the first week, and spoke with key staff, managers and partners. We attempted to 
speak with those service users who provided their consent to being contacted. In 
this inspection, we spoke with 16 service users (11 from the CRC and 5 from the 
NPS) whose cases we inspected. Some of their direct comments are included in the 
report and their views assisted the inspection team to form their overall judgements. 
Importantly, the perspective of service users helped us to track progress made to 
date, and to understand the barriers and enablers to them living offending-free lives.

The inspection focused on assessing how the quality of practice contributed to 
achieving positive outcomes for service users, and evaluating what encouraging 
impact had been achieved. Inspectors were mindful that current impact could 
provide evidence of progress towards long-term desistance. In particular, we were 
seeking to report on whether reoffending was reduced, the public were protected 
from harm and individuals had abided by their sentence.
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Appendix 4: Data analysis from inspected cases

These charts illustrate key findings from relevant practice inspection cases. There is 
one chart for the reducing reoffending domain, two for the public protection domain, 
and one for the abiding by the sentence domain. These are combined figures 
for the area as a whole, not separated into CRC and NPS cases, due to 
the small numbers involved. These charts show absolute numbers rather than 
percentages. This is because the size of the bar chart segments provides an idea of 
proportion, while the number gives an idea of how large the sample was.

Chart 1: Reducing Reoffending 
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Chart 2: Public Protection 
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Chart 3: Public Protection 
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Chart 4: Abiding by the Sentence 
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Appendix 5: Glossary

Active Risk Management 
System

Provides a framework for working with all male sexual 
offenders who are subject to statutory supervision. It 
aids the assessment of dynamic risk and protective 
factors (see Probation Instruction PI 15/2015) 

Allocation The process by which a decision is made about 
whether an offender will be supervised by the CRC or 
the NPS 

Assignment The process by which an offender is linked to a single 
responsible officer, who will arrange and coordinate 
all the interventions to be delivered during their 
sentence

Building Better 
Relationships (BBR)

A nationally accredited groupwork programme 
designed to reduce reoffending by adult male 
perpetrators of intimate partner violence

CAS Case Allocation System; a document that needs to be 
completed to inform accurate allocation of a case to 
the CRC or NPS

Contract Package Area The geographical area within which each of the 
21 CRCs manages low and medium risk of harm 
offenders subject to a community order, suspended 
sentence order or licence

CRC Community Rehabilitation Company: 21 such 
companies were set up in June 2014, to manage 
most offenders who present a low or medium risk of 
serious harm

Excellence and Quality in 
Process (EQuiP)

EQuiP is an NPS web-based national resource 
providing consistent information about the processes 
to be followed in all aspects of the NPS work. The 
process mapping is underpinned by quality assurance 
measures

Interchange Model An individualised approach to rehabilitation that 
meets the needs and recognises the diversity of all 
service users; the model takes a modular approach to 
working to support desistance from offending

Integrated Offender 
Management

Brings a cross-agency response to the crime and 
reoffending threats faced by local communities. 
The most persistent and problematic offenders are 
identified and managed jointly by partner agencies 
working together

i-SOTP Internet sex offender treatment programme, for men 
who have committed an internet sex offence
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Joint Targeted Area 
Inspections (JTAI)

Ofsted-led multi-agency inspections of arrangements 
for the response to all forms of child abuse, neglect 
and exploitation at the point of identification, and 
the effectiveness of the Local Safeguarding Children 
Safeguarding Board (LSCB) in relation to this work

Local Safeguarding 
Children Board (LSCB)

Local Safeguarding Children Board: set up in each 
local authority (as a result of the Children Act 2004) 
to coordinate and make sure of the effectiveness of 
the multi-agency work to safeguard and promote the 
welfare of children in that locality

LDU Local Delivery Unit

MAPPA Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements: where 
probation, police, prison and other agencies work 
together locally to manage offenders who pose a 
higher risk of harm to others. Level 1 is ordinary 
agency management where the risks posed by the 
offender can be managed by the agency responsible 
for the supervision or case management of the 
offender. This compares with Levels 2 and 3, which 
require active multi-agency management

Multi-agency risk 
assessment conference 
(MARAC)

Part of a coordinated community response to 
domestic abuse, incorporating representatives from 
statutory, community and voluntary agencies working 
with victims/survivors, children and the alleged 
perpetrator

nDelius National Delius: the approved case management 
system used by the CRCs and NPS in England & 
Wales

NOMS National Offender Management Service: the single 
agency responsible for both prisons and probation 
services

NPS National Probation Service: a single national service 
which came into being in June 2014. Its role is to 
deliver services to courts and to manage specific 
groups of offenders, including those presenting a high 
or very high risk of serious harm and those subject to 
MAPPA

OASys Offender assessment system currently used in 
England & Wales by the CRCs and NPS to measure 
the risks and needs of offenders under supervision

Offender Rehabilitation 
Act 2014 

Implemented in February 2015, and applying to 
offences committed on or after that date, the 
Offender Rehabilitation Act 2014 (ORA) is the Act 
of Parliament that accompanies the Transforming 
Rehabilitation programme
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Partners Partners include statutory and non-statutory 
organisations, working with the participant/offender 
through a partnership agreement with the CRC or 
NPS

Post-traumatic stress 
disorder (PTSD)

Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is an anxiety 
disorder caused by very stressful, frightening or 
distressing events. Someone with PTSD often 
relives the traumatic event through nightmares and 
flashbacks, and may have experience feelings of 
isolation, irritability and guilt 

Providers Providers deliver a service or input commissioned by 
and provided under contract to the CRC or NPS. This 
includes the staff and services provided under the 
contract, even when they are integrated or located 
within the CRC or NPS 

PSR Pre-sentence report. This refers to any report 
prepared for a court, whether delivered orally or in a 
written format

Probation officer (PO) This is the term for a 'qualified' responsible officer 
who has undertaken a higher-education based course 
for two years. The name of the qualification and 
content of the training varies depending on when it 
was undertaken. They manage more complex cases

Probation Services Officer 
(PSO)

This is the term for a responsible officer who was 
originally recruited with no qualification. They may 
access locally determined training to ‘qualify’ as a 
probation services officer or to build on this to qualify 
as a probation officer. They may manage all but 
the most complex cases depending on their level of 
training and experience. Some PSOs work within the 
court setting, where their duties include the writing of 
pre-sentence reports

Rehabilitation activity 
requirement (RAR)

From February 2015, when the Offender 
Rehabilitation Act 2014 was implemented, courts 
were able to specify a number of RAR days within 
an order; it is for probation services to decide on 
the precise work to be done during the RAR days 
awarded

Responsible officer This is the term used  for the officer (previously 
entitled ‘offender manager’) who holds lead 
responsibility for managing a specific case
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SOPO Sex Offence Prevention Order: introduced by the 
Sexual Offences Act 2003 and replaced sexual 
offender orders and restraining orders. It is a civil 
measure available to the court when it convicts a 
person of an offence listed in schedule 3 or schedule 
5 to the Sexual Offences Act 2003, or on the 
application of the police in respect of a person who 
has previously been dealt with for such an offence. 
The order places restrictions on the subject and 
triggers the notification requirements

SOTP Sex Offender Treatment Programme: is suitable for 
any offender with a current or previous conviction for 
a sexual offence, or another offence which has an 
identifiable sexual element

Stop Binge Drinking 
Programme (SBDP)

Stop Binge Drinking Programme is a locally developed 
programme used in York & North Yorkshire, designed 
to help people with convictions where binge drinking 
has been a factor in offending

Thinking Skills Programme 
(TSP)

An accredited group programme designed to develop 
an offender’s thinking skills to help them stay out of 
trouble

Through the Gate Through the Gate services are designed to help those 
sentenced to more than one day in prison to settle 
back into the community upon release and receive 
rehabilitation support so they can turn their lives 
around

Transforming 
Rehabilitation

The government’s programme for how offenders are 
managed in England & Wales from June 2014

Victim liaison officer Responsible for delivering services to victims in 
accordance with the NPS’s statutory responsibilities



Quality & Impact inspection: York & North Yorkshire62

Appendix 6: Acknowledgements    
  
We would like to thank all those who took part in this inspection; without their 
cooperation, the inspection would not have been possible.

We would like, in particular, to thank the senior managers and their personal/
executive assistants for facilitating the inspection and making the necessary 
arrangements for the fieldwork weeks.

Lead Inspector Yvonne McGuckian, Inspector

Deputy Lead Inspector Mark Boother, Inspector

Inspection Team Jane Attwood, Inspector

Simrita Badachha, Inspector

Joe Coleshill, Assistant Inspector

Ruth Johnson, Inspector

Sally Lester, Assistant Chief Inspector 
(observer)

Nicola McCloskey, Assistant Inspector

Mark Scott, Assistant Inspector

Support Services Kevin Ball, Senior Research Officer

Pippa Bennett, Support Services Manager

Oliver Kenton, Research Officer

Lynne Osborn, Support Services Officer

Alex Pentecost, Head of Operations

Report Editor Helen Rinaldi, Assistant Chief Inspector



Quality & Impact inspection: York & North Yorkshire 63

Appendix 7: Role of the Inspectorate and 
code of practice

Information on the Role of HMI Probation and Code of Practice can be found on our 
website:

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-hmi-probation/

The Inspectorate is a public body. Anyone wishing to comment on an inspection, a 
report or any other matter falling within its remit should write to:

HM Chief Inspector of Probation

1st Floor, Manchester Civil Justice Centre

1 Bridge Street West

Manchester, M3 3FX

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-hmi-probation/
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