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Feedback on NPS Operating Model  
This feedback adds to the feedback already given on the E3 Blueprint. 
Chapter 2 – Courts
It is not clear where the figures for Court reports have come from. There are already concerns that assessments made by experienced Court OMs about the type of report required are being overridden by the drive to achieve unrealistic targets to complete the required proportions. In some areas there have been specific issues relating to Police operations when a large number of one type of conviction happen within a relatively short space of time, skewing the profile of reports required. Imposing arbitrary targets that appear to be based on speed and cost is likely to drive down the quality of reports and sentencing proposals. In order to achieve these percentages, the model requires the majority of reports to be prepared by PSOs in the Court Teams. This means that PSOs will be making assessments of risk in relation to cases that fit into the tiering categories reserved for POs. Our members are rightly concerned that they will be required to make assessments at such a crucial stage in the process, especially when the outcome of the assessment determines not only what sentence a client may receive but which organisation should supervise that sentence. We maintain that the same protections should be offered to PSOs working in Court as those working in Community Supervision Teams, and that staff should only undertake assessments on cases which are reserved to POs in the tiering model if they are appropriately qualified and remunerated as a PO.

It is interesting that the criteria for allocating reports include the Risk of Serious Harm. This will not be known when allocating the report as part of the process of preparing a report is making an assessment of the risk of serious harm. Similarly, the decision to prepare an SDR based on assessments of risk or the likely outcome of enquiries will have an impact on sentencing. The outcome of the enquiries cannot possibly be known before the process of enquiring is started and therefore it is not possible to assess the impact of the outcome of enquiries before deciding to enquire. The example given to illustrate this is of a case where the index offence is related to child protection but in reality these will be a small proportion of the cases where information from Social Services would have an impact on sentencing proposals. For example, in a domestic violence case, information from Social Services about the domestic situation can help to ensure that the sentencing proposals (for example type of programme or curfew) is relevant to the situation and does not place anyone at further risk. 

There appears to be an assumption made that basic information can be gathered immediately from other agencies and that only in those cases where a “lengthy professional discussion” is required will a longer adjournment be necessary. This is not the experience of our members who report that it can take days or even weeks to receive a response to basic request for information for example about any DV related Police calls to an address or the involvement of Social Services with a family. Until these systemic issues are successfully resolved adjournments for information gathering will be required in many cases additional to those indicated in the operating model including, in our view, cases where the client has a child or a child is known to live at the home address or proposed address, cases with an index or previous offence of domestic violence, cases where there are concerns around mental health or substance misuse, and cases where enquiries need to be made of immigration services.

The proposed model requires all of the PSRs to be prepared by dedicated Court Teams. This will mean that the workloads of both Court based and Community based staff will change. There is a risk that staff working in Community Teams will struggle to keep in touch with some of the skills unique to pre-sentence reports (as opposed to other formal reports) such as understanding the sentencing options and the link with the work of the local CRC. This may make it more difficult to move staffing resources and will further limit the opportunities for staff to move to different roles to prevent “burn out”. 

RSR/CAS process

We welcome the commitment to streamline this unwieldy and overly complex process. It is our view that, if the decisions on case allocation were made only based on a proper and full assessment of the case this process would be unnecessary as the outcome would be clear just using the simple questions about level of risk, MAPPA eligibility at the end of the CAS form. The assessment itself however is not the most time-consuming and frustrating aspect of this process. The requirement to carry out one process online then switch to another process in nDelius, to repeatedly download / upload to nDelius, to add a referral, to add an assessment, all on top of filling in not just the form but the risk assessment that accompanies it can be so frustrating that errors become more likely. A simpler process must include a simpler way of recording the decision making on nDelius. The proposal to use OAsys for part of the process and nDelius for another part will only be more efficient if there is no requirement to repeat information across both systems and no requirement to copy one process to the other (as is currently the case with the RSR assessment being copied to nDelius in a cumbersome way). 

Court work is seen as a specialism yet there is no indication about how this will be managed in the future to prevent de-skilling of both staff undertaking court and community based work. 

Chapter 3 -  Community Supervision
Tiering and Case Allocation

We welcome a more sophisticated tiering tool that takes into account added complexities apart from the risk of serious harm. We cannot agree however that the risk of serious harm should be the “guiding factor” in allocating the case as opposed to case type.

For example those clients serving a life or indeterminate sentence will most likely be assessed as medium risk of serious harm on their release (or even at the point of sentence). They are not included in the “additional factors” descriptor and so we can only assume that such cases would be allocated to a PSO which is of significant concern. The decisions around the level of risk of serious harm combine the likely impact of the risk with likelihood. In order to be released from custody on life licence there would usually be an acknowledgement that while risk factors are present they are not imminent hence the medium risk category. It is our view that where the likely impact of the risk is so significant (for example death, life-changing injury or sexual abuse/violence), regardless of the likelihood, the case should be managed by a Qualified Probation Officer who is trained, skilled and appropriately remunerated to take on such responsibility.

In the description of “additional factors” accompanying the tiering tool, it is concerning that domestic violence is not included. This is an area of work where there is a significant risk of serious further offending and where the assessment and management of risk is crucial. Working with domestic violence requires proper training and support and these cases should be viewed as having “additional factors” to recognise this.

Throughout the section reference is made to PSOs being “appropriately trained” to take on specific work that has previously been reserved to PO colleagues such as working with domestic violence, sexual offending, MAPPA L1, child protection and others. It is our view that the appropriate training to carry out this type of work already exists and has recently been re-launched by the NPS as PQiP. It is patently unfair to expect PSOs to take on work that should be carried out by POs without offering them the relevant qualification and remuneration. The PQiP and preceding qualification arrangements are not training alone; they incorporate practical skills’ development with theoretical understanding to ensure that POs can research and think critically about the work that they do and that they have a deeper understanding of the underlying issues contributing not only to individuals but also communities and society. To suggest that training alone can replace this intensive learning endeavour undermines the qualification. 
With regards to working with sex offenders, we assume under this model all PSOs would be required to complete ARMS assessment training.  ARMS assessments  are complex  pieces of work evaluating evidence against 7 risk factors and 5 protective factors, and we would question whether PSOs who have not been through PQiP as described above would have developed the levels of critical thinking necessary to complete them to the required standard.  
If PSOs are to be trained to do this work, how will their competence be assessed? 

Probation Officers working in the NPS expect to be working with a caseload that offers a high level of challenge to their skills. They will be expected to work with demanding cases however we are very aware of the very real risk of “burn out” and the importance of having some variety in the caseload to protect against this. Moving all of the lower risk (ie all of the low and medium risk cases) to PSOs is likely to increase the risk of “burn out” in POs managing a caseload where each case is of the highest priority, providing no opportunity to manage their workload at times of particular crisis. 

The model suggests that cases will be moved between POs and PSOs if risk changes, even after an initial move from the CRC to the NPS via risk escalation. We are concerned that this will undermine the principles of continuity and consistency that we know are so important. We are also concerned that this ignores the research indicating that the relationship between client and worker is vital to desistance from offending. For a client who is moved from their OM in the CRC to an OM in the NPS at a point of crisis to then be moved to a new OM in the NPS once the crisis settles will be very difficult and a culture of allocation to an NPS PO being a “punishment” is unhelpful.

Case Management Support

We remain concerned about the idea that some parts of the supervision of a case will be carried out by someone else. This is effectively an Offender Supervisor role with a different name. While some administrative tasks can be performed by others it is our view that information sharing is a complex process which is not as simple as presented here. For example, when sharing information with another agency, the discussion between workers can elicit details that may seem unimportant unless picked up on by someone with a detailed knowledge of the risk issues in the case. Likewise, when gathering information from a client’s family in a resettlement or HDC assessment situation, important information can be overlooked without a thorough understanding of the case. This means that many of these tasks, however administrative they may seem, are best performed by the person who is responsible for assessing and managing risk. Risk assessments in Probation are not a “snapshot” one off piece of work and the process of assessing risk is a continuous one. Information is the key to spotting signs of increasing risk and these parts of the OM role should be prioritised accordingly. 

Administrator Case Management Support
The clarification of the Case Administrator role is welcome and their involvement in communication and basic information exchange is helpful. We note however that since the move to the NPS the Case Administrator resource has decreased in most areas, leaving Administrators with excessive workloads. This is not helped by IT systems that often require labour intensive “fixes” to perform tasks that should be automatic. In addition where NPS teams are now separated physically from CRC teams there is a demand for Case Administrators to carry out tasks in relation to reception and other building duties which adds to their workload.

Group Supervision

There is little detail in this section however we note that group supervision is often seen as a way to carry out more work with diminished resources. While for some situations and some pieces of work a group can be helpful (for example accredited programmes and some types of therapeutic group work) it is our view that expecting to save time or other resources by this means generally fails. Many of the clients in the NPS are unsuitable for this type of intervention due to risk issues relating to working in a group or complex needs often relating to mental health personality issues. 

We have had significant feedback from members who previously worked in West Yorkshire Probation Trust where a specific way of working was introduced based on delivering similar interventions in a group setting. Members have explained that there were few efficiency savings due to the need to support clients with attendance and engagement and that for a significant number of clients this type of intervention was simply inappropriate. This meant that staff reverted to completing one to one work to avoid a negative impact on compliance and outcomes.

For some clients this can be a useful way of working, as long as it is not used as a replacement for proper one to one supervision with their OM where a working relationship based around high support/high challenge is the most helpful tool to promote desistance. 

Chapter 4 – Custody 
Napo remains concerned that the recommendations of the Offender Management in Custody still have not been published given this may have a significant impact on the nature of the work and staffing levels of both Probation Staff in the community and in custody.  Whilst Napo has had contact with colleagues from Public Sector Prisons and NPS the picture is still not clear.

Improving the quality and timeliness of the Parole Process

This section clearly relates primarily with work with Indeterminate Prisoners given reference is made to PAROM reports, however as commented in Napo’s response to the E3 Blue Print the Parole Board is also involved with prisoners on licence recall.

We welcome the proposals that there should be reflective supervision between practitioners and line managers which including case discussions of those prisoners who undergoing Parole Reviews. It is also welcome that offender Managers will have access to the Parole Board case management system (PPUD or an equivalent) given the access to a full set of information is essential when making an assessment. In addition we welcome the acknowledgement of the importance of peer discussion of cases with other colleagues however given that Offender Managers are under significant work load pressures are concerned about this being possible in reality.
At this stage there is no detail of what the new quality assurance framework would look like, the time scale for its development and subsequent roll out as well as the consultation process.

In addition we would like to know the rationale behind the proposal to “lifting the requirement for routine SPO countersignature of each report” after an Offender Manager has demonstrated consistent quality in writing successive reports assessed as good on the QAF and sample reports instead.  PAROM reports are often written on those individuals who have committed the most serious offences and pose a significant risk of serious harm.  In addition, the recommendation in such reports have a significant impact on the future of the individuals concerned given they are Indeterminate Sentenced Prisoners.

Napo welcomes the proposals for training to support Offender Managers to participate in Oral Hearings but reiterate our view expressed in the response to the E3 Blue Print that this should be made available to custody based probation staff as well.

In respect to the use of teleconferencing for Oral Hearings, we recognise that this will have a positive effect for Offender Managers given the reduction in travel to prison establishments across the country and a more efficient use of time.  However the downside of this is that in some cases the Offender Manager may not meet the prisoner until very late in the sentence especially if they have done Sentence Plan Boards, interviews for reports by teleconference. It is also noted that there is no mention made of the use of video conferencing to Parole Board hearings, is this omission or deliberate?  There will also need to be sufficient equipment in Probation Offices to be able to service this.
It is noted that the Parole Board will become more actively involved and provide regular communication.  We are aware that there continues to be back logs at the Parole Board and remind you of our comments in Napo’s submission to the Blue Print:-

“Whilst a reduction of the backlog at the Parole Board would be helpful to NPS staff,  It is our experience that many of the addendum reports being requested are for indeterminate prisoners and they arise from the whole structure and time-tabling of the Generic Parole Process and on occasions two or three addendum reports are being requested.”
Recall Work

Napo notes that in 2015 there were approaching 10,800 NPS cases subject to recall and only 1950 were subject to fixed term recall. It is also noted from the Offender Management Statistics bulletin published in April 2016 that:-
“A total of around 5,800 offenders were recalled to custody between October and December 2015. Almost 2,000 of these were serving a sentence of less than 12 months, which only become eligible for recall as a result of ORA and explain the entire 28% increase in licence recalls compared with the same period in 2014.” 

Napo is extremely concerned about the number of individuals being recalled back into custody and the 28% increase in a 12 month period and especially the significant number who were serving less than 12 month sentences. This will place even greater stress on both probation resources as well as prisons.

It would be beneficial to have some details on the training and guidance for staff on enforcement and recall work.  In addition Offender Managers need to feel their professional decisions will be supported.

In terms of considering re-release and risk management, Napo remains concerned about the overall decrease in offence focused work available  in custody thus allowing individuals to demonstrate they have addressed the risk factors which lead to their recall.

The proposal for functional mailboxes in individual offices is a positive one.

Chapter 5 – Victims
Victim Case Management System

We have received feedback from members who are involved in the roll out of this system. They have expressed grave concerns that this is a system aimed at producing management information rather than giving them essential tools to enable them to manage their workload. For example in many of the former Trust systems it was possible to create reminders for tasks in advance of the due date, this could be tailored to suit the task, in some cases a week prior to the due date or longer for more complex work. This allowed the VLOs to manage 300+ cases as keeping track of these manually was not possible. With the new system there is no ability to pre-remind so incorrect due dates have to be used which is very confusing and potentially disastrous given the sensitive nature of the work. Another emerging problem is the capacity to store large documents such as exclusion maps on the system. This again is a tool which would have benefitted VLOs in their work, especially with such high caseloads. Instead, alternative storage has to be developed to prevent system failures due to file size. 

Operational model

We welcome the clarification that staff undertaking the VLO role will not undertake the OM role at the same time, this is an important recognition of the specialised and sensitive nature of the work. In our feedback on Chapter 8 we detail concerns about the management of this area of work.

As part of the E3 process a new job description has been developed for the VLO role and we are aware of various discussions about the place of Restorative Justice (RJ) in the NPS. If the plan is that VLOs will no longer deliver RJ we question how this work will be delivered, noting that in some areas the NPS VLO team is commissioned to do this work by external agencies. Even if RJ is not delivered by NPS there is still a role for VLOs in supporting victims or next of kin who are participating in the process and sharing information with the RJ provider to support the process. 

We welcome the attempt to provide some mechanism for managing VLO workloads however there is too little detail in this operational plan for us to make meaningful comment at this point.

We have been participating in the review of the Job Evaluation process for the VLO role. This highlighted some omissions in the new job description which we have sought to amend. That process is ongoing and we await the outcome.

Chapter 6 – Approved Premises

As commented in Napo’s response to the Blue Print document, there have many variations linked to codes and conditions, rota, grading and allowances across AP’s which will all need to resolved in a careful and sensitive way.

There are also the outstanding grading issues to be resolved following the job evaluation exercises earlier this year.  These need to be concluded.

Standard operating model
It is noted that some of the language in this section is very prison centric i.e. purposeful activity. However, it positive to recognise that evidenced based practice linked to desistance theory is underpinning the approach and especially valuing the key work relationship. We would like to know further details of the proposed 6 hours of purposeful activity each week, in terms of what it comprises of and how it will be resourced.  Whilst the proposals are a potentially positive development, there could be resourcing issues especially if there are limited community based activities available. We are aware from members that some Approved Premises have been trying to work to such a model but have to date faced inherent challenges linked to resourcing issues. 

Standard AP staffing model

It is noted that additional PSO resources will be available in larger APs, what is the definition of a larger AP and how much additional staffing will be available pro rata?
Double Waking cover and Approved Premise manager for each AP

Napo welcomes the commitment to double waking cover at all times and also an Approved Premise manager for each AP.  These are both positive commitments.

Our members have had experience of some of the difficulties and complexities of the development of staffing rotas and this need to be done in a sensitive way taking into account staff members’ work life balance.

Day and night staffing

Whilst the role of PSO key worker is understood, and it is our understanding builds upon current working practices, it would be helpful to have clarity about the role of the AP residential worker.  There has been some confusion and concern due to the job titles used especially in light of the Job Evaluation results for the two posts.  Staffs have assumed that it is the PSO key worker that was being downgraded to a band 2 post.

Clarification on what the residential worker’s actual role would be helpful especially in relation to support the delivery of purposeful activity.  Clarification of what this means is required and how does is link to the new tiering model.

It is noted that a second member of staff on night shift will provide security and be provided through a national contract.  Napo members have previously had experience of night security staff being used in a number of Probation Trust areas and the feedback is that it was a highly problematic experience and was discontinued. It is essentially that any agency providing staff in this role need to ensure staff are trained especially in working to the values of the National Probation Service

Staff cover

Napo fully recognises the importance of appropriately trained cover for periods of annual leave and sickness.  However we take the view that anyone employed to do so should receive the appropriate NNC rate and allowances rather than a standard rate.

Approved Premises for women

We note the proposal for all operational staff in APs for women should be female.  A definition of operational staff would be helpful, the assumption is this would be PSO Key workers and residential staff but not AP Managers?  Is this assumption accurate? If so there is the possibility of all operational staff being women who are lined managed by a male manager and we wonder the message that might give.
We fully recognise the importance of giving women choice of working with a female worker and the creation of safe and supportive environment but would like to know the thinking behind this proposal.

Napo takes the view that it is important to avoid assumptions that all women have been victimised by men and also to note the importance of having a positive and non-abusive male role model working with women service users.

One way forward would be the position there should be at least one female member of operational staff on shift at all times.
Enabling Environments and Psychologically Informed Planned Environments (PIPEs)

The development of Enabling Environments and PIPE Approved Premise are a welcome resource to assist staff management risk and enable individuals to make changes in their life.  As recognised, it is important that staff are sufficiently trained and supported to work in such an environment.

The comment is noted that PIPE APs will have a Probation Officer to support the role in place of the PSO key work role.  This is not necessarily the case in all PIPE APs at present.  Where is that Probation Officer resource coming from and what is the implication for PSO key workers currently in post?

Standard Electronic Referral Process

Napo members have concerns about some of the proposals, especially in relation the referral hubs being staffed by administrator colleagues.  In areas where there have been central referral processes, the view was taken that a suitably qualified practitioner should be involved in the decision making about the allocation of beds.  The current proposals are of concern given any discussion of risk between the AP manager and OM may not occur at the appropriate stage and may result in duplication and increased bureaucracy.

The system for referrals via nDelius requires further refining to avoid repetition. Much of the information inputted into the form created in and sent via nDelius also exists in the main case record on nDelius or on OASys both of which the APs have full access to. 

It is noted that individuals will be placed in APs in their home divisions where possible.  Napo recognises the pressure and demand for AP beds but does have concerns that individuals could be placed in APs in other divisions due to resourcing issues rather than risk management issues. This would not assist the individual resettle back in the community and could lead to compliance issues.  Members’ experience is that there is already a resistance from some service users to go Approved Premises not in their local area due to restrictions on bed spaces this may be compounded if the only bed space is in a different division.

It would be also helpful for any potential changes in AP location due to difficulty in accessing beds are notified as soon as they become apparent.  Napo members have had the experience of beds not being available at very short notice prior to release from custody.  Whilst this is clearly a resourcing issue, there are also communication issues.  Not only do Offender Managers need to know, but NPS colleagues in prisons plus their uniform Offender Supervisor colleagues given its custody based staff that often have to deliver the news.

Chapter 7 – Youth Offending Services
Napo would like to know the rationale behind the resourcing contribution from the NPS to YOS to equate to approximately 10% of the case load.

In terms of the length of the proposed secondment, Napo would take the view that there should be some flexibility on the length of the secondment rather than a fixed term of three years.  We recognise the important point of transferring in and out of a secondment benefiting both organisations but experience of our members is that it can take some time to be acquainted with difference agency working and many secondments are for a three to five year period to reflect this.  

As commented in Napo’s response to the E3 Blueprint, we would welcome the commitment to a national framework which reflects good professional practice in working with Young People.

Standard Workload  

Napo notes the move away from specific case load numbers to a much broader approach focusing on high risk of harm and reoffending, MAPPA cases and those in transition to adult services plus Court work. 
Napo is aware that in some areas, for example Mercia the YOS is run by the West Mercia Police and Crime Commissioner.  How would such approaches fit in with a standard operating model?
In many parts of the country former Probation Trusts and Youth Justice Boards had worked collaboratively to enhance services for those making the transition to adult services. In many cases this involved additional resource seconded to work between the YOS and Probation Trust to manage the cases ensuring consistency and a move to adult environments only when appropriate in each case. The process of Transforming Rehabilitation has disrupted these however moving forward there may be the opportunity to build upon previous positive practice.

Many members have expressed their concern about new policies in the NPS preventing them from transporting their clients in their vehicle. This is of particular concern to those seconded to YOS where the culture and practice is that this is a requirement for their role. Following proper risk assessment not only are staff in YOS expected to take their clients to appointments and activities they are also expected to transport clients’ family members to prison visits. A sensible and practical solution to this problem must be found to ensure that our members are not placed in an impossible situation by being asked by the agency to which they are seconded, to carry out activities their employer forbids. 

Chapter 8 - Management Structures
This section continues to lack significant detail in a number of respects.  Some of which are fundamental such as what is line management.  Clearly there is the accountability issue, however what continues to be missing is any reference in this section (although touched upon elsewhere) of the importance of good quality supervision  both by line manager as well as clinical supervision in appropriate scenarios.  This is vitally important both in terms of continued professional development, reflective practice as well as supporting staff undertaking very stressful roles. We have had feedback from Team Manager members that they are being instructed to ignore the previous guidance that supervision should be undertaken every six weeks and instead they are told to have three sessions per year with each member of their team in line with the appraisal process. This is not adequate to ensure that there is a shared responsibility for risk management, especially in high and very high risk cases. It is also not adequate to properly support members of staff who are now working with a caseload which now has a more demanding profile and requires close and careful management and in many cases immediate and robust response if circumstances change. If the Team Manager has no oversight of the more complex and demanding cases it can cause significant delays to the prompt and proper action required in the event of such a change in circumstances. 
In the same way that members working directly with clients need to build a positive working relationship so too do Team Managers with their team members. This cannot be achieved by three meetings a year to examine performance. 

Napo continues to be concerned about the amount of HR related activity required to be undertaken by SPO up to ACO grades without the level of HR support which was provided by the former Probation Trust’s HR departments.  This issue still has not been addressed.

We recognise that since the Blue Print was produced a number of Job Evaluation exercises have taken place and there have been some helpful resolutions.  However we continue to have concerns about a number of posts which have been raised elsewhere and await an urgent outcome of the process to revisit the Job Evaluation for VLO and AP roles. There also remain outstanding grading issues like to the small number of “non-operational” ACOs.  In addition with the exception of the Approved Premises Sector, there is no mention of Band 6 posts, a number of which exist in various NPS Divisions.  What are the proposals for these existing posts?

Reviewing the Structure Charts contained in Appendix 2, there appear to be notable omissions in relation to NPS staff currently based in prisons as well as other colleagues who come under the Stake Holder Engagement function.  Is this deliberate?  If so it may be helpful to include an explanation of why this is the case because in the current format it gives out unhelpful messages.

LDU cluster management

Napo concurs with the view that it is important that LDUs should remained aligned with local authorities given that it recognises the differing need of our communities.

We would like a definition of what constitutes a complex cluster and the mechanism used to identify the top 25% of complex clusters.  A list of those clusters would also be appreciated.  Clearly the post of Senior Operational Support Manager will need to be job evaluated.

Victim Contact Services

Comment is made that “SPOs will manage teams of VLOs, usually among other managerial responsibilities.”   Clarification of what this means would be helpful.  This infers that there would not be a specific SPO for Victim Contact Services, is this correct? The work of the Victim Contact teams is very different from the work of Offender Manager Teams in the NPS. The VLO role is a demanding one that requires a specific skill set. Part of the role is to present the views of the victim or next of kin and discuss the need for restrictions such as licence conditions. This part of the role can, if not managed skillfully, place colleagues in opposition. Proper support for VLOs is vital in this respect and this should come through the Team Manager who needs to properly understand this area of work. If the VLO Team Manager is also managing the Offender Manager in the case, this can cause unneeded conflict of interest. VLO teams tend to be smaller than OM teams and can be spread across a wide area with VLOs working in isolation in some places. 
This increases the challenge for the Team Manager and may reduce their capacity. Some Victim Team Managers are currently solely responsible for the specific team, what are the plans for these managers, especially if they are band 5 posts but not SPOs.

Approved Premises

As commented earlier, there are a number of Job Evaluation issues outstanding and there will need to be job evaluation of the financial assistant role.

It is positive that there will be a dedicated AP Manager for each AP.

Out of Hours cover

There needs to be reference or cross reference to provisions in the NNC handbook.

Youth Offending Services

Napo welcome the fact that there will be a link SPO responsible for maintaining contact with colleagues seconded to YOS teams.  This has been the position under some former Probation Trusts but we are aware from Napo members on secondments that they can become very isolated.

Quality Development Officers

Napo would welcome the re-launch of SEEDs as a positive development. However we have a number of questions about the QDO role.  Is there a job description and has the role been job evaluated? There are clearly some additional specific skills and qualifications identified in this role. The comment is made that it is a Probation Officer role however some of the areas of work appear to link to performance management and competency. While we welcome the opportunity for Probation Officers to take on developmental roles it is vital that the additional responsibilities are recognised properly. Napo is aware that a number of former Probation Trusts had similar roles and many of which were band 5 roles and had been job evaluated as such.  More information would be helpful. 
ENDS.
P04/2016

�








Page 1 of 13

