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Questions with a dark grey background are directly linked to the published probation standards, key questions, and prompts. All of these 
questions need to be taken into account when making decisions about summary judgement questions. 
 
Questions with a light grey background are intended to gather additional background information for the report, and while linked to the 
standards, do not directly derive from them. They should therefore be given less weight when considering your answers to the summary 
judgement questions 

Question 
number 

Question Text CARaG content 

  CASE DETAILS   

I 6.1 
Name of LDU cluster or 
equivalent 

  

I 6.2 Name of LDU or team   

  SENTENCE DETAILS   

I 15.1 
Under what legislation was the 
sentence imposed? 

The court order or licence will state the legislation. 

I 15.2 
Length of sentence (CO/SSO or 
licence + PSS) in months: 

  

I 15.4 Licence conditions: 
This list is not exhaustive. It is asked to give a broad outline of the conditions under which the service user is 
supervised. 

I 17.1 
Is the case currently allocated to 
the correct agency? 

In CRC inspections, if we find case that we believe has been wrongly allocated to the CRC, we will recommend 
that the CRC contact the NPS and request that the case is transferred to the NPS. 
In NPS inspections, if we find a case that we believe has been wrongly allocated to the NPS, we will expect the 
NPS to retain that case. 



I 18 Number of previous sanctions 
We use the total number of previous sanctions, as recorded on the front sheet of the previous convictions 
printout, as a proxy measure for the extent to which this service user has previous convictions. We no longer 
exclude convictions for breach of orders alone. While this approach is different to other measures of previous 
sanctions, it is the most accurate and straightforward for inspectors to record. 

I 19 
Offence: 
please select the original, 
principal offence only   

  STAFF DETAILS   

I 20.1 
Grade of current or last 
responsible officer: 

  

A ASSESSMENT   

  
BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION 

  

A 0.1 
What information was available 
to the responsible officer at the 
point of allocation? 

For community sentences only, we ask about the information that was available to the responsible officer at 
the point of allocation. We don’t ask this in post-release cases, as the information is likely to be historical. This 
is a background question, to understand the context within which the responsible officer started their work in 
the case. In all cases, we expect the NPS to have uploaded onto nDelius by the point of allocation: a written 
copy of any reports provided to the court; up-to-date previous convictions; OGRS scores, and prosecution 
papers. In cases allocated to CRCs, we also expect the NPS to have completed and uploaded the RSR score; a 
completed RoSH screening, and completed RoSH full analysis if the screening identifies this is necessary (the 
RoSH documents may be either on nDelius or OASys). We record the available information to understand what 
was available to the responsible officer, not to judge the work of the NPS in courts or before allocation. 

  
Please record the OGRS score 
(not band) 

  

  
Please record the RSR score (not 
band) 

  



A 0.2 
Is there evidence that enquiries 
were made to children's services 
before the case was allocated? 

We expect the NPS to initiate child safeguarding checks with children’s social care in all cases where the 
service user has children, is in contact with children or presents a potential risk of harm to children. Checks 
should be made at the point a PSR is ordered by the court. Those checks, and responses from the police, 
should be clearly recorded on nDelius. 
We expect the NPS to be working with local authorities to facilitate a clear, detailed and speedy response to all 
enquiries. 

A 0.3 

Is there evidence that enquiries 
were made to the police 
domestic abuse unit before the 
case was allocated? 

We expect the NPS to initiate domestic abuse checks with the police in all cases at the point a PSR is ordered 
by the court. Those checks, and responses from the police, should be clearly recorded on nDelius. 
We expect the NPS to be working with police forces to facilitate a clear, detailed and speedy response to all 
enquiries. 

  ASSESSMENT   

  

Assessment is well-informed, 
analytical and personalised, 
actively involving the service 

user. 

Assessment refers to the process of assessment, not just to the preparation of a single assessment document. 
This section refers to the overall assessment at the start of the order or licence being inspected. If the service 
user has been subject to other orders/post-release supervision at the point this period of supervision 
commenced, the previous assessments can be taken into account, but we would expect them to be updated 
for the current order/licence. Inspectors will look not just at written assessments, but all other case records to 
look for evidence of the assessment process. 
In some cases the service user will have received additional community sentences/post-release supervision 
starting after the date of the sentence which is subject to inspection. We would expect to see a re-assessment 
in those circumstances, but that will be inspected under the 'Reviewing' standard. 

A1 
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 

  



A 1.1 

Does assessment analyse the 
service user’s motivation and 
readiness to engage and comply 
with the sentence?  

Inspectors are looking for more than a simple statement about service user’s motivation and readiness to 
engage and comply with the sentence. We expect to find a clear statement about the service users readiness, 
noting their past behaviour engagement on supervision, their own view of motivation to comply, and any 
supporting indicators. Evidence for this question may be found on formal assessment documents or in the 
case record. This question only refers to motivation and readiness to engage and comply with the sentence. 
Motivation to change is recorded in a later question. If a written self-assessment has been completed (such as 
OASys SAQ) this may contain useful information. There should be active consideration of barriers to 
compliance including assessment of previous breaches or enforcement. 

A 1.2 
Does assessment analyse the 
service user's diversity and 
personal circumstances? 

As a minimum, inspectors expect to see a fully completed, up-to-date diversity form, to set out any protected 
characteristics and any other relevant factors. A simple list of diversity factors and personal circumstances 
would not suffice. The nine protected characteristics are gender, age, race, religion and belief, disability, 
pregnancy and maternity, sexual identity, gender reassignment, and marriage or civil partnership. Other 
relevant issues may include rurality, employment patterns or caring responsibilities, educational difficulties, 
having grown up in local authority care, level of maturity etc. Any of these factors can make it difficult for 
service users to access services and interventions, or may mean that ‘one size fits all’ services are not 
appropriate. Analysis would include a description of any of these factors that are relevant to the life of the 
service user, and a description of how these impacted on the life of the service user. The potential impact of 
any factor and the degree to which it would need to be taken into account will vary according to the individual 
case. A number of factors can impact on the extent to which service users are able to engage with services; 
experience of having been in care, mental health problems and substance misuse can all contribute to this. 
Many users of adult probation services have had these experiences. Experience of such exclusion can make an 
impact on their ability to develop appropriate supportive networks, to form trusting relationships with 
professionals and their self-perception. People with recent care experience may not have access to a range of 
support networks, an important factor in desistance. 



A 1.3 

Does assessment consider the 
impact these have on their ability 
to comply and engage with 
service delivery? 

Having analysed relevant diversity factors and personal circumstances, we expect to see an account of the 
impact these have specifically on the requirements of the sentence and the ability of the service user to 
engage and comply. Evidence of effective practice might include assessments from partner agencies, 
depending on the needs of the case. The assessment should specify the potential impact for the individual of 
any relevant factors. 

A 1.4 

Is the service user meaningfully 
involved in their assessment and 
are their views taken into 
account? 

Inspectors will look for a record of the service user’s views, and some explanation of how these have been 
taken into account. Possible indicators for this are any written self-assessment, or sections of assessment 
tools, looking at the attitude of the service user. A detailed note on the case record of an interview with the 
service user, where these issues have been discussed and recorded, could be sufficient. We cannot know if the 
service user’s views are taken into account in those cases where views are not recorded. Inspectors will also 
discuss this with responsible officers during interviews. The responsible officer will need to balance the views 
of the service user and the management of the case. Meaningful involvement could involve the use of 
interpreters, ongoing discussions or a single conversation-depending on the circumstances of the case. 

A 1.5 

Is there sufficient assessment (of 
engaging the service user) within 
an appropriate period following 
the start of sentence or release 
on licence? 

We deliberately do not define what would be an appropriate period within which assessment of engaging the 
service user should be completed. The deciding factor is whether any delay in assessment has had an impact 
on the subsequent progress of the order/licence. We would expect to see an early assessment, so that the 
responsible officer understands the best way to engage a service user. The pace of assessment should consider 
individual needs but in most situations assessment should begin within the first few appointments. This 
assessment could form part of relationship building and boundary setting. 

A 1.6 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the assessment of engaging the 
service user? 

We expect to see a clear written record of all the issues that are relevant to engagement with the service user, 
in the recognised case assessment format. For the NPS, and some CRCs, this will be on OASys. As some CRCs 
introduce new assessment tools, this will be the format we look for. While for other questions about 
assessment we are looking a range of places for evidence, this question is about a single assessment 
document. We think this is important, as it forms a reference for any other staff needing to understand the 
case. 

A1S Summary judgement:   



  
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient assessment of the most important factors. 

A2 
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on the factors linked 
to offending and desistance? 

  

A 2.1 
Does assessment identify 
offending-related factors? 

The assessment must identify the key factors that contributed to the index offence and other offending. 
Ideally, the evidence for this will be within an assessment document, but inspectors will also look at self-
assessments, notes of interviews, and other available documents. For more complex cases, other more 
specialist assessments may be needed. 

A 2.2 
Does assessment analyse 
offending-related factors? 

Assessment should identify offending related factors, and analyse how these factors have worked in the 
individual case to contribute towards the likelihood of further offending. There should be an understanding of 
the context of why the service user committed the offence, not just how, and it must also include an 
assessment of their attitude and/or motivation for the offence. This can be based on the interview with the 
service user, which identifies the reasons for the offence, and it can also be from information from the self-
assessment tool. Information from the CPS documentation should be used by responsible officers, and any 
discrepancies in the information about the offence should be highlighted and explored with the service user. 



A 2.3 
In your opinion, which factors 
are most important linked to 
offending? 

Inspectors look at available information, and identify what in their opinion are the most important factors, 
linked to offending. The factors we look at are attitudes to offending, family and relationships, thinking and 
behaviour, lifestyle (including friends and associates), drug misuse, alcohol misuse, education training and 
employment, and accommodation. These factors are selected because research shows they have the strongest 
link to likelihood of reoffending although it is not an exhaustive list. We expect the responsible officer to 
identify the main offending related factors and needs. These are dynamic attributes which when challenged, 
are associated with changes in the likelihood of reoffending. 

A 2.4 
Does assessment identify the 
service user's strengths and 
protective factors? 

We expect assessment to identify the strengths a service user has, and also any protective factors. Strengths 
are those factors that support sustained desistance. They encompass external and/or social aspects of the 
person’s life; and also internal and psychological factors. All strengths support desistance. Protective factors 
are those strengths that mitigate against criminogenic factors, not all strengths are protective factors. 
Examples of protective factors include stable accommodation, secure employment, engagement with 
substance misuse treatment, pro-social activities and pastimes, stable supportive relationships. In some cases, 
inspectors might find that there are no strengths or protective factors. 

A 2.5 
In your opinion, which factors 
are the most important strengths 
and protective factors? 

  

A 2.6 
Was the OGRS score calculated 
by the responsible officer at the 
start of the order or licence? 

The offender group reconviction scale (OGRS) is a predictor of reoffending based only on static risks – age, 
gender and criminal history. It estimates the probability that offenders with a given history of offending will be 
re-sanctioned (reconvicted or given a caution, reprimand or final warning) for any recordable offence within 
one or two years of sentence, or release to custody. It does not define the probability that a particular 
offender will be re-sanctioned. An OGRS score should be calculated the court report stage, and then at the 
start of an order, release from custody or at review. The OGRS score should be considered by the responsible 
officer. 

  
Please record the 2-year OGRS 
score (not band) 

  

A 2.7 
Is this service user subject to 
Integrated Offender 
Management? 

Integrated Offender Management Schemes are multiagency arrangements putting in place intensive 
supervision for locally-selected priority offenders. 



A 2.8 
Does assessment draw 
sufficiently on available sources 
of information? 

We expect assessment to be based on all available sources of information. This could include current and 
previous records of supervision; assessments by other agencies, including youth offending services, health 
providers, specialist assessments and information about the custodial part of sentences. We expect that as 
much relevant information as possible has been sought to inform assessment. However, assessment should 
not be delayed unnecessarily if some information is not available. To be sufficient, the responsible officer 
should have taken account of the key relevant sources of information. It would not be sufficient to just list the 
issues, analysis is required. The level of information available will be variable depending on the nature of the 
case. Our answer must be based on the sources of information it would have been reasonable for the 
responsible officer to access at the time of the assessment. Responsible officers should actively seek all 
relevant information, if needed escalation processes should be used to obtain key sources of information that 
are held by other agencies. 

A 2.9 

Is there sufficient assessment of 
offending and desistance factors 
within an appropriate period 
following the start of sentence or 
release on licence? 

We deliberately do not define an appropriate period within which assessment should be completed. The 
deciding factor is whether any delay in the assessment process has had an impact on the subsequent progress 
of the order/licence. Inspectors will make judgements based on their assessment of the timeliness of 
assessment at the start of the order/licence, and whether the assessment met the needs of the case. If 
completion of the assessment process is delayed, to allow for a working relationship to be developed with the 
service user, there should be a clear rationale for this and plans to in place to mitigate gaps in information. 

A 2.10 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the assessment of offending and 
desistance factors? 

We expect to see a clear record of all the issues that are relevant to offending and desistance, in the 
recognised case assessment format. We may be satisfied that other elements of assessment and engagement 
are sufficiently met in other parts of the case record but for this question we are looking for a single written 
record. For the NPS and some CRCs this will be a completed OASys assessment; in other CRCs it will be locally 
available tools. 

A2S Summary judgement:   



  
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on the factors linked 
to offending and desistance? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient assessment of the most important factors. 

A3 
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 

  

A 3.1 
Does assessment clearly identify 
any risk of harm to others? 

In any assessment of the risk of harm towards others, we expect all factors related to the risk of harm (not just 
factors related to risk of serious harm), to be set out. Harm includes physical harm, sexual harm and 
psychological harm. The risk of harm assessment should consider the circumstances of the case, and in what 
context harm is likely to occur. Information from any previous probation assessments of supervision, including 
OGRS and RSR scores, need to be considered. Where appropriate, additional assessment tools should be used, 
such as SARA and RM2K. Information from the service user, their family members if available, should be taken 
into account. HMI Probation uses the OASys definitions of serious harm and the levels of serious harm. 
“Serious harm is defined as an event which is life-threatening and/or traumatic, and from which recovery, 
whether physical or psychological, can be expected to be difficult or impossible.” Inspectors expects to see 
assessment of all risk of harm posed by the service user, not just serious harm.  



A 3.2 
Does assessment clearly analyse 
any risk of harm to others? 

Following assessment of the factors related to the risk of harm , these must be analysed. Analysis should 
identify the extent to which these factors are likely to influence future behaviour, and the possible 
consequences.  It may be necessary for the responsible officer to undertake a full analysis of factors in order to 
justify an assessment that the risk of serious harm is low. Low risk of serious harm, does not equate to no risk 
of serious harm. Assessment should be informed by a range of sources including any previous assessments, 
the attitude of the service user, past and present behaviour, previous convictions, information from other 
agencies including children’s services and police domestic abuse unit, and information from any other agencies 
involved in the case. 

A 3.3 
Does assessment specify who is 
at risk? 

Assessment should identify, where possible any actual or potential victims, using the following categories; 
general public, known adults, children, staff and prisoners (if the case has a custodial element). When 
assessing who might be potential future victims, we expect responsible officers to look for patterns of 
behaviours that are repeated and therefore likely to reoccur. 

A 3.4 
Does assessment specify the 
nature and level of the risk? 

Assessment should be very specific about exactly what harm might be caused and the circumstances when 
future harm is most likely to occur. The best predictor of future behaviour is past behaviour.  
The level of serious harm is defined by the likelihood of a serious harmful event happening.  
Definitions of levels of risk of serious harm are:  
Very High There is an imminent risk of serious harm. The potential event is more likely than not to happen 
imminently, and the impact would be serious.  
High There are identifiable indicators of risk of serious harm. The potential event could happen at any time 
and the impact would be serious.  
Medium There are identifiable indicators of risk of serious harm. The offender has the potential to cause 
serious harm but is unlikely to do so unless there is a change in circumstances. 
Low Current evidence does not indicate a likelihood of causing serious harm.  
We ask inspectors to record the level of risk of serious harm as defined by the responsible officer. This level 
must be explained and justified by a full written assessment, it is not enough simply to write in a report or case 
record that the level of risk of serious harm is medium, for example. The judgement must be based on all 
known behaviour, not just the current index offence. The absence of opportunity does not reduce the 
assessed level of risk of serious harm. For example, a known perpetrator of domestic abuse should not be 
assessed as low risk of serious harm just because he/she is not in a relationship. 



A 3.5 

Are there current concerns 
about the service user being a 
perpetrator (or potential 
perpetrator) of domestic abuse? 

We expect the NPS to initiate domestic abuse checks with the police in all cases at the point a PSR is ordered 
by the court. Those checks, and responses from the police, should be clearly recorded on nDelius. 
If the checks have not been made, or a reply has not been received by the time the case is allocated, we 
expect the responsible officer (CRC or NPS) to follow this up. 
We expect the NPS to be working with police forces to facilitate a clear, detailed and speedy response to all 
enquiries. 
All types of abuse within a home and/or familial setting should be considered, not just abuse within an 
intimate relationship. The cross-government definition of domestic violence and abuse (Home Office 2016) is: 
'any incident or pattern of incidents of controlling, coercive, threatening behaviour, violence or abuse between 
those aged 16 or over who are, or have been, intimate partners or family members regardless of gender or 
sexual identity. The abuse can include, but is not limited to: psychological, physical, sexual, financial, 
emotional.’ 
Assessment of risk of harm should consider all known previous and current domestic violence and abuse 
concerns, and should then form a view about whether there are any current concerns about domestic violence 
and abuse. Where current concerns are identified, inspectors will consider whether planning, implementation 
& delivery, and reviewing have taken these sufficiently into account. 



A 3.6 
Are there any current child 
safeguarding or child protection 
concerns in relation to this case? 

We expect the NPS to initiate child safeguarding checks with children’s social care in all cases where the 
service user has children, is in contact with children or presents a potential risk of harm to children. Checks 
should be made at the point a PSR is ordered by the court. Those checks, and responses from the police, 
should be clearly recorded on nDelius. 
If the checks have not been made, or a reply has not been received, by the time the case is allocated, we 
expect the responsible officer (CRC or NPS) to follow this up. 
We expect the NPS and CRCs to be working with local authorities to facilitate a clear, detailed and speedy 
response to all enquiries. 
Any assessment of the risk of harm presented by service user must consider whether there are any child 
safeguarding or child protection concerns in relation to the case. This could include concerns for children of 
the service user, or other children where the service user either lives with them or has significant contact with 
them (siblings, children of partners, children encountered through work or social activities). The concerns may 
be about the behaviour of the service user, or the behaviour of other people. 
Assessment should consider all known previous and current child safeguarding or child protection concerns, 
and should then form a view about whether there are any current concerns about child safeguarding or child 
protection. Where current concerns are identified, inspectors will consider whether planning, implementation 
& delivery, and reviewing have taken these sufficiently into account. 

A 3.7 
Was the service user a source of 
these safeguarding or protection 
concerns? 

It would not always be the service user who was the source of concerns about child safeguarding or child 
protection. In some cases, it could be the service user's partner or parent. We would expect the responsible 
officer to be aware of these cases, so as to be able to work jointly with other agencies involved, including 
children's services. 

A 3.8 

What is the risk of serious harm 
classification of the service user, 
according to the responsible 
officer? 

Inspectors will identify the level of RoSH set as part of the most recent assessment. It will not be sufficient to 
record, on nDelius or otherwise, 'medium risk of serious harm' without a full analysis being completed. 

A 3.9 
What is the risk of serious harm 
classification of the service user, 
in the view of the inspector? 

Inspectors will use their own professional judgement to determine whether the level of RoSH set by the 
responsible officer is correct. Cases identified as having a current concern about domestic abuse and/or child 
safeguarding should not be assessed as Low Risk of Serious Harm. 



A 3.10 
Is the responsible officer's 
classification of risk of serious 
harm correct? 

  

A 3.11 

Does assessment of risk of harm 
include information from partner 
agencies, and involve them 
where appropriate? 

Where partner agencies are working with the service user, we expect any relevant information from them to 
inform the assessment of risk of harm. This could include information from children’s services, police domestic 
abuse and public protection units, prisons, mental health and substance misuse services, accommodation 
services etc. The probation assessment should make it clear which sources of information have been used. Not 
all cases will have partner agency involvement, an assessment based on the NPS or CRC’s information will be 
sufficient. Where changes are made in the assessed level of risk of serious harm, the reasons for this should be 
fully explained and recorded. For example, when a risk assessment is changed around the point a prisoner is 
released. 

A 3.12 
Does assessment of risk of harm 
take into account past behaviour 
and convictions? 

Information about current and previous convictions will come from prosecution documents and probation 
records. In some cases, there will be additional information from external sources such as police, VISOR, and 
MAPPA. Information about past (unconvicted) behaviour could come from a range of sources including the 
service user, their family members, and other professionals working with them. This may include responses to 
previous orders, juvenile behaviour and views of previous case managers. In some cases, there will be no 
previous convictions or information about past behaviour. Responsible officers should try and determine if 
past behaviours remain relevant, and the circumstances in which the behaviour may present. An example 
would be a return to drinking alcohol following a period of abstinence. 



A 3.13 
Was this a MAPPA case at any 
time during the sentence being 
inspected? 

Category 1 
All current registered sex offenders are Category 1 MAPPA cases 
- Check if sex offender registration is recorded on court papers or previous convictions 
- Remember that age and length and type of sentence are relevant to length of registration period 
- Is the registration still current? 
- Risk of serious harm level is not relevant 
 
Category 2 
Category 2 includes all service users who have been convicted of murder or any violent offence (Schedule 15 
of the CJ Act 2003) 
AND 
Who are currently serving a custodial sentence of 12 months or more for that offence. 
- Check the offence is on the schedule 15 list 
- Eligible sentences include Suspended custody and all indeterminate sentences 
- The length of the custodial sentence must be at least 12 months for a single offence (e.g. 6M + 6M 
consecutive for ABH X 2 does not count) 
- Risk of serious harm level is not relevant 
- Service user can be in prison or on licence 
 
Category 3 
These cases are very rare. If the service user has previously committed an offence which indicates he/she is 
capable of causing serious harm to the public, and, it is reasonable to consider that they might cause serious 
harm to the public which requires a multiagency approach at MAPPA level 2 or 3 to manage the risks, then the 
case can be referred to the local MAPPA coordinator for guidance about whether or not the case should be 
accepted as a MAPPA case. Category 3 cases can only be managed at MAPPA level 2 or 3. 
 
Insert link to REF 2 



A 3.14 

What was the highest MAPPA 
level at which this case was 
managed during the sentence 
being inspected? 

  

A 3.15 
Is the case eligible for statutory 
victim contact? 

Inspectors will use existing guidance (PI 11-2013) to identify whether cases are eligible or not. The victim 
contact scheme was set up on a statutory basis, stemming from the Criminal Justice and Court Services act 
2000, and was updated by the Domestic Violence Crime and Victims Act 2004. The victim contact scheme 
requires that the NPS contacts and offers the victim contact scheme to victims of offenders who have 
committed a specified serious violent or sexual offence, for which the offender has been sentenced to 12 
months or more in custody or detained under the Mental Health Act 1983. Victims who choose to participate 
in the victim contact scheme receive certain information about key stages of the offender’s sentence from the 
NPS victim liaison officer (VLO). They may also make representations about the offender’s licence or discharge 
conditions.  

A 3.16 
Was statutory victim contact 
offered to any eligible victim? 

  

A 3.17 
Was statutory victim contact 
taken up by any eligible victim in 
this case? 

  

A 3.18 

Is there sufficient assessment (to 
keep other people safe) within 
an appropriate period following 
the start of sentence or release 
on licence? 

We deliberately do not define an appropriate period within which assessment should be completed. The 
deciding factor is whether any delay in the assessment process has had an impact on the subsequent progress 
of the order/licence. Inspectors will make judgements based on their assessment of the timeliness of 
assessment at the start of the order/licence, and whether the assessment met the needs of the case. If 
completion of the assessment process is delayed, to allow for working relationship to be developed with the 
service user, there should be a clear rationale for this and plans to in place to mitigate gaps in information. 



A 3.19 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the assessment to keep other 
people safe? 

We expect to see a clear record of all the issues that are relevant to offending and desistance, in the 
recognised case assessment format. We may be satisfied that other elements of assessment and engagement 
are sufficiently met in other parts of the case record but for this question we are looking for a single written 
record. For the NPS and some CRCs this will be a completed OASys assessment; in other CRCs it will be locally 
available tools. 

A 3 S Summary judgement:   

  
Does assessment focus 
sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. Examples of such overriding factors 
might be inadequate checking or analysis of factors related to child safeguarding or domestic abuse. We are 
not looking for perfection, but for sufficient assessment of the most important factors. 

P PLANNING   

P 1 
Does planning focus sufficiently 
on engaging the service user? 

  

P1 .1 
Is the service user meaningfully 
involved in planning? 

We expect to find evidence of how the service user has been involved in developing plans. Service users 
should be able to make an active contribution to planning. The achievement of planned outcomes is 
dependent on sufficient involvement of the service user to be fully effective. This question will be answered 
negatively if there was insufficient evidence of discussion with the service user specifically about the plan for 
their sentence, or of planning documents being shared with them.  

P1 .2 
Are the views of the service user 
taken into account in planning? 

Planning should identify set goals relevant to both the service user and the purpose of the sentence. Any 
enabling factors should be identified and built into the sentence plan. Where possible there should be 
evidence that the responsible officer sought to identify and address any potential barriers to achieving the 
planned outcomes. Inspectors need to be satisfied that engagement with the service user was appropriate to 
the individual, relevant and responsive to the needs of the case.  



P1 .3 

Does planning take sufficient 
account of the service user’s 
diversity and personal 
circumstances which may affect 
engagement and compliance? 

Careful consideration of service user’s diversity and personal circumstances should be planned for, going 
beyond the needs of those in protected characteristic groups. This would include an understanding of, for 
example, the needs of service users who have care experience or people who pose a risk of self-harm or 
suicide. If the responsible officer has assessed diversity and personal circumstances sufficiently, planning 
would be based on those needs already identified. If the assessment was insufficient, inspectors will judge 
planning on the basis of the needs they identify. Planning should be realistic. In some situations, the service 
user may not identity any specific issues, however in good practice responsible officers will consider the 
known and potential impact of discrimination and life experience.  

P1 .4 

Does planning take sufficient 
account of the service user’s 
readiness and motivation to 
change which may affect 
engagement and compliance? 

Planning should follow on from the assessment of readiness and motivation to change and should address any 
identified barriers to desistance. 

P1 .5 

Does planning set out how all the 
requirements of the sentence or 
licence/post-sentence 
supervision will be delivered 
within the available timescales? 

Planning should take account of all requirements of the sentence or licence. We expect there to have been 
discussion of all legal requirements, to ensure that the service user understands what is expected of them. 
Planning should also be commensurate with the nature of the order/licence. So, for example, we would expect 
to see much less planning in a community order with a single requirement of 20 RAR days, than a licence in the 
case of a person who has committed sexual offences. For cases with RAR requirements, we expect the plan to 
specify exactly what is required and how the work will be delivered.  

P1 .6 

Does planning set a level, pattern 
and type of contact sufficient to 
engage the service user and to 
support the effectiveness of 
specific interventions? 

The level, pattern and type of contact planned should be proportionate to the case, and set at a level that 
meets the needs of the service user. There should be an explicit record of what/when/where contact will take 
place. Contact should occur in a suitable and safe place, that allows for effective case management. Service 
users, and responsible officers and other workers must be able to speak in private, to allow delivery of 
interventions, disclosure of sensitive information, effective challenge and support, and relationship and trust 
building. The organisations we inspect may have set minimum standards for the frequency of contact. 
Inspectors need to be aware of these policies, but will still make judgements based on whether or not the set 
level of contact meets the needs of the case. Where there are arrangements for flexible types of contact, 
inspectors will use their judgement about the appropriateness of such an arrangement. 



P1 .7 

Is there sufficient planning (to 
engage the service user) within 
an appropriate period following 
the start of sentence or release 

on licence? 

We deliberately do not define an appropriate period within which planning should be completed. The deciding 
factor is whether any delay in the assessment process has had an impact on the subsequent progress of the 
order/licence. Inspectors will make judgements based on their assessment of the timeliness of planning at the 
start of the order/licence, and whether the planning met the needs of the case.  

P1 .8 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the plan to engage the service 
user? 

We expect to see a clear record of planning, in the recognised case assessment format. We may be satisfied 
that other elements of planning are sufficiently met in other parts of the case record but for this question we 
are looking for a single written record. For the NPS and some CRCs this will be a completed OASys assessment; 
in other CRCs it will be locally available tools. 

  Summary judgement:   

P 1 S 
Does planning focus sufficiently 
on engaging the service user? 

  

    

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient planning for the most important factors. 

P 2 

Does planning focus sufficiently 
on reducing reoffending and 
supporting the service user's 
desistance? 

  



P2 .1 

Does planning sufficiently reflect 
offending-related factors and 
prioritise those which are most 
critical? 

We expect planning to reflect the relevant offending-related factors in the case. If the assessment has been 
sufficient, the plan should reflect the assessment. Where assessment has been insufficient, inspectors will 
judge this question on the basis of the offending-related factors they identify. Sources of evidence would 
include a range of documents completed pre- or post-sentence. There should be some evidence of 
prioritisation. For example, if the service user is homeless, that factor should be addressed before more 
specific work on other offending-related factors. Effective practice would also consider exit planning and 
sustainability. 

P2 .2 

Was there sufficient planning for 
the factors related to offending 
which you identified in question 
A2.3 as most important? 

Inspectors will look for sufficient planning in connection with the factors they identify as important, 
irrespective of whether they had been identified in the responsible officer’s assessment. 

P2 .3 

Does planning build on the 
service user's strengths and 
protective factors, utilising 
potential sources of support? 

Planning should include a focus on building on service user strengths and protective factors. The plan should 
include those factors that have the potential to impact positively on the service user’ s behaviour and to 
support their desistance from further offending. Protective factors are the circumstances, lifestyle and 
personal factors that contribute indirectly to the service user leading a crime free more positive life. Relevant 
protective factors may include stable accommodation, secure employment, engaging with treatment for 
substance misuse or mental health, constructive leisure activities, stable and supportive relationships, and 
having friends and family with non-offending attitudes. 

P2 .4 

Was there sufficient planning to 
build on the strengths and 
protective factors identified in 
question A2.5? 

Inspectors will look for sufficient planning in connection with the factors they identify as important, 
irrespective of whether they had been identified in the responsible officer’s assessment. 

P2 .5 

Does planning set out the 
services most likely to reduce 
reoffending and support 
desistance? 

Planning should set out specifically the range of services, activities and approaches to be used in the case. 
They should be in line with desistance literature, and appropriate for the individual service user. 



P2 .6 

Is there sufficient planning to 
reduce reoffending and support 
desistance, within an appropriate 
period following the start of 
sentence or release on licence? 

We deliberately do not define an appropriate period within which planning should be completed. The deciding 
factor is whether any delay in the assessment process has had an impact on the subsequent progress of the 
order/licence. Inspectors will make judgements based on their assessment of the timeliness of planning at the 
start of the order/licence, and whether the planning met the needs of the case.  

P2 .7 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the plan to reduce reoffending 
and support desistance? 

We expect to see a clear record of planning, in the recognised case assessment format. We may be satisfied 
that other elements of planning are sufficiently met in other parts of the case record but for this question we 
are looking for a single written record. For the NPS and some CRCs this will be a completed OASys assessment; 
in other CRCs it will be locally available tools. 

  Summary judgement:   

P2S 

Does planning focus sufficiently 
on reducing reoffending and 
supporting the service user's 
desistance? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient planning for the most important factors. 

P 3 
Does planning focus sufficiently 
on keeping other people safe? 

Where the assessed level of RoSH is Low, we do not expect to see a formal written risk management plan, but 
we do expect any emerging factors related to potential risk of harm to be addressed. In cases where the 
assessed level of RoSH is Medium or higher, we expect to see explicit planning to keep other people safe. 

P 3.1 

Does planning sufficiently 
address risk of harm factors and 
prioritise those which are most 
critical? 

Planning should address all risk of harm issues, not just those related to risk of serious harm. Planning should 
prioritise the most critical factors. Planning may include constructive and/or restrictive interventions. Where 
needed, planning will make appropriate links to the work of other agencies involved with the service user. 
Where service users are subject to a range of plans to manage risk, all actions should be coordinated. 
Contingency arrangements should be considered. The arrangements for sharing information about risk of 
harm should be clear. 



P3 .2 

Does planning set out the 
necessary constructive and/or 
restrictive interventions to 
manage the risk of harm? 

Restrictive interventions may include control measures such as curfews, accommodation at Approved 
Premises, or monitoring of activities by the police. Constructive interventions may include accredited 
programmes, or one-to-one interventions designed to address offending behaviour. Inspectors will judge 
whether all reasonable constructive and restrictive interventions have been used, dependent on the needs of 
the case. In some cases, very few or no restrictive interventions may be required. All cases should have at least 
some constructive interventions. 

P3 .3 

Does planning make appropriate 
links to the work of other 
agencies involved with the 
service user and any multi-
agency plans? 

The content and rationale of other agencies' plans should be known to the responsible officer. Copies of the 
plans should be available on the case record. There should be integration between different plans, and they 
should support each other. 

P 3.4 

Does planning set out necessary 
and effective contingency 
arrangements to manage those 
risks that have been identified? 

Contingency planning should be in place where an increase in the level of risk of harm could be anticipated. 
For CRC cases, contingency planning may include escalation of a case to the NPS. In medium risk of serious 
harm cases, contingency plans may be brief. More detailed contingency plans are needed for those presenting 
a high or a very high risk of serious harm. Contingency planning should be specific and address known 
potential threats. This could concern steps needed to protect known victims, or changes in supervision 
arrangements, including curfew variation or recall to address other behaviour linked to risk of harm. 
Generalised phrases such as ‘consult manager’ or ‘consider enforcement’ are unlikely to be sufficient. 
Examples of contingency action could include referring the case to children’s social care if a domestic abuse 
perpetrator forms a relationship with a person with children; moving a service user to approved premises; 
sharing information about risk of harm with organisations in contact with the service user; increasing the level 
of MAPPA management. 



P3 .5 
Is there adequate planning to 
address domestic abuse issues? 

In cases where there are current concerns about domestic abuse, we expect to see that planning is in place to 
manage and reduce the risk of further abuse. This is necessary in all cases where domestic abuse is a feature, 
not just in those cases where this is an indicative offence. Planning should protect actual and potential victims, 
including children. Planning should specify any restrictive interventions, such as licence conditions (specified 
accommodation, exclusion areas, non-contact clauses) that are to be delivered. Planning should also set out 
the arrangements for constructive interventions including accredited programmes. Planning needs to be 
coordinated with other agencies that may be involved such as children’s services and MARAC. Planning should 
be in place for known victims and potential future victims, such as new partners and their children. If the risk 
management planning does not cover all potential victims, for example children witnessing domestic abuse, 
then the plan will not be sufficient. There may be occasions where it is not appropriate to share risk 
management information and actions with the service user, so inspectors will need to check with the 
responsible officer where such planning is recorded. 

P3 .6 
Is there adequate planning to 
address child safeguarding or 
child protection issues? 

There should be planning to address all child safeguarding or child protection concerns as soon as these 
become known to the responsible officer. Planning should include all potential child safeguarding issues and 
adverse behaviour by the service user which might impact on children. Planning should be in place whether or 
not children’s services are currently involved in the case. Where there is involvement from children services, 
planning should be clear on who is leading on specific actions and any timescales set. In many cases there will 
be a specific named child or children around whom planning can be focused. However, in some cases the risk 
will be more generic, and planning will need to be centred on the service user’s behaviour, for example those 
who pose a risk of child sexual exploitation. Planning should explicitly cover the required frequency of 
supervision and contact, including home visits. 

P3 .7 

Is there sufficient planning to 
keep other people safe, within 
an appropriate period following 
the start of sentence or release 
on licence? 

We deliberately do not define an appropriate period within which planning should be completed. The deciding 
factor is whether any delay in the assessment process has had an impact on the subsequent progress of the 
order/licence. Inspectors will make judgements based on their assessment of the timeliness of planning at the 
start of the order/licence, and whether the planning met the needs of the case.  



P3 .8 
Is there a clear, written record of 
the plan to keep other people 
safe? 

We expect to see a clear record of planning, in the recognised case assessment format. We may be satisfied 
that other elements of planning are sufficiently met in other parts of the case record but for this question we 
are looking for a single written record. For the NPS and some CRCs this will be a completed OASys assessment; 
in other CRCs it will be locally available tools. 

P3S 
Does planning focus sufficiently 
on keeping other people safe? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. Examples of overriding factors might 
include inadequate planning to address any child safeguarding or domestic abuse factors. We are not looking 
for perfection, but for sufficient planning for the most important factors. 

  IMPLEMENTATION AND DELIVERY 



  

High-quality well-focused, 
personalised and coordinated 
services are delivered, engaging 
the service user 

In some cases, the community sentence or period of post-release supervision selected for inspection in the 
case sample will have terminated before the inspection fieldwork. In general, the fact that a case has 
terminated does not lead to it being excluded from inspection, unless there has been a period of less than four 
weeks of total supervision since the date of the original sentence/release. 
In cases where the service user has been subject to additional community sentences or periods of post-release 
supervision since the commencement date of the order/post-release supervision subject to inspection, 
inspectors will take account of the whole period of continuous supervision since that commencement date. 
If a community order was revoked and replaced with another qualifying community order, the delivery and 
implementation under all orders will be inspected. If a community sentence was revoked and not immediately 
replaced with another community sentence, inspectors will only take account of work up to the point of 
revocation. 
If a licence resulted in a recall, and the service user was subsequently re-released on a new licence or period of 
post-sentence supervision, the whole period of continuous supervision (including any time spent in custody on 
recall) will be taken into account. 

D1 

Is the sentence/post-custody 
period implemented effectively 
with a focus on engaging the 
service user? 

  

D1 .1 
Do the requirements of the 
sentence start promptly, or at an 
appropriate time? 

We expect the requirements of an order or licence to be commenced promptly, unless there is a specific and 
defensible reason not to. In orders or licences with multiple requirements, we would expect the different 
requirements to be sequenced in a sensible fashion. This sequencing needs to be known by the service user 
and by any partner agencies who are delivering requirements. Service users should be able to access any 
specific requirements in good time, so that the completion timescale allows for consolidation work if needed. 
Inspectors will look at the case record and speak to the responsible officer about the rationale for sequencing. 
Inspectors will make their judgements based on the work and interventions actually delivered, rather than 
those planned for. 



D1 .2 

Is sufficient focus given to 
maintaining an effective working 
relationship with the service 
user? 

Inspectors will assess the effectiveness of the working relationship between the service user and the 
responsible officer, as evidence shows this relationship can facilitate and support desistance from offending. 
Discussions with the responsible officer and records in the contact log should give a sense of the nature of the 
relationship between service user and responsible officer. Sufficient focus may include the responsible 
officer’s approach to the service user’s individual needs, and evidence of challenge. Research shows that 
people are most likely to respond to punishment when they feel they have been treated fairly. Punishments 
that are felt to be random, unjust or deliberately intended to demean can trigger defiance and a process of 
“rejecting one’s rejecters”. Desistance research indicates that people who successfully desist from offending, 
more frequently attributed this to a staff member who made a difference, rather than because of any 
particular intervention they attended. Research has found that probationers were most likely to credit their 
probation officer for helping them desist from offending when the officer was seen as being committed, fair, 
and encouraging; and the relationship was seen as active and participatory. These are the attributes inspectors 
will be trying to identify. 

D1 .3 

Are sufficient efforts made to 
enable the service user to 
complete the sentence, including 
flexibility to take appropriate 
account of their personal 
circumstances? 

We expect responsible officers to make reasonable efforts to enable the service user to overcome any barriers 
to compliance. This may include adapting services to meet the diversity needs and personal circumstances of 
the individual service user. Inspectors will look for evidence of efforts made by the responsible officer, and 
staff in partner agencies, to mitigate any barriers to engagement. We expect responsible officers to exercise 
professional judgement about the balance between flexibility and the need to deliver the requirements of the 
sentence. Discussion with the responsible officer and reference to case records may give an indication of how 
individual needs are met.  



D1 .4 
Was there a proportionate level 
of contact with the prisoner 
before release? 

Prisoners should receive sufficient contact prior to their release from prison.  CRC contracts do not prescribe 
on this issue, but as a minimum we would expect to see a letter to a prisoner giving the name of their 
responsible office, and a response from the responsible officer to any communication from the prisoner or 
prison staff. In most NPS cases, we expect a higher level of contact, including visiting or video conference, 
proportionate to the risk of harm and offending needs. Responsible officers should recognise any support 
provided by Through the Gate arrangements, if these are delivered in the prison from which the prisoner is 
released. The responsible officer should ensure that services offered meet the actual needs of the service user. 
Responsible officers should also be in contact with the offender management unit, and other prison 
department that been working with the individual prisoner. We expect responsible officers to be proactive in 
discovering what interventions have been delivered in custody, and to identify if there is any outstanding 
offending behaviour or risk reduction work needs to be undertaken.  

D1 .5 

Are risks of non-compliance 
identified and addressed in a 
timely fashion to reduce the 
need for enforcement actions? 

In some situations, where risk of serious harm to others is high, we expect enforcement action to be swift 
following any non-compliance. In most other circumstances we expect reasonable efforts to be made to 
engage with the service user at the earliest stage of any non-compliance, before any formal enforcement 
action (breach or recall) is taken. Inspectors will look for use of a variety of ways to engage, for example phone 
calls or a home visit. This is a balanced judgement, as it must be clear that when professional judgement is 
used this is appropriate, and that service users do not inappropriately dictate the management of the case. 

D1 .6 

Are appropriate professional 
judgements recorded in relation 
to decisions about missed 
appointments? 

We expect to see a clear record of decision-making in relation to all missed appointments. Responsible officers 
should record both the reason given by the service user for non-compliance, and their own judgement of the 
acceptability of that reason. This might involve discussions between the responsible officer and their manager, 
particularly when the number of missed appointments is high. The details and outcome of any such 
discussions should be recorded. 

D1 .7 
Are enforcement actions taken 
when appropriate? 

Prompt formal enforcement action should be taken when needed and appropriate. If there have been several 
incidents of non-compliance, we would expect to see formal enforcement unless a clear rationale is set out for 
not doing this. For all decisions about formal enforcement, we expect responsible officers to bear in mind the 
overall level of compliance, any factors related to risk of harm or risk of reoffending, and the ‘public interest’ in 
enforcement.  



D1 .8 
Are sufficient efforts made to re-
engage the service user after 
enforcement action or recall? 

The responsible officer should work pro-actively with service users who have been subject to enforcement, 
breach proceedings or recall. Where a service user has been recalled to prison, work starts immediately to 
prepare for release. On community orders, we will look for evidence of actions taken to re-engage the service 
user including a discussion about the reasons for enforcement, and how to avoid that in the future. Working 
through challenges such as this can strengthen the nature of the working relationship with the responsible 
officer, and can be critical part of the service user’ s desistance journey. 

  Summary judgement:   

D1S 

Is the sentence/post-custody 
period implemented effectively 
with a focus on engaging the 
service user? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient delivery and engagement. 

D2 

Does the implementation and 
delivery of services effectively 
support the service user's 
desistance? 

  

D2 .1 

Were sufficient services 
delivered for the factors related 
to offending which you identified 
in question A2.3 as most 
important? 

At the point of inspection, the order or licence will have been running for up to seven months. We expect to 
see that sufficient interventions and services have been delivered in connection with the main factors related 
to offending and desistance. By this point, almost all key intervention should have started, and some may have 
been completed. Timely access to interventions is likely to be an indicator of effectiveness.  



D2 .2 

Are the delivered services those 
most likely to reduce reoffending 
and support desistance, with 
sufficient attention given to 
sequencing and the available 
timescales? 

Service delivery should be proportionate to the nature and length of the order/licence. We will look for 
interventions including include work delivered individually or in a group, by the responsible officer or partner 
agencies, or external mainstream services. For delivered services to support desistance, they need to address 
both external and internal factors in the life of the service user. Consideration should be given to level and rate 
of maturity, as increasing maturity often accompanies a reduction in reoffending. 

D2 .3 

Did delivered services sufficiently  
build on the strengths and 
protective factors identified in 
question A2.5? 

Inspectors will judge whether the services delivered built on the strengths and protective factors they had 
identified in the case, irrespective of whether these had been identified by the responsible officer. 

D2 .4 

Where possible, does the 
delivery of services build upon 
the service user's strengths and 
enhance protective factors? 

Strengthening bonds with non-offending partners and family also supports desistance, as does time spent with 
non-offending friends, and the service user’s own children. Family and intimate attachments can give lives a 
sense of purpose, meaning and direction. Individuals who devote themselves to raising their children or caring 
for elderly parents may find that crime and imprisonment are incompatible with such roles. Reduction in 
abuse of alcohol and substances is often associated with desistance. Service users who find steady 
employment ‐ particularly if it offers a sense of achievement, satisfaction or mastery ‐ are more likely to stop 
offending. Generating and maintaining hope and motivation are powerful influences towards desistance, and 
the role of the responsible officer can be crucial here. Service users who find ways to participate in and/or 
contribute to society, their community, or their families, appear to be more successful at giving up crime. The 
opportunity to mentor, assist or enhance the life of other people can also be a factor in desistance. An 
approach that does not depend on having a criminal identity is important. People with criminal records who 
do not define themselves purely as “offenders” but see themselves as basically good people who made a 
mistake may find it easier to desist. Being believed in has a strong and encouraging influence on many service 
users, and supports the development of hope. Many service users are strongly encouraged by someone else 
believing that they can and will change, that they are good people, and that they have something to offer 
society or other people. 



D2 .5 

Is the involvement of other 
organisations in the delivery of 
services sufficiently well 
coordinated? 

Where other agencies or organisations are delivering services to the service user, we expect to see the 
responsible officer coordinating that activity. If the delivery of services has been well co-ordinated, we are 
likely to find a clear rationale and sequencing, and services that complement and reinforce progress made. In 
some cases, there will be no other organisations involved so no need to co-ordinate work. 

D2 .6 

Are key individuals in the service 
user’s life engaged where 
appropriate to support their 
desistance? 

We expect responsible officers to engage with key individuals in the service user’s life, to support desistance. 
Given the evidence of the central role played in supporting desistance by parents and partners, probation staff 
should consider all ways possible to support and maintain these crucial relationships. The responsible officer 
should be able to identify who key individuals are, and describe how they have engaged them to support the 
service user’s desistance. Examples might include support to the service user's partner and family to reinforce 
the benefits of living an offending free life. In some circumstances, there may be other professional workers 
with a key role in the life of the service user. 

D2 .7 

Please record the total number 
of planned contacts with the 
service user during the current 
period of supervision: 

We record the total number of planned contacts with the service user during the current period of 
supervision. In combination with information about the level of need and risk of the service user, and the 
nature of the order/licence, this supports inspectors to make a judgement about whether the level and nature 
of contact is sufficient to reduce reoffending and support desistance. 

D2 .8 
How many ROs had been 
assigned to this case since the 
start of the order or licence? 

We record the number of responsible officers who have been assigned to the case since the start of the order 
or licence. In an ideal world, a single responsible officer for the whole period is likely to be more effective than 
when more responsible officers are involved. We do not set a target for the number of officers, but overall this 
gives us an indication about the extent to which services are delivered in line with desistance theory. We do 
not count contacts with duty officers, officers covering for short-term absence, or unscheduled attendance. 

D2 .9 
 Is the level and nature of contact 
sufficient to reduce reoffending 
and support desistance? 

The sufficiency of the nature and level of contact will vary depending on the level of risk and need in the case. 
Where contact has been insufficient, inspectors will identify whether that was because insufficient contact 
was offered, or because of non-compliance of the service. 



D2 .10 

Are local services engaged to 
support and sustain desistance 
during the sentence and 
beyond? 

We expect there to be some exit planning, so that service users are able to continue to access services locally 
to support them once their supervision has ended. Access or referral to such services during the sentence 
should provide an introduction to help that would be available in the future. There should be evidence of 
referrals and advice given to service users about local services. In some cases, signposting will be sufficient. In 
others the responsible officer may need to arrange visits and meetings to support relationship building. 

  Summary judgement:   

D2S 

Does the implementation and 
delivery of services effectively 
support the service user's 
desistance? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient implementation and delivery for the most important factors. 

  
STATUTORY VICTIM 
CONTACT 

  

V3 

Does pre-release contact with 
the victims allow them to make 
appropriate contributions to the 
conditions of release? 

  

V 3.1 
Is contact made with the victim 
at an appropriate point in the 
sentence? 

Statutory Victim Contact cases only: In cases where a victim has accepted the offer of Statutory Victim 
Contact, we expect to see contact made with that victim at an appropriate point before release. That will only 
apply to certain NPS custody cases. The point of contact might be a parole application, otherwise 9-12 months 
before release allows sufficient time for any victim information to be incorporated in release planning, 
including MAPPA if necessary.  



V 3.2 

Are the victims given the 
opportunity to express any 
concerns about the service user’s 
release? 

Statutory Victim Contact cases only: Victims should be given the opportunity to express any concerns about 
the release of the service user, and even when these concerns may be unrealistic the views of the victim must 
be respected 

V 3.3 

Are the concerns of the victims 
addressed, and his attention paid 
to their safety, in planning for 
release? 

Statutory Victim Contact cases only: As part of release planning, we expect the arrangements for release to 
take into account any expressed concerns from victims participating in the Statutory Victim Contact scheme. 
For example, agreement of exclusion zones or no contact conditions to be imposed in licences. It is not always 
possible for all of the views expressed by victims to be implemented, but their wishes should be sought and 
taken seriously. Where the wishes of victims cannot be met, a clear explanation should be given. In some 
cases, external protective factors should be brought to bear to provide additional protection for victims. This 
could include referrals to MARAC, or activity by police, housing providers etc. 

V 3 S 

Overall, does pre-release 
contact with statutory victim/s 
allow them to make appropriate 
contributions to the conditions 
of release? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies.In some cases, the evidence will be overwhelmingly positive 
or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors need to judge whether 
the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and potential impact of each 
different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of positive factors, because of 
the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but for sufficient pre-release 
contact with eligible victims. 

  
Please record the reasons for 
your judgement: 

  

V 4 

Is there good communication 
between offender management 
and victim liaison to support the 
safety of victims? 

  



V 4,1 

Does the responsible officer keep 
victim liaison staff appropriately 
informed about relevant issues 
regarding the management of 
the service user? 

Statutory Victim Contact cases only: We expect the responsible officer to keep victim liaison staff appropriate 
informed about all relevant issues related to the management of the service user. This includes the service 
user being moved to open prison conditions, applying for early release on parole or Home Detention Curfew, 
and the eventual release. While victims are not told the exact date and location of release, they should be told 
enough information to reassure them that they will not have any unanticipated contact. 

V 4.2 
Are victim liaison staff involved 
in MAPPA where appropriate? 

Statutory Victim Contact cases only: We expect victim liaison staff to attend and contribute to MAPPA 
meetings where the case is managed at level 2 or 3. 

V 4 S 

Overall, is there good 
communication between the 
responsible officer and victim 
liaison to support the safety of 
statutory victim/s? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. In some cases, the evidence will be overwhelmingly positive 
or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors need to judge whether 
the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and potential impact of each 
different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of positive factors, because of 
the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but for sufficient communication, 
before and after release. 

D3 

Does the implementation and 
delivery of services effectively 
support the safety of other 
people? 

  

D3 .1 
Is the level and nature of contact 
offered sufficient to manage and 
minimise the risk of harm? 

Contact with service users should be sufficient to monitor risk of harm, and to provide the responsible officer 
with opportunities to make an ongoing assessment. For cases assessed as presenting high or very high risk of 
serious harm, weekly contact should be the norm. The nature of contact should reflect the level and nature of 
the risk of harm; if necessary it should include planned and unplanned home visits, face-to-face meetings, and 
meetings at different times of day.  



D 3.2 
Is sufficient attention given to 
protecting actual and potential 
victims? 

In all cases, whether or not the Statutory Victim Contact scheme applies, we expect responsible officers to 
identify whether there is a previous victim or other identifiable potential victims who could be at risk of harm. 
This is often the situation in domestic abuse or child protection cases. Inspectors will look for active 
management in the case that gives priority to victim safety. Evidence could include ensuring that the place of 
residence or employment does not increase the risk to any victims; active liaison with police, children’s social 
care or other agencies; discussion with employers or employment agencies about restrictions on employment; 
use of MAPPA and ViSOR to access and share information; minimising contact through appropriate 
consideration of unpaid work placements, reporting times, programme allocation, etc. Most of the restrictive 
requirements and conditions available in orders and licences are intended to protect known or potential 
victims. These conditions can be varied, if necessary, after the start of the order or licence. 

D 3.3 

Is the involvement of other 
agencies in managing and 
minimising the risk of harm 
sufficiently well coordinated? 

We expect to see evidence of regular and effective communication between all agencies involved in the case, 
to manage and reduce risk of harm. There should be evidence of effective challenge and escalation if 
difficulties cannot be resolved. In some cases, there will be no need to undertake multi-agency work. 

D 3.4 

 Are key individuals in the service 
user’s life engaged where 
appropriate to support the 
effective management of risk of 
harm?  

We expect responsible officers to engage with key individuals in the service user’s life, to support desistance. 
Given the evidence of the central role played in supporting desistance by parents and partners, probation staff 
should consider all ways possible to support and maintain these crucial relationships. The responsible officer 
should be able to identify who key individuals are, and describe how they have engaged them to support the 
service user’s desistance. Examples might include support to the service users partner and family to reinforce 
the benefits of living an offending free life. In some circumstances, there may be other professional workers 
with a key role in the life of the service user. 

D 3.5 

 Are home visits undertaken 
where necessary to support the 
effective management of risk of 
harm? 

We expect to see home visits used in all cases where there are child safeguarding or domestic abuse issues, 
unless there is a specific reason for not doing this (for example, the service user is resident in approved 
premises). In other cases, it may be good practice to conduct home visits to understand the circumstances in 
which the service user lives, and to meet partners and other family members. 



  Summary judgement: 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. Examples of overriding factors might be 
where there had been insufficient work done to address child safeguarding or domestic abuse factors. We are 
not looking for perfection, but for sufficient implementation and delivery for the most important factors. 

D3S 

Does the implementation and 
delivery of services effectively 
support the safety of other 
people? 

  

  REVIEWING   

  

Reviewing of progress is well-
informed, analytical and 

personalised, actively involving 
the service user. 

Reviewing is undertaken throughout the time of the order or licence period. It is active and responsive to 
changes. Reviewing may confirm that existing arrangements are satisfactory or highlight the need to take 
action or make changes. In some cases, reviews will be formal, in all cases there will be an element of ongoing 
review or “taking stock”. 
In cases where there have been multiple community sentences/releases from custody, any re-assessment 
undertaken as part of those new periods of supervision, will be inspected under the 'Reviewing' section. 

R1 

Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on supporting the 
service user's compliance and 
engagement? 

  

R1 .1 
Does reviewing consider 
compliance and engagement 
levels and any relevant barriers? 

We expect to see active monitoring of the level of compliance and/or engagement, and any difficulties with 
either should be actively discussed with the service user. The purpose should always be to check whether the 
initial planning is still adequate for the case. 



R1 .2 

Were any necessary adjustments 
made to the ongoing plan of 
work to take account of 
compliance and engagement 
levels and any relevant barriers? 

Reasonable adjustments should be made to planning, to support the service user to comply with the order. 
Reviewing may make small changes, such as in time or location of appointments, and need to be based on a 
good understanding of the service users’ behaviour and needs. Where there have been any difficulties with 
compliance and/or engagement, this should be actively discussed and attempts made to find ways to 
overcome any barriers.  

R1 .3 
Is the service user meaningfully 
involved in reviewing their 
progress and engagement? 

The views of the service user should be central to any reviewing. Evidence may include details of discussions 
recorded on the case record; changes to any plans or assessments; or a new self-assessment questionnaire. 

R1 .4 

Are written reviews completed 
as appropriate as a formal record 
of actions to implement the 
sentence? 

As cases being inspected will usually be between six and seven months old, we do not always expect to see a 
formal written review of compliance and engagement at the time of inspection, unless there had been 
significant change. That could be a positive or negative change to the level of motivation or engagement.  

  Summary judgement:   

R1S 

Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on supporting the 
service user's compliance and 
engagement? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient reviewing of the most important factors. 

R2 
Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on supporting the 
service user's desistance? 

  

R2 .1 
Does reviewing identify and 
address changes in factors linked 
to desistance and offending? 

Reviewing should be used to take stock of the service users progress to date and to give strong optimistic 
messages about the potential for desistance. Reviewing should cover both improvement and deterioration, on 
small and large-scales. It should identify what has been effective and what has been achieved, as well as work 
that needs to be reconsidered or redesigned. 



R2 .2 

Were any necessary adjustments 
made to the ongoing plan of 
work to take account of changes 
in factors linked to desistance 
and offending? 

Necessary adjustments might be changing the way particular issue is to be addressed; referrals to outside 
agencies; ending work that has succeeded. Reviewing should always involve the service user, and make sure 
their views are taken into account. 

R2 .3 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently 
on building upon the service 
user’s strengths and enhancing 
protective factors? 

Reviewing should focus on strengths not just risks. Much work with service users focuses on identifying and 
targeting risk factors – factors that increase the likelihood of reoffending. Often, less attention is paid to 
identifying and building personal strengths. Service users find this bias to be de‐motivating. Therefore, a focus 
on strengths is an important part of helping someone desist. Staff who have low expectations of service users 
can create self‐fulfilling prophecies which encourage recidivism. Staff who have high expectations of others 
are more likely to increase determined attempts to change. It is important that reviewing is used to mark 
achievements along the journey towards desistance. Reviewing can provide feedback on the distance 
travelled, and recognise the effort made to make changes.  

R2 .4 

Is reviewing informed by the 
necessary input from other 
agencies working with the 
service user? 

Where necessary, information should be sought from other agencies working with the service user. This can 
provide additional feedback or challenge. 

R2 .5 

Are written reviews completed 
as appropriate as a formal record 
of the progress towards 
desistance? 

As cases being inspected will usually be between six and seven months old, we would not always expect to see 
a formal written review of desistance at the time of inspection, unless there had been a significant change. 
That could be a positive or negative change to the key factors related to offending and desistance.  

  Summary judgement:   



R 2 S 
Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on supporting the 
service user's desistance? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient reviewing of the most important factors. 

R3 
Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 

  

R3 .1 
Does reviewing identify and 
address changes in factors 
related to risk of harm? 

We expect to see ongoing reviewing of risk of harm even in cases where the assessed level of risk of harm is 
low. This would be evidenced by continuing enquiries about relationships, contact with children, level of 
substance misuse, behaviour and any reoffending. It may also consist of information from relatives or other 
professionals, including police intelligence. We expect responsible officers to have an enquiring mind. Any new 
behaviour that might be linked to risk of harm to others must be spotted, analysed, and taken into account in 
any reviewing of planned activity. In some cases there may be no new information that necessitates reviewing 
of risk of harm. 

R3 .2 

Were any necessary adjustments 
made to the ongoing plan of 
work to take account of changes 
in the risk of harm? 

Changes will be made to the ongoing plan of work in response to changes in the nature of any risk of harm, not 
just to the assessed level, in order to manage and reduce risks. Based on their knowledge of the case, 
inspectors will decide if the right changes have been identified in response to changing/increased risk. This 
might include making checks about new partners; considering the impact of a pregnancy or the ending of a 
relationship, both of which can increase the level of risk of harm; increasing the level of contact or home visits; 
referrals to other agencies. For significant changes in risk of harm factors, it may be necessary to completely 
reassess the level of risk of harm. For CRC cases, that might result in case escalation to the NPS. In some 
circumstances, it would be reasonable for responsible officers to seek advice from their manager. If the NPS 
does not accept a case through the escalation process, any advice on managing the case, given by the NPS to 
the CRC, should be considered for the ongoing management of the case.  



R3 .3 

Is reviewing informed by the 
necessary input from other 
agencies involved in managing 
the service user’s risk of harm? 

Information from other agencies is critical in reviewing risk of harm. In domestic abuse cases, we expect to see 
a regular dialogue with police domestic abuse staff about any new reported behaviour. In cases where 
children’s services are working with a child in contact with the service user, we expect to see regular 
communication with social workers. Responsible officers should always attend multi-agency meetings, 
including MARAC, MAPPA and Child Protection meetings. If during any reviewing, additional information 
comes to light this must be shared with relevant agencies, so that they are appraised of key information in the 
case. This question must be marked no if there is a lack of professional curiosity, if the risk is seen in isolation 
from other agencies and if reviewing does not lead to action that you consider necessary. If the perpetrator is 
not in a relationship, then reviews should consider the potential for harm, if a new relationship were to begin.  
 
Reviewing of cases with known domestic abuse issues should be alert for points when risk is likely to be 
increased, including entering a new relationship, failure to cooperate with children’s social care, return to 
substance use or deteriorating mental health. Reviews must include any other agencies involved in the case. In 
cases where domestic abuse issues had not previously been identified, responsible officers need to be 
professionally curious and alert to spot when issues arise. 
 
Responsible officers much be alert to the potential of safeguarding and child protection issues, throughout the 
span of the order/licence. Where there are known concerns, these should be monitored and reviewed. Where 
new concerns are identified, action to protect children should be the priority. In all cases information sharing 
will be critical, responsible officers should not assume that other agencies know about situations and 
circumstances, that they are aware of. Reviewing could involve a fresh referral of the child to children’s 
services, or participation in multiagency reviewing. Planning by the responsible officer should be adapted in 
light of the outcome of any external reviews. Probation staff can make a significant contribution to child 
safeguarding, but to do this they need to understand their role and responsibilities and now how to represent 
the views of their organisation. Records should evidence effective contribution to reviews. 



R3 .6 

Is the service user (and, where 
appropriate, key individuals in 
the service user’s life) 
meaningfully involved in 
reviewing their risk of harm? 

The nature and level of involvement of the service user should depend on the nature and extent of the risk of 
harm. The responsible officer should be able to relate how they have considered the views of the service user 
and, where appropriate, any key individuals in the service user’s life. Service users should know what is 
expected of them to reduce risk of harm, reviews should consider progress towards this. 

R3 .7 

Are written reviews completed 
as appropriate as a formal record 
of the management of the 
service user’s risk of harm? 

As cases being inspected will usually be between six and seven months old, we would not always expect to see 
a formal written review of risk of harm at the time of inspection, unless there had been a significant change. 
That could be a positive or negative change to the key factors related to risk of harm.  

  Summary judgement:   

R 3 S 
Does reviewing focus 
sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 

Inspectors need to take into account their answers to all of the questions in this section, and weigh up 
whether the strengths outweigh any deficiencies. Information from background and supplementary questions 
is of less weight than answers to the questions directly related to prompts. In some cases, the evidence will be 
overwhelmingly positive or negative. In other cases, the situation will be more finely balanced, and inspectors 
need to judge whether the positive factors outweigh the negative factors, bearing in mind the weight and 
potential impact of each different factor. In some cases, a single negative factor may outweigh a number of 
positive factors, because of the consequences of it being overlooked. We are not looking for perfection, but 
for sufficient reviewing of the most important factors. 

 


