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Foreword 

Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland (DLNR) is the second of the 
Community Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs) owned by the Reducing Reoffending 
Partnership that we have inspected over the past year. We found that DLNR CRC 
requires improvement. Its sister CRC, Staffordshire and West Midlands, also received 
the same rating and there are some common themes. 
Resources are tight in DLNR. Tough decisions have been made by the organisation, 
including reductions in posts and premises. To make savings, the CRC opted to use a 
very basic approach to assessing individuals. As a result, the information key to 
effective sentence plans is much too scant. A few months before our inspection, this 
practice had been changed but it was too early to see improvement.  
In practice, the poor quality of assessments and reviews contributed to the risk of 
harm not being managed properly in domestic abuse and child safeguarding cases. 
This is concerning, given the recommendations we made in our thematic inspection 
of domestic abuse1 when we visited Leicester, part of this CRC. Key findings from 
that inspection have been seen again in DLNR. The CRC needs to act quickly to 
improve its handling of risk of harm, to protect victims.  
A high proportion of staff are not equipped with the knowledge or skill needed to do 
essential work to reduce the risk of people committing more crime. They are not 
given the time to do that work well either. The CRC should urgently review its 
approach to learning and development, so that staff can have confidence in their 
professional work. Resources also need to be addressed. 
We found unpaid work and Through the Gate services to be good. People are seen 
quickly after sentence and offered services matched to their needs. We saw real 
drive from all the Through the Gate staff and a recognition that, although outcomes 
need to improve, they will go the extra mile to provide a good service in demanding 
prison settings. Coordination and communication between the different staff involved 
are some of the best we have seen so far in this inspection programme. 
Leaders in the CRC are committed and passionate. They aim to provide services that 
will improve the opportunities of people under probation supervision to move away 
from crime and rehabilitate. The organisation understands its challenges well. I was 
heartened to see a good grip on business risk. Its attention on quality assurance and 
continuous improvement has ensured that contractual performance is good, and now 
the challenge is to lift quality.  
 

 

Dame Glenys Stacey 
Chief Inspector of Probation 
  

                                                
1 HMI Probation. (September 2018). Domestic Abuse: The Work Undertaken by Community 
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs).  
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Overall findings 

Overall, Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland (DLNR) CRC is 
rated as: Requires improvement. This rating has been determined by inspecting 
this provider in three areas of their work, referred to as ‘domains’. The findings and 
subsequent ratings in those three domains are described here:   

 
Organisational delivery 

Our key findings about the organisation were as follows: 

• The CRC is well led and has a clear vision, mission and set of values 

Energy and effort have been put into setting a clear vision for the CRC. Our 
Shared Commitments is a key document that describes what the organisation is 
trying to achieve. Communication is cascaded well from the top of the CRC. 
Middle managers are positive and determined to improve case management and 
services.  
There is still much to do to embed the operating model. Over the past year, 
many initiatives have been started to improve quality and efficiency. These 
include increased quality assurance and risk management. Many areas have yet 
to show significant results. We saw promising strategy, plans and governance, 
however, that gave us confidence that the leadership in DLNR is good.  
Strategic work with partners, including the National Probation Service, is good. 
We saw evidence of service user engagement and mature partnerships that 
worked to find solutions for people under supervision and for staffing issues.   

• Staff are not given enough opportunity to undertake essential work 
with people under supervision because they had insufficient skills and 
knowledge, and high workloads 

Accurate, impactful work is not being achieved because staff knowledge is not 
sufficiently comprehensive, and their skills are lacking in some areas. Most staff 
report having the skills and knowledge for their work but the work products we 
saw showed this was not the case. Some staff have excessive workloads and this 
also impacts on their ability to carry out necessary work.  
There is too little management oversight to ensure that cases are being managed 
correctly. This was particularly noticeable in risk of harm work with domestic 
abuse and child safeguarding cases. Staff reported that meeting the CRC contract 
measures is given priority, rather than quality. Staff have regular individual 
meetings but these tend to concentrate on meeting targets and do not provide 
enough opportunities for developing their practice. A culture of learning and 
continuous improvement is not yet established.   
 
 



 

Inspection of probation services: Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland CRC 6 
 

• A good range of services helps to support people to reduce their 
reoffending and risky behaviours but more needs to be done to offer 
equitable services across all the areas that DLNR CRC serves 

The CRC has worked with suppliers to provide interventions around rehabilitation, 
employment, training and education, and services for women. More must be 
done to ensure good access to these services and that women, in particular, are 
offered safe spaces in which to be seen. Good partnerships have been developed 
which are maintained through regular meetings and contractual management. 
The CRC offers a range of formally accredited programmes and other group and 
individual work. Some of the interventions have not been evaluated, and 
responsible officers are not always getting people onto the right programmes of 
work.  
The CRC is proud of its work in analysing reoffending factors. It uses information 
from its reoffending analysis tool (RAT) regularly, to help make decisions about 
which services and interventions to use or develop. The management 
acknowledged that the CRC needs to do more to meet the needs of diverse 
groups of people, using evidence, analysis and user feedback. The work of User 
Voice to support the service user council is well established and provides good 
opportunities to further this vital work.  
The customer services centre (CSC) provides crucial services for people under the 
CRC’s supervision, including dealing with all correspondence and providing a 
telephone contact point for enquiries. The relationship between frontline staff 
and the CSC is not working well enough, and the CRC needs to tackle this so that 
people can get a professional and seamless service.  

• The organisation has put clear policies and guidance in place and 
developed sound information systems but there were some concerns 
about safety and confidentiality 

We saw a good approach to policies and guidance. Staff have easy access to 
‘Knowledge Baseʼ, a system that holds information to support their work. Policies 
are updated regularly and the launch of a new Every Case Essentials (ECE) guide 
(see Annex 3) has clarified expectations for staff.  
The city centre offices (managed by DLNR) are welcoming, with positive 
reception staff; however, some of the smaller shared offices are not fully suitable 
for the delivery of probation services. We were concerned to find no facilities for 
women-only reporting in some places. Staff reported concerns about their own 
safety in a number of offices due to open-plan working and issues with panic 
alarms. We also saw shortcomings in protecting people’s confidentiality because 
of insufficient soundproofing in meeting rooms.   
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Case supervision 

Our key findings about case supervision were as follows: 

• Assessments were not thorough enough to protect the public or reduce 
reoffending, and lacked information from others 

Assessments were often basic, with descriptions of offending rather than 
analysis. The CRC has over-relied on a basic assessment template, and this has 
led to key factors, such as relationships and accommodation, being missed in far 
too many cases. We were pleased to hear that there is now new guidance in 
place, designed to rectify this situation. We found that the level of risk of harm 
was accurately assessed but not enough was done to analyse these risks. Staff 
did not make full enough use of information held by other agencies, such as the 
police and children’s social care services, and this weakened the quality of the 
assessments.  

Opportunities to engage people in their assessment were frequently missed. 
Diversity and personal circumstances were not properly considered and people 
were not involved sufficiently through the induction or assessment phases. 
People’s strengths were not fully harnessed. There was a strong focus on getting 
people started speedily on their sentences, and towards successful completion. 
The CRC has done well to minimise the number of changes of responsible 
officer, with most cases helped by having a key relationship to support change. 

• Plans were not sufficiently focused on managing the changes relating 
to risk of harm 

Planning was stronger in relation to some specific areas of need. We saw an 
appropriate focus on thinking and behaviour, accommodation, and education, 
training and employment (ETE), and the importance of employment was well 
evidenced. The lack of relevant information considered for the assessment 
meant that plans were not focused sufficiently on keeping actual and potential 
victims safe. Contingency planning and protective measures were not considered 
fully.  

• Good interventions were available but they were not used accurately 
enough 

Some needs were well met, such as ETE, but there were insufficient 
interventions to address offending and risks of harm more directly. Interventions 
were not always targeted towards the right people and key work was missed, 
particularly in domestic abuse cases. Activities were not sequenced well and 
programmes of work lacked structure. There were not enough home visits 
undertaken and this has had an impact on the CRC’s ability to reduce risk of 
harm. 
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• Reviewing was weak, and did not draw on the views of individuals 
under supervision or their support networks 

Reviews did not consider how individuals were progressing, and insufficient 
changes and adjustments were made to plans. Reviews did not include the views 
of people under supervision, or their family and support networks well enough. 
Information from other agencies was sought and included far too infrequently.  

 
 

Unpaid work and Through the Gate 

Our key findings about other core activities specific to CRCs were as follows: 

Unpaid work  

• Unpaid work delivery was good and the CRC was effective in delivering 
the sentence of the court and maximising opportunities for service 
users’ personal development 

Assessments matched people to appropriate work and took personal 
circumstances, risk of harm, and health and safety into account. Work started 
quickly after court and the CRC has prioritised getting its systems right, to make 
sure this happens. Intensive unpaid work was used regularly to ensure that 
court orders were completed swiftly. The scheme needs to look more closely at 
how motivated people are to comply, and increase this where possible.  

There were some innovative placements on offer that helped individuals to make 
reparation for their crimes. The range of placements needs further development, 
however, as staff reported a reduction in placements providing social value to 
the community due to resource pressures. We found instances of people being 
sent home after reporting for unpaid work, or having their work instructions 
withdrawn, owing to a lack of resources to supervise all the people expected to 
report. 

Through the Gate 

• Overall, the Through the Gate service was good, with outstanding 
features 

The Through the Gate service is staffed by in-house DLNR staff, and this 
approach has worked well in ensuring a good joined-up service to help people to 
resettle in the community after a prison sentence. We saw good assessment and 
engagement of people in the service, but there needs to be more consideration 
of risk of harm factors. Coordination and communication with responsible 
officers are strong.  

The CRC was doing very well in supporting people with ETE and accommodation 
advice, but more needs to be done in liaison with others to ensure that people 
with drug and alcohol problems get the help they need. In line with its 
contractual obligations, the service largely refers on to other agencies for direct 
help with resettlement issues, such as accommodation. However, the outcomes 

CRC
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for people leaving prison were poor. The CRC has taken recent steps to improve 
the service for women, particularly so that there will be a facility for them to be 
met at the prison gate on release, in line with the provision for men.  

  



Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland

Community Rehabilitation Company

September 2018

Service:

Fieldwork started:

Overall rating Requires improvement

Good

Requires improvement

Good

Good

Inadequate

Requires improvement

Requires improvement

Inadequate

Good

Good

1.  Organisational delivery

1.1 Leadership

1.2 Staff

1.3 Services

1.4 Information and facilities

2.  Case supervision

2.1 Assessment

2.2 Planning

2.3 Implementation and delivery

2.4 Reviewing

4.  CRC specific 

4.1 Unpaid work

4.2 Through the Gate

CRC aspects of domain three work are listed in HMI Probation’s standards as 4.1 and 4.2. Those 

for the NPS are listed as 3.1 and 3.2.

2

2

10
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Recommendations 

As a result of our inspection findings, we have made five recommendations that we 
believe, if implemented, will have a positive impact on the quality of probation 
services in DLNR CRC. 
 
DLNR CRC should:  
 

1. ensure that the quality of assessment, planning, service delivery and 
reviewing is improved, to help keep actual and potential victims safe, drawing 
on individuals and their support networks, and contingency planning for when 
things change 

2. provide enough staff and equip them with the knowledge and skills to carry 
out effective work to keep other people safe 

3. improve service delivery for diverse groups of people, making sure that all 
appropriate interventions, services and facilities are available to individuals, to 
meet need 

4. ensure that the relationship between the customer services centre and 
responsible officers is working well, to provide a good, joined-up service 

5. work with others to improve outcomes for people leaving prison. 
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Background 

An explanation of probation services 

Over 260,000 adults are supervised by probation services annually.3 Probation 
services supervise individuals serving community orders, provide offenders with 
resettlement services while they are in prison (in anticipation of their release) and 
supervise, for a minimum of 12 months, all individuals released from prison.4  
To protect the public, probation staff assess and manage the risks that offenders 
pose to the community. They help to rehabilitate these individuals by dealing with 
problems such as drug and alcohol misuse and lack of employment or housing, to 
reduce the prospect of reoffending. They monitor whether individuals are complying 
with court requirements, to make sure that they abide by their sentence. If offenders 
fail to comply, probation staff generally report them to the court or request recall to 
prison. 
These services are currently provided by a publicly owned National Probation Service 
(NPS) and 21 privately owned Community Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs) that 
provide services under contract. The government intends to change the 
arrangements for delivering probation services, and is consulting on some aspects of 
the future arrangements, at the time of writing.  
The NPS advises courts on sentencing all offenders, and manages those who present 
a high or very high risk of serious harm or who are managed under Multi-Agency 
Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA). CRCs supervise most other offenders who 
present a low or medium risk of harm.  

Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland CRC (DLNR) 

The DLNR CRC is wholly owned by the Reducing Reoffending Partnership (RRP), 
itself made up of three organisations: Ingeus (a private company) and two charities: 
St Giles Trust and Change, Grow, Live (CGL) – all of which are equity partners in 
RRP. RRP also owns the neighbouring Staffordshire & West Midlands CRC. The two 
are run by RRP broadly as one organisation, with one executive committee and one 
Chief Executive Officer (CEO).  
The operating model is common to both CRCs, and policies and practices are in the 
process of being harmonised, where appropriate, across them. This model provides 
each CRC with an extensive suite of interventions from a wide range of providers, 
with specific arrangements and interventions for women.  
For more information about this CRC, including details of its operating model, please 
see Annex 3 of this report.  

 

 

                                                
3 Ministry of Justice. Offender Management Caseload Statistics as at 31 December 2017. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/offender-management-statistics-quarterly  
4 All those sentenced, for offences committed after the implementation of the Offender Rehabilitation 
Act 2014, to more than one day and less than 24 months in custody are supervised in the community 
for 12 months post-release. Others serving longer custodial sentences may have longer total periods of 
supervision on licence.  
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The role of HM Inspectorate of Probation 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation is the independent inspector of youth 
offending and probation services in England and Wales. We report on the 
effectiveness of probation and youth offending service work with adults and children. 
We inspect these services and publish inspection reports. We highlight good and 
poor practice, and use our data and information to encourage high-quality services. 
We are independent of government, and speak independently. 

HM Inspectorate of Probation standards 

Organisations that are well led and well managed are more likely to achieve their 
aims. We inspect against four standards. These standards are based on established 
models and frameworks, which are grounded in evidence, learning and experience. 
They are designed to drive improvements in the quality of work with people who 
have offended.5 
 
  

                                                
5 Standards for inspecting probation services, HMI Probation (March 2018) 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/   



Contextual facts

Offender management caseload statistics as at 31 March 2018, Ministry of Justice.
Regional labour market statistics, Office for National Statistics (July 2018).
Proven reoffending, payment by results, July to September 2016 cohort, Ministry of Justice (July 2018).
CRC Service Level 8, Community performance quarterly statistics, January 2017 – March 2018, Q4, Ministry of Justice.
CRC Assurance Metric J, Community performance quarterly statistics, January 2017 – March 2018, Q4, Ministry of Justice.
CRC Service Level 10, Community performance quarterly statistics, January 2017 – March 2018, Q4, Ministry of Justice.
List of UK police forces, Police UK.
List of councils in England by type, Gov.uk.

  6

  7

  8

  9

10

11

12

13

8

14

155,939

The total number of individuals subject to probation supervision by
CRCs across England and Wales 6155,939

The number of individuals supervised by DLNR CRC 68,774

The proportion of positive compliance outcomes with licences and, where 
applicable, post-sentence supervision periods for DLNR CRC. The performance 
figure for all England and Wales was 69%, against a target of 65% 10

56%

The proportion of positive completions of unpaid work requirements for DLNR 
CRC. The performance figure for all England and Wales was 88%, against a target 
of 90% 11

94%

Number of police forces in the CRC area 123

Local authorities (unitary) in the CRC area 134

Local authorities (city) in the CRC area 133

Local authorities (district/borough) in the CRC area 1321

The proportion of individuals who were recorded as having successfully completed 
their community orders or suspended sentence orders for DLNR CRC. The 
performance figure for all England and Wales was 78%, against a target of 75% 9

75%

The adjusted proportion of DLNR CRC’s service users with a proven reoffence 846.3%

The rate of unemployment in the Unitary Authorities of Derby, Leicester, 
Nottingham and Rutland. This is higher than the England average (4.3%) 75.7%

The number of CRCs owned by RRP2
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1. Organisational delivery 

DLNR CRC is owned by RRP, and a clear vision, mission and values have been set 
out. There is appropriate representation on boards that report to the RRP executive 
committee, and leaders are conduits for information exchange and challenge. 
Complementary work is under way to embed a new culture. Senior leaders 
communicate the RRP vision and mission to staff and partners. The RRP has been 
implementing a change programme over the past year, to improve the quality of 
case management, but this has not yet delivered consistent results. The CRC has a 
good grasp of the principal areas for improvement and has effective tools to help it 
to build quality into its operations. The time investment required for all staff to reach 
the quality standards will be challenging for the CRC to achieve, given the financial 
constraints of the funding of the current contract and the reduction in the number of 
corporate staff. 

Strengths: 
• Clear communication channels work well to convey messages from the 

leadership down through the CRC. 
• Good governance helps the CRC to manage operations and risks closely. 
• Attention has been paid to getting operating processes in place, and these are 

well understood by staff and partners alike.  
• There is good analysis of information to support the development of 

interventions and services. 
• Continuous improvement activity has delivered good results against contract 

targets and has the potential to improve quality. 

 
Areas for improvement: 
• Staffing levels need to be adequate in all locations, to ensure that meaningful 

work can be carried out. 
• The learning and development offer needs to improve, to help staff to analyse 

offending and risks better and to be able to deliver effective interventions to 
keep people safe. 

• Staff need to be better engaged in order to feel more able to communicate 
with senior managers, to support good organisational delivery. 

• Management oversight needs to be strengthened, to ensure that people are 
kept safe and that quality improves. 

• The CRC must address the dysfunction between the customer services centre 
and responsible officers. 

• Practice and services for diverse groups of people must meet needs 
responsively and include women-only reporting facilities.  
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1.1. Leadership Good 

The leadership of the organisation supports and promotes the 
delivery of a high-quality, personalised and responsive service 
for all service users. 

 

A clear vision, mission and set of values are in place. The organisation’s values 
have been refreshed recently and energy has been put into communicating this 
widely. There are formal delivery plans in place, with key actions and timescales 
laid out. Formalised governance arrangements support these plans. We saw, 
however, that leaders are stretched, carrying demanding workloads and 
responsibilities. These leaders are working hard, but consistent quality was not yet 
in place. 
A range of communication briefing mechanisms exists to provide teams with 
timely, key information and keep staff informed of strategic developments and 
priorities. These include a quarterly ‘Inside Track’ call between the CEO and all 
managers, and the fortnightly Take Action publication. These enable questions and 
ideas for future improvement to be communicated to the CEO and for him to 
outline required actions. There is effective, mature communication in place with 
the NPS locally, at both the senior and middle manager level. As a result, the NPS 
has a good understanding of the CRC’s role and responsibilities in reducing 
reoffending. Moreover, the relationship has underpinned innovation within the 
area that the CRC serves. Suppliers are also well versed in the delivery model.  
A risk audit committee oversees organisational risks. There is a detailed risk 
register that is regularly reviewed, and the organisation is aware of the current 
risks to service delivery and the strategies to manage and mitigate them. Financial 
pressure is the biggest risk to the CRC. In the past year, organisational changes 
have been implemented to safeguard front-line delivery while operating within 
budget. These changes include a reduction in corporate staff roles and office 
closures. Consultations with staff are taking place about small numbers of further 
redundancies which largely relate to the forthcoming closure of a customer 
services centre (CSC) in Nottingham. 
Business continuity plans are in place to ensure that services can run consistently. 
Changes are largely managed well; for example, the Ilkeston office was closed 
recently and the impact on service users was assessed in advance of the closure. 
Incidents are actively monitored, with health and safety kept under review. The 
CEO commissioned an external report on health and safety in response to staff 
concerns; however, it is not clear what actions have been taken as a result. Staff 
have raised issues about their safety during this inspection.  
The Every Case Essentials (ECE) guide (see Annex 3) sets out the core 
expectations of the probation practitioner role. It provides a baseline of minimum 
work, and signals the need to consider the diverse needs of service users. We 
were pleased to see that, during the induction phase, people are assigned a 
priority status to their supervision in the community. The model requires that 
approaches are personalised and staff are clear about what is expected of them. 
More needs to be done to respond to diversity. The CRC has recently started to 
refocus on this area of work, and has produced an equality and diversity plan.  
Key to the operating model is service user engagement; the CRC has invested in 
User Voice to support its work in this area, and a well-established service user 
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council functions to offer improvements in the broader governance and operations. 
We commend the CRC on its track record of offering employment to people with 
lived experience of the criminal justice system, as it provides a tangible 
demonstration of organisational values.  
The division of work between the CSC and probation practitioners is not working 
effectively. Some staff reported that they avoid sending work to the CSC because 
they believe that they can do it faster themselves – for example, typing and 
printing letters. There are signs of a clear cultural and systemic problem, as some 
staff do not trust their organisational systems. The organisation has an aspiration 
to optimise the use of the CSC as a means of delivering consistent processes and 
to reduce costs. Clearly, there remains work to do, so that the needs of the people 
supervised by the CRC are insulated from any internal CRC process problems.  

1.2 Staff Requires 
improvement 

Staff within the organisation are empowered to deliver a  
high-quality, personalised and responsive service for all service 
users. 

 

Despite the aspiration within the RRP People Strategy to be ‘a great place to work’, 
less than two-thirds of DLNR CRC staff engaged with the parent company’s staff 
engagement survey and, of those who did respond, only 35 per cent gave positive 
views. A small majority of the staff we interviewed considered that their safety and 
wellbeing in the workplace was being properly considered. The organisation has 
more to do to build staff confidence in the organisation.  
The organisation needs to pay attention to staff wellbeing, as staff highlighted 
shortcomings in this area. The CRC’s approach to multi-agency arrangements; 
workloads; learning and development; recognition and reward; safety and wellbeing; 
and quality was much less satisfactory for practitioners who were at an equivalent 
grade to probation services officers.  
Planning to ensure that the right number and types of staff are located correctly is 
hampered by the range of staff terms and conditions that are in place. Although 
workloads are monitored well, the redeployment of staff has been difficult within 
existing arrangements. Caseloads are variable, and for some responsible officers 
excessively high. There has been a small reduction in the number of responsible 
officers over the past year, while the caseload has remained largely static. The CRC 
has struggled to recruit in Leicestershire, particularly for supervisors of unpaid work 
and probation practitioner level 3 (PP3) staff. The PP3 role is equivalent to the 
probation officer grade. Staff workloads are regularly reviewed using the caseload 
report, dashboard and the work management tool in the CSC.  
Only one-half of staff interviewed considered their caseloads to be manageable or 
that resources are managed appropriately within their teams. Although middle 
managers reported being able to manage their workloads, there has been a 
considerable reduction in the number of ‘back office’ functions, and additional tasks 
have transferred to performance delivery managers (PDMs). These include 
recruitment, health and safety, and finance. 
A little over one-half of the responsible officers interviewed told us that the 
organisation promotes a culture of learning and continuous improvement. Most staff 
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report that they experience active supervision with their line manager. However, this 
tends to focus mainly on the pursuit of performance targets and reflective case 
discussion can be marginalised. Management oversight needs to be strengthened, to 
ensure that people are kept safe and that quality improves.  
There is a generic induction programme for new starters which includes an initial 
two-day introduction to the organisation. Staff progress to role-specific induction and 
training. They also have access to clinical supervision sessions within some offices. 
There is a dual approach to supervision and appraisal, outlined in the performance 
management framework. Not all staff receive regular appraisals.  
The learning and development programme is varied and includes a range of 
methods. The majority of staff told us that there were development opportunities on 
offer. Staff perceived that training is generally aimed at newer staff, and that there is 
insufficient in-depth training available – for example, in working with domestic 
abusers. Staff were positive about recent training in trauma-informed practice and 
found it to be one of the most useful sessions offered recently. We were pleased to 
see this investment, as trauma is often a key underlying reason for offending. There 
is no standard set of training for some roles (for example, unpaid work supervisors), 
although the organisation is working to address this. 
Arrangements to train staff up to probation officer level are satisfactory, with staff 
keen to access these opportunities. DLNR CRC confirmed that its electronic systems 
for reporting on learning and development are not fit for purpose. The organisation 
struggles to understand its learning and skills mix because of the deficits in its 
current systems. Work is under way to transfer to a new system, to remedy this 
situation.  
We found insufficient management oversight. Where such oversight was noted in 
case records, it was often ineffective, and risks of harm for domestic violence cases 
were not actively managed. This is clearly unsatisfactory. 
There is an established award scheme to recognise and reward the achievements of 
RRP staff. Many staff commented on the positive support they received from their 
managers and peers.  
Reasonable adjustments to people’s working arrangements were not made, when 
requested, for almost one-half of the practitioners we spoke to, despite a 
management view that these adjustments are agreed in most instances.  

1.3. Services Good 

A comprehensive range of high-quality services is in place, 
supporting a tailored and responsive service for all service users. 

 

The CRC has a big challenge to offer services fairly across the wide and (in part) 
rural area it covers.  
The reducing reoffending tool (known as the RAT) is in place to analyse the 
caseload; however, this is a recent development and the impact of this tool has not 
yet been fully realised. The tool looks at risk of reoffending factors but does not 
include criminogenic need data, owing to the widespread use of basic (layer 1) 
Offender Assessment System (OASys) assessments over the past year, rather than 
fuller assessments (layer 3) that would have given the CRC access to this data.  
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The RAT allows for analyses along many different lines, including protected 
characteristics and sentencing types. Although greater use could be made of the tool 
to analyse the needs and outcomes of different groups of people, we are pleased to 
see that the CRC is using its information positively to help to influence strategic 
partners locally. Evidence was provided that the higher rate of reoffending found in 
women from Leicester had resulted in an increase in provision targeted at women 
released from HM Prison Peterborough. 
The CRC has encountered reducing numbers of unpaid work requirements and is 
starting to remodel its approach in response.  
The quality of the services delivered is mixed. Some services, such as ETE, are 
gaining good outcomes. Unpaid work and Through the Gate services are also 
meeting their contract targets. The CRC is proud of the work that it delivers to 
reduce reoffending, and believes that it has some promising statistics with which to 
develop this work. It offers a suite of accredited programmes and non-structured 
sessions, run by in-house staff and other providers. There is both an accredited 
programme and a pathway interventions strategic plan. 
The accredited programmes have a recognised evidence base but are under-used. 
Other interventions are often loosely based on research and can lack rigour. More 
work is needed to assure the quality of the non-structured interventions, as not 
enough attention is being paid to ensuring that services are properly evidence based 
and targeted correctly. Some interventions do not take sufficient account of people’s 
individual circumstances, and few programmes run at weekends.  
We found that interpreting services do not always meet the needs of the people 
under supervision. Most staff believed that face-to-face interpreting was not at their 
disposal, and appointment letters are not always provided in appropriate community 
languages when needed.  
There is a wide range of services on offer to assist with ETE, housing, drugs and 
alcohol problems, among others. There is an established peer mentoring scheme 
which offers opportunities for people to develop themselves and their skills. The CRC 
has not met its basic contractual requirement of women-only arrangements. This is 
because of a combination of rurality and small numbers, and a lack of robust 
systems to offer these facilities. A number of services do not run at smaller offices. 
This has resulted in a lack of women-only services in some smaller offices. We also 
found that women were not routinely offered the choice of a female responsible 
officer before attending the CRC office for the first time, on community supervision 
or on licence. This situation is highly unusual and needs to be rectified urgently.  
Services are quality assured through close monitoring of the contracts but we saw 
little evaluation of services. Through the Gate services are strong and the 
organisation is to be commended on its approach within a contract specification 
which focuses on assessments, plans and referrals.  
Unfortunately, we found that one-third of people released from prison back into the 
DLNR area had no settled accommodation to go to, despite accessing Through the 
Gate services, limiting their ability to succeed in the community. The outcomes for 
those leaving custody were even worse for women, and the CRC is taking steps to 
make improvements. Sadly, such poor outcomes are in line with what we have found 
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in our thematic inspections of Through the Gate services across England and 
Wales.14 15  
The CRC has made a sizeable financial commitment to a housing fund, to help to 
tackle the difficulties that people face in securing accommodation and to offer 
practical support. We visited one such housing project and were impressed by the 
commitment of the CRC in taking direct action to improve housing provision.  
Relationships with providers and with the NPS are relatively strong. Co-location in 
some offices has brought about strong links with partners. The local NPS division is 
content with the provision of services, particularly in ETE, accommodation and 
women’s services.   
DLNR CRC has worked hard to ensure that checks can be made with the police and 
social care services. The use of these facilities needs to be improved, to manage risk 
of harm better. There are excellent multi-agency arrangements in some of the local 
Integrated Offender Management (IOM) schemes, and it is positive to see a domestic 
abuse cohort benefiting from the arrangements in Nottingham.   
The CRC has undertaken a pilot to place its staff in two courts, to improve 
communication with sentencers. This initiative has also resulted in the CRC 
undertaking a bail information role, to reduce the number of people remanded into 
custody. This arrangement is the positive product of a whole-system approach 
between the CRC and the NPS Midlands division.  

1.4. Information and facilities Good 

Timely and relevant information is available and appropriate 
facilities are in place to support a high-quality, personalised and 
responsive approach for all service users. 

 

RRP has a clear estates strategy to offer modern, open-plan offices, to promote 
engagement. In most locations (Leicester, Nottingham, Worksop, Chesterfield and 
Derby), offices have been redesigned in line with the company’s operating model. 
Other offices are shared with the NPS or other partners, so have been designed 
differently. In the main population centres, there are good-quality offices which were 
accessible to staff and service users. The layout of the offices promotes the 
engagement of service users, most notably through the thoughtful configuration of 
reception areas, supported by a site host in each office. 
Feedback from staff about their health and safety concerns has been vocal in some 
offices, and the CRC has responded to their views by completing a safety audit. We 
saw evidence that incidents were monitored. Despite these efforts, just over one-half 
of all staff believed that their safety and wellbeing were being properly considered. 
Staff from several offices raised concerns about confidentiality, due to a lack of 
private interview space and inadequate soundproofing. The availability of women-
only space was patchy and the CRC acknowledged that more must be done to create 
appropriate facilities for women.   
                                                
14 HMI Probation and HMI Prisons. (October 2016). An Inspection of Through the Gate Resettlement 
Services for Short-Term Prisoners. 
15 HMI Probation and HMI Prisons. (June 2017). An Inspection of Through the Gate Resettlement 
Services for Prisoners Serving 12 months or More. 
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Policy and guidance are located on Knowledge Base, an electronic directory available 
to all staff. There is also a weekly bulletin which provides updates on current policy 
and practice. 
Best Recording Guidance for SWM/DLNR June 2016 includes clear advice and a 
helpful infographic to guide staff in recording. Practice relating to defensible  
decision-making is not well covered, except in relation to reducing or increasing 
contact levels. The small sample of policies and guidance that we examined were up 
to date and had been reviewed, where relevant. We were particularly impressed with 
the quality of the guidance relating to the Transition and Hope intervention, and with 
the engagement toolkit.  
The CRC had planned to introduce a bespoke case recording system, but this plan 
had to be abandoned, and legacy systems (OASys and nDelius, the national case 
management system) are used instead. This has taken up valuable resources. Local 
information technology solutions are generally good and some new user-friendly 
systems are in place. Continuing investment in electronic systems is evident. These 
have the potential to support improvements in organisational performance. 
Knowledge Base provides a useful and well-managed repository for policies, 
guidance and information. CSC Works has also been developed, to facilitate tasking 
between operational and centralised administrative teams. 
There are arrangements for partners to exchange information via the CSC Works 
system, with some having direct access to nDelius. There are good arrangements for 
remote working, as staff have access to mobile phones and laptop computers.  
A performance management framework is in place. We saw effective use of 
management information; for example, the findings of a recent safeguarding audit in 
Nottingham were providing a focus for improvement. We saw a good understanding 
of performance, supported by the RAT, caseload profile tool and caseload reports. 
DLNR CRC also holds monthly ‘quality assurance days’, although this takes in a very 
limited number of cases. An internal audit mechanism samples up to 10 per cent of 
cases, with a strong focus on contract compliance.  
The Public Protection Governance Map spells out the role of RRP’s risk and audit 
committee, which provides for the management of business and practice risks. The 
committee oversees actions and directs a circle of organisational learning. The CRC 
has invested in formal evaluation, to a limited extent. Their peer mentor scheme, 
which is well received by staff, is being evaluated by Nottingham Trent University.  
The service user council is well established and supported by a contract with User 
Voice. Systems for collecting service user views were evident and have led to positive 
change, such as to improved wording of appointment letters.  
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2. Case supervision 

We found a lot of inconsistency in this CRC. Some practice was very good indeed, 
but there simply was not enough of it. Schemes such as IOM, a multi-agency 
approach to tackling some of the most difficult or prolific offending problems, were 
working very well. We were impressed by the arrangements in Nottingham, where 
domestic abuse was being tackled. A historical decision to use a very basic type of 
assessment, however, has contributed to big problems in building an accurate picture 
of each individual’s offending, and the factors that contributed to it 

Strengths: 
• There was a good focus on getting people started on and completing their 

sentences. 
• The CRC has done well to minimise the number of changes of responsible 

officer, with most people helped by having a key relationship to support 
change. 

• Assessments of the level of risk of harm were predominantly accurate. 
• Planning for help with thinking and behaviour, accommodation and ETE was 

good; responsible officers recognised the importance of employment and 
planned well to support people to get and keep jobs. 

 
Areas for improvement: 
• Sufficient assessment should be put in place to capture key factors 

underpinning individuals’ offending, and responsible officer contact with 
prisons needs to increase, to facilitate this for resettlement cases. 

• Analysis of offending needs to improve. 
• Home visits need to be undertaken more often, in line with CRC guidance, to 

ensure that people are kept safe. 
• Contingency planning needs to improve. 
• Structured work and interventions need to be targeted, sequenced and used 

effectively to reduce reoffending and keep other people safe. 
• Contact with family and support networks should be used much more often, to 

support desistance and to help to review progress.  
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2.1. Assessment Inadequate 

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

 

We found that assessment activity, including a written assessment, was taking place 
in most cases but the quality was lacking. The CRC had opted for the widespread use 
of basic (layer 1) OASys assessments, partly because of resource pressures. This 
layer of assessment encourages a cut-down set of information to be included. This 
contributed to the standard of assessment being inadequate. We were particularly 
concerned to find very thin assessments in cases involving risks to children and those 
containing domestic abuse features.  
More recently, the CRC has reversed its stance on the adequacy of basic 
assessments and now requires that a fuller assessment is completed on more 
complex cases. We expect to see good-quality assessments in all cases, as a 
cornerstone to good practice. The revised approach is contained within the ECE 
guidance. The organisation expects that improvements in practice will flow from 
using ECE, but this was not evident in the cases we looked at. The continuous 
improvement work that the CRC is doing looks to be the right approach and we 
judge that it is likely that there will be an uplift in quality over time.  
The ECE guidance needs refinement, to include better coordination between 
community and resettlement Through the Gate services, and use of individuals and 
their support networks within the community.  
We found that most assessments were descriptive, rather than analytical. They also 
generally failed to draw from information held by partner agencies. One inspector 
commented on a particular case:  
“There was no assessment of any offending-related factors. A basic (layer 1) 
assessment was copied from a previous assessment, but in line with current CRC 
guidance this should have been a full (layer 3) assessment due to current domestic 
abuse and safeguarding children issues. Motivation for the offence is unclear. The 
offence was racially aggravated harassment but the responsible officer has never 
discussed the racial abuse with the service user and is not aware of the nature of it. 
The responsible officer has not seen the prosecution papers”. 

This is a key weakness which is hampering practitioners’ ability to analyse the 
reasons and motivation for offending. 
There has been a focus on optimising engagement with the introduction of ECE, 
which sets out the need to respond to people’s individual needs and diverse 
circumstances. In just over one-half of cases, however, there was not enough done 
to engage people in their assessment. In the cases sampled, diversity and personal 
circumstances were under-assessed, but where these factors were considered, the 
CRC had responded well.  
Key opportunities to involve people in their own assessments were regularly missed. 
We also found that people’s strengths were under-used, and only present in one-half 
of the cases. Good assessment practice builds on strengths, as well as identifying 
areas for change.  
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While practitioners made an accurate assessment of the level of risk of harm in a 
clear majority of cases, less than two-thirds of cases focused sufficiently on keeping 
people safe. Analytical assessment was the key thread missing in far too many cases 
here. This resonates with the findings from our recent thematic report on domestic 
abuse: 
‘Responsible officers did not do enough to understand the full circumstances of the 
domestic abuse. This left them unable to undertake and adapt their work to meet the 
specific needs of the case’.16 

ECE specifies that full assessments are required on a range of cases, including with 
domestic abuse cases in which a relevant incident has occurred within the past six 
months. There are dangers with this approach, as vital longer-term information may 
be lost and not enough account may be made of patterns of behaviour that underlie 
risk of harm.  

2.2 Planning Requires 
improvement 

Planning is well-informed, holistic and personalised, actively 
involving the service user. 

 

Planning activity was more consistent than assessment, but still needs to improve. 
Group inductions are often used by the CRC, and this can sometimes mean that 
responsible officers have little or no contact with the service user before plans are 
finalised. In most cases, we found that there was a clear focus on making sure that 
plans are in place. The quality of plans is being addressed through regular quality 
assurance work because the organisation has recognised shortcomings in this area of 
work.  

The organisation does not involve people in their own planning sufficiently, or pay 
enough attention to how motivated people are, or their personal circumstances. One 
inspector found: 
“The plan seems to assume that he will not attend, which may be based on previous 
experience, but it is important to always aim to make a fresh start and to encourage 
the service user to do so. This didn't happen in this case. There was no induction 
session and no self-assessment questionnaire. There was no evidence of a 
conversation with him about his hopes for the future and about what issues he would 
like to be taken into account.” 

There was not enough planning to reduce reoffending. It was good to see that 
planning for help with thinking and behaviour, accommodation and ETE was present 
in the majority of cases. All other areas that underpin offending were not sufficiently 
tackled. Plans had provision to address lifestyle and associates far too infrequently.   
 

                                                
16 HMI Probation. (September 2018). Domestic Abuse: The Work Undertaken by Community 
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs). 
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Opportunities were missed to build on people’s strengths and sources of support. We 
saw that family support was often missed as a crucial help for people to stay clear of 
offending. Responsible officers recognised the importance of employment, however, 
and planned well to support people to get and keep jobs.  
We found omissions in planning to address child safeguarding and child protection 
risks in just under one-half of the cases inspected. Worryingly, in domestic abuse 
cases, the level of care taken over plans to keep people safe was wholly inadequate.  
There were formal plans to manage risk of harm in less than two-thirds of cases. For 
those that did have these plans, there was not enough focus on constructive and 
protective interventions. Similarly, we saw too little linking up with other agencies to 
manage the risk of harm effectively. Contingency planning was severely lacking, with 
only four out of every ten cases having a suitable plan. This gave us considerable 
concern about how emerging problems would be managed. The following case 
highlights some of these areas for concern: 
”No reference was made to police call-out checks which would be required on this 
case (domestic abuse offending with children at risk of harm). No inclusion of 
children’s social care safety plans or restrictions are noted. The plan makes no 
inclusion or reference to the restraining order in place as an external control. The risk 
management plan is not personalised and does not contain the contact details for 
any other professionals involved, despite mention being made of social services and 
Turning Point. The risk of serious harm summary is too basic. There is no detailed 
contingency plan.” 

 

2.3. Implementation and delivery Requires 
improvement 

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

 

While, overall, the implementation and delivery of the sentence required 
improvement, there were areas of strength. The organisation demonstrated a sound 
approach to getting people started on their court orders, but less than one-half of 
the people due to be released from prison had enough contact from their responsible 
officer, to build effective relationships. This indicates that more needs to be done to 
join up prisons and community-based staff.  
Induction processes, tools and practices to manage sentences positively were in 
place and functioning well. We were pleased to see that most cases retained the 
same responsible officer throughout, which helped to give people continuity and 
demonstrated the organisation’s emphasis on the need to build relationships. In a 
large majority of cases, we also saw good work to re-engage people following breach 
action. 
Effective work to help people to move away from offending featured in too few 
cases, with practitioners seldom including key individuals in activities to help people 
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to do this. Research suggests that drawing upon people’s support networks can be 
powerful in achieving positive change.17 
DLNR CRC has a good range of services and interventions available to help to tackle 
things that contribute to offending. In the work we saw, good use was made to build 
on individual strengths. Unfortunately, we found a very patchy use of structured 
work or interventions that could be effective in reducing reoffending. Some 
interventions – for example, Foundations for Rehabilitation – were used for 
everyone, without full consideration of the evidence base regarding who might 
actually benefit from them.18 Work to tackle alcohol difficulties was delivered in only 
one-third of cases, leaving many people without the crucial help they needed in 
order to change.  
There was variable practice in the delivery of rehabilitation activity requirement 
(RAR) days. In extreme cases, we saw confusion and inactivity, as highlighted by this 
case example:  
“There was a lack of offence-focused work. No RAR days were delivered; the 
responsible officer said she was confused about RAR days. No safety planning work or 
parenting considerations were made. No follow-up was done on post-traumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD) referral. The responsible officer said she did not feel competent 
to manage PTSD work but had not got further information about services on offer 
locally. The responsible officer thought, incorrectly, that a partner link worker would 
not be involved if the service user was on the Safer Choices intervention. This 
intervention had not been used because the service user was hostile to dealing with 
his abusive behaviour and this dynamic was not being managed appropriately.” 

We saw little guidance to steer practitioners on when to sequence interventions in 
their planning. Although some responsible officers were sequencing work well, the 
organisation needs to strengthen its advice to practitioners in the ECE, in order to 
keep the protection of the public at the forefront of its work.  
Overall, work to reduce risk of harm and to keep people safe was sufficient in only 
one-half of cases. Other agencies were not included often enough, and nor were 
people’s support networks.  
Home visits were not being used sufficiently to manage risks of harm. Visits were 
only completed in around one-third of cases where they were clearly needed, as 
illustrated by the following case example:  
“No checks were made with the police and no home visits were carried out, despite 
the history of domestic abuse. The drug and alcohol worker was the only source of 
structured work, and raised with the responsible officer that the use of class A drugs 
was too high to be funded from benefits, so he suspected ongoing crime. The 
responsible officer requested no police intelligence around this and did not challenge 
the service user about this. Supervision sessions were brief and without clear 

                                                
17 McNeill, F. and Weaver, B. (2010). Changing Lives? Desistance Research and Offender Management. 
SCCJR Project Report; No 03/2010. 
18 McGuire, J. and Priestley, P. (1995). Reviewing “What Works”: Past, Present and Future, in McGuire, 
J. (ed.) What Works: Reducing Reoffending Guidelines from Research and Practice. Chichester: Wiley, 
pp. 3–34. 
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structure or purpose. The service user was acknowledging daily class A drug use but 
this was not discussed or addressed.” 

 
2.4. Reviewing Inadequate 

Reviewing of progress is well-informed, analytical and 
personalised, actively involving the service user. 

 

Reviewing forms a crucial part of managing people in the community. In DLNR CRC, 
we found that the level of reviewing was insufficient. This process was taking place 
in just over half of the cases that needed it, despite local guidance that staff ‘should 
aim for a progress review to be recorded in nDelius at least every 12 weeks’.19 
Staff were most proficient in the parts of reviewing that related to helping people to 
comply with their court orders. Unfortunately, less than half of the people needing 
reviews were included meaningfully in the process of reviewing their progress and 
circumstances.  
In the majority of reviews, there was a good focus on support for people trying to 
move away from offending. This could have been strengthened with more focus on 
looking at changes alongside people, and acting on these changes to make 
adjustments to the planned work, in order to help individuals to move away from 
offending.  
We were most concerned to find that review practice was very weak where it 
handled managing risks of harm to others. Not enough work was done to include 
necessary changes related to risks of harm, and too few had input from other 
agencies. All too often, opportunities were missed; only one-third of cases included 
people in reviewing their own risky behaviour. This echoes the findings from our 
recent thematic inspection of domestic abuse:20  
‘Often there was too little communication between responsible officers and 
practitioners in other agencies to safeguard victims and children, or to make sure 
that individuals were engaged in appropriate interventions’. 

Local guidance is not clear enough on how staff should review changes. For 
example, the use of family and support networks is missing from guidance around 
reviewing and re-engagement. The impact of this is considerable, and the CRC needs 
to change it. The CRC is not drawing upon the resources of individuals to support 
their own progress, and it is not using the power of family and friendship support 
networks to help people to move way from crime and risky behaviour.  
 
 
 
 

                                                
19 ECE. 
20 HMI Probation. (September 2018). Domestic Abuse: The Work Undertaken by Community 
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs). 
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4. Unpaid work and Through the Gate

Unpaid work is referred to as ‘community paybackʼ in this CRC. Those sentenced to 
this requirement must complete between 40 and 300 hours of unpaid labour to serve 
the purposes of punishment, reparation and rehabilitation. The CRC organises its 
unpaid work scheme across a wide geographical area.  
It is commendable that it has found creative ways of helping people to complete 
their hours, even in rural areas with few transport links. It has done so in partnership 
with colleges and charities by making sound use of individual placements when 
organising people into a group is not practical (see also operating model in Annex 3). 
Senior leaders have told us that the current cost of running the scheme is too high 
and the falling number of sentences requiring these hours to be worked has caused 
a major rethink in order to make the scheme run within its budget. The findings 
largely show a scheme that is working well, with outstanding features, although 
there needs to be a sharper focus on risk of harm.  
The CRC runs Through the Gate services in six resettlement prisons across its four 
counties. These include busy local prisons which house people remanded into 
custody and those freshly sentenced from court. Workloads are high in these prisons 
because of the numbers of individuals being received and released. The CRC also 
works in an open prison and a women’s prison. We met passionate staff, who cared 
deeply about doing holistic work in the face of challenging circumstances. Prisons 
can be difficult places to work in, and staff told us that the contractual requirement 
to focus on getting electronic plans completed on time sometimes detracts from 
helping people to get the things they need to make a good start when they return to 
the community, such as a place to live and access to employment or education. 
The Through the Gate service is enhanced by peer mentors, who are trained by St 
Giles Trust to offer support. Sova works to recruit and support volunteers who run a 
service to meet people at the gate on the day of release (see Annex 3).  

Strengths: 
• Unpaid work assessments matched people to suitable work, and responsible

officers gave appropriate support to help individuals comply with their court
orders.

• Arrangements for unpaid work took good account of risk of harm
considerations and health and safety.

• Unpaid work helped people to make reparation for their crimes, and to
rehabilitate.

• Coordination of resettlement activity was very good in Through the Gate cases
and included very high levels of communication with responsible officers.

CRC



 

Inspection of probation services: Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland CRC 29 
 

Areas for improvement: 
• For unpaid work cases, assessment of motivation to comply needs to be 

strengthened. 
• Improvements need to be made to the range of unpaid work placements with 

enough resources provided, so that people are not sent home, or have their 
work instructions withdrawn.  

• More focus is needed on risk of harm factors in Through the Gate cases.  
• People with drug and alcohol problems need more help to resettle successfully. 
• The CRC needs to increase the number of people leaving prison having 

somewhere to live.  
• Women must receive an equitable Through the Gate service. 

 
4.1. Unpaid work Good 

Unpaid work is delivered safely and effectively, engaging the 
service user in line with the expectations of the court. 

 

Almost half of the cases we sampled were ‘stand-alone’ orders, whereby no other 
requirements were ordered by the sentencing court. The remaining cases had 
multiple requirements, such as RARs. The case management of unpaid work was 
very good. We saw efficient processes to get people started on their orders, very 
quickly after their court hearing. There was some use of intensive hours, whereby 
individuals work up to four days per week. Eighty-eight per cent of cases were 
managed by the CRC, and the remainder by the NPS.  
A large majority of assessments were sufficient, with an appropriate focus on health 
and safety, and risk of harm. We saw real strength in the CRC’s ability to cater for 
people’s diverse needs – for example, by working around shift patterns and child 
care commitments. The key area for improvement is the assessment of motivation to 
comply, as only 40 per cent of the cases we looked at included this.  
In eight out of ten cases, we found that the assessment matched people to suitable 
work, and that responsible officers gave appropriate support to help individuals to 
comply with their court orders. Arrangements for unpaid work took good account of 
risk of harm considerations.  
Although a clear majority of cases had sentences implemented appropriately, and 
effective work was being done to deliver the sentences of the court, there were 
some difficulties in having enough work for everyone who needed it. Three out of 
every ten cases had their instructions to attend for work temporarily stopped or were 
sent home after reporting. The CRC has identified some particular staffing problems 
in Leicestershire and was working on recruitment, to ensure that there would be 
enough work.  
Of the activity clearly recorded, around three-quarters of the unpaid work delivered 
was undertaken in groups, with the remaining quarter being individual placements. 
The large majority of unpaid work helped people to make reparation for their crimes, 
and to rehabilitate. Again, we saw outstanding work, with placements offering 
opportunities for personal development, but some staff reported a reduction in the 
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use of placements offering real value to the community. One inspector highlighted 
strengths in the following case:  
“The unpaid work placement offered the service user the opportunity to increase his 
skills by participating in a vocational qualification in horticulture and to gain basic 
qualifications in paving and fencing. For a man with limited work experience and few 
qualifications, this has been an excellent opportunity and one that he has embraced.” 

 

4.2. Through the Gate Good 

Through the Gate services are personalised and coordinated, 
addressing the service user’s resettlement needs. 

 

The CRC has invested in its Through the Gate service, and we saw evidence of staff 
going above and beyond the standard requirements of the contract. Staff, managers 
and prison representatives were largely very positive about the service, and the CRC 
should be proud of what it has achieved, working in a range of demanding prisons. 
For example, HM Prison Nottingham was given an urgent notification21 to improve in 
January 2018, and CRC staff highlighted that it is a difficult prison to work in because 
of the volume of prisoners and the levels of violence on the wings. Nonetheless, staff 
were doing commendable work. 
In planning to support people resettling from prison, the CRC provided sufficient 
work in a large majority of cases, although over one-third did not take sufficient 
account of risk of harm factors. Most areas of need were well catered for by the 
service, but people with drug and alcohol problems received too little help. 
Undoubtedly, this will seriously undermine people’s ability to remain offence-free on 
release.  
Overall, the focus on resettling people back into the community successfully was 
achieved in three-quarters of cases. The service has an emphasis on responding to 
resettlement needs. We saw a good focus on needs, such as accommodation advice 
and ETE, but there were too many occasions when not enough was being done to 
manage risk of harm. Four out of every ten people did not have the necessary work 
completed on their case to plan and manage risk of harm factors.  
In nearly nine out of ten cases, the coordination of resettlement activity was good. 
This included very high levels of communication with responsible officers. This 
communication is supported by local guidance too. The following is a positive 
example summarised by one inspector:  
“There was evidence of good liaison with the housing worker and the responsible 
officer in the community regarding intended housing referrals. A view was sought 
from the responsible officer on the proposed referrals and direction about whether a 
faith organisation should see risk information.” 

Unfortunately, outcomes for individuals leaving the prison gates were not good. One-
third of people were homeless on release and three-quarters had no work to go to. 

                                                
21 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/urgent-notification-for-hmp-nottingham 
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Annex 1: Methodology  

The inspection methodology is summarised below, linked to the three domains in our 
standards framework. We focused on obtaining evidence against the standards, key 
questions and prompts in our inspection framework.  

Domain one: organisational delivery 

The provider submitted evidence in advance, and the CRC’s CEO delivered a 
presentation covering the following areas:  

• How does the leadership of the organisation support and promote the 
delivery of a high-quality, personalised and responsive service for all service 
users?  

• How are staff in the organisation empowered to deliver a high-quality, 
personalised and responsive service for all service users?  

• Is there a comprehensive range of high-quality services in place, supporting a 
tailored and responsive service for all service users?  

• Is timely and relevant information available, and are there appropriate 
facilities to support a high-quality, personalised and responsive approach for 
all service users?  

• What are your priorities for further improvement, and why?  
During the main fieldwork phase, we interviewed 66 individual responsible officers, 
asking them about their experiences of training, development, management 
supervision and leadership. We held various meetings and focus groups, which 
allowed us to triangulate evidence and information. In total, we conducted 34 
meetings, undertook a tour of an accommodation project and visited eight different 
delivery sites across the four counties served by DLNR CRC. We also visited a CSC. 
The evidence explored under this domain was judged against our published ratings 
characteristics.22  

Domain two: case supervision 

We completed case assessments over a two-week period, examining service users’ 
files and interviewing responsible officers. The cases selected were those of 
individuals who had been under community supervision for approximately six to 
seven months (either through a community sentence or following release from 
custody). This enabled us to examine work in relation to assessing, planning, 
implementing and reviewing. Where necessary, interviews with other people closely 
involved in the case also took place.  
We examined 129 cases from across three clusters. The sample size was set to 
achieve a confidence level of 80 per cent (with a margin of error of 5), and we 
ensured that the ratios in relation to gender, type of disposal and risk of serious 
harm level matched those in the eligible population. 
                                                
22 Probation inspection Domain one characteristics, HMI Probation (March 2018) 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2018/05/Probation-
Domain-One-rating-characteristics-March-18-final.pdf 
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Domain three: unpaid work and Through the Gate 

We completed case assessments for two further samples: (i) unpaid work and (ii) 
Through the Gate. As in domain two, sample sizes were set to achieve a confidence 
level of 80 per cent (with a margin of error of 5). 

Unpaid work  
We examined 50 cases with unpaid work requirements that had begun at least three 
months previously. The sample included cases managed by the NPS, as well as by 
the CRC. We ensured that the ratios in relation to gender and risk of serious harm 
level matched those in the eligible population. We used the case management and 
assessment systems to inspect these cases.  
We also held meetings with the following individuals/groups, which allowed us to 
triangulate evidence and information: 
 

• the senior manager with overall responsibility for the delivery of unpaid work  
• middle managers with responsibilities for unpaid work  
• two groups of supervisors and placement coordinators of unpaid work, from a 

range of geographical locations.  

Through the Gate 

We examined 46 custodial cases in which the individual had been released on licence 
or post-sentence supervision six weeks earlier from the CRC’s resettlement prisons, 
over a two-week period. The sample included those entitled to pre-release Through 
the Gate services from the CRC, who were then supervised post-release by the CRC 
or the NPS. We used the case management and assessment systems to inspect these 
cases.  
We also held meetings with the following individuals/groups: 

• the senior managers in the CRC responsible for Through the Gate services  
• a small group of middle managers responsible for Through the Gate services 

in specific prisons  
• two groups of CRC resettlement workers directly responsible for preparing 

resettlement plans and/or meeting identified resettlement needs.  
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Annex 2: Inspection results: domains two and three 

2. Case supervision 

Standard/Key question Rating/% yes 

  

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

Inadequate 

2.1.1. Does assessment focus sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 56% 

2.1.2. Does assessment focus sufficiently on the factors 
linked to offending and desistance? 45% 

2.1.3. Does assessment focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 61% 

2.2. Planning 
Planning is well-informed, holistic and personalised, actively 
involving the service user. 

Requires 
improvement 

2.2.1. Does planning focus sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 55% 

2.2.2. Does planning focus sufficiently on reducing 
reoffending and supporting the service user’s 
desistance? 

59% 

2.2.3. Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe?23 53% 

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

Requires 
improvement 

2.3.1. Is the sentence/post-custody period implemented 
effectively with a focus on engaging the service user? 80% 

2.3.2. Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the service user’s desistance? 59% 

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

 
 

50% 
 
 

                                                
23 Please note: percentages relating to questions 2.2.3, 2.3.3 and 2.4.3 are calculated for the relevant 
sub-sample – that is, those cases where risk of serious harm issues apply, rather than for the total 
inspected sample. 
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2.4. Reviewing 
Reviewing of progress is well-informed, analytical and 
personalised, actively involving the service user 

Inadequate 

2.4.1. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the 
service user’s compliance and engagement? 73% 

2.4.2. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the 
service user’s desistance? 65% 

2.4.3. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 43% 

 
4. CRC-specific work  

Standard/Key question Rating/% yes 
4.1. Unpaid work  

Unpaid work is delivered safely and effectively, engaging the 
service user in line with the expectations of the court 

Good 

4.1.1. Does assessment focus on the key issues relevant to 
unpaid work? 80% 

4.1.2. Do arrangements for unpaid work focus sufficiently on 
supporting the service user’s engagement and 
compliance with the sentence? 

82% 

4.1.3. Do arrangements for unpaid work maximise the 
opportunity for the service user’s personal 
development? 

82% 

4.1.4. Is the sentence of the court implemented 
appropriately? 84% 

4.2. Through the Gate 

Through the Gate services are personalised and coordinated, 
addressing the service user’s resettlement needs 

Good 

4.2.1. Does resettlement planning focus sufficiently on the 
service user’s resettlement needs and on factors 
linked to offending and desistance? 

83% 

4.2.2. Does resettlement activity focus sufficiently on 
supporting the service user’s resettlement? 78% 

4.2.3. Is there effective coordination of resettlement 
activity?                                                                         89% 
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The operating model in practice - as described by DLNR CRC 
The operating model is aligned with the Staffordshire and West Midlands CRC under 

the ownership of the Reducing Reoffending Partnership (RRP). There are four 

Regional Managers accountable for the performance and quality of delivery in three 

Clusters within DLNR CRC; Derbyshire, Leicestershire and Rutland and 

Nottinghamshire. The Regional Manager for Derbyshire and Leicestershire and 

Rutland is responsible for Accredited Programme delivery. In January the leadership 

of Resettlement (Through the Gate) service transferred to a Regional Manager who 

is now accountable for all resettlement services within RRP. As well as accountability 

for local delivery, Regional Managers have responsibility for local partnership 

interfaces (notably with the National Probation Service and prison colleagues) and 

other statutory partners. 

Case Allocation 
Following sentence, cases are allocated via the Customer Services Centre (see 

below), using court information and practitioner capacity (utilising a Caseload Profile 

Tool which monitors individual caseloads). Allocation is in line with an allocation grid. 

Probation Practitioner (PP) 2s are broadly equivalent to Probation Service Officer 

Grade and PP3 to Probation Officer grade. DLNR has introduced a PP2+ grade where 

individual practitioners have completed some additional training which enables this 

grade of staff to manage more complex cases. PP1s are new recruits who are in the 

process of completing the core development programme and gateway to practice.  
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DLNR CRC uses nDelius and OASys for its case management and assessment 
records. Case-specific assessment identifies person-centred sentence plans based on 
these assessments. 
DLNR CRC operations are delivered from a range of sites ranging from sole 
occupancy buildings to multi-agency delivery in partner sites.  
Other key aspects of delivery 

• Women’s services are provided by supply chain partners to offer a woman-
only environment to female service users and a safe rehabilitative space. This 
provision is supported by specialist practitioners in our community teams. 

• Resettlement services operate operating across six resettlement prisons with 
dedicated and specialist staff. Peer advisors support our staff to run an 
accessible service to our prisoners. 

• Community Payback operates from some shared sites with other community 
teams or in their own facility (for example, Meadow Grove Nottingham). 

• Key to delivery is the recruitment of dedicated peer mentors to support 
delivery in teams. DLNR is proud to say that some of the Peer Mentors have 
gone on to secure permanent employment with it as Community Support 
Workers and in other operational roles. 

• While still using authority systems, new hardware has been brought in which 
allows for a more flexible approach to service delivery. 

Operational delivery is supported by the following functions: 
• Customer Service Centre (CSC). Working from two locations in Nottingham 

and Birmingham. The CSCs deliver: 
o A centralised service to support case managers with completion of 

complete administrative tasks and letters 
o A call handling service for enquiries and rebooking of meetings and 

appointments    
o Scheduling and booking of our interventions 
o Centralised complaints.  

The Customer Service Centres complete a range of transactional tasks to free up 
practitioner time to spend effectively with service users. Centralised and streamlined 
corporate services were established in March 2018. 
Available services and involvement of the third sector 

DLNR CRC, as part of the Reducing Reoffending Partnership (RRP), has developed a 
variety of interventions, the majority of which are provided in-house but also through 
contracted provision by private and third sector organisations. 
£1.6M is invested annually with 15 subcontractors to deliver a range of services 
addressing the needs of service users. Services include workshops to address specific 
needs experienced by female service users, peer mentoring, peer advice and 
qualifications, debt advice, employment, training and education, family advice, a 
service user council and local community payback supervision. There is a centralised, 
RRP-wide, Supply Chain Team which commissions and contract manages all service-
user related services.  
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The housing fund is used to support housing of vulnerable Service Users including a 
Reserved Bed Fund, a Rent Deposit Scheme and an in-house floating support 
scheme that provides confidence to housing providers to offer accommodation to 
those with support needs.  

Services Provider Details 

Education, 
Training & 
Employment  

Ingeus  Employment, Training & Education 

Women’s 
Services 

New Dawn, New Day  
Women’s Work   
Nottingham Women’s 
Centre 

Women’s specialist agencies providing 
tailored interventions in both the 
community and custody settings.  

Foundations of 
Rehabilitation 

Change Grow Live Foundations of Rehabilitation is a 
programme designed to reduce 
reoffending and encourage citizenship 
amongst service users  

Peer Advisor 
Scheme 
(custody) 

St Giles Trust Peer Advisors are prisoners in custody 
who are trained to provide advice and 
support to other prisoners.   

Community 
Volunteer 
Scheme 

SOVA Recruitment, training and supervision 
of all the Community Volunteers.  

Service User 
Council 

User Voice Support of user voice council to 
providing a platform for service users 
to have a voice.  

Accredited Programmes 

DLNR provides the Thinking Skills Programme (TSP), Drink Impaired Drivers 
Programme (DID), Resolve (for anger management), Building Better Relationships 
(BBR) and Control of Violence for Angry Impulsive Drinkers (COVAID).  

Pathway Interventions 

DLNR CRC has developed a range of structured interventions appropriate for delivery 
within a rehabilitation activity requirement (RAR) as well as on licence or Post 
Sentence Supervision. These include: Foundations of Rehabilitation, a substance 
misuse brief intervention; anger management; an engagement toolkit; Transition and 
Hope (used during induction); Getting a Home Keeping a Home; victim awareness; 
addressing benefit fraud; an intervention to address domestic abuse; making 
amends; senior attendance centre; employment training and education; women’s 
services and volunteers. 
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Case Management 

Co-design 

A Case Management co-design group, consisting of operational and administrative 
expertise from both CRCs, alongside RRP colleagues, was the primary vehicle for the 
design of the Case Management model.  

Our Vision 

To provide a structured and forward-facing Case Management approach for 
Probation Practitioners that continues to focus upon delivering the sentence of the 
court whilst enhancing rehabilitative support for individuals through a strengths-
based framework.  

Case Management Model Implementation 

• Relationship Building: Recognising the critical importance of relationships 
in enabling desistence, DLNR is committed to building trusting and 
productive partnerships. 

• Case Management Framework: A framework that targets and sequences 
activity, sets goals and monitors progression, giving Probation Practitioners a 
framework in which to prioritise individuals. In larger teams, women and 
young adult semi-specialist roles are in place.  

• Best Practice and Quality: Managers undertake quality assurance within 
their own teams to complement the work of the internal assurance team. 

• Engagement of ex-Service Users: DLNR employs ex-service users as 
community support workers to work alongside Case Managers in re-
engagement and motivational work. 

• Key Elements of the Case Management Model: Group work 
intervention is delivered by trained Probation Practitioners. One-to-one work 
remains important in the delivery of interventions as well as securing 
engagement and consolidating learning.  

The Case Management Framework reinforces the concept of progression with each 
Service User, providing guidance and access to timely individualised interventions. 
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Every Case Essentials (2018) 

Built on the Case Management Model, and the Case Management Framework. 

Community Payback Operating Model 
Community Payback has seen fundamental changes over the last 10 years, including 

a significant drop in the number of hours being ordered by 40-45 per cent This is a 

national trend, pre-dating any of the Transforming Rehabilitation changes. The 

Community Payback operating model is therefore being re-designed with the 

eventual aim of bringing expenditure into line with payment received. 

Single requirement orders are in general managed within unpaid work teams, multi-

requirement or riskier cases are managed within generic teams. The teams consist of 

Community Payback Officers (PP2\PSO) who cover both the case management and 

requirement management aspects of the work. The project placement coordinators 

are separate from any one team who take the lead in sourcing new work and 

ensuring proper assessment of projects by setting up long-running placements. 

There are four PDMs each responsible for a geographical area.   

Resettlement Service (Through the Gate) 
The service focuses on providing practical resettlement support seamlessly. The core 

resettlement team is in-house, made up of resettlement case workers, housing and 

welfare specialists, case administrators and a resettlement unit manager leading 

delivery at each site. St Giles Trust recruits and trains peer advisors who encourage 

Image supplied by DLNR CRC



Inspection of probation services: Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland CRC 40 

their peers in resettlement planning. The ETE service supports delivery and the Sova 

team offers a meet at the gate service and Through the Gate mentoring. Change Grow 

Live supports the delivery of Foundations of Rehabilitation and Changing Lives deliver 

the SAFFRON programme in the three women’s prisons. Resettlement needs are 

reviewed pre-release, working closely with prison colleagues, NPS and CRC responsible 

officers to ensure a seamless service to resolve housing, finance, benefit and debt 

issues and provide employability advice. The CRC is responsible for identifying victims 

of domestic abuse and sexual abuse and those who may have been sex workers, to 

ensure that they receive appropriate support.  

Image supplied by DLNR CRC



 

Inspection of probation services: Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland CRC 41 

 

Annex 4: Glossary 

Accountability When people are responsible for making decisions, and taking 
actions in areas of work within their remit 

Accredited 
programme 

A programme of work delivered to offenders in groups or 
individually through a requirement in a community order or a 
suspended sentence order, or part of a custodial sentence or a 
condition in a prison licence. Accredited programmes are 
accredited by the Correctional Services Accredited Panel as 
being effective in reducing the likelihood of reoffending 

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

Approach The overall way in which something is made to happen; an 
approach comprises processes and structured actions within a 
framework of principles and policies 

Assessment The process by which a decision is made about the things that 
an individual needs to do to reduce the likelihood of them 
reoffending and/or causing further harm 

Breach (of an 
order or 
licence) 

Where an offender fails to comply with the conditions of a 
court order or licence. Enforcement action may be taken to 
return the offender to court for additional action or recall them 
to prison 

BBR Building Better Relationships: a nationally accredited group 
work programme designed to reduce reoffending by adult 
male perpetrators of intimate partner violence 

CEO Chief Executive Officer 

Child 
safeguarding 

The ability to demonstrate that a child or young person’s 
wellbeing has been ‘safeguarded’. This includes – but can be 
broader than – child protection. The term ‘safeguarding’ is 
also used in relation to vulnerable adults  

Clinical 
supervision 

A safe and confidential environment for staff to reflect on their 
work and discuss personal and professional responses to it. 
The purpose is for staff to learn and develop their practice  

Cluster A grouping of adjacent local delivery units to assist in 
administration and monitoring  

COVAID Control of Violence for Angry Impulsive Drinkers (COVAID) is a 
cognitive-behavioural treatment programme aimed at drinkers 
who are aggressive or violent repeatedly when intoxicated  

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

Involves any or all of the agencies involved in upholding and 
implementing the law – police, courts, youth offending teams, 
probation and prisons 

CSC Customer services centre: a centralised administrative hub 
which administers correspondence, makes referrals, completes 
enforcement documentation and takes all telephone calls at 
first point of contact 

Desistance The cessation of offending or other antisocial behaviour 

Diversity The extent to which people within an organisation recognise, 
appreciate and utilise the characteristics that make an 
organisation and its service users unique. Diversity can relate 
to age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil 
partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, 
and sex 

DIDs Drink Impaired Drivers programme: an accredited programme 
designed to reduce the risk of future drink related driving 
offences  

DLNR Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland 

ECE Every Case Essentials. An RRP guide to assessment, planning, 
interventions and review to aid responsible officers 

ETE Education, training and employment: work to improve an 
individual’s learning, and to increase their employment 
prospects 

Equality Ensuring that everyone is treated with dignity and respect, 
regardless of age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage 
and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion 
or belief, and sex. It also means recognising that diverse 
groups have different needs, and ensuring that they have 
equal and fair access to appropriate opportunities 

HMP Her Majesty’s Prison 

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

Intervention Work with an individual that is designed to change their 
offending behaviour and/or to support public protection. A 
constructive intervention is one for which the primary purpose 
is to reduce the likelihood of reoffending. A restrictive 
intervention is one for which the primary purpose is to keep to 
a minimum the individual’s risk of harm to others. With a 
sexual offender, for example, a constructive intervention 
might be to put them through an accredited sex offender 
treatment programme; a restrictive intervention (to minimise 
their risk of harm to others) might be to monitor regularly and 
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meticulously their accommodation, their employment and the 
places they frequent, imposing and enforcing clear 
restrictions, as appropriate, to each case. Both types of 
intervention are important  

Licence This is a period of supervision immediately following release 
from custody, and is typically implemented after an offender 
has served half of their sentence. Any breaches to the 
conditions of the licence can lead to a recall to prison, where 
the offender could remain in custody for the duration of their 
original sentence 

Lived 
experience 

This refers to an individual’s experience of the criminal justice 
system and/or offending history 

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

Mentoring The advice and guidance offered by a more experienced 
person to develop an individual’s potential 

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

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

OASys Offender Assessment System: currently used in England and 
Wales by the CRCs and the NPS to measure the risks and 
needs of offenders under supervision 

Offender 
management 

A core principle of offender management is that a single 
practitioner takes responsibility for managing an offender 
throughout their sentence, whether in custody or the 
community 

Partners Partners include statutory and non-statutory organisations, 
working with the participant/offender through a partnership 
agreement with a CRC or the NPS 

PDM Performance delivery manager: a member of staff within 
Reducing Reoffending Partnership CRCs equivalent to a senior 
probation officer in the NPS 

PO Probation officer: this is the term for a responsible officer who 
has completed a higher-education-based professional 
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qualification. The name of the qualification and content of the 
training varies, depending on when it was undertaken. They 
manage more complex cases 

Post-sentence 
supervision 

Brought in via the Offender Rehabilitation Act 2014, this is a 
period of supervision following the end of a licence. Breaches 
are enforced by the magistrates’ court 

PP1 Probation practitioner one: new entrant to probation services 
officer grade who needs to complete an induction and learning 
package 

PP2 Probation practitioner two: probation services officer grade 

PP2+ Probation practitioner two plus: probation services officer 
grade, having completed additional university learning and 
practice  

PP3 Probation practitioner 3: probation officer grade 

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

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

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

RAT Reoffending analysis tool: part of RRP’s suite of management 
information and which includes caseload and needs data. It is 
used to track and understand how successful interventions are 
in reducing reoffending 

Responsible 
officer 

The term used for the officer (previously entitled ‘offender 
manager’) who holds lead responsibility for managing a case 

RRP Reducing Reoffending Partnership. The umbrella organisation 
of the DLNR and Staffordshire and West Midlands CRCs 

Senior 
probation 
officer 

Senior probation officer: first-line manager within the NPS 

Supply chain Providers of services commissioned by the CRC 
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Suspended 
sentence order 

A custodial sentence that is suspended and carried out in the 
community 

Thinking Skills 
Programme 

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

Third sector The third sector includes voluntary and community 
organisations (both registered charities and other 
organisations such as associations, self-help groups and 
community groups), social enterprises, mutuals and co-
operatives 

Through the 
Gate 

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

Unpaid work A court can include an unpaid work requirement as part of a 
community order. Offenders can be required to work for up to 
300 hours on community projects under supervision. Since 
February 2015, unpaid work has been delivered by CRCs 
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