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Foreword 

This is the sixth National Probation Service (NPS) division to be inspected in our 
current annual inspection programme.  

Inspectors found strong leadership in the North East division of the NPS. A range of 
resources is available to support service users, and the division actively uses 
information to improve service delivery and the division’s facilities.  

In common with other divisions, the North East suffers significant staff shortages, 
resulting in high workloads and a reduction in the capacity of staff to deliver quality 
work. Despite some creative approaches to the deployment of available resources, 
the division is hampered by restrictions on local recruitment.  

The Ministry of Justice could better support the North East and other divisions by 
ensuring that recruitment processes are better able to meet local need. Better 
support is also needed in relation to office and other premises, the condition of 
which in some cases fell significantly short of what probation staff need and 
deserve. 

Work with high-risk offenders is generally good, although some aspects of this work 
require improvement. In particular, risk management plans are not sufficiently 
responsive to changes which impact upon the risk of harm, and individual plans to 
address child safeguarding concerns are not always clear enough.  

Sentencers we talked to have lost confidence in community sentences, in part 
because they were not clear on what activity is delivered on rehabilitation activity 
requirement days. More needs to be done to improve the dialogue with sentencers 
and to restore their confidence in probation services.  

There is much to commend in the innovative and proactive leadership of the NPS 
North East division. The delivery of a quality service is given priority through 
establishing new ways of working, for example, with men who sexually offend and 
with women offenders. Taking the opportunity to learn from this inspection will 
enable the division to further improve its service delivery. 

Justin Russell 
Chief Inspector of Probation 
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Overall findings 

Overall, NPS North East division is rated as: Good. This rating has been determined 
by inspecting this provider in three areas of its work, referred to as ‘domains’. The 
findings and subsequent ratings in the three domains are described here:  

 
Organisational delivery 

Our key findings about the organisation were as follows: 
 

• delivering a quality service is a strategic priority and this is communicated 
well to staff and to many of its key stakeholders 

• significant staff shortages at probation officer grade present a challenge; 
although this is actively managed in part, it hinders the delivery of a quality 
service to all service users 

• the range and quality of services address the needs and risks of most service 
users, including those of many women offenders 

• the division has taken a proactive approach to improving the state of 
premises and offices, although there are still a significant number of 
outstanding work requests 

• the views of service users are actively sought through the establishment of 
focus groups throughout the division, and these are used to drive 
improvement. 

•  
Case supervision 

Our key findings about case supervision were as follows: 
• assessments identify the service user’s strengths and protective factors, but 

we found there was no comprehensive identification of risk of harm to others 
in 36 per cent of cases we inspected 

• plans for supervision build well on the service user’s strengths and protective 
factors in 85 per cent of cases, although only 63 per cent of plans adequately 
addressed child safeguarding concerns 

• good efforts are made to re-engage service users after enforcement action is 
taken  

• implementation focused effectively on engaging the service user in 88 per 
cent of cases, though delivery of services effectively supported the safety of 
other people in only 67 per cent of cases   

• when progress was reviewed, the service user’s level of compliance and 
engagement was generally considered, although responsible officers did not 
do enough when service users’ circumstances changed to review their risk of 
harm to others. 
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•  
NPS-specific work 

Our key findings about other core activities specific to this organisation are as 
follows:  

Court reports and case allocation 
• information provided to the court was adequate to support the court’s 

decision-making in 67 per cent of cases 
• allocation of cases was prompt and generally based on enough 

information. 

Statutory victim work 
• in 89 per cent of cases we inspected, personal contact with victims was 

timely and supportive 
• initial contact with the victim encouraged their engagement with the 

victim contact scheme (VCS); 51 per cent of victims had engaged with the 
VCS 

• communication between the offender manager and victim liaison officer 
supported the safety of statutory victims, through victim liaison staff 
being provided with appropriate and timely information about the 
management of the service user in 72 per cent of cases.  
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Recommendations 

As a result of our inspection findings we have made seven recommendations that we 
believe, if implemented, will have a positive impact on the quality of probation 
services in the NPS North East division.  
 
The NPS North East division should: 

1. improve relationships with courts to address sentencer confidence in 
community sentences  

2. introduce clear direction supported by effective quality assurance to make 
sure that risk management plans are reviewed and updated to address 
changes to the risk of harm to others 

3. accurately identify all statutory victim cases and ensure that they are offered 
contact with the victim contact scheme 

4. ensure that pre-sentence reports draw sufficiently on available sources of 
information, including through obtaining police domestic abuse and children’s 
services safeguarding checks 

5. ensure that there is adequate planning to address child safeguarding 
concerns.    

The Ministry of Justice should: 

6. review recruitment processes to ensure that divisions are able to recruit staff 
to meet their local needs 

7. review facilities contract management arrangements with a view to 
expediting essential repairs. 
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Background 

An explanation of probation services 
Around 260,000 adults are supervised by probation services annually.1 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.2  
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 they abide by their sentence. If offenders fail 
to comply, probation staff generally report them to 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 has announced its intention to 
change the arrangements for delivering probation services, and has given notice to 
CRCs that it will terminate their contracts early, by spring 2021, with responsibility 
for offender management passing to the NPS at that point.  
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.  

The NPS North East division 
The NPS is made up of seven divisions: six across England and one in Wales. 
Services are provided in-house, apart from those commissioned from the CRC. As a 
national organisation, the NPS has standardised processes and guidance on policies 
and practice. These documents are available to all staff through an online platform 
called EQuiP. Use of this system is monitored and staff are kept informed of updates. 
NPS North East (NE) is the largest geographical NPS division, stretching from the 
border with Scotland to The Wash in Lincolnshire. NPS NE also has the highest 
caseload of any NPS division with almost 19,000 cases on its books. The size of the 
NE division brings with it the complexities of working with five CRCs and eight police 
and crime commissioners (PCCs), and managing a £90 million budget. In terms of 
organisation, there are 29 local delivery units (LDUs) within 13 LDU clusters, as well 
as three divisional teams, responsible for public protection, stakeholder engagement, 
and performance and quality management.  
For more information about this division, please see Annex 3 of this report.  

                                                 
1 Ministry of Justice. (2018). Offender management caseload statistics as at 30 September 2018 (based 
on the average of the last four quarters).  
2 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 
We inspect against 10 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.3    

                                                 
3 HM Inspectorate of Probation’s standards can be found here: 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/  

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/


Contextual facts

Ministry of Justice (2018). Offender management caseload statistics, as at 30 September 2018.
Ministry of Justice (2018). Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) Annual Report 2017-2018
Ministry of Justice (2019). Proven reoffending statistics, January to March 2017 cohort.
Ministry of Justice (2018). NPS Service Level 18, community performance quarterly statistics, July 2017-September 2018, Q2.
Ministry of Justice (2018). NPS Service Level 19, community performance quarterly statistics, July 2017-September 2018, Q2.
Ministry of Justice (2018). NPS Service Level 25, Community performance quarterly statistics, July 2017-September 2018, Q2.
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6

The total number of individuals subject to probation 
supervision by the NPS across England and Wales 4

The number of individuals supervised by North East division of 
the NPS 4 

The number of MAPPA-eligible individuals managed by the 
North East division of the NPS 5

The proportion of North East NPS service users with a proven 
reoffence 6

The proportion of individuals who were recorded as having 
successfully completed their community orders or suspended 
sentence orders with the NPS. The performance figure for all 
England and Wales was 77%, against a target of 75% 7

The proportion of positive completions of licences and, where 
applicable, post-sentence supervision periods by the NPS. 
The performance figure for all England and Wales was 54%, 
against a target of 65% 8

106,369

18,566

13,650

39.3%

72%

50%

The proportion of victims surveyed where feedback was 
positive about the service they received from the NPS. The 
performance figure for all England and Wales was 98%, 
against a target of 90% 9

100%

7

8

9

11
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1.  Organisational delivery 

Leaders in the North East division have a clear vision and strategy to deliver a quality 
service, and this has been communicated well to staff and many key stakeholders. 
Workload levels for middle managers and practitioners are high, and as a result the 
ambition to deliver a quality service is not always achieved. The profile of service 
users is sufficiently up to date, and there is a good range of services to manage the 
risk and meet the needs presented by most service users.  
Relationships with key partners are robust, although not all sentencers are 
sufficiently familiar with the services available to support their sentencing decisions. 
Policies and guidance are communicated well to staff. The division has taken a 
proactive approach to improving premises and offices, although some remain in a 
poor condition. Newly implemented information and communications technology 
(ICT) systems serve staff well in supporting remote working where this is required. 
There is a solid performance culture, which supports the achievement of targets.  

Strengths:  

• Staff are familiar with the division’s vision to provide a quality service and 
generally remain motivated, despite workload pressures. 

• Engagement with partners is strong at a strategic and operational level. 
• The division has developed and promoted services to women offenders, which 

are well-established. 
• An innovative service user engagement strategy has led to the establishment of 

service user groups in each office across the division. 
 

Areas for improvement:  

• Some sentencers lack confidence in community sentences, in part due to their 
lack of detailed knowledge of some sentencing options. 

• Some premises and offices are in disrepair, affecting the safety and wellbeing of 
a small number of staff.    

• Case management support to assist responsible officers is not consistently 
provided in all areas of the division. 

• The range and quality of services are not sufficient to meet the accommodation 
and mental health needs of service users. 
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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. 

 

Is there a clear vision and strategy to deliver a high-quality service for all 
service users? 
The division’s vision and strategy prioritise the delivery of a quality service. Strategic 
priorities are reviewed annually, and include a priority for staff “to know what quality 
standards are and to deliver against those standards”. More than three-quarters of 
responsible officers who we interviewed told us that the organisation prioritised 
quality. 
Leaders have effectively communicated the vision and strategy, via the delivery plan, 
to staff and to some key stakeholders. The delivery plan has been discussed with 
partners, including police and crime commissioners (PCCs), community rehabilitation 
companies (CRCs) and local police chief constables but had not reached the 
sentencers we met, who were not aware of the division’s vision and strategy. 
The governance structure is strong, with primary responsibility for translating the 
vision and strategy into practice resting with the senior leadership team (SLT). All 
grades of staff are represented on various committees, including learning and 
development, performance and quality, and equality and diversity.  
Progress against the strategy is monitored at six-weekly SLT meetings, and is 
reviewed annually when staff and managers identify their priorities for the coming 
year. 
Are potential risks to service delivery anticipated and planned for in 
advance?  
Risks to service delivery are generally well recognised, with shortages of probation 
officers (POs) identified as a significant issue. Around nine per cent of PO posts in 
the North East division are currently unfilled and this shortage leaves responsible 
officers with high workloads. The risk to middle manager and responsible officer 
resilience in the face of these shortages is being mitigated, for example, by ensuring 
that newly qualified officers are initially offered jobs in the local delivery units (LDUs) 
with the most vacancies.  
Business continuity plans are in place, although alternative ICT connection 
arrangements during a national ICT outage in January 2019 revealed gaps in 
mitigations and controls. Some senior probation officers (SPOs) found that MiFis, 
which enable multiple users to share a single connection, did not work well during 
the outage. We understand that continuity plans are being reviewed. 
Staff have contributed to system changes, for example, in the development of new 
parole assessment forms. In other instances, we found that staff are not always fully 
involved before changes are made to their working practices. A tool designed to 
assure the quality of OASys is creating additional work, and the output appears to 
demoralise hard-pressed staff.  
Does the current operating model support effective service delivery, 
meeting the needs of all service users? 
The operating model allows for personalised approaches with service users. 
Examples include the use of the ‘effective proposal framework’ (EPF) in courts to 
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inform individualised sentencing proposals, and the regional victim contact scheme 
(VCS), which has improved the coordination of services to victims. 
Continuity of contact with service users is disrupted in some cases due to the need to 
rebalance responsible officer workloads. One responsible officer had been assigned 
to manage the case since the start of the order or licence in 70 per cent of cases. 
While this is higher than the average across the NPS (61 per cent), the division 
should ensure that the reassignment of cases for workload management purposes 
does not unduly disrupt responsible officer and service user relationships, which are 
critical to promoting desistance.  
Measures to reduce individual responsible officer caseloads include allocation of long-
term custody cases to neighbouring LDUs, and a proactive approach to risk review to 
ensure that, where appropriate, cases can be reallocated from a probation officer 
(PO) to a probation services officer (PSO). Such measures, nevertheless, undermine 
service user-centred practice by disrupting continuity of contact with a single 
responsible officer. 
Staff reported that they understand the operating model, the areas for which they 
are accountable, and how services should be delivered. Key components of the 
model are well understood by a range of staff groups, including personnel working in 
courts, community supervision, VCS and approved premises. Some responsible 
officers told us that they saw the operating model as a “good idea in principle”, 
although staff shortages and high caseloads weaken the quality of delivery. 
Significant planned changes to the operating model are communicated well. The 
introduction of Offender Management in Custody (OMiC), for example, has been 
supported by frequent staff briefings, and staff were included on working groups to 
develop the scheme. Workforce planning controls have been put in place through a 
phased approach to transferring staff into prisons. Several prison posts are still not 
allocated to balance prison vacancies with vacancies in the community. Some 
responsible officers told us that they were anxious, as they anticipated further loss of 
probation officers from the community into prison-based posts.  

1.2 Staff Requires 
improvement 

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

 

Do staffing and workload levels support the delivery of a high-quality 
service for all service user? 
Staff struggle to deliver a high-quality service to all service users due to their high 
workload. Nearly half of the responsible officers we interviewed thought their 
workload was unmanageable, given the profile of the cases and the range of work 
that they are required to undertake. 
Middle manager workloads are also generally very high, and some told us that their 
workloads were at “the upper end of unmanageable”. Mentors have been recruited 
to support and develop PSOs, reducing the time middle managers need to devote to 
this aspect of their work. PSOs provide case management support to assist probation 
officers with tasks. We found examples of this working well in practice, with PSOs 
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completing specific tasks, including making referrals to accommodation and approved 
premises, and to a general practitioner. 
Resources are not always redistributed in response to workload demands. Some 
middle managers told us that they felt constrained by the requirement to comply 
with the NPS ‘efficiency, effectiveness and excellence’ (E3) model. More than a third 
of responsible officers thought that workloads in their team were not actively 
managed, with resources not redeployed when reasonable or necessary in response 
to local pressures.  
Divisional workforce planning is strong, and staffing levels are planned and reviewed 
to meet the changing profiles of service users. The division is not, however, in 
control of recruitment of Professional Qualification in Probation (PQiP) trainees, and 
this limits the ability to place PQiP trainees into LDUs with the highest vacancy rates. 
Most PQiP trainees complete their training in an LDU of their choice and, given the 
option of workplace location on qualification, several choose to remain in the LDU 
where they have been trained, rather than move as a newly qualified officer to fill 
vacancies in other LDUs. The impact is that the division is left short of responsible 
officers in LDUs where they are most needed.  
Do the skills and profile of staff support the delivery of a high-quality 
service for all service users? 
There is a recognised mismatch between the lack of diversity of the workforce and 
the caseload profile of service users. For example, 12 per cent of the caseload are 
from black, Asian and minority ethnic groups, in comparison with 6 per cent of staff, 
and 95 per cent of service users are male, while 79 per cent of probation officers are 
female. Some black, Asian and minority ethnic staff report feeling isolated in 
predominantly white LDUs. Some offices, short of male responsible officers, struggle 
to allocate cases where management by a male responsible officer is required. There 
has been some progress in recruiting more representative personnel in one LDU 
cluster, and the need for more local activity to influence the national recruitment of 
responsible officers is acknowledged. 
Almost a quarter of staff were allocated cases for which they felt they did not have 
the appropriate training and experience. This skills gap related to lack of experience 
of managing men who sexually offend and the pressure to allocate cases in line with 
the tiering model, which incorporates a combination of risk factors in determining 
resource allocation. As one responsible officer succinctly put it, “I’m allocated cases 
according to the tiering model, and not necessarily due to my skill set”. The division 
is currently rolling out the ‘Stop Gap’ programme, which provides ROs with modular 
training, including in trauma-informed practice and internet offending, to equip them 
to manage men who sexually offend. 
There are plans to support succession planning to identify and develop new leaders. 
Leaders are conscious that black, Asian and minority ethnic staff are 
underrepresented at senior leadership level, and a mentoring scheme has been put 
in place to address this. 
Some responsible officers told us that, due to their excessive workloads, they are 
unable to access development opportunities and as a result felt “stuck in their roles”.  
Does the oversight of work support high-quality delivery and professional 
development? 
The provision of effective supervision is mixed. Some middle managers provide 
support, oversight and regular staff briefings, although others told us that they did 



Inspection of probation services: NPS North East division  16 
 

not have the time or opportunity to focus on the quality of case management due to 
other workload pressures. Several responsible officers felt supervision focused on 
performance and process rather than on developing good practice in working with 
individuals to make a difference to their offending. This undermines the division’s 
strategic focus on quality and suggests an issue with translating the vision into 
operational change. 
Induction for new PSOs and PQiP trainees is through a national gateway to practice, 
which for PSOs is a modular-based learning programme. Administration staff are 
inducted through a central corporate programme, and learning and development 
provision is made by their local manager. Their induction is significantly affected by 
the differing approaches of local managers, and there is a gap in knowledge of how 
well this process is consistently applied. 
Some responsible officers told us that appraisals have become narrowly focused and 
are largely about meeting targets. There are helpful arrangements for identifying and 
addressing deficient performance, which include personalised support from quality 
development officers for staff who are underperforming. 
Are arrangements for learning and development comprehensive and 
responsive?  
Learning needs are identified and planned for in relation to some, but not all, groups 
of staff. Several initiatives have been introduced in the division to identify and 
address gaps in responsible officer training. Stop Gap training, for example, has been 
piloted and is being rolled out in the North East to provide responsible officers with 
the skills and resources to work with men who sexually offend. Elements of the 
training are being used nationally. The learning needs of other groups of staff, 
including victim liaison and court-based staff, are less well catered for. For example, 
some court PSOs are required to deliver court reports before they have completed all 
the necessary training. 
There is limited opportunity for some groups of staff to attend training due to 
workload pressures, for example PSOs working in a court setting who are required to 
complete workbooks before they can apply for a place on a training course to further 
develop their court skills. As in other divisions, almost a quarter of responsible 
officers who we interviewed stated that they did not have sufficient access to  
in-service training to support the delivery of a quality service.  
The OASys quality assurance tool has been introduced to promote continuous 
improvement in the completion of assessments. Middle managers and practitioners 
told us that the standard set by the tool is unattainable. They report that the process 
has affected their morale and diverted middle manager capacity away from case 
management oversight, and responsible officer capacity away from their work with 
service users. In our view, implementation of the tool should be reviewed in the light 
of such a negative impact. 
Do managers pay sufficient attention to staff engagement? 
Despite workload pressures, staff are passionate and motivated to do the best job 
they can, and attention is paid to encouraging and improving their engagement. The 
staff engagement strategy is well developed and effectively delivered through a 
variety of channels, including regular training events, telephone conferences with the 
divisional director and weekly bulletins.  
In response to staff feedback, a reward and recognition strategy has been 
established at a local level to provide more immediate awards, and many responsible 
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officers feel encouraged by this. In some areas excellent work is promoted through 
award of vouchers and is publicised through tweets. However, the scheme is not 
consistently applied across the division; almost a third of responsible officers told us 
that their managers did not recognise or reward exceptional work.  
Attention to staff safety is given priority, although issues remain in some premises; 
these include accommodation issues for probation staff in some court buildings, and 
problems with electronic locks in some probation offices. Difficulties with court 
buildings included shortage of space, lack of disability access, and reduced parking 
space, all of which had an adverse impact on staff morale.  
There are several good initiatives to improve staff wellbeing, including appointing 
wellbeing champions in LDUs, creating wellbeing rooms, and holding staff wellbeing 
days. Even so, more than a third of staff told us that there had been insufficient 
attention to their safety and wellbeing, as these issues were seen to be intrinsically 
related to their heavy workload. Reasonable adjustments have been made for most 
staff who required them because of protected characteristics or for other reasons. 
 
1.3. Services Good 

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

 

Is there a sufficiently comprehensive and up to date analysis of the profile 
of service users, to ensure that the division can deliver well targeted 
services? 
The analysis and profile of service users is sufficiently comprehensive and up to date, 
and we found good identification of public protection concerns regarding the rise of 
violent crime, sometimes associated with ‘county lines’ (see Glossary). Headline 
summaries provided to the senior leadership team (SLT) by the performance and 
quality team capture the demographic, offending-related and risk of harm profile of 
the caseload. This data supports the SLT to consider which specific interventions 
should be commissioned from CRCs, for example.  
Specific analysis is undertaken on diversity factors, including through the 
development of the ‘female offender dashboard’ and study of disproportionality in 
relation to enforcement outcomes. Analysis of local patterns of sentencing requires 
further investigation, given the prevalence of sentencing to unpaid work, which is an 
inappropriate disposal for some service users. We found examples of service users 
who were unavailable for work, for example due to mental health difficulties, 
inappropriately sentenced to unpaid work.  
Does the division provide the volume, range and quality of services to 
meet the needs of the service users? 
The availability of services is generally good and the division encourages innovative 
approaches to developing service provision. Examples of pioneering initiatives 
include: Project Beta – a collaborative project to enable prisoners to enter stable 
accommodation on release; the Hull and East Riding Accommodation project to 
support desistance by sourcing accommodation for service users; assessment and 
care coordination for service users with a personality disorder; and a network of 
female community hubs in Cleveland, which coordinate the work of local agencies to 
help divert women away from crime and reoffending.  
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Good practice example: Project Beta 

Project Beta is a collaboration between Durham County Council, Darlington 
Borough Council and Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS). The 
aim of this pilot is to work with prisoners being released from prisons across the 
North East who have accommodation needs. The project aims to work holistically 
to secure suitable, affordable accommodation from the day of release. 

The Stop Gap sex offender training and the sexual offending library provide 
resources for responsible officers to use in their work with highly complex and 
challenging service users and with men who sexually offend. A dedicated forensic 
psychologist provides individual assessments and interventions for higher risk MAPPA 
level 3 cases. 
Programmes staff reported good compliance with desistance-based programmes, 
such as Horizon (designed for medium-risk male sexual offenders) and ‘New Me 
MOT’ (designed for high or very high risk violent or sexual offenders), which take a 
strengths-based approach. It was disappointing to find that waiting lists for 
programmes are as long as nine months in one area. Appropriate specialist services 
are in place to manage offenders associated with extremist-related offending. 
Approved premises (APs) support transgender service users and others with a range 
of diversity needs, including autism spectrum disorder. There are psychologically 
informed planned environments (PIPEs) in some APs to manage offenders with 
personality disorders. ROs reported long waiting lists for AP places, which meant that 
some service users had to be placed out of area to secure accommodation on release 
from custody. 
The division has a well-established enforcement hub, operating from a single 
location. The hub works closely with CRCs, although sentencers are frustrated by the 
time it takes to return service users to court for enforcement action, due to process 
delays and the substantial number of missed appointments accumulated. The hub 
has access to magistrates’ court information systems and is seeking to address such 
delays. 
The provision of services from other agencies varies, with some gaps in 
accommodation and mental health support services. We found good examples of 
services meeting the diversity needs of service users, including an accommodation 
project in Hull, bespoke rate card service provision for South Asian offenders in 
Bradford, and the Together Women Project across the division.  

Good practice example: Hull and East Riding Accommodation Project 

The project aims to promote desistance by sourcing suitable and appropriate 
accommodation of a decent standard for all its clients by offering housing 
providers a single point of contact. It also aims to forge links with new providers 
to increase the availability of housing. The project works with local authorities 
under the Homelessness Reduction Act 2017 and in conjunction with responsible 
officers to assist risk management. 
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The geography of the division impacts significantly on service users’ access to 
programmes, given the large rural areas. The programmes team seeks to address 
this challenge in several ways: by matching service users to their nearest delivery 
site (which might not be their own local delivery unit); placement on to programmes 
nearest to where they work; using evening programmes; and altering programme 
start times to accommodate public transport timetables. These measures contributed 
to improved accredited programme commencement and completions. 
Are relationships with providers and other agencies established, 
maintained, and used effectively to deliver high-quality services to service 
users? 
Relationships with partners are well established and used effectively to support 
reduced reoffending. Work with other agencies supports desistance in 93 per cent of 
the cases we assessed, and assisted management of the risk of harm in 88 per cent 
of cases. There are good relationships with the police, including close working with 
management of sexual offenders and violent offenders (MOSOVO) officers and other 
agencies. In some areas agencies are co-located and work closely together.  
Co-commissioned funds are used to support LDU projects, including initiatives that 
are jointly delivered with voluntary sector providers, such as User Voice. Responsible 
officers with integrated offender management (IOM) caseloads are co-located with 
police IOM teams, which enhances service delivery through information and 
intelligence sharing. Relationships with employment, training and education providers 
are also strong in some areas. 
Services to court 
Court liaison arrangements vary, ranging from courts where there are regular 
meetings with sentencers and other court users to those where such provision has 
been withdrawn. The sentencers we spoke to during our fieldwork told us that they 
received a good service from probation officers in court, but they lacked confidence 
imposing community sentences. In part, this is because they are unfamiliar with 
what offenders were required to do, and too often they saw breaches following an 
extensive list of missed appointments. 
Some initiatives in courts demonstrate early promise in addressing sentencer 
concerns. For example, in three court offices, a CRC staff member is based with the 
NPS court team and is able to provide up-to-date information on services available 
from the rate card. In further good practice, two prison officers are co-located with 
one NPS court team to give sentencers bail information; this has already been 
effective in diverting offenders from remand into prison on bail, thereby reducing 
prison numbers. 
Services to victims  
Services to victims are good. Victims are given clear information about what they 
could expect from the victim contact scheme (VCS) at different points in the 
sentence, although not enough victims are given information about available sources 
of help and support. In three cases, checks in the VCS had not identified some 
victims entitled to statutory support. Similarly, the responsible officers in these cases 
had not identified that statutory victim contact was required.  
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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. 

 

Are the necessary policies and guidance in place to enable staff to deliver a 
quality service, meeting the needs of all service users? 
The necessary policies and guidance are in place to enable staff to deliver a quality 
service. A wide range of communication channels are employed to communicate 
policies and guidance to staff, including EQuiP and the North East Junction, which 
provides a one-stop shop to access relevant guidelines. Most responsible officers told 
us that policies and guidance are communicated effectively; this is positive, as in 
some divisions staff have told us that they feel overwhelmed by the volume of 
communication to them. Nevertheless, some responsible officers said that they did 
not always have sufficient time to read all policy and guidance updates. Responsible 
officers are aware of policies about case recording, and we found examples of 
effective use of a structured approach to record interaction with service users 
through using the CRISSA (check-in, review, implement, summarise, set tasks, 
appointments) approach.  
A helpful directory of services is available to staff, including those working in courts. 
Regular service integration group meetings between the NPS and CRCs support 
effective joint working and information sharing. Policies and guidance are regularly 
reviewed, for example through the yearly STEEPLE (social, technological, economic, 
environmental, political, legal and ethical) analysis exercise, which gives staff the 
opportunity to contribute to the development of local policies and guidance.  
Do the premises and offices enable staff to deliver a quality service, 
meeting the needs of all service users? 
The standard of premises and offices is mixed, although they are accessible to most 
staff and service users. Most premises and offices are of a decent standard, although 
a few are in a poor state of repair. Managers have taken a proactive approach to 
resolving building issues where staff safety and security are of concern. For example, 
staff have been withdrawn from one unsatisfactory office for three days a week while 
a medium-term move to a new building is planned. We also saw an active approach 
to making the most out of an office environment in the creation of a wellbeing room 
in the York office. 
Nevertheless, the state of some premises falls short of providing a positive working 
environment that supports a rehabilitative culture, and this affects staff morale. 
Examples include court buildings where staff feel treated like “second-class citizens”, 
probation offices in a poor state of repair and offices where staff feel unsafe when 
they leave the building. The contract management process for reporting building 
repairs is lengthy and bureaucratic, and this does not assist the improvement of 
premises to meet safety and security requirements fully.  
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Do the information and communications technology (ICT) systems enable 
staff to deliver a quality service, meeting the needs of all service users? 
ICT systems enable staff to deliver a quality service. Over three-quarters of the 
responsible officers interviewed told us that the new ICT equipment enabled them to 
work more flexibly. New laptops have been a step forward and provide more 
opportunities for staff to record and access information when needed. Access to 
laptops, for example, has improved the ability to retrieve service user information in 
some court settings. Skype facilities have been used by SPOs to communicate with 
their staff. 
ICT has been used effectively to produce management information, for example in 
developing the ‘female offender dashboard’ to identify offence types, and to use this 
information to commission specific interventions. Innovations in sharing information 
with key stakeholders are currently being trialled in courts. These include the use of 
tablets, to facilitate work in the court setting, and probation staff have been provided 
with direct access to magistrates’ court case management systems to list applications 
to amend or revoke court orders. 
Is analysis, evidence and learning used effectively to drive improvement? 
There is a clear understanding of performance across the organisation, although we 
found that some responsible officers believed that, despite the vision of senior 
leaders, achieving targets was over-emphasised at the expense of focusing on the 
quality of work with service users. Performance management is reviewed at the  
six-weekly SLT meeting, at which improvements are identified as appropriate.  
The views of service users are actively sought and used to effect improvements. The 
service user involvement strategy was launched across the division in 2018 to 
establish forums in each cluster. Forums giving a voice to service users meet 
quarterly, with seven to eight service users attending on average. Their views are 
subsequently reflected in local delivery plans and, where practicable, their opinions 
are used to improve processes.  

Service user involvement: good practice example 

In one example, service users described their concerns that reception areas were 
not confidential as they must give their names to reception staff. In response, a 
small whiteboard was provided to enable service users to write down and show 
their names at reception, avoiding the need for their name to be overheard in a 
full waiting room and thereby protecting their privacy. This was a simple yet 
effective example of good practice in response to concerns raised. 

Where learning is identified from Serious Further Offences (SFOs) and complaints 
this is disseminated through the professional practice forum, research forum, and 
regular staff training and engagement events. Programmes staff have a good 
understanding of the underlying desistance evidence base, although we found that 
responsible officers are not working consistently to the same strengths-based 
approach. 
Other sources of learning are used to drive improvement. For example, Prisons and 
Probation Ombudsman reports on self-inflicted deaths in approved premises (APs) 
have led to a self-harm reduction strategy being put in place across all APs. Findings 
from SFO reviews and complaints are collated by the performance and quality team 
and presented to the SLT on a six-monthly basis. In addition, the SFO team 
undertakes a series of ‘lessons learned’ events in each local delivery cluster.  
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2.  Case supervision 

We completed 128 case assessments from across 29 local delivery units 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.  
Most assessments focused on engaging the service user and on factors linked to 
offending. Staff involved service users in their assessment by exploring their 
offending behaviour and needs. Assessments were not as strong in their focus on 
keeping other people safe, with some lacking detail of who was at risk and the 
nature of that risk. 
Supervision planning generally engaged the service user effectively and was focused 
on reducing reoffending and supporting desistance. Plans were agreed with service 
users in initial supervision sessions, including discussion of contact arrangements. 
Plans were, however, less focused on keeping other people safe, and we found some 
that did not mirror sexual harm prevention orders in licence conditions; better 
alignment would have enabled enforcement should any breaches have occurred. 
There was very strong engagement with service users, with responsible officers 
taking time to develop a professional relationship. In the overwhelming majority of 
cases, there was excellent work to restore the service user’s engagement with their 
responsible officer after they had missed appointments or broken the rules of their 
order. Delivery of services effectively supported the safety of others, for example 
through maintaining weekly contact with service users who presented a high risk of 
harm and through sharing information with the police.  
Reviewing required improvement. It was sufficient to support compliance and 
engagement in its focus on service user desistance, but there was not enough focus 
on keeping other people safe. Responsible officers did not always update risk 
management plans in response to changes in circumstances that impacted upon the 
risk of harm.  

Strengths: 

• Assessments considered service users’ strengths and protective factors.  
• Plans built on service users’ strengths and protective factors to utilise potential 

sources of support. 
• There was a flexible approach to working with service users, which took account 

of their personal circumstances. 
• Efforts were made to re-engage service users after enforcement action had been 

taken. 
• Reviews of progress considered the service user’s compliance, in order to address 

potential barriers to engagement.  
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Areas for improvement: 

• Risk assessments were often brief and required further development to identify 
clearly the risk of harm to others, including specifying who was at risk and the 
nature of that risk. 

• Contingency plans did not sufficiently set out the work that would be undertaken 
in response to a change of circumstance or escalation of risk. 

• Insufficient attention was paid to supporting the safety of others, including to 
potential victims. 

• Plans of work were not always adjusted in response to changes to the risk of 
harm presented by service users. 

• Service users were not sufficiently involved in reviewing the risk of harm they 
presented to others, including the circumstances which increased or reduced 
their risk. 

 

2.1. Assessment Good 

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

 

Does the assessment focus sufficiently on engaging the service user? 
Assessment focused sufficiently on engaging the service user in 80 per cent of cases. 
This was in line with other NPS divisions, which on average focused assessments on 
engaging service users in 82 per cent of cases.  
Service users’ motivation and readiness to engage and comply were assessed in 84 
per cent of cases. We found good analysis of the factors linked to engagement, such 
as mental health difficulties and accommodation issues. For example, in one case the 
responsible officer had relevant information about previous domestic abuse incidents 
in which the service user was the victim, and considered what could help the 
individual to overcome any barriers to attending appointments safely. 

The service user’s diversity and personal circumstances were assessed in almost 
three-quarters of cases, and the impact on their ability to comply was assessed in 
almost all cases. In a good example of this, engagement of the service user was fully 
explored by the responsible officer, and their potential mobility issues and an initial 
reluctance to engage were fully considered and addressed.  

Service users were meaningfully involved in their assessment in more than 
three-quarters of cases. We saw effective use of OASys self-assessment 
questionnaire responses, which were often included in the relevant sections of the 
OASys assessment. The questionnaires were used with the service user to agree the 
approach to managing their needs and risks, and this was then reflected in sentence 
planning.  

 



Inspection of probation services: NPS North East division  24 
 

Does assessment focus sufficiently on the factors linked to offending and 
desistance? 
Assessment focused sufficiently on the factors linked to offending and desistance in 
83 per cent of cases. This was in line with other NPS divisions.  
Assessment identified offending-related factors in 90 per cent of cases and analysed 
these factors in 81 per cent of cases. We found evidence of an investigative 
approach by responsible officers, which enabled appropriate analysis of factors linked 
to desistance. In one example, factors were explored with the service user, including 
alcohol misuse, experience of childhood trauma and denial of offending. The joint 
approach to assessment with this service user paved the way for the responsible 
officer to discuss potential motivations and how these might have contributed to 
current behaviour. 
Service users’ strengths and protective factors were identified in 91 per cent of 
cases, and assessments drew on available sources of information in 82 per cent of 
cases. We found good assessments that included protective factors, such as positive 
family influences and employment. A variety of sources of information were drawn 
upon, including information from prison, response to release on temporary licence 
and information from voluntary providers. 
Does assessment focus sufficiently on the risk of harm to others? 
Assessment focused sufficiently on keeping other people safe in 67 per cent of cases. 
This was below other NPS divisions, which on average focused assessments on 
keeping other people safe in 77 per cent of cases. 
Assessments identified the risk of harm to others in almost two-thirds of cases, 
though they did not clearly identify the nature of risk of harm to others in one-third 
of cases. For example, some assessments overlooked victims of previous offences 
who were still at risk and did not incorporate analysis from related assessments, such 
as Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA).  
Information from other agencies was drawn upon in more than two-thirds of cases, 
and past behaviour and convictions were considered in most cases. Responsible 
officers linked with victim liaison officers (VLOs) in appropriate cases to put in place 
protective licence conditions, including the need to reside at an appropriate address. 
Risk of harm summaries contained comprehensive assessment of the likely 
imminence of harm and considered previous behaviour, including conduct in custody. 

2.2 Planning Good 

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

 

Does planning focus sufficiently on engaging the service user? 
Planning focused sufficiently on engaging the service user in three-quarters of the 
cases we inspected. This was in line with other NPS divisions. 
The service user was meaningfully involved in planning, for example by completing 
the OASys self-assessment questionnaire, and their views were considered in almost 
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three-quarters of cases, including their self-identified needs which were subsequently 
reflected in their sentence plan.  
Sufficient account was taken of the service user’s diversity and personal 
circumstances and of their motivation to change in more than three-quarters of 
cases. We found examples of good practice where the RO planned to adapt their 
interaction with the service user – for example, to take account of developmental 
disabilities, such as autism – through structured contact and communicating clear 
instructions.  
The requirements of the sentence were clearly set out in three-quarters of cases, 
and the planned level and type of contact were detailed in 81 per cent of cases. 
Sentence plans were based on ‘specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timely’ 
(SMART) objectives, which were then discussed with the service user during  
one-to-one appointments.  
Does planning focus sufficiently on reducing reoffending and supporting 
the service user’s desistance? 
Planning focused sufficiently on reducing reoffending and supporting the service 
user’s desistance in 80 per cent of cases. This was in line with other NPS divisions, 
which on average focused planning on reducing reoffending in 76 per cent of cases. 
Planning reflected offending-related factors in well over three-quarters of cases. 
Plans prioritised the most critical factors, for example by focusing on supporting the 
service user to address problematic alcohol use in a sequential approach before they 
could go on to address other issues. 
In most cases, planning built on the service user’s strengths and set out the services 
most likely to support desistance. Protective factors, such as positive family 
relationships, were reflected well in planning. The work of partnership agencies was 
also incorporated into plans to address issues such as accommodation, employment 
and mental health difficulties.  
Does planning address appropriately factors associated with the risk of 
harm to others? 
Planning focused sufficiently on keeping other people safe in 66 per cent of cases. 
This was below other NPS divisions, where the average was 72 per cent. 
Risk of harm factors were sufficiently addressed in almost three-quarters of cases. 
and risk management plans were completed to a good standard. Plans in domestic 
abuse cases gave appropriate priority to managing the harm to children caught up in 
such situations. 
Planning set out the necessary constructive and restrictive interventions in more than 
three quarters of cases. Risk management plans detailed the arrangements required 
to support the safety of others. These included, for example, restrictions on the 
service user through a restraining order, referral to a multi-agency risk assessment 
conference (MARAC), police support in monitoring any incidents of domestic abuse, 
and the delivery of services to support the service user in addressing offending 
behaviour. 
Planning made appropriate links to the work of other agencies in more than  
two-thirds of cases, and set out contingency arrangements in almost two-thirds of 
cases. Inspectors found detailed risk management plans that identified who was at 
risk and what contingency plans were in place in case risk increased. In one complex 
case, for example, several agencies were involved and the work of each was clearly 
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identified, including input from staff delivering work under the personality disorder 
pathway. 

2.3. Implementation and delivery Good 

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

 

Is the sentence/post custody period implemented appropriately with a 
focus on engaging the service user?  
We found that 88 per cent of sentences and post-custody periods were implemented 
effectively with a focus on engaging the service user. This was in line with other NPS 
divisions, which on average implemented sentence/post-custody periods in 87 per 
cent of cases. 

Sufficient efforts were made to re-engage the service user after enforcement action 
had been taken in all except one of the relevant cases.  

Good practice example 

Paul was supported to maintain his engagement through a motivational approach. 
The responsible officer in this case set clear boundaries of expected behaviour to 
give clarity to a learning-disabled service user. A first warning letter was issued 
when the service user failed to report to a hostel as directed, and he was then 
successfully re-engaged by the responsible officer, resulting in the individual 
complying as directed. 

In almost all cases, responsible officers focused on maintaining an effective 
relationship with the service user, offering appropriate flexibility to take account of 
personal circumstances where this was necessary. We saw examples where 
responsible officers had been responsive to the service user’s immediate situation, 
appropriately using some telephone contact and home visits to maintain contact. 
The requirements of the sentence started promptly, and risks of non-compliance 
were identified and addressed in most cases. We saw evidence of prompt referral to 
other agencies, including a case where a service user’s negative reaction to a social 
services referral was dealt with appropriately through the responsible officer 
maintaining a positive professional relationship.  
There was a proportionate level of contact with prisoners before their release to plan 
resettlement arrangements, including setting licence conditions. Enforcement actions 
were taken when appropriate in almost three-quarters of cases. These included 
issuing standard and individual warning letters, supported by responsible officers 
reinforcing compliance expectations in supervision.  
Does supervision focus sufficiently on reducing reoffending and supporting 
the service user’s desistance? 
Supervision of the service user supported their desistance in 69 per cent of cases. 
This was in line with other NPS divisions, which on average focused supervision on 
reducing reoffending in 67 per cent of cases.  
Services built on protective factors, and delivery was sufficiently well coordinated in 
82 per cent of cases. In many of these cases there was good liaison with police, 
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children’s services, housing suppliers and specialist local voluntary providers to 
address factors linked to reoffending, including repeated homelessness.  
Key individuals in the service user’s life were engaged where appropriate, and local 
services were involved in supporting desistance in more than three-quarters of cases. 
Examples included one case where the responsible officer had built relationships with 
the service user’s family through home visits and had established contact with his 
general practitioner to share information to support the individual to address his 
complex needs. 
Services were delivered responsively, for example, through addressing immediate 
accommodation needs before moving on to explore and address thinking skills. The 
level and nature of contact supported desistance in almost three-quarters of cases, 
for example, through meetings with the police to monitor registered sexual 
offenders, and one-to-one work to address offending behaviour.  
Does supervision focus appropriately on managing and minimising the risk 
of harm to others? 
Delivery of services effectively supported the safety of others in 67 per cent of cases. 
This was in line with other NPS divisions, which on average focused supervision on 
managing the safety of others in 66 per cent of cases.  
The nature and level of contact offered to manage the risk of harm were 
appropriate, and the involvement of other agencies was well coordinated in more 
than three-quarters of cases. Inspectors found evidence of regular contact with 
service users and coordination of services to keep other people safe, including 
through liaison with other professionals, such as community psychiatric nurses.  
Key individuals in the service user’s life were engaged appropriately to support the 
management of the risk of harm in three-quarters of cases. There was good liaison 
with police, including joint home visits through the local IOM programme, which 
included contact with the service user’s family to support management of the risk of 
harm. 
Sufficient attention was given to protecting victims, for example by responsible 
officers conducting home visits to provide safeguarding to keep others safe. There 
was also work to protect victims through engagement with other services, such as 
independent domestic violence advisors, partner link workers and other support 
workers.  

2.4. Reviewing Requires 
improvement 

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

 

Does reviewing effectively support the service user’s compliance and 
engagement? 
Reviewing focused sufficiently on supporting the service user’s compliance and 
engagement in 75 per cent of cases. This was below other NPS divisions, which on 
average supported compliance through reviewing in 82 per cent of cases. 
Compliance levels and any relevant barriers were considered in 81 per cent of cases, 
and adjustments were made to the ongoing plan of work in almost three-quarters of 
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cases. We found good examples where progress was regularly reviewed with the 
service user, and evidence of intervention to improve the service user’s motivation 
where this became a barrier to engagement. 
Service users were meaningfully involved in reviewing their progress in two-thirds of 
cases, and written reviews were completed appropriately as a formal record in more 
than two-thirds of cases.   
Does reviewing effectively support progress towards desistance? 
Reviewing effectively supported progress towards desistance in almost  
three-quarters of cases. This was the same as other NPS divisions.  
Reviews built on the service user’s strengths in more than three-quarters of cases, 
and adjustments were made to the ongoing plan of work in almost three-quarters of 
cases. Protective factors included parental support, where a caring approach was in 
place that did not support offending behaviour. This assisted offender management 
by utilising available family support to help the service user to turn away from 
offending. Changes in the service user’s circumstances were monitored consistently, 
with supportive contributions from partnership agencies.  
Written reviews were completed appropriately as a formal record of progress 
towards desistance in two-thirds of cases. OASys reviews were completed to reflect 
positive progress and the completion of requirements; where appropriate, this led to 
adjusted plans of work, including reducing the frequency of contact.  
Does reviewing focus sufficiently on the risk of harm to others? 
Reviewing to keep other people safe required improvement. Reviewing was 
sufficiently focused on the risk of harm in 56 per cent of cases. This was below other 
NPS divisions, where the average was 65 per cent.  
Information from other agencies was used to identify changes to risk of harm in less 
than two-thirds of cases. Formal written reviews were in place in less than two-thirds 
of cases. In some cases, the responsible officer relied too heavily on the service 
user’s self-report and did not verify this with other sources of information, including 
police domestic abuse units and children’s social services.  
In reviewing risk of harm, necessary adjustments were not made to the ongoing plan 
of work in almost half of cases inspected. In some cases, reviews were not up to 
date or well informed, and the plan of work had not been adjusted to address 
ongoing offending behaviour or to include additional restrictions to better protect the 
public. 
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3.  NPS-specific work 

We selected cases in which the court report had been completed nine weeks 
previously, and in which the individual had been sentenced to a community order, 
suspended sentence order or immediate custody. We examined 124 cases, ensuring 
that the ratios in relation to report type and CRC/NPS allocation matched those in the 
eligible population. We used the case management and assessment systems to 
inspect these cases, judging the quality of the written evidence in the report 
provided to court, the quality of information-gathering at the court and allocation 
stage, and the accuracy of the allocation decision.  
Pre-sentence reports were of sufficient quality to support the court’s decision-making 
in 67 per cent of cases. Report authors drew on available sources of information, 
engaged service users in the report process, and considered their diversity and 
personal circumstances. The impact of the offence on victims was not always 
considered. Cases were allocated correctly and the assessment of risk of harm was 
accurate in most cases. Enquiries to police domestic abuse units and children’s 
services were not made where they should have been in almost three-quarters of 
cases and in less two-thirds of cases respectively.  

Strengths: 

• Previous convictions and written prosecution papers were available at the time of 
preparation of pre-sentence reports. 

• The views of service users were considered in the preparation of pre-sentence 
reports. 

• Service users’ diversity and personal circumstances were considered in 
information which supported the court’s decision-making. 

• Assessment was accurate and cases allocated promptly to the appropriate 
agency.  

• Assessment of the level of risk of serious harm was accurate at the point of 
allocation in most cases 

 

Areas for improvement: 

• The impact of offences on identifiable and/or known victims was not always 
considered when giving advice to court. 

• In a high proportion of cases, enquiries were not made to police domestic abuse 
units to inform assessment of risk of harm posed by domestic abuse 
perpetrators. 

• Enquiries were not always made when required to children’s social services to 
inform assessments of risk of harm presented in safeguarding cases. 

• In 45 per cent of cases where a full risk of harm assessment was required this 
was not completed.  
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3.1 Court reports and case allocation Good 

The pre-sentence information and advice provided to court 
supports its decision-making, with cases being allocated 
appropriately following sentencing. 

 

Is the pre-sentence advice sufficiently well-informed, analytical and 
personalised to the service user, supporting the court’s decision making? 
Pre-sentence information and advice to court were sufficiently analytical and 
personalised to the service user in 67 per cent of cases. 
Information and advice were based on available sources of information, including  
up-to-date previous convictions and written prosecution papers, in almost all cases. 
Information was gathered from a variety of sources, including previous assessments, 
safeguarding checks and additional reports in cases where this was relevant.  
Service users were meaningfully involved in the preparation of the report and their 
views were considered in 87 per cent of cases. We saw good examples of pre-
sentence report authors engaging service users by taking a collaborative approach.  
Advice to the court considered the service user’s diversity and personal 
circumstances in 84 per cent of cases, and factors related to the likelihood of 
reoffending in three-quarters of cases. The service user’s immigration status, mental 
health difficulties, employment and accommodation were generally considered where 
such factors were relevant to the court’s decision-making.  
Advice to the court considered the service user’s motivation to change and factors 
related to the risk of harm in almost three-quarters of cases. Motivation to comply 
and not reoffend was explored, and the suitability for punitive disposals, such as 
unpaid work, was considered. Advice to court considered factors related to the risk of 
harm in 71 per cent of cases.  
Consideration was given to the impact of the offence on identifiable victims in more 
than half of the 81 cases we inspected where there were known/identifiable victims – 
but this left 34 cases where this was not done sufficiently well. Some reports lacked 
information about victims and did not sufficiently assess the impact of offences, 
including where violent offending had been perpetrated. We also found a small 
number of reports where there was a failure to consider fully the effects of violent 
behaviour.  
Appropriate proposals were made to court and there was a sufficient record of the 
advice given, and the reasons for it, in more than three-quarters of cases. Suitable 
proposals were made to court, for example, for first-time offences and where cases 
had been correctly assessed as presenting a low risk of serious harm. Reports 
generally contained sufficient rationale to support the sentencing proposal.  
Is the allocation of the case prompt, accurate, and based on sufficient 
information? 
Allocation of cases was prompt and accurate in 66 per cent of cases.  
In almost three-quarters of cases, there had been no enquiries to the police domestic 
abuse unit where there were concerns about the service user being a perpetrator of 
domestic abuse. Similarly, in less than two-thirds of cases, no enquiries had been 
made to children’s services when they should have been to check if the service user 
was a source of safeguarding concerns. 
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A full and accurate risk of harm screening was prepared before the case was 
allocated in more than three-quarters of cases, and in most cases, this correctly 
indicated whether a full risk of harm assessment was required. A full risk of harm 
assessment was not completed before the case was allocated in almost half of cases 
where it was required. We were concerned that some offences, including possession 
of an offensive weapon and violent offences, were assessed as presenting a low risk 
of harm without a full analysis. Such cases should have triggered a full risk of harm 
assessment prior to case allocation. 

3.2 Statutory victim work Good 

Relevant and timely information is provided to the victim/s of a 
serious offence, and they are given the opportunity to contribute 
their views at key points in the sentence. 

 

Does the initial contact with the victims encourage engagement with the 
victim contact scheme? 
Initial contact with victims encouraged engagement with the victim contact scheme 
in 79 per cent of cases.  
Initial contact with most victims was made by letter soon after sentence in more than 
three-quarters of cases. In most cases, letters were personalised and contained 
enough information for the victim to make an informed choice about whether to 
participate in the victim contact scheme.  
Victims were given the name of the VLO responsible for their case, and there was a 
clear record of the response from the victim in well over three-quarters of cases. 
More than half of victims opted into the victim contact scheme.  
Contact was offered to almost all statutory victims, although in a small number of 
cases victims had not been contacted as required. We found that there was an over-
reliance on the witness care unit to provide details of victims, whereas robust 
internal processes are required to ensure that statutory contact is made with all 
eligible victims. Not least, all responsible officers should be aware when any of their 
cases are eligible for victim contact.  
Is the personal contact with the victim timely and supportive, providing 
appropriate information about the criminal justice system? 
Personal contact with the victim was timely and supportive in 89 per cent of cases.  
Clear information was given to victims about what they can expect at different points 
in the sentence in 83 per cent of cases. A written record was kept of the initial 
meeting and shared with the victim in more than three-quarters of cases. In 
response to one victim’s concerns, a leaflet providing contact details for a variety of 
helplines was sent. The VLO then took the letter and leaflets to go through them 
with the victim on a home visit the following day. 
The victim was referred to other agencies, or given information about available 
sources of help, in less than half of cases. We found some concerning practice in 
relation to this, including a missed chance to offer a referral or signposting to 
support services to a victim who reported continued mental health difficulties 
because of the offence. 
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Does pre-release contact with the victims allow them to make appropriate 
contributions to the conditions of release? 
Pre-release contact with statutory victims allowed them to make appropriate 
contributions to the conditions of release in a large majority of cases. Contact was 
made with the victim at an appropriate point in the sentence in all cases, and the 
victim was given the opportunity to express any concerns about the offender’s 
release in almost all cases.  
The concerns of the victim were addressed and attention was paid to their safety in 
planning for the offender’s release in more than three-quarters of cases. There were 
some difficulties in managing this process in relation to releases on home detention 
curfew (HDC). In one example, the HDC date had not been recorded on the nDelius 
case management system, and the offender was released before the VLO could meet 
the victim to discuss any concerns. 
There was effective communication between the responsible officer and the VLO to 
support the safety of statutory victims in almost three-quarters of cases. The 
responsible officer kept the VLO informed about relevant issues regarding the 
management of the offender in these cases, and VLOs were involved in all MAPPAs 
where this was appropriate.  
We found ongoing and effective communication between responsible officers and 
VLOs to support the victim and consider their needs in less than three-quarters of 
cases. In some cases, however, VLOs had to be vigilant to keep themselves informed 
of significant sentencing dates by checking nDelius, as they did not always receive 
updates from responsible officers.  
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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 NPS North East Divisional 
Director 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 102 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. The evidence explored under this domain was judged against our 
published ratings characteristics.10  

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 128 cases from across 29 local delivery units. The sample size was set 
to achieve a confidence level of 80 per cent (with a margin of error of five), 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. 

                                                 
10 HM Inspectorate’s domain one ratings characteristics can be found here: 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2018/05/Probation-
Domain-One-rating-characteristics-March-18-final.pdf 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2018/05/Probation-Domain-One-rating-characteristics-March-18-final.pdf
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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In some areas of this report, data may have been split into smaller sub-samples - for 
example, male/female cases, probation officer/probation service officer cases. Where 
this is the case, the margin of error for the sub-sample findings may be higher than 
five. 

Domain three: sector-specific work  
We completed case assessments for two further samples: court reports and case 
allocation; and victim work.  

Court reports and case allocation 
As in domain two, sample sizes were set to achieve a confidence level of 80 per cent 
(with a margin of error of five). We selected cases in which the court report had 
been completed nine weeks previously, and in which the individual had been 
sentenced to a community order, suspended sentence order, or immediate custody. 
We examined 124 cases, ensuring that the ratios in relation to report type and 
CRC/NPS allocation matched those in the eligible population. We used the case 
management and assessment systems to inspect these cases, judging the quality of 
the written evidence in the report provided to court, the quality of information-
gathering at the court and allocation stage, and the accuracy of the allocation 
decision.  
We also held meetings with the following individuals/groups, which allowed us to 
triangulate evidence and information: 
 

• the senior manager responsible for services to courts 

• senior probation officers responsible for managing court teams 

• court duty staff from different court settings.  

Victim work  
We examined 73 custodial cases that had begun six to seven months previously and 
where the victim was eligible for statutory victim contact. This sample size was set to 
achieve a confidence level of 80 per cent (with a margin of error of five), based on 
the number of cases where victim contact had commenced. We looked at how initial 
pre-and post-release contact was made, whether this was timely, and the quality of 
the contact offered. The sample included a proportionate ratio of cases where the 
contact was taken up and cases in which it was not. To examine pre- and post-
release victim work, we drew upon 18 cases from our domain two case sample. 
Published data is insufficient to calculate accurate confidence levels for the sample 
size for victim contact, so these cases were identified from within the domain two 
case sample. 
We also held meetings with the following individuals/groups: 

• the senior manager responsible for the victim contact scheme, which included 
a review of the findings of the annual victim satisfaction survey  

• a group of victim contact managers 

• a group of victim contact officers.  
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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 

Good 

2.1.1. Does assessment focus sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 80% 

2.1.2. Does assessment focus sufficiently on the factors 
linked to offending and desistance? 83% 

2.1.3. Does assessment focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 67% 

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

Good 

2.2.1. Does planning focus sufficiently on engaging the 
service user? 75% 

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

80% 

2.2.3. Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe?11 66% 

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

Good 

2.3.1. Is the sentence/post-custody period implemented 
effectively with a focus on engaging the service user? 88% 

2.3.2. Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the service user’s desistance? 69% 

2.3.3. Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the safety of other people? 67% 

                                                 
11 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 

Requires 
improvement 

2.4.1. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the 
service user’s compliance and engagement? 75% 

2.4.2. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the 
service user’s desistance? 71% 

2.4.3. Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other 
people safe? 56% 

 

3. NPS-specific work 
Standard/Key question Rating/% yes 
3.1.  Court reports and case allocation  

The pre-sentence information and advice provided to court 
supports its decision-making, with cases being allocated 
appropriately following sentencing 

Good 

3.1.1. Is the pre-sentence information and advice provided 
to court sufficiently analytical and personalised to the 
service user, supporting the court’s decision-making? 

67% 

3.1.2. Is the allocation of the case prompt, accurate, and 
based on sufficient information? 66% 

3.2. Statutory victim work 

Relevant and timely information is provided to the victim/s of 
a serious offence, and they are given the opportunity to 
contribute their views at key points in the sentence 

Good 

3.2.1. Does the initial contact with the victim/s encourage 
engagement with the victim contact scheme? 79% 

3.2.2. Is the personal contact with the victim/s timely and 
supportive, providing appropriate information about 
the criminal justice process? 

89% 

3.2.3. Does pre-release contact with the victim/s allow them 
to make appropriate contributions to the conditions of 
release? 

89% 

3.2.4. Is there good communication between offender 
management and victim liaison to support the safety 
of victim/s? 

72% 
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Annex 3: Operating model and map 

 
 
 
 Supplied by NE NPS 
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Annex 4: Glossary 

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 

Approved 
premises 

Premises approved under Section 13 of the Offender 
Management Act 2007, managed either by the National 
Probation Service or by independent organisations. Approved 
premises are used as a short-term residence for an offender 
considered a high risk of serious harm, who requires close 
monitoring and supervision, and support to begin to integrate 
back into the community 

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

Barriers The things that make it difficult for an individual to change 
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 

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  

Cluster A grouping of adjacent local delivery units to assist in 
administration and monitoring. The NPS North East division 
currently has 29 local delivery units in 13 local delivery unit 
clusters 

Community hub Community hubs provide a place where different local 
partners come together to provide a service to address 
specific issues, for example supporting female service users 

Community 
psychiatric nurse 

Community psychiatric nurses are based in the community 
rather than a hospital and they form an integral part of 
community mental health teams 

County lines The practice of using children to traffic drugs from large urban 
areas across the UK. In 2018, the police stated that they 
believed there were around 1,500 drug trafficking routes of 
this sort in the UK 

Court report This refers to any report prepared for a court to inform 
sentencing, whether delivered orally or in a written format 
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CRC Community rehabilitation company: 21 CRCs were set up in 
June 2014, to manage most offenders who present low or 
medium risk of serious harm 

Criminal justice 
system 

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

CRISSA Check-in, review, implement, summarise, set tasks, 
appointments (CRISSA) is a structured approach to case 
recording that supports defensible decision-making and 
effective communication 

Curfew Restrictive intervention requiring an individual to remain at an 
agreed address during a pre-determined period 

Desistance The cessation of offending or other antisocial behaviour 
Disproportionality It was identified in the Lammy Review that people from black, 

Asian and minority ethnic communities are over-represented 
at almost all stages of the criminal justice process 

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 

E3 The ‘efficiency, effectiveness and excellence’ programme was 
created following the Transforming Rehabilitation programme 
in June 2014. The basic principle is to standardise NPS 
delivery, redesigning the NPS structure with six key areas of 
focus, including: community supervision; court services; 
custody; youth offending services; victims’ services; and 
approved premises 

EPF The ‘effective proposal framework’ is used by pre-sentence 
report authors to inform sentencing proposals to aid the 
delivery of consistent and effective intervention proposals in 
court 

Enforcement Action taken by a responsible officer in response to an 
individual’s non-compliance with a community sentence or 
licence. Enforcement can be punitive or motivational   

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 

EQuiP Excellence and Quality in Process: a NPS web-based national 
resource providing consistent information about the processes 
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to be followed in all aspects of the NPS’s work. The process 
mapping is underpinned by quality assurance measures 

HDC Home detention curfew: prisoners can apply for early release, 
and if successful are subject to an electronically monitored 
curfew 

HMPPS Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service: from 1 April 2017, 
HMPPS became the single agency responsible for delivering 
prison and probation services across England and Wales. At 
the same time, the Ministry of Justice took on responsibility 
for overall policy direction, setting standards, scrutinising 
prison performance and commissioning services. These used 
to fall under the remit of the National Offender Management 
Service (the agency that has been replaced by HMPPS) 

Homelessness 
Reduction Act 
2017 

The act places a duty on local authorities to prevent 
homelessness, rather than tackle it when someone has 
already found themselves without a permanent home 

Horizon A nationally accredited groupwork programme designed for 
medium-risk male sexual offenders 

ICT Information and communications technology (or technologies) 
is the infrastructure of components that enable modern 
computing 

Independent 
domestic violence 
advisors 

Independent domestic violence advisors: provide support to 
survivors of domestic abuse living in the community and 
assessed as being at high risk of further domestic abuse 

Intervention Work with an individual that is designed to change their 
offending behaviour and/or to support public protection. A 
constructive intervention is where the primary purpose is to 
reduce likelihood of reoffending. A restrictive intervention is 
where 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 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  

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 

Lammy review The Lammy Review, chaired by David Lammy MP, was an 
independent review of the treatment of, and outcomes for 
black, Asian and minority ethnic individuals in the criminal 
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justice system. It published its report in 2017. 
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 

Local assessors NPS staff from the inspected division who work alongside HMI 
Probation during the inspection fieldwork. They are trained to 
inspect a sample of cases using HMI Probation standards and 
case assessment rules and guidance 

Local delivery 
unit 

LDU: an operational unit comprising an office or offices, 
generally coterminous with police basic command units and 
local authority structures 

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 

MARAC Multi-agency risk assessment conference: part of a 
coordinated community response to domestic abuse, 
incorporating representatives from statutory, community and 
voluntary agencies working with victims/survivors, children 
and the alleged perpetrator 

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

MiFi A wireless device that enables multiple users to share a single 
mobile broadband connection. MiFi’s work by creating a 
localised mobile broadband signal 

Ministry of 
Justice 

The government department with responsibility for the 
criminal justice system in the United Kingdom 

MOSOVO Management of sexual offenders and violent offenders: the 
accredited training course provides police public protection 
unit practitioners with the skills and knowledge to enable 
them to identify and manage sex offenders, violent offenders 
and other dangerous offenders falling within MAPPA 

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

New Me MOT An accredited offending behaviour programme for adult males 
who are assessed as high or very high risk and have been 
convicted of violent or sexual offences 
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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/eOASys/ 
OASys R 

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 

OMiC The new Offender Management in Custody model includes 
‘key worker’ roles for prison staff, and probation officers will 
be based in prisons to engage prisoners in work to reduce the 
risk of reoffending 

Offender 
Rehabilitation Act 
2014 

Implemented in February 2015, applying to offences 
committed on or after that date, the Offender Rehabilitation 
Act (ORA) 2014 is the Act of Parliament that accompanies the 
Transforming Rehabilitation programme 

Partner link 
workers 

Formerly known as women’s safety workers, partner link 
workers provide voluntary support to the victims of offenders 
undertaking the Building Better Relationships programme. 
They provide information about the programme and the 
progress made by the offender, and ensure the victim has an 
arranged place of safety, emergency contact numbers, and 
access to support services such as counselling 

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

PCC Police and crime commissioners: elected officials in England 
and Wales charged with securing efficient and effective 
policing of a police area 

Personality 
disorder pathway 

Provides a pathway of psychologically-informed services for an 
offender group who are likely to have a severe personality 
disorder, and who pose a high risk of harm to others or a high 
risk of reoffending in a harmful way 

PIPEs Psychologically informed planned environments: operate 
within existing prison and approved premises environments. 
Additional staff training and psychological input from health 
clinicians support the management of offenders with a 
personality disorder  

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

Prisons and 
Probation 
Ombudsman 

Carries out independent investigations into deaths and 
complaints in custody and approved premises  

PQiP Professional Qualification in Probation is a full-time work-
based learning programme which trainees need to complete 
successfully to become a probation officer 

Pre-sentence 
report  

This refers to any report prepared for a court, whether 
delivered orally or in a written format 

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: 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 

Post-sentence 
supervision 

Introduced by the Offender Rehabilitation Act 2014, the PSS is 
a period of supervision following the end of a licence. 
Breaches are enforced by the magistrates’ court 

Quality 
development 
officer 

A specialist role within the NPS. QDOs work closely with local 
managers, practice tutors and operational staff to promote 
and improve the quality of work with offenders and victims 

Rehabilitation 
activity 
requirement 
(RAR) 

Since 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 

Rate card A directory of services offered by the CRC for the NPS to use 
with its offenders, detailing the price 

Responsible 
officer 

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

Risk of Serious 
Harm 

A term used in OASys. All cases are classified as presenting a 
low/medium/high/very high risk of serious harm to others. 
HMI Probation uses this term when referring to the 
classification system, but uses the broader term risk of harm 
when referring to the analysis which must take place in order 
to determine the classification level. This helps to clarify the 
distinction between the probability of an event occurring and 
the impact/severity of the event. The term Risk of Serious 
Harm only incorporates ‘serious’ impact, whereas using ‘risk of 
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harm’ enables the necessary attention to be given to those 
offenders for whom lower impact/severity harmful behaviour 
is probable 

Release on 
temporary licence 

The mechanism that enables prisoners to participate in 
activities, outside of the prison establishment, that contribute 
to resettlement into the community 

Registered sexual 
offender 

Registered sexual offenders are required to comply with 
notification requirements set out in Part 2 of the Sexual 
Offences Act 2003. These offenders are often referred to as 
being on the “sexual offenders’ register”  

SARA Spousal Assault Risk Assessment: helps criminal justice 
professionals to predict the likelihood of domestic violence 

SFO Serious Further Offence: where an individual subject to (or 
recently subject to) probation commits one of a number of 
serious offences (such as murder, manslaughter or rape). The 
CRC and/or NPS must notify HMPPS of any such individual 
charged with one of these offences. A review is then 
conducted with a view to identifying lessons learned 

Sexual harm 
prevention order 

A sexual harm prevention order is imposed by a court on an 
individual who it is considered to pose a risk of sexual harm 
either to the public or a certain group of people or individuals 

Service 
integration group 

A meeting of senior managers from across the CRC and NPS 
to consider operational and strategic issues following 
Transforming Rehabilitation 

SLT NPS senior leadership team comprising the divisional director, 
heads of local delivery unit clusters and heads of divisional 
teams 

SPO Senior probation officer: first line manager within the NPS 

Suspended 
sentence order 

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

Stakeholder A person, group or organisation that has a direct or indirect 
stake or interest in the organisation because it can either 
affect the organisation, or be affected by it. Examples of 
external stakeholders are owners (shareholders), customers, 
suppliers, partners, government agencies and representatives 
of the community. Examples of internal stakeholders are 
people or groups of people within the organisation 

STEEPLE ‘Social, technological, economic, environmental, political, legal 
and ethical’ analysis of external environment of the 
organisation 

Stop Gap one-to-
one programme 

‘Stop Gap’ has been developed by NPS North East to provide 
access to materials for ROs to use in their one-to-one work 
with men who sexually offend  

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

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 

User Voice User Voice is a voluntary sector organisation led and run by 
people who have experienced the criminal justice system to 
make working environments more positive for everyone 
involved.  

Victim contact 
scheme 

The standard NPS operating model to provide a consistent 
service based on the specification for victim services  

VLO Victim liaison officer: probation staff who work with victims 
who are in the victim contact scheme. VLOs keep victims 
informed about key stages or events in the offender’s 
sentence, and ensure the victims’ views and concerns are 
conveyed to the prison or Parole Board when release is being 
considered 

Witness care unit Introduced across England and Wales to help improve the 
experiences of victims and witnesses of crime as they become 
involved in the criminal justice system. These units are run by 
police and Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) staff in 
partnership 
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