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1. Introduction  
1.1. HM Inspectorate of Probation is bringing its inspection regime into line with the new 

unified delivery model for probation. We continue to provide a proportionate approach 
to inspection, working with those who deliver services to promote excellence in 
probation services.  

1.2. We undertook a consultation in summer 2020 outlining our new inspection standards 
and approach to the unified probation service in broad terms. We tested out those 
plans through a pilot inspection of two local areas of Wales NPS in December 2020 and 
we have refined our approach in response. 

1.3. In our second consultation in May 2021 we set out our decisions and invited comment 
on our remaining proposals in relation to inspecting diversity, measuring outcomes and 
the involvement of people on probation. The second consultation closed on 31 May 
2021. We asked the following questions:    

This document summarises the responses received and clarifies the decisions 
subsequently made by the Inspectorate.  

  

• Is the proposed way of inspecting diversity fair and proportionate?  
• Will the proposed way of inspecting diversity drive improvement? 
• Will the proposed approach to measuring personalised progress against outcomes 

help to drive improvement? 
• Will the proposed standard enable us to make reasonable and defensible 

judgements about sufficient progress? 
• Where maintaining stability is a reasonable and defensible expectation for an 

individual person on probation, should we judge this to be sufficient or should we 
always expect that some progress will be made? 

• Should we rate outcomes when we introduce the standard or should we build up 
some baseline data first? 

• Will our proposed approach to engaging people on probation provide a reliable 
basis to inform inspection judgements? 

• How can we maximise the engagement of people on probation with our proposed 
approach? 
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2. Respondents  
2.1. We received seven written responses as follows: 

• one person on probation 
• Revolving Doors Agency (RDA) 
• Estyn 
• Alex Chalk MP, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State 
• National Association of Probation Officers (NAPO) 
• Care Inspectorate Wales (CIW) 
• Progressing Prisoners, Maintaining Innocence (PPMI). 

2.2. We also held three discussion groups with Regional Probation Directors/Heads of 
Probation Delivery Units (PDUs) during May 2021 and one focus group with 
Inspectorate staff. This summary covers the seven responses and the feedback from 
the discussions. 
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3. Inspecting diversity  
3.1.   What we asked: 

• Is the proposed way of inspecting diversity fair and proportionate? 
• Will the proposed way of inspecting diversity drive improvement? 

Responses 
3.2. All respondents welcomed our specific focus on diversity. Our proposals to report on 

diversity issues as a separate section in the report and to ensure a focus on diversity 
issues across both organisational and practice standards were particularly welcomed. 
Some suggestions were made to amend existing prompts or to introduce new prompts. 
We have made a number of changes as a result.  

3.3. For example: 
• in response to a comment that the guidance should reflect the people using 

probation services, regardless of the demographics of the wider population, ‘Does 
the workforce adequately reflect the diversity of the local population?’  has been 
amended to ‘Does the workforce adequately reflect the diversity of people on 
probation’ 

• paying due regard to intersectionality, including effectively analysing this in 
individual cases was a theme at one of the discussion groups and also in one of the 
responses. For example, one respondent said that: “Specific reference should be 
made to the impact of intersectionality – taking into account the (individual) issues 
but also the way they intersect with cultural heritage and personal circumstances. 
It would be particularly helpful to capture the intersectionality of gender, age and 
race. In particular, where age intersects with maturity factors. We know from our 
work with young adults with repeat contact with the criminal justice system, that 
their experiences vary vastly from our older members as well as being distinct to 
their race, religion or cultural heritage.” 

3.4. A number of attendees at the discussion groups stated that in order to drive 
improvement in this area we must proactively look for and publish effective practice 
examples of diversity practice as fully as possible. 

3.5. One respondent commented that it would be helpful to see PDU data aggregated at a 
regional and national level in particular in relation to services for women. We will 
aggregate data where it is meaningful to do so and will report on the wider issues that 
this shows on an annual basis. 

Our decisions 
3.6. We have decided not to change the outcomes standard, question or prompts. As with 

all the questions and prompts in our standards framework we will keep this under 
review to ensure that our inspection remains fair and proportionate. 

3.7. We will not rate outcomes for at least the first 12 months of our inspection activity. 
Instead we will collect and publish baseline data on progress against key outcomes 
during this period that we will review after 12 months. If this data allows us to 
determine reliable rating boundaries to distinguish between ‘Outstanding’, ‘Good’, 
‘Requires improvement’ and ‘Inadequate’ performance, we will then move towards 
rating PDUs on outcomes for people on probation in their area.   

3.8. Our standards are underpinned by our Case Assessment Rules and Guidance (CARaG). 
This is used by our inspectors to make robust, valid and reliable judgements about the 
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cases that we inspect. In the CARaG we define what we mean by sufficient progress on 
individual outcomes. In line with a personalised approach, sufficient progress for any 
individual will be determined by what is considered to be reasonable for that individual 
to achieve at that time. In our CARaG we have included stability as sufficient in 
exceptional and defensible circumstances with evidence of planning towards progress. 
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4. Judging outcomes 
4.1.   What we asked: 

• Will the proposed approach to measuring personalised progress against outcomes 
help to drive improvement? 

• Will the proposed standard enable us to make reasonable and defensible 
judgements about sufficient progress? 

• Where maintaining stability is a reasonable and defensible expectation for an 
individual person on probation, should we judge this to be sufficient or should we 
always expect that some progress will be made? 

• Should we rate outcomes when we introduce the standard or should we build up 
some baseline data first? 

Responses 
4.2. All respondents agreed that a bespoke approach to judging outcomes is the right one. 

There was support for a judgement along the lines of met/part met/not met for 
outcomes in individual cases. 

4.3. At the discussion groups there was a strength of feeling that we should not rate 
outcomes immediately but should instead build up some baseline data from early 
inspections. In the first year of transitioned services, we recognise the additional issue 
of new arrangements taking some time to have an impact on outcomes. Four of the 
written responses addressed this question. Three recognised the difficulties and did not 
support the rating of outcomes; one held the counter view and thinks the Inspectorate 
should rate outcomes. 

4.4. In support of not rating outcomes one respondent said: “Given the lack of data to date, 
we welcome the proposal to slowly build up data on outcomes before assigning a rating 
category. This should also build in some flexibility to make adjustments to inspections 
should the data indicate the need to do so.” 

4.5. With a contrary view another respondent said: ”The proposed questions and guidance 
for inspectors will provide clear evidence to inform judgements regarding progress 
against outcomes.” 

4.6. There was a more mixed picture on the question of whether stability should count as a 
positive outcome in some cases. For example: “Achieving stability is a reasonable and 
defensible expectation for someone on probation.” 

4.7. Others felt that a more nuanced approach was needed: “Mandating progress beyond 
stability would, in our view, be a very simplistic approach. There are a number of 
external factors that may limit the opportunity to progress. This could range from local 
service provision, employment opportunities, housing etc. If the inspector feels that 
achieving stability has in itself been a big step, then credit should be given for this. 
With complex cases, six months is simply not long enough to achieve more than 
stability.” 

4.8. While no respondents disagreed with stability being judged as sufficient in some cases, 
a number of respondents said stability should be sufficient in exceptional cases only 
and must be defensible. There was a suggestion that where stability is accepted as 
sufficient, inspectors should look for evidence of planning for progress in order to get a 
positive score in any individual case. This was proposed as a way to avoid stability 
becoming acceptable in all cases. 
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Our decisions 
4.9. We have decided not to change the outcomes standard, question or prompts. As with 

all the questions and prompts in our standards framework we will keep this under 
review to ensure that our inspection remains fair and proportionate.  

4.10. We will not rate outcomes for at least the first 12 months of our inspection activity. 
Instead we will collect and publish baseline data on progress against key outcomes 
during this period that we will review after 12 months. If this data allows us to 
determine reliable rating boundaries to distinguish between ‘Outstanding’, ‘Good’, 
‘Requires improvement’ and ‘Inadequate’ performance, we will then move towards 
rating PDUs on outcomes for people on probation in their area. 

4.11. Our standards are underpinned by our Case Assessment Rules and Guidance (CARaG). 
This is used by our inspectors to make robust, valid and reliable judgements about the 
cases that we inspect. In the CARaG we define what we mean by sufficient progress on 
individual outcomes. In line with a personalised approach, sufficient progress for any 
individual will be determined by what is considered to be reasonable for that individual 
to achieve at that time. In our CARaG we have included stability as sufficient in 
exceptional and defensible circumstances with evidence of planning towards progress. 
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5. Involving people on probation 
5.1.   What we asked: 

• Will our proposed approach to engaging people on probation provide a reliable 
basis to inform inspection judgements? 

• How can we maximise the engagement of people on probation with our proposed 
approach? 

Responses 
5.2. A blended approach to obtaining the views of people on probation was universally 

welcomed. It was acknowledged that this reflects the approach taken by other 
inspectorates.   

5.3. One respondent suggested that a specific focus should be given to clients from black, 
Asian and minority ethnic backgrounds. Another respondent wanted to see a stronger 
focus on how well services meet the needs of women on probation. 

5.4. Attendees at the discussion groups suggested a number of potential additional 
activities to maximise the involvement of people on probation. These were: 
• having Inspectorate staff in waiting areas on inspections to interview whichever 

people on probation are there at any time 
• working with support hub users to get data 
• contacting recalled people on probation 
• visiting approved premises 
• following up with individuals who have completed their period of supervision. 

Our decisions 
5.5. We want to give a strong voice to people on probation and to hear about what has 

worked for them. We will collect this information and use the feedback to inform our 
domain one judgements. 

5.6. There are two stages to our approach. The first stage is a short text survey which will 
be sent to all people on probation under the supervision of the PDU that we are 
inspecting. We will ask individuals about their experience of probation including the 
accessibility of services, appropriateness of interventions and relationships with 
probation practitioners. 

5.7. Following on from the text survey, the second stage of our approach offers people on 
probation the opportunity to provide further information should they want to by other 
methods such as interview, focus groups by phone, in person or by electronic methods. 
The standard questions we ask of people on probation will link directly to the relevant 
domain one prompts in our broader framework. This will ensure that feedback from 
people on probation is taken into account as we reach our judgements. 

5.8. Inspectors will consider all evidence, including feedback from people on probation, 
when making judgements about individual prompts. The views of people on probation 
are important and should have the same status as other sources of evidence. There are 
no hurdles or decision rules applied to the use of views from people on probation as a 
source of evidence. Views will be considered in a way that is proportionate to other 
sources of evidence. Views from people on probation are particularly useful in 
triangulating other pieces of evidence. 

5.9. In addition, findings from these survey responses and interviews with people on 
probation will be summarised in a dedicated section in the inspection report. 

  



9  

 

6. Contact 
Enquiries about this consultation response should be directed to: 
helen.mercer@hmiprobation.gov.uk. 
General enquiries about the work of HM Inspectorate of Probation can be emailed to: 
hmip.enquiries@hmiprobation.gov.uk. 
  

mailto:helen.mercer@hmiprobation.gov.uk
mailto:hmip.enquiries@hmiprobation.gov.uk
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Annexe A: Probation inspection standards 

1. Regional questions 

1.1 Leadership 

1.1.1 How does the vision and strategy drive the delivery of a high-quality service 
for all people on probation?  

a) How does the vision and strategy prioritise the quality of service and adherence to the 
evidence base?  

b) How are the views of people on probation incorporated into the vision and strategy? 
c) What governance arrangements and delivery plans are in place that translate the vision 

and strategy into practice?  
d) What is the strategic approach of the regional leadership team to meeting diverse 

needs? 

1.1.2 How are potential risks to service delivery anticipated and planned for in 
advance?  

a) How are the risks to the service understood, and are appropriate mitigations and 
controls in place?  

b) What arrangements are in place to ensure business continuity in the event of major 
incidents? 

c) When carrying out changes to systems, processes or staffing, how is the impact on 
delivery assessed and appropriate action taken?  

1.1.3 How does the operating model support effective service delivery, meeting 
the needs of all people on probation?  

a) How does the operating model facilitate meaningful contact and continuity of contact 
with people on probation?  

b) How does the operating model encourage personalised approaches with people on 
probation, taking account of diversity factors?  

c) Where there are significant planned changes to the operating model, how are these 
communicated and implemented?  

1.2  Staff 

1.2.1 Do regional staffing and workload levels support the delivery of a high-
quality service?  

a) Are staffing levels across the region sufficient? 
b) Are staff workloads across the region manageable?  
c) Are there effective arrangements in place to ensure sufficient staffing levels for each 

PDU?  

1.2.2 Do the skills and profile of regional staff support the delivery of a high-
quality service?  

a) Are roles for regional staff clearly defined to support the delivery of a high-quality 
service?  
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b) Is there a strategy in place to ensure that the regional workforce reflects adequately 
the diversity of the local population? 

1.2.3 Are arrangements for learning and development comprehensive and 
responsive?  

a) Is there a strategy in place to identify and develop the potential of all staff in the 
region?  

b) Is there a strategy in place to ensure that sufficient access is provided to in-service 
staff training for all staff in the region? 

c) Is there a strategy in place to ensure that all staff in the region, from all backgrounds, 
have equitable access to promotion opportunities and reward and recognition?  

1.2.4 Do managers pay sufficient attention to staff engagement?  
a) Is there a staff engagement strategy in place for all staff in the region?  
b) Are staff engagement levels monitored and PDUs supported to improve engagement 

where necessary? 
c) Is there a strategy in place to ensure the safety and wellbeing of all staff in the region, 

and build staff resilience?  
d) Are PDUs supported to make reasonable adjustments for staff in accordance with 

statutory requirements and protected characteristics?  
d) Is there a policy and process for complaints, and support if any staff in the region feel 

discriminated against or experience any form of discrimination? 

1.3 Services 

1.3.1 Is there a sufficiently comprehensive and up-to-date analysis of the 
profile of people on probation, used by the region to deliver well-
targeted services?  

a) Does the analysis capture sufficiently the desistance and offending-related factors 
presented by people on probation?  

b) Does the analysis capture sufficiently the risk of harm profile of people on probation?  
c) Does the analysis pay sufficient attention to diversity factors and to issues of 

disproportionality?  
d) Is there sufficient analysis of local patterns of sentencing and offence types?  
e) Does the analysis incorporate the views of people on probation? 

1.3.2 Does the region provide access to all of the relevant services to deliver 
requirements through local partnerships, commissioned services or in-house 
interventions?    

a) Are the right services in place and accessible, based on the analysis of the profile of 
people on probation?  

b) Are services effectively targeted, based on the analysis of the profile of people on 
probation?  

c) Are there excessive backlogs or waiting times for services? 
d) Are there reasonable completion rates? 
e) Is the quality of services reviewed and evaluated, including reviewing the impact on 

diverse groups, with remedial action taken where required?  
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f) Are effective plans in place to fill any gaps and resolve any backlogs in services?  

1.4 Information and facilities 

1.4.1 Are analysis, evidence and learning used effectively to drive improvement?  
a) Do assurance systems and performance measures drive improvement? 
b) Is there a sufficient understanding of performance across the region? 
c) Does the region learn systematically from things that go wrong, including Serious 

Further Offences (SFOs)?  
d) Where necessary, is action taken promptly and appropriately in response to 

performance monitoring, audit or inspection?  

1.4.2 Do the policies and guidance in place enable staff to deliver a high-quality  
service, meeting the needs of all people on probation?  

a) Are national policies and guidance implemented and communicated effectively by the 
region to enable the delivery of a high-quality service?     

b) Are there policies and clear guidance in place about the full range of regionally 
commissioned services, their suitability for individual people on probation and referral 
processes?  

c) Are regional policies and guidance reviewed regularly, paying due regard to diversity 
issues?  
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2. PDU standards - Domain one 

1.1 Leadership 

The leadership of the PDU enables the delivery of a high-quality, personalised 
and responsive service for all people on probation. 

1.1.1 Do the vision and strategy of the PDU leadership team drive effectively the 
delivery of high-quality services for all people on probation? 

a) Are PDU staff, partners, suppliers and other stakeholders engaged sufficiently in 
delivering the vision and strategy?  

b) Does the PDU’s culture promote openness, constructive challenge and ideas?  
c) Are there effective arrangements and clear local delivery plans that translate the vision 

and strategy into frontline practice? 
d) Does the PDU leadership team influence partners, suppliers, the courts and other 

stakeholders effectively to support the delivery of the vision and strategy?  
e) Does the PDU leadership team take a deliberate, strategic and informed approach to 

meeting diverse needs? 

1.1.2 Are potential risks to service delivery anticipated and planned for in 
advance? 

a) Are risks to local service delivery understood sufficiently, with appropriate mitigations 
and controls in place?  

b) Are appropriate arrangements in place to ensure continued provision of local services in 
the event of major incidents?  

c) When carrying out changes to systems, processes or staffing, is the impact on local 
service delivery, including equality impact, assessed and appropriate action taken? 

1.1.3 Does the PDU ensure that the delivery model meets effectively the needs of 
all people on probation?  

a) Do PDU delivery plans align with the regional delivery model? 
b) Do PDU staff understand the PDU delivery plans, how the service should be delivered 

and what they are accountable for? 
c) Do the PDU delivery plans take sufficient account of the views of people on probation?  

1.2 Staff 

Staff are enabled to deliver a high-quality, personalised and responsive service 
for all people on probation. 

1.2.1 Do staffing and workload levels support the delivery of a high-quality service 
for all people on probation?  

a) Are PDU staffing levels sufficient?  
b) Are PDU staffing levels planned and reviewed, with changes made to meet the 

changing demands and profiles of people on probation?  
c) Do practitioners have manageable workloads, given the profile of the cases and the 

range of work undertaken? 
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d) Do administrative staff have manageable workloads? 
e) Do heads of service for the PDU and middle managers have manageable workloads?  
f) Are workloads managed actively, with resources being redeployed, when this is 

reasonable and necessary, in response to local pressures?  

1.2.2 Do the skills and profile of staff support the delivery of a high-quality service 
for all people on probation?  

a) Does the workforce reflect adequately the diversity of the local population?  
b) Do the skills and diversity of the workforce meet caseload needs?  
c) Are cases allocated to staff who are appropriately qualified and/or experienced?  
d) Is the potential of staff identified and developed? 
e) Where volunteers and mentors are used, are they supported to fulfil clearly defined 

roles?  

1.2.3 Does the oversight of work support high-quality delivery and professional 
development?  

a) Do staff receive effective case-focused supervision that enhances and sustains the 
quality of work with people on probation?  

b) Is an effective induction programme delivered to new staff that addresses issues of 
diversity and is accessible to all?  

c) Is sufficient access provided to pre-qualifying training routes to support the delivery of 
a high-quality service?  

d) Is the appraisal process used effectively to ensure that staff are delivering a high-
quality service?  

e) Do staff from all backgrounds have equitable access to promotion opportunities and 
reward and recognition?  

f) Is a culture of learning and continuous improvement promoted actively?  
g) Are the learning needs of staff identified and met?  
h) Is poor staff performance identified and addressed?  

1.2.4  Do managers pay sufficient attention to staff engagement?  
a) Are staff motivated to contribute to the delivery of a high-quality service?  
b) Is appropriate attention paid to monitoring and improving staff engagement levels?  
c) Do managers recognise and reward exceptional work?  
d) Is appropriate attention paid to staff safety and wellbeing, and building staff resilience?  
e) Are reasonable adjustments made for staff in accordance with statutory requirements 

and protected characteristics?  
f) Are there clear routes for complaints, and support if staff feel discriminated against or 

experience any form of discrimination? 
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1.3 Services 

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

1.3.1 Are the right volume, range and quality of services in place to meet the 
needs of people on probation?  

a) Are appropriate services provided, either in-house or through other agencies, to meet 
the identified needs and risks? 

b) Is building strengths and enhancing protective factors central to the delivery of 
services?  

c) Are diversity factors and issues of disproportionality addressed sufficiently in the range 
of services provided?  

d) Are diversity factors and issues of disproportionality addressed sufficiently in the way 
that services are delivered?  

e) Are services delivered in appropriate and accessible locations?  

1.3.2 Are relationships with providers and other agencies established, maintained 
and used effectively to deliver high-quality services to people on probation?  

a) Are there effective relationships with other agencies, to support desistance through 
access to mainstream services both during and after the sentence?  

b) Are there effective relationships with other agencies, to manage the risk of harm to 
others?  

c) Are there effective arrangements with other agencies, to support the personal 
circumstances and diversity needs of people on probation? 

d) Are courts kept up to date with the services available, to support sentencing options?  

1.4 Information and facilities 

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

1.4.1 Are analysis, evidence and learning used effectively to drive improvement?  
a) Is learning communicated effectively?  
b) Does the PDU collect and use diversity information to drive improvement? 
c) Are the views of people on probation and other key stakeholders sought, analysed and 

used to review and improve the effectiveness of services?  
d) Does the PDU learn systematically from things that go wrong, including SFOs?  
e) Are service improvement plans supported through evaluation and development of the 

underlying evidence base?   
f) Where necessary, is action taken promptly and appropriately in response to 

performance monitoring, audit or inspection?  

1.4.2 Do the policies and guidance in place enable staff to deliver a high-quality 
service, meeting the needs of all people on probation?  

a) Are policies and guidance communicated to and understood by relevant staff?   
b) Are policies and clear guidance in place about the full range of locally commissioned 
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services, their suitability for individual people on probation and referral processes? 
c) Are PDU policies and guidance reviewed regularly, paying due regard to diversity 

issues? 

1.4.3 Do the premises and offices enable staff to deliver a high-quality service, 
meeting the needs of all people on probation?  

a) Are the premises and offices sufficiently accessible to staff and people on probation?  
b) Do the premises and offices support the delivery of appropriate personalised work and 

the effective engagement of people on probation?  
c) Do the premises and offices provide a safe environment for working with people on 

probation?  

1.4.4 Do the information and communications technology (ICT) systems enable 
staff to deliver a high-quality service, meeting the needs of all people on 
probation?  

a) Are ICT systems reviewed and updated regularly to support and enhance service 
delivery most effectively? 

b) Is information exchanged with partners and other key stakeholders as necessary?    
c) Do the ICT systems support remote working where required?  
d) Do the ICT systems support the production of management information, including data 

on the needs and diversity factors of people on probation?  
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3. PDU standards - Domain two 

Prompts marked * do not apply in unpaid work only cases, or other cases with no 
rehabilitative requirements. 

2.1.1 Is the pre-sentence information and advice provided to court sufficiently 
analytical and personalised to the individual, supporting the court’s decision-
making? 

a) Does the information and advice draw sufficiently on available sources of information, 
including child safeguarding and domestic abuse information?  

b) Is the individual involved meaningfully in the preparation of the report, and are their 
views considered?  

c) Does the advice consider factors related to the likelihood of reoffending?  
d) Does the advice consider factors related to risk of harm?  
e) Does the advice consider the individual’s motivation and readiness to change?  
f) Does the advice consider the individual’s diversity and personal circumstances? 
g) Does the advice consider the impact of the offence on known or identifiable victims?  
h) Is an appropriate proposal made to court?  
i) Is there a sufficient record of the advice given, and the reasons for it?  

2.2 Assessment 

Assessment is well informed, analytical and personalised, actively involving the 
person on probation. 

2.2.1 Does assessment focus sufficiently on engaging the person on probation? 
a) Does assessment analyse the motivation and readiness of the person on probation to 

engage and comply with the sentence?  
b) Does assessment analyse the protected characteristics of the individual and consider 

the impact of these on their ability to comply and engage with service delivery?  
c) Does assessment analyse the personal circumstances of the individual and consider the 

impact of these on their ability to comply and engage with service delivery?  
d) Is the person on probation involved meaningfully in their assessment, and are their 

views taken into account?  

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

a) Does assessment identify and analyse offending-related factors?  
b) Does assessment identify the strengths and protective factors of the person on 

probation?  
c) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources of information?  

2.1 Court work 

The pre-sentence information and advice provided to court supports its decision-
making. 
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2.2.3  Does assessment focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe?  
a) Does assessment identify and analyse clearly any risk of harm to others?  
b) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources of information, including past 

behaviour and convictions, and involve other agencies where appropriate? 
c) Does assessment analyse any specific concerns and risks related to actual and potential 

victims?  

2.3 Planning 
Planning is well-informed, holistic and personalised, actively involving the person 
on probation. 

2.3.1 Does planning focus sufficiently on engaging the person on probation?  
a) Is the person on probation meaningfully involved in planning, and are their views taken 

into account? 
b) Does planning take sufficient account of the diversity factors of the individual which 

may affect engagement and compliance?  
c) Does planning take sufficient account of the personal circumstances of the individual 

which may affect engagement and compliance?  
d) Does planning take sufficient account of the readiness and motivation of the person on 

probation to change which may affect engagement and compliance?  
e) Does planning set out how all the requirements of the sentence or licence/post-

sentence supervision will be delivered within the available timescales?  
f) Does planning set a level, pattern and type of contact sufficient to engage the 

individual and to support the effectiveness of specific interventions?  

2.3.2  Does planning focus sufficiently on reducing reoffending and supporting 
desistance?  

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

b) Does planning build on the individual’s strengths and protective factors, utilising 
potential sources of support?  

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

2.3.3 Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe?  
a) Does planning sufficiently address risk of harm factors and prioritise those which are 

most critical?  
b) Does planning set out the necessary constructive and/or restrictive interventions to 

manage the risk of harm?  
c) Does planning make appropriate links to the work of other agencies involved with the 

person on probation and any multi-agency plans?  
d) Does planning set out necessary and effective contingency arrangements to manage 

those risks that have been identified? 
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2.4 Implementation and delivery 

High-quality well-focused, personalised and coordinated services are delivered, 
engaging the person on probation. 

2.4.1  Is the sentence or post-custody period implemented effectively with a focus 
on engaging the person on probation?  

a) Post-custody cases only: Did the community offender manager ensure a proportionate 
level of contact with the prisoner before release?  

b) Do the requirements of the sentence start promptly, or at an appropriate time? 
c) Is sufficient focus given to maintaining an effective working relationship with the 

person on probation, taking into account their diversity needs?  
d) Are sufficient efforts made to enable the individual to complete their sentence, 

including flexibility to take appropriate account of their personal circumstances?  
e) Are risks of non-compliance identified and addressed in a timely fashion to reduce the 

need for enforcement actions?  
f) Are enforcement actions taken when appropriate?  
g) Are sufficient efforts made to re-engage the individual after enforcement actions or 

recall?  

2.4.2  Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively support 
desistance?  

a) Post-custody cases only: Did the community offender manager address the key 
resettlement or desistance needs before release? 

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

c) Wherever possible, does the delivery of services build upon the individual’s strengths 
and enhance protective factors?  

d) Is the involvement of other organisations in the delivery of services sufficiently well-
coordinated?* 

e) Are key individuals in the life of the person on probation engaged where appropriate to 
support their desistance?* 

f) Are the level and nature of contact sufficient to reduce reoffending and support 
desistance?  

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

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

a) Post-custody cases only: Did the community offender manager address key risk of 
harm needs before release? 

b) Are the level and nature of contact offered sufficient to manage and minimise the risk 
of harm?* 

c) Is sufficient attention given to protecting actual and potential victims?  
d) Is the involvement of other agencies in managing and minimising the risk of harm 

sufficiently well-coordinated?  
e) Are key individuals in the life of the person on probation engaged where appropriate to 

support the effective management of risk of harm?* 



20  

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

 2.5 Reviewing 
Reviewing of progress is well informed, analytical and personalised, actively 
involving the person on probation. 

 
2.5.1  Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the compliance and 

engagement of the person on probation?  
a) Does reviewing consider compliance and engagement levels, and any relevant barriers, 

with the necessary adjustments being made to the ongoing plan of work?  
b) Is the person on probation involved meaningfully in reviewing their progress and 

engagement?  
c) Are written reviews completed as appropriate as a formal record of actions to 

implement the sentence? 

2.5.2  Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting desistance?  
a) Does reviewing identify and address changes in factors linked to offending behaviour, 

with the necessary adjustments being made to the ongoing plan of work?* 
b) Does reviewing focus sufficiently on building on the strengths and enhancing the 

protective factors of the person on probation?  
c) Is reviewing informed by the necessary input from other agencies working with the 

person on probation?  
d) Are written reviews completed as appropriate as a formal record of the progress 

towards desistance?  

2.5.3  Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 
a) Does reviewing identify and address changes in factors related to risk of harm, with the 

necessary adjustments being made to the ongoing plan of work?  
b) Is reviewing informed by the necessary input from other agencies involved in managing 

the risk of harm?  
c) Is the person on probation (and, where appropriate, are key individuals in their life) 

involved meaningfully in reviewing the risk of harm?* 
d) Are written reviews completed as appropriate as a formal record of the management of 

the risk of harm? 

2.6 Outcomes 
Early outcomes are positive, demonstrating reasonable progress for the person 
on probation. 

2.6.1 Do early outcomes demonstrate that reasonable progress has been made, in 
line with the personalised needs of the person on probation? 

a) Have there been improvements in those factors most closely linked to offending, both 
in developing strengths and addressing needs?  

b) Has there been a reduction in factors most closely related to risk of harm to others? 
c) Has there been a reduction in offending?  
d) Has there been sufficient compliance? 
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2.7 Statutory victim work 

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

 
2.7.1 Does initial contact with victims encourage engagement with the victim 

contact scheme and provide information about sources of support?  
a) Is appropriate initial contact made soon after sentence, with consideration given to the 

timing of such contact?  
b) Are the initial letters personalised appropriately, considering the nature of the 

experience of victims and any diversity issues?  
c) Is clear information given to victims about what they can expect at different points in a 

sentence?  
d) Do the initial letters include sufficient information to enable victims to make an 

informed choice as to whether to participate in the scheme?  
e) Are victims informed about the action they can take if the offender attempts to make 

unwanted contact with them?  
f) Are victims referred to other agencies or services, or given information about available 

sources of help and support?  

2.7.2  Is there effective information and communication exchange to support the 
safety of victims?  

a) Are victim liaison staff involved in Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements where 
appropriate?  

b) Do victim liaison staff share relevant information with the probation practitioner?  
c) Are the concerns of the victims addressed and is attention paid to their safety in 

planning for release?  
d) Are victim liaison staff provided with appropriate and timely information about the 

management of the offender? 

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

a) Are victims given the opportunity to contribute their views to inform decisions about 
the release of the offender in a timely way, and supported in doing so?  

b) Are views expressed by victims treated appropriately and in accordance with the victim 
contact scheme?  

c) Are victims supported in making a victim personal statement in parole applications? 
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