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1. Executive Summary

1.1

1.1.1

1.2

1.2.1

Background and Introduction

The National Probation Directorate (NPD) Regions and Performance
Management Unit's Head of Diversity commissioned external consultants,
Astar Management Consultants Ltd, to review the year 2 progress against
the requirements of the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 (RRAA),
which came into force in April 2002. This review follows the year 1 review
undertaken by Astar Management Consultants Ltd in 2003. In preparing
the progress review, paper returns from 42 Probation Areas and 4 of the 8
National Probation Directorate Units were examined. In addition, telephone
interviews were conducted with representatives from 10 Areas, with 4
Regional Managers and 10 telephone interviews were conducted across
the Service with black and minority ethnic (BME) staff.

A summary of the key requirements under the Race Relations
(Amendment) Act 2000 placed on the National Probation Service is
attached at Appendix C. Progress was reviewed against these
requirements and against the plans made since the year 1 review. In
addition the strategic outcomes now identified by the Commission for
Racial Equality (CRE) were used in the telephone discussions with the
selected Areas to help to understand how well the implementation of the
processes was producing outcome improvements. The CRE’s strategic
outcomes have also been referenced in making our recommendations for
the year 3 review. An outline of the CRE strategic outcomes is included in
Appendix C.

Key findings

Probation Areas

(a) Overall many Areas have reported significant progress against their

priorities, with most other Areas reporting good progress. A very small
number of Areas have reported only modest progress. This progress is a
tribute to the efforts of all involved, and in particular to the responsible
officers, who have managed to keep a focus on race equality during a
period of major change and reduced resources for equality and diversity.

Despite there being a Diversity Manager within the Regions and
Performance Management Unit, concern was expressed by a number of
Areas about the disbanding of the central Diversity Unit. They reported
that this had cast doubt in the minds of some about the perceived level of
commitment to race and diversity from the centre; it also, they said,
removed a resource which had increasingly become valued as a
mechanism for promoting good practice, and providing key advice and
guidance.



(b) Most Areas reported that they had arrangements in place for reviewing the

list of functions and policies relevant to the Public Duty, though this
included Areas that had formal processes, plans and timetables and those
who reported a more ad hoc approach. A small number indicated that they
had no process in place. Virtually all Areas indicated that, if they had not
already reviewed their functions and policies, it was their intention to do so
in year 3.

(c) Across the Areas, with few exceptions, there is demonstrable senior

leadership for race equality. Most progress has been made where there is
a dedicated resource for equality and diversity and, specifically, for race
equality. Where the dedicated resource is at a senior enough level, they
are able to influence change and allocate the use of resources. Smaller
Areas find it difficult to allocate sufficient time and resources to make
focused progress. Often these are the Areas where there is a significantly
smaller and more widely dispersed minority ethnic population, which,
paradoxically, can make some of the requirements under the ‘Duty to
Promote’ more complex and more demanding of resources.

(d) Most Areas have indicated that they have at least begun the process of

impact assessment of their policies and processes, with a number well
advanced in assessing their priority policies and processes. Many are
reporting that all new policies are now impact assessed and that there are
plans in place for existing policies. A small number of Areas have not
begun the process. There was a pattern with a number of Areas of
assessing their HR policies first, leaving policies that related to service
delivery as a secondary priority. The process of impact assessment was
largely conducted by internal staff, with little or no external input.

(e) Only a very small number of Areas were able to report having a

comprehensive process in place to monitor the actual (as opposed to the
potential) impact of their functions and policies. There is little evidence at
this stage that Areas are able to monitor in any consistent and effective
manner the impact of their functions and policies on service delivery. We
would suggest that the information provided by a number of Areas is
insufficient for us to be able to confirm that they are complying with the
Public Duty in this particular regard.

Virtually all Areas have reported conducting impact assessment training. A
significant number of Areas have other Diversity training in place and many
Areas provide race training for specific groups such as Managers, those
working with racially motivated offenders and those involved in recruitment
and selection. The very small number of Areas that have not yet put
impact assessment training in place may be in breach of their duties under
the Specific Duties.

(g) Most of the Areas reported having already achieved minority ethnic

representation at least equivalent to the BME population in their geographic
area, with a notable number of Areas exceeding that figure. There is still
under-representation of BME staff at management levels. Areas are
seeking to address this in a number of ways, but there is a view that this
could be more effectively addressed at either regional or national level.

4



(h) With regard to monitoring of staff data by ethnic background, while all of
the Areas provided some of the information, none of the Areas provided all
of the information. The most common gap was in the requirement to
provide information on who had received training, which few Areas were
able to do. No information on performance assessment/appraisal was
provided (which is a requirement in the Employment Duty), although this
was not asked for in the pro forma. Following on from the initial
submissions, further data was submitted by a number of Areas. This has
been reflected in Appendix D. However, the gap analysis still identifies that
none of the Areas provided all of the information.

(i) While some Areas had developed practical and meaningful community
engagement, many admitted to being at the early stages and several still
had to get off the ground. Rural Areas and those with a small minority
ethnic population are having specific and common problems in putting
effective consultation and engagement into practice. Most report the
phenomenon of “consultation fatigue”, with not just the Probation Service
and other Criminal Justice agencies seeking to consult, but all other public
authorities as well. Where community consultation is producing effective
results it often involved working with other Criminal Justice agencies and
partners to avoid this “consultation fatigue”. Some of the smaller Areas are
actively working across their region to address this issue.

() While most Areas have reported one or more methods of monitoring the
impact of policy and service delivery on offenders and other stakeholders,
few have been able to demonstrate measurable improvement outcomes.
We would suggest that, with regard to measuring and monitoring the
impact of service delivery, most Areas are in the early stages of
development. Similarly, very few Areas have been able to provide
comprehensive information on how colleagues, stakeholders (including
victims and offenders) and members of the public are made aware of the
results of any assessment, consultations and monitoring. We believe that
Areas will need to ensure in the future that they have in place a more
proactive means of ensuring that stakeholders have access to information.
We would recommend that the NPD consider this as a priority for review in
year 3. We would point out, though, that in discussions with the Areas
through the qualitative research, Areas recognised the need to prioritise
monitoring, measuring and reporting for year 3.

Note: We understand that, within the Regions & Performance Management
Unit of the NPD, a Diversity Data Analysis and Performance Working
Group has been set up which is responsible for receiving, analysing and
making recommendations about data relating to Human Resources and
Service Delivery across the NPS & NPD. The group reports directly to the
Unit Manager, Roger McGarva, to inform policymaking. However the
current monitoring figures will provide a useful benchmark on which to
move forward.



1.2.2 National Probation Directorate (NPD)

(@)

There were four returns from the eight NPD units. The units indicated that
they followed Home Office procedures in relation to training and staff
development. The expectation is that the Home Office will be reporting on
the specific monitoring of staff as required by the RRAA, though the units
were able to comment on the action they had taken to impact assess
policies and promote race equality. With the changes in the structure of the
NPD coupled with the limited information provided, we have insufficient
information to assess progress made since year 1.

The limited information provided by NPD Heads of Units is captured in the
NPD Findings overview in chapter 7 of this report.
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2.2

2.2.1

222

223

2.3

2.31.

Introduction and Background
Background

The National Probation Directorate (NPD) Regions and Performance
Management Unit's Head of Diversity commissioned external consultants,
Astar Management Consultants Ltd, to review the year 2 progress against
the requirements of the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 (RRAA),
which came into force in April 2002. Independent external consultants,
Astar Management Consultants Ltd, have prepared this progress report.
This review follows the year 1 review undertaken by Astar Management
Consultants Ltd for the NPD in 2003.

Methodology

In preparing the progress review, paper pro forma returns from the 42
Probation Areas and 4 of the 8 National Probation Directorate Units were
examined and analysed against the duties and requirements of the Race
Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 (RRAA).

In addition 26 telephone interviews were conducted across the Service.

Telephone interviews have been conducted with the officers responsible for
the provision of the review of their Race Equality Scheme in 10
representative Probation Areas and a BME member of staff was
interviewed in 9 of the 10 Areas. Astar also interviewed 4 Regional
Managers and the Chair of one of the staff associations. Interviews also
took place with a NPD Unit Head and BME member of staff.

Progress was reviewed against the RRAA requirements and the progress
made since year 1. In addition the strategic outcomes now identified by the
Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) were used to understand how well
the processes were being implemented to produce outcomes, and to make
recommendations for year 3.

Qualitative Review

In order to validate and clarify information from the written pro forma
returns, telephone interviews were undertaken in 10 Probation Areas with
the officers responsible for the provision of the review of their Race
Equality Scheme, representing a cross-section of the NPS. These
discussions provided the opportunity to discuss with the Area some of the
identified gaps in their return and to ask specific questions of each of them
regarding measurable outcomes and priorities identified for next year as a
result of the review. The 4 Regional Managers interviewed were also able
to provide an indication of the priorities for the future.
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2.5

2.5.1

252

The Gap Analysis

An analysis of the returns from the 42 Probation Areas indicated that in
each area many of the intended actions to meet the RRAA requirements
had been met, though a number of key gaps still existed in some areas
(Section 5). In terms of progress against Race Equality Scheme (RES)
priorities and the EFQM (European Foundation for Quality Management)
structure used for this report (i.e. Leadership, People Results, Policy and
Strategy, Processes, Customer Results, and Society Results) there was
progress overall and in some areas there was significant progress. A
commentary on each of the headings is included below and a detailed
summary of the pro forma returns has been provided as an addendum to
the report. Learning and best practice examples are set out in Section 6.

EFQM Model

The NPD has used the EFQM framework for measuring progress on the
Race Equality Schemes in the National Probation Areas and the National
Probation Directorate functions. The model uses the following categories
for measuring and benchmarking progress, offering a useful structure with
a broad application and relevance:

Leadership

Policy and Strategy

People

Partnerships

Processes

Customer Service/Society Results
Key Performance Indicators

As this is the framework against which the Areas have reported, we have
reported against this model and mapped onto it the requirements of the
RRAA and the CRE strategic outcomes.



3. The Report on Progress For 2003 - 2004

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

Achievement of Race Equality Scheme Objectives/Key Performance
Indicators

All of the Areas that responded using the pro forma identified their
priorities for 2003/4. There was a wide range of priorities identified,
with the most commonly mentioned being:

Achievement of PSR targets for minority ethnic offenders

Training including Impact Assessment, diversity, equality and race
Representation of BME staff

Achievement of Impact Assessment of policies

Most of the Areas reported achieving the majority of their priorities. A small
number did not indicate whether they had achieved their priorities or not.

Many priorities that were listed related to the achievement of processes.
Very few of the priorities listed could be shown as SMART objectives. The
main exception to this was the target for the achievement of specific
recommendations for PSRs for minority ethnic offenders. Many of the
Areas reported success in the achievement of the target for PSR. It was
interesting to note that one of the interviewees commenting on this said
that: “When you get a clear push from the centre, that helps.”

Overall, as reported, there appears to have been significant progress
against their priorities by many Areas and good progress for most of the
other Areas. A very small number reported only modest progress. This
progress is a tribute to the efforts of all involved, and in particular to the
responsible officers, who have managed to keep a focus on race equality
during a period of major change and reduced resources for equality and
diversity. Evidence from the qualitative review has, though, suggested that
this year is being used to ensure that the processes to measure and
monitor are in place both in terms of the employment duty and on service
delivery. However, one of the emerging priorities for year 3 will be to
ensure that data is available to allow monitoring of staff data and offender
and victim data to be built into routine management processes and for
improvement targets to be set.

Areas reported a wide variety of factors that helped and hindered the
achievement of their priorities. The most commonly cited that helped the
achievement were:

Leadership at Chief Officer and Board levels
Commitment of staff and staff groups

Heart of the Dance

Community involvement

A dedicated resource



3.1.7

And the factors most often reported that prevented the achievement of
priorities were:

¢ Resources — time, money for training and lack of a dedicated resource
¢ Inability to access people to consult (particularly in rural Areas)

In terms of the achievements that the Areas were most proud of, again
there were many listed, though the most common centred around
community involvements such as diversity week, and around the
achievement of representation targets. The issues that proved to be a real
challenge most commonly were:

e Consultation
¢ Monitoring — particularly of offenders and more so of victims
¢ Resources — and more specifically the lack of them

Areas listed a number of means in which the NPD could provide support
and guidance. On a number of occasions, both in the questionnaires and
especially through the interviews, concern was expressed at the demise of
the central Diversity team. This was viewed in a number of ways. There
was concern that the disbanding of the central team sent a very negative
message about the priority that was being given to diversity and race
equality. This was reinforced by a concern that equality and diversity was
not mentioned in the Carter review. In addition, there was a view that there
was now a vacuum at the centre in terms of race and diversity, and that
matters of common interest to Areas such as promotion of best practice
and sharing of information were no longer facilitated. In terms of common
priorities these were identified by a number of Areas:

¢ Impact Assessments on national policies to be undertaken at the centre
e Best practice to be facilitated
e Further support on Impact Assessment

Finally in this section, Areas were asked to identify what they were doing to
build race equality into everyday business. The responses were largely
repetitive versions of the list of priorities for the year. Some identified
periodic reporting (monthly or quarterly) of performance data disaggregated
by ethnic group. Many indicated that race equality is built into the business
planning and reviewing process.

We recommend that the NPD should identify a number of national priority
improvement targets for the Areas in race equality for staff matters,
offender and victim issues and community engagement, and require
periodic reporting of these from the Areas. We also recommend that the
progress review for year 3 should include key outcome measures in these
national priority improvement targets.
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3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24

3.3

3.3.1

Review of Functions Relevant to the Duty to Promote Race
Equality

There was further repetition in this section of previous responses. The
most commonly mentioned initiative was Diversity Week, and involvement
in other community events such as Asian Melas. Also mentioned on a
number of occasions was membership of, or a relationship with, local Race
Equality Councils; initiatives for staff such as BME networks, training on
race awareness and diversity, staff surveys and working with other Criminal
Justice Agencies to promote a more positive image of the agencies,
particularly with BME groups.

With regard to the question on arrangements for reviewing the list of
functions and policies relevant to the Public Duty, a number of Areas
reported having formal processes in place, and plans and timetables for
conducting the review of functions and policies through steering groups,
impact assessment teams, etc. Some Areas reported operating on a much
more ad hoc basis. A small number of Areas indicated that they had no
process in place and some did not answer the question.

The RRAA requires that functions be reviewed “at least every three years”.
In response to the question about having reviewed the list of relevant
functions, about half of the Areas have indicated that they have reviewed
the relevant functions since 2002, around a third have indicated that they
have not, a few did not respond to the question. Most of those who
indicated that they had not reviewed the list of relevant functions since
2002, did indicate that it was their intention to do so in 2004/5, the third
year of their scheme.

On the assumption that all Areas had previously identified the list of
relevant functions and policies, at this stage, none of the Areas would be in
breach of this part of the General Duty. However, in view of the poor
response to the questions regarding the arrangements in place and
whether or not the relevant functions had been reviewed, the NPD might
wish to consider that this should be a priority area for 2004/5. We would
recommend that Areas are reminded of their requirement to review the list
of functions and policies “at least every three years”, and suggest that the
NPD consider issuing some guidance to Areas to help them to understand
how to conduct such a review.

Leadership

Areas reported wide variations in leadership actions, although, overall, and
in most cases, the Chief Officer is shown to be demonstrating leadership
by ensuring that race equality is seen to be on the agenda for the Area.
This might be through personal actions such as meetings with BME staff
groups, chairing diversity initiatives, ensuring race and diversity is on the
Chief Officer Group agenda and often taking the lead as Chair of the Local
Criminal Justice Board (LCJB).

11



3.3.2

3.3.3

3.4

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

3.4.5

3.4.6

At Board level, most Area Boards seem to require reporting on race and
diversity performance either directly or through a sub-committee. A
number of Area Board members play an active role through membership of
diversity committees, participation in community events and Open Days.
One Area reported that its Board had chosen to set a more challenging
target for BME representation than the NPD target.

From the responses, it is not possible to identify a clear pattern in terms of
what has proved to be the most effective means of demonstrating
leadership in the race equality scheme. This is perhaps not surprising
given the wide variation on the race equality scheme priorities. The
clearest picture to emerge is probably that leadership in race equality is
most clearly shown to be effective when there is visible commitment from
the Chief Officer, Board and senior management through putting race
equality on the agenda for staff conferences and open days, through
investment in training, including impact assessment.

Policies and Functions

There was a huge variation of response here from one Area reporting that
all policies had been impact assessed to a small number reporting that
none had been assessed.

A relatively small group had clearly taken the time to identify the key
external and internal policies they saw as a business priority for both staff
management and service delivery, had impact assessed these policies and
had put plans into place for other policies.

A significant number of those Areas that have undertaken impact
assessments of policies seem to have prioritised mainly, or in some cases
exclusively, internal HR policies.

A number of Areas had prioritised all new policies with the specified intent
to tackle other policies through identification of business priorities.

Many Areas indicated that this was one of the priority actions that they had
failed to achieve or had only partly achieved. A number of Areas
commented on problems relating to the development of the capacity to
undertake impact assessments as a result of no or poor availability of
training on impact assessment, and in a small number of Areas, as a result
of poor quality of the training received. A number also commented on the
burden of impact assessments, particularly where these related to national
policies emanating from the NPD, and where it was believed that impact
assessment should have taken place at a national level.

Most Areas returned some information on the framework used for impact
assessment or the guidance and syllabus for impact assessment training.
However, the information supplied was not of a nature to allow any
judgement to be made about the overall consistency of the approach to
training. Nor do we feel able to comment on the quality of the training other
than where Areas themselves have indicated, in some cases favourable
comments, and in some cases, negative comments.

12



3.4.7

3.4.8

3.4.9

A very small number of Areas were able to report on having a
comprehensive process in place to monitor the potential impact of policies
and functions. A significant number reported that there were no current
arrangements in place or did not respond to the question in such a way that
indicated that there was a consistent process in place. Where there were
processes reported, these were often ad hoc, for example:

"Through the regular meetings of the senior management team” and
"Monitored through feedback to the diversity committee”.

Most of the Areas who reported having a process in place to monitor the
impact of policies and functions did so on the basis of the potential impact;
very few Areas reported on how they monitored the actual impact. As
noted above in paragraph 3.4.3, many of the policies that have been
assessed for impact are Human Resources policies. This means that at
this stage, there is little evidence to suggest that Areas are able to monitor
in any consistent and effective manner the impact of their functions and
policies on service delivery.

Note: We understand that, within the Regions & Performance
Management Unit of the NPD, there is a Diversity Data Analysis and
Performance Working Group which is responsible for receiving, analysing
and making recommendations about data relating to Human Resources
and Service Delivery across the NPS & NPD. The group reports directly to
the Unit Manager, Roger McGarva, to inform policymaking. This is a new
group, so the current monitoring figures provided as part of the RES review
will be a useful benchmark on which to move forward.

A small number of Areas have reported that they involve a wide range of
internal and external stakeholders in their impact assessments including
other Criminal Justice agencies and relevant community groups. Most
Areas that are impact assessing functions and policies, though, are only
consulting with internal staff groups. A number of Areas have reported on
the difficulties of identifying appropriate minority ethnic community groups
with whom they are able to consult. This would seem to be particularly
prevalent in rural Areas with small and widespread minority ethnic
populations. There is an additional issue of concern about “consultation
fatigue” which is universal and relates to the requirement on all public
authorities to consult on the impact of their functions and policies. A
number of Areas have begun to work in partnership with, in the main, other
Criminal Justice agencies in seeking to build consultation capacity in their
communities. Those who have reported on this do indicate that it is early
days but that there are signs that this may prove to be a successful route.
There have been some problems encountered, including a risk of being
more closely associated with the local Police Service, where there is an
increased risk of a lack of community confidence. One Area has
commissioned specific research on community needs as part of their plans
to widen consultation.

13



3.4.10 In view of work being at an early stage in terms of the impact assessment
of functions and policies, very few Areas reported any changes to policies
as a result of impact assessments. For example, one Area reported that:
"Work on ETS has shown that pre-programme attrition rates for BME
groups were disproportionately high. In consultation, adaptations to the
approach to pre-programme work were made....".

Another Area reported that: "All PSRs on minority ethnic offenders are
‘gate kept’ by a manager to ensure that a clear proposal is made.”

3.4.11 Responses to the question about how the race equality strategy was
communicated in the past year varied significantly. Some Areas failed to
respond to the question and a small number indicated that no
communication had taken place. Another group indicated that the
information was available to staff either “electronically”, or on a common
folder on the Area’s server. A number of Areas indicated that they had
actively communicated the race equality strategy through newsletters, staff
meetings, staff support groups, Trade unions and team meetings. A small
number of Areas reported that they had sought to communicate their race
equality strategy to external stakeholders. Very few Areas reported making
any changes as a result of feedback, principally because they received no
specific feedback. It may be that consideration needs to be given to a
more proactive means of communicating the race equality strategy to
stakeholders. Simply posting the strategy on the website or including it in
the annual review is unlikely to provide an effective means of stimulating
feedback.

3.4.12 Many Areas have recognised in their responses that this whole aspect of
impact assessment, monitoring and consultation is a weak point. Virtually
all of the Areas who participated in the qualitative research identified this to
be a key priority for year 3. The Race Relations (Amendment) Act does
require public bodies to include in their race equality schemes:

”A description of the arrangements for assessing and consulting on the
likely impact of their proposed policies on the promotion of race equality”;
and:

"The arrangements for monitoring their policies for any adverse impact on
the promotion of race equality.”

We would suggest that the information provided by a number of the Areas
is insufficient for us to be able to confirm that they are complying with the
Public Duty in this particular regard.

3.4.13 We would recommend that the NPD reminds Areas of their responsibilities
with regard to assessing and monitoring their functions and policies for any
adverse impact on the promotion of race equality, and in particular in
regard to service delivery. We would also recommend that the NPD
identify what further guidance the Areas require to comply with this part of
the Public Duty.

14



3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

3.54

3.5.5

People

Almost all Areas have reported conducting impact assessment training.
Impact assessment training had not taken place in three Areas, however
two of those Areas indicated that they are making arrangements for this
training to take place. Half of the Areas indicated that they had delivered,
or were in the process of delivering, diversity training to managers and
staff, though not all of those Areas had programmes for all staff. It was not
clear from most of the responses how much race equality featured in the
diversity training, although a small number of Areas specifically identified
that this was the case. Only seven Areas indicated that they had delivered
or were delivering race equality training, although more areas reported that
there had been specific training on race equality for managers.

Nearly half of the Areas reported training initiatives that were designed for
specific groups, such as fair selection, supervision of black staff and
service delivery training including working with racially motivated offenders,
working with Travellers and writing PSRs for black offenders.

Under the Specific Duties of the RR(A) Act, public bodies are required to
ensure that:

”...arrangements are in place for training staff in connection with the
general duty to promote race equality and any specific duties.”

Those Areas (identified in the gap analysis) that have not put training into
place for staff to provide them with the skills and knowledge to identify and
impact assess the Area’s functions and policies, will be at risk of breaching
this particular aspect of the General Duty. We recommend that those
Areas are advised of this and that the NPD asks for confirmation of how
and when the Areas will put the training into effect.

Areas reported a large variety of forms of guidance and support available
to staff to help them implement race equality as part of their everyday work.
These included access to various groups such as a diversity reference
group, a race issues group, and BME support groups. Some Areas
reported that staff could access the Diversity Adviser/Manager. Most
Areas reported that information was available through existing policies held
on the internal database and some Areas reported that information was
provided to staff on multi-culturalism and faith. Very few Areas reported
that training was available to staff in this regard.

Most Areas reported various initiatives and interventions to support BME
staff in their career development. A very small number simply indicated
that BME staff had access to the normal processes of management review
and management development. The most common means identified of
supporting BME staff in their career development were:

Support for establishing and for attending BME staff groups
Formal and informal mentoring of BME staff

Specific monitoring of career progression of BME staff

Active encouragement to participate in the Accelerate Programme

15



3.5.6

3.5.7

3.5.8

3.5.9

Only one Area reported that it was in the process of establishing a positive
action programme for BME TPOs. There was some evidence from the
qualitative research that the Accelerate Programme might need to be
supplemented with a programme targeted at below SPO level to facilitate
access to SPO level and to be a stepping-stone to the Accelerate
Programme. However, a number of respondents recognised that outside
of the major metropolitan areas, the numbers of BME staff in any one Area
did not provide enough of a critical mass to make a positive action
programme aimed at the levels below SPO economically viable.

In view of the continued under-representation of BME staff at senior
management level, and the success of some Areas in already reaching
their targets for representation of BME staff generally, we are
recommending that the NPD consider how, either at a national level or at a
regional level, a positive action development programme might be
established as a bridgehead to SPO level.

Most of the Areas were able to report on the percentage of people from
minority ethnic backgrounds living in their geographic area and working in
their Probation Area. However, nine Areas did not provide data for their
geographic area, with three of those advising that the information was not
available to them. One Area only reported on the figures for ethnicity for
their management staff. Only seven of the Areas who provided data were
under-representative of their local area, and none of those was by any
significant amount. Most of those areas were rural with a low BME
population and low BME staff numbers such that the recruitment of or
departure of a BME staff member would alter the percentage figure
relatively significantly.

In terms of what Areas have done to improve representation and the
perception and awareness of the work of the Probation Service within local
minority ethnic communities, a number of Areas have reported using
minority ethnic press to advertise vacancies, organising open days and
career recruitment fairs specifically for potential applicants from BME
groups and ensuring that leaflets and careers material are widely available.
In terms of raising the profile of the Probation Service with local BME
communities, a number of initiatives have been reported. These include
working with local Race Equality Councils, participation or attendance at
cultural festivals and events and hosting or jointly hosting conferences.
One Region has developed a video/CD-ROM specifically designed to
inform BME communities about Enhanced Community Punishment.
Another Area is partly funding two community development worker posts in
low-density BME areas.

3.5.10 Few Areas have commented on how successful work in raising awareness

of the Probation Service has been. \Where comments have been included,
these tend to be around being “too early to assess” or recognition that
“There remains much work to be done”. Where comments have been
made about success, these are anecdotal. For example:

"Judging success is difficult — what we have done seems to be well
received.”
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No Area indicated that they had in place any formal means of judging how
well the Probation Service was perceived by local minority ethnic
communities. We comment on this further under Customer/Society
Results.

3.5.11 We have attached at Appendix D a detailed analysis of the employment
data provided in the returns from each Area showing the outcomes for
people from BME backgrounds in relation to:

Recruitment

Retention

Promotion

Grievance and disciplinary
Training

Board Appointments

While all of the areas provided some of the information, none of the Areas
provided all of the information.

3.5.12 The requirements under the specific employment duties are to monitor the
numbers of staff by reference to the racial groups to which they belong by:

Staff in post

Applicants for employment, training and promotion

Staff who receive training

Staff who benefit or suffer detriment as a result of performance
assessment procedures

e Grievance

e Discipline

e |Leavers

No information was requested regarding performance assessment or
appraisal and, therefore, no Area reported on this.

Based on the information provided, all of the Areas would be in breach of
this requirement under the Specific Employment Duty. The most common
gap is on the requirement to provide information on training, which few
Areas were able to do. One Area reported that:

“Ethnic minority information is confidential, therefore this is not reported
separately.”

3.5.13 We recommend that as a matter of urgency, the NPD issues advice to the
Areas with regard to the requirements under reporting on the Specific
Employment Duty, and requires from them an action plan and time-table
indicating how and when this information will be collated and analysed.
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3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

Partnerships and Resources

Areas were asked to give examples of partnership working with other
agencies and stakeholders, which helped to deliver their Race Equality
Schemes. There was a wide variation in the nature of the responses,
perhaps indicating the lack of a shared understanding of what is meant by
partnership working. The most commonly identified form of partnership
working was with other Criminal Justice agencies, more often than not
through the LCJB. Some Areas reported being involved with a local
Connecting Communities project. A number of Areas reported a list of
organisations with whom they worked to deliver services such as NSPCC,
Shelter and YMCA.

Where partnership working was judged to be successful, the key reasons
given were:

e Commitment from senior management and partners
e A clear agenda with common aims and goals
¢ Funding as required

Areas were also asked to identify the steps they had taken to engage and
consult with the local community, including minority ethnic groups. Virtually
all of the Areas in their response to this question have indicated both an
awareness of the need to engage and consult with BME communities and
a will to seek means of doing this. Some have set up or are in the process
of setting up minority ethnic consultation panels with lay representatives
from the public. Others have commissioned research to try to identify the
most effective means of engaging and consulting with communities. A
number use local Race Equality Councils and some use attendance at
events and festivals as a way of engaging with community groups.

There is a common recognition that this is proving to be one of the hardest
issues to address. Many of the respondents in the qualitative research
indicated that they struggled with consultation and engagement and saw it
as an emerging priority for year 3. We have noted above that Areas are
finding it difficult to identify suitable means of consulting BME groups. This,
they report, is due to a number of factors. The most commonly mentioned
is “consultation fatigue” with the small number of BME groups already in
existence being inundated with large numbers of requests from all the
public bodies. The second is particularly relevant for rural communities
with widely dispersed BME populations where it is proving difficult to find
suitable groups at all. The third main reason, and in part related to the first
two, is lack of capacity to deal with requests to comment and consult on
functions and processes and to become involved in other aspects of the
work of the public sector. There is a need not only to be able to identify
relevant groups with whom the public sector generally, and the Probation
Service in particular, can consult but to provide capacity for the members of
those groups to have a shared knowledge and understanding of the
workings of public bodies, and to be given the skills and competence to be
able to undertake the range of activities expected of them. As a result
Areas have reported only limited success in their community engagement.
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3.6.5

3.6.6

3.6.7

3.7

3.7.1

3.7.2

Areas identified the following key factors that would help to make their
partnering experience a success:

Dedicated budget and/or resource
Capacity building in communities
More regional working

More cross-agency working
Guidance on effective consultation

Although the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 places no specific
requirements on public bodies with regard to public consultation, it is
clearly implicit. Under the specific duty, authorities in their Race Equality
Scheme should include, inter alia:

”A description of the arrangements for assessing and consulting on the
likely impact of their proposed policies on the promotion of race equality”
and

"The arrangements for publishing the results of any assessments,
consultations and monitoring that are done...”

Despite the commendable efforts of many of the Areas to instigate
consultation processes and to identify suitable community partners, this is
a matter that requires significant further work. We believe though, that
there is an emerging body of knowledge throughout the Areas on this
subject, which would merit being consolidated and shared.

We recommend, therefore, that the NPD considers how best to use the
already existing knowledge and experience in the Areas to provide
comprehensive advice and guidance to all Areas on best practice in
community engagement and consultation.

Publication of Assessments, Consultation and Monitoring

At this stage, very few Areas have been able to provide comprehensive
information on how colleagues, stakeholders (including victims and
offenders) and members of the public are made aware of the results of any
assessment, consultation and monitoring. A small number have begun the
process of providing information to staff groups and to external stakeholder
groups in a proactive manner. A greater number advise that where such
information exists, it is made available through business plans, annual
plans and annual reports “which are all public documents”. A number of
Areas seek to ensure that staff and staff groups are communicated with
regarding assessment, consultation and monitoring.

Only a small number of Areas have reported receiving feedback on the
published information and making subsequent changes. Again, this was a
matter that participants identified in the qualitative research as requiring
significant further attention and which they listed as an emerging priority for
year 3.
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3.7.3

3.8

3.8.1

3.8.2

3.8.3

3.8.4

The Specific Duty on Policy and Service Delivery requires public authorities
in their Race Equality Scheme to include the arrangements for making sure
the public have access to information and services as well as publishing
the results of assessments, consultations and monitoring. We believe that
Areas will need to ensure in the future that they have in place a means
whereby there is a more proactive means of ensuring that stakeholders
have access to information. We would recommend that the NPD consider
this as a priority for review in year 3.

Customer/Society Results

Most Areas have indicated that they have one or more methods of
monitoring the impact of policy and service delivery on offenders and other
stakeholders. Some Areas reported only very limited monitoring such as
offender feedback questionnaires, accredited programme completion
interviews and stakeholder satisfactions surveys. A small number reported
no means of monitoring on offenders and other stakeholders or only
reported monitoring on staff statistics (which was not asked for in this
question). Responses to the qualitative research suggested that this
activity is largely in the early stages of development for most Areas.

As a consequence, there was little information provided on feedback
processes and the responses to this question largely repeated the
responses to the previous question. This in turn meant that Areas were
able to give very few examples of improved outcomes as a result of
reviewing policy and service delivery. The one exception to this was a
number of Areas reporting on excellent progress on ensuring that PSRs for
BME offenders contained a specific recommendation.

The staff responding to the qualitative research did identify this activity as
another that was emerging as a priority for year 3. However, some of the
Areas expressed a wish to have clearer guidance from the NPD in terms of
what key factors should be monitored and reported on with regard to
offenders. Comment was also made by a number of the Areas about the
difficulties in monitoring victims by ethnic background. This in the main
was attributed to information not being made available to the Areas by
either the Police Services or the Courts. It was hoped that the NPD might
seek to address this with, in particular, the Association of Chief Police
Officers (ACPO) to try and address the gap in monitoring data for victims.

We would recommend that that the NPD provides advice and guidance to
Areas on the key factors that they should be monitoring with regard to
offenders and victims and should consider building these into the
performance reporting process for the Areas.
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4. Recommendations

The following are the recommendations for Year 3 to ensure that all areas comply
with the minimum requirements of the RRAA.

4.1 Recommendations for the NPS Areas

4.1.1 The 3 Areas that have not yet undertaken Impact Assessment training
should as a matter of urgency identify what plans they have in place to
ensure that arrangements are in place for training staff in connection with
the general duty in order to ensure that they are complying with the
Act.

4.1.2 Areas that have not been fully able to respond to the request for
information under the employment duty should as a matter of urgency
review their practices with regard to data collection and analysis by ethnic
origin and identify plans on how and when the information will be available
in order to ensure that they are complying with the Act.

4.1.3 Areas that have been unable to demonstrate that:

o they have arrangements in place for monitoring their policies

e that consultation on the impact of their policies with internal and
external stakeholders is in place

e that they have communicated their Race Equality Scheme in the past
year

need as a matter of urgency to review their practices in order to ensure
that they are complying with the Act.

4.1.4 Areas will need to ensure in the future that they have in place a more
proactive means of ensuring that stakeholders have access to information.

4.1.5 Areas that have not reviewed the relevance of their functions and policies
in the past two years should ensure that this is carried out in year 3.

4.2 Recommendations for the NPD

4.2.1 The NPD should identify a number of national priority improvement targets
for the Areas in race equality for staff matters, offender and victim issues
and community engagement, and require periodic reporting of these from
the Areas.

4.2.2 The NPD should remind Areas of their requirement to review the list of
functions and policies “at least every three years”, and we suggest that the
NPD consider issuing some guidance to Areas to help them to understand
how to conduct such a review.
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4.2.5

426

427

428

429

The NPD should remind Areas of their responsibilities with regard to
assessing and monitoring their functions and policies for any adverse
impact on the promotion of race equality, and in particular in regard to
service delivery. The NPD should identify what further guidance the Areas
require to comply with this part of the Public Duty.

The NPD should consider how, either at a national level or at a regional
level, a positive action development programme might be established as a
bridgehead to SPO level.

As a matter of urgency, the NPD should issue advice to the Areas with
regard to the requirements under reporting on the Specific Employment
Duty, and require from them an action plan and time-table indicating how
and when this information will be collated and analysed.

The NPD should consider how best to use the already existing knowledge
and experience in the Areas to provide comprehensive advice and
guidance to all Areas on best practice in community engagement and
consultation.

The NPD should consider as a priority for review in year 3, how well the
Areas have established proactive means of ensuring that all stakeholders
have access to information particularly regarding the publishing of the
results of assessment, consultation and monitoring.

The NPD should seek to review with the Association of Chief Police
Officers how a standardised reporting process for the ethnic origin of
victims can be established across England and Wales.

The NPD should provide advice and guidance to Areas on the key factors
that they should be monitoring with regard to offenders and victims and
should consider building these into the performance reporting process for
the Areas.

4.2.10 The NPD should consider amending the pro forma for the 2004/2005

review, to identify the RRAA requirements and the desired CRE strategic
outcomes in each of the EFQM sections. A statement that the format can
be used for other equality issues could be added.
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5. Gap Analysis
5.1 The Gap Analysis Table

The following table uses the EFQM framework, set out in 2.5, to identify aspects
of delivery of race equality where further work is required, or where evidence was
unavailable. A detailed analysis of the responses is provided in an Addendum to
the Report.

Key:
> This Area completed the incorrect pro forma and were therefore not asked for this
information

***  The answer given does not clearly provide the information required

Heading Gap found Areas Subsequent
Information
Provided
Key Information missing on e Cambridgeshire
Performance | how the area is performing | ¢  pDyfed-Powys
Indicators in relation their Key e Essex
Performance Ind.icators, e  Hertfordshire
e.g. did not provide
information or provided key | ®  Kent
priorities but did not ¢ Lincolnshire
indicate whether they were | ¢  Northamptonshire
met or not. e Teesside
e  Gloucestershire***
Processes Arrangements for review of | ¢  Bedfordshire v
plolicies & functions notin | §  gussex
place
List of relevant functions e Avon & Somerset
not reviewed since 2002 e Bedfordshire
e Cumbria
e Gwent
e Hertfordshire
e Humberside
o Kent
e Leicestershire & v
Rutland
e London
e Northamptonshire
e North Yorkshire
e Nottinghamshire
e  Suffolk
e Sussex
e Warwickshire
e West Yorkshire
e  Wiltshire
e Gloucestershire
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Heading

Gap found

Areas

Subsequent
Information
Provided

Processes

No publication of results of
assessments,
consultations and
monitoring

Cumbria
Derbyshire
Dorset

Devon & Cornwall
Hertfordshire
Merseyside
Northamptonshire
Sussex

West Mercia
Lincolnshire
Northumbria**
Wiltshire
Gloucestershire

Leadership

No indication of leadership
examples that have
outcomes for staff

No indication of leadership
examples that have
outcomes for the
community

Hertfordshire

Leicestershire &
Rutland

North Yorkshire
Northamptonshire
Wiltshire

Avon & Somerset
Bedfordshire
Cambridgeshire
Cumbria

Devon & Cornwall
Durham

Gwent

Leicestershire &
Rutland

Norfolk

North Wales
North Yorkshire
Northamptonshire
South Wales
Staffordshire
Surrey

Sussex
Teesside

West Yorkshire
Wiltshire
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Heading

Gap found

Areas

Subsequent
Information
Provided

Leadership

Limited examples of
leadership overall

Durham

North Yorkshire
Northamptonshire
Wiltshire

Policy and
Strategy

Existing policies &
functions not Impact
Assessed in Year 2

New policies & functions
not impact assessed in
Year 2

Monitoring of potential &

actual impacts of policies &

functions not taken place
in Year 2

Consultation has not taken
place (neither internally nor

externally)

Bedfordshire
Cumbria
Hertfordshire
Humberside
Suffolk
Lincolnshire
Warwickshire
Thames Valley

Devon & Cornwall
Hampshire
Hertfordshire
Humberside
Lancashire
Nottinghamshire
South Wales
West Yorkshire
Gloucestershire

Bedfordshire
Cambridgeshire
Cumbria
Derbyshire
Dorset
Hertfordshire
Humberside
Kent
Lincolnshire
Surrey
Gloucestershire

Cumbria
Hertfordshire
Humberside
Surrey

West Yorkshire
Gloucestershire

25




Heading

Gap found

Areas

Subsequent
Information
Provided

Policy and
Strategy

Consultation has taken
place internally but not
externally

Communication of the RES
has not taken place in the
past year

Durham

Northumbria
Avon & Somerset
Cheshire
Dorset

Gwent

Kent
Staffordshire
Teesside
Warwickshire
Wiltshire
Gloucestershire

Cumbria

Essex
Hertfordshire
Humberside
London

North Yorkshire
Wiltshire
Gloucestershire

Devon & Cornwall

People

No impact assessment
training undertaken

Staff BME population less
than the Area BME
population or sufficient
information not provided

No information or
incomplete information
provided in relation to the
recruitment, retention,
training and support of
staff (both BME and
otherwise).

London

o Northamptonshire

Nottinghamshire

Avon & Somerset
Derbyshire
Dyfed-Powys
Essex

Hampshire
Lancashire
London

Greater
Manchester

Suffolk
e Teesside
e Gloucestershire

All 42 Areas have at
least one gap in this
area — please see
appendix D and
commentary in
sections 3.5.11 to
3.5.13 for further
information.
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Heading Gap found Areas Subsequent
Information
Provided
Partnerships | No work has been doneto | e Northamptonshire
establish partnerships with | ¢  Devon & Cornwall v
other stakeholders within -
the CJS and the wider : .'F'g::sui;neb”a
local community in order to i )
support the delivery of e Warwickshire
RES objectives.
No steps have been taken | ¢ Hertfordshire
to engage and consult with | ¢ Cumbria
the local community, >k
including Minority Eythnic * Essex .
groups ° Northamptgnshlre
e Northumbria**
e  Gloucestershire
Customer No monitoring of the e Dorset
Service / impact of polices & service | ¢  Norfolk
Society delivery on offenders and e North Yorkshire
Results stakeholders N
e Northumbria
e  Gloucestershire
No feedback processesin | ¢ Cumbria
place e Dorset
e Gwent
e Hampshire
o Northamptonshire
¢ Nottinghamshire
e Avon & Somerset
e Bedfordshire
e North Wales v
e Northumbria**
e Surrey
e  Gloucestershire
No examples or e Bedfordshire
information on improved e Cambridgeshire v
outcomes as a result of e Cumbria
revigwing policy .and . e Durham
service delivery in relation
to impact on BME e Essex
offenders and communities | ® Hertfordshire
o Northamptonshire
e Sussex
e Teesside
e Lancashire
e North Yorkshire
e Northumbria**
e Surrey
e West Yorkshire
e  Wiltshire
e  Gloucestershire
e Thames Valley
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5.2 Comment
A detailed analysis of the response to each question is set out in an Addendum.

This provides a detailed map of the areas progress. Please note that Northumbria
did not complete the correct pro-forma so were unable to provide full details.
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6. Learning from Best Practice Across NPS Areas

While Areas are still focussed on developing and implementing processes there
are a number of good practice examples that would appear to be achieving
outcomes in promoting race equality.

6.1

6.1.1

6.1.2

Leadership
Cheshire

The Chief Officer:

o Opens each induction day for all new staff with an emphasis on
equality and race equality issues, encouraging and inspiring the type
of behaviour that is expected from the organisation and its staff

o Visits the black staff group, providing ongoing support, and promotes
this group via managers and e-mails to all staff

o Is the Chair of the North West Regional Diversity group and the Race
Issues sub-group of the Criminal Justice Board

o Takes a lead in promoting race equality issues in the Area
Management Team, Board and Senior Management Team

e  Takes part in BME recruitment days with the local REC within
community group locations

o Talks about the importance of race equality and issues of
discrimination at a variety of fora and meetings, i.e. he “talks it up”

o Takes part in community events and diversity events

Hampshire

The Director of Quality leads on the Race Equality Scheme linking quality
and equality.

London

There is a Diversity Champion who is partnered with the Boroughs. The
position rotates every 12 months. This means that diversity expertise is
developed in the Service and there is a nominated person to assist with
and promote diversity internally and externally.

Northumbria

Northumbria has made a conscious decision to appoint a Diversity
Manager even though the area is small and has a low BME population.
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6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.3

6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

Policy and Strategy
Cheshire

The Equality and Diversity Strategy document clearly states the expected
outcomes for race equality (and other equality areas). This makes it easy to
monitor progress and identify priorities for action on race equality.

Dyfed-Powys

There is a detailed race equality strategy “Towards Race Equality”
incorporating the recommendations from the follow-up thematic inspection.

People
Recruitment
(@) Avon & Somerset

Developed a positive action training programme with a local charity (Centre
for Employment and Enterprise Development) to help them improve their
profile with local BME communities. This is recent and there are no results
as yet.

(b) Leicestershire & Rutland

They have been proactive in attending local festivals and promoting the
service. They attended the Asian Mela and the African Caribbean Carnival,
sharing a stand with the local police.

They ran a series of evening sessions on becoming a Trainee Probation
Officer. Two sessions were held in schools with pupils from mainly Asian
backgrounds. There were a number of successful applicants from the
Asian and African-Caribbean communities, an increase from 2003/04.

(c) North Wales

They shared leadership development training with the Black Police
Association. The feedback from staff was very positive and staff felt that
this created “a feeling of hope and unity” particularly after the “Secret
Policeman” documentary that exposed racism at the police training school.

Development

Many areas encouraged staff to apply for the Accelerate Programme — a
positive action development programme aimed at ACO and Senior
Probation Officer levels from minority ethnic staff.

Support and Guidance

e Chief Officers in a few areas meet with BME staff
¢ Many areas have set up mentoring schemes for BME staff
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6.4 Partnership and Resources

Most areas work closely with other Criminal Justice Agencies to deliver a co-
ordinated service.

6.4.1 Lincolnshire

They are working with Lincoln University to help them engage with the
Chinese community.

6.4.2 London

They have a dedicated officer dealing with racially motivated offending. The
officer provides staff training as well as back up to other colleagues dealing
with racially motivated issues.

6.4.3 Merseyside

They have funded a race co-coordinator post along with other Criminal
Justice Agencies to encourage recruitment.

6.4.4 South Wales

They are working with the Black Voluntary Sector Network to provided work
placements for BME women.

6.5 Arrangements for Consulting

6.5.1 Derbyshire

Derbyshire has determined that they need to be proactive in publishing the
results of their Race Equality Impact Assessments. They have identified
the following communication routes:

Staff newsletters

DPA Website

Internal staff database

Annual Report

Magistrates newsletter

A mail shot to key stakeholders

6.5.2 Dorset

They have set up a Black and Minority Ethnic Panel (BMAP) of lay people
to assess policies.

6.5.3 Hampshire

They have appointed a Communications Manager to increase capacity to
communicate the work of the service.
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6.5.4

6.5.5

6.6

6.6.1

6.6.2

6.7

North Wales

They have commissioned research on consultation and engagement to
establish barriers to engagement and look at how to move forward in an
area with few BME people.

South Wales

As a result of consultation (external and internal) South Wales changed the
application form for employment and their advertising procedures.

Publication of Results
Cheshire
Cheshire publishes and distributes a community newsletter.

Dyfed-Powys

Uses a variety of methods — Annual Business Plan, Bi-monthly Staff
Bulleting, Website, Stands at the National Eisteddfodd and Royal Welsh
Show. Feedback has led to changes in the ways of working and how
monitoring is done.

Customer Results

Many Areas are achieving the 95% target for satisfactory PSRs and a few have
achieved 100%.

6.7.1

6.7.2

6.7.3

Leicestershire & Rutland

They have a victim satisfaction survey in process and the focus group
feedback has been positive about the engagement of the NPS with local
communities.

South Wales

Provides training on race equality for staff working with racially motivated
offenders. Offenders are made aware of the commitment to race equality
and how to raise complaints.

Staffordshire

Has encouraged more BME offenders to take up accredited programmes
and increased the take-up.
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6.8 Society Results
6.8.1 London

Has invested street crime money in building capacity in the community by
involving BME voluntary groups, refugee organisations, churches, etc, to
get them to help fight crime and provide support to victims and offenders
when they return to their communities. Additional funding has been
obtained from the European Union.
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7. National Probation Directorate (NPD) Findings
7.1  Overview

4 of the 8 NPD Units returned completed pro formas on progress with Race
Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 duties. The Units have been restructured since
the Year 1 progress review and new Units have been created.

7.1.1 Reports were received from:

)  The Information Management &Technology Unit

)  The Human Resources Unit

) The Finance and Estates Unit

)  The Programmes and Commercial Unit (CPO & Procurement)

(
(
(
(

7.1.2 Reports were not received from:

a)  Criminal Justice Act & OASYS Unit

b) Interventions Unit

C) Regions and Performance Management Unit
d) Public Protections and Courts Unit

o~~~ A~

7.1.3 The pro formas asked the Units to report progress on:

Key priorities for 2003/04

Review of functions relevant to the duty to promote race equality
Leadership

Impact assessment of Policies and functions

Consultation

Race Equality Training and career development of people from
minority ethnic backgrounds

(g)  Staff guidance and support on implementing race equality

AN AN N N N~
DO OO T o
SN N N N N

The Home Office has asked the NPD to provide information on the
processes that they have in place for ensuring that advice for ministers and
senior officials in submissions properly reflects race equality and diversity
issues (i.e. that the ‘equal treatment issues’ paragraph is properly
completed). This question was not included in the pro forma.

7.1.4. The NPD has an Associate Race Equality Scheme because it is a part of
the Home Office. The information provided is patchy because some of the
responsibility for providing information falls within the remit of the Home
Office.

7.1.5 The responses on the pro forma and from the interviews undertaken give a
message that in some areas there is practical commitment and in others a
sense of “not sure this really relates to our function”.

7.1.6 A summary of the feedback is given in an addendum to this report.
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7.2 Key Priorities

7.2.1 The Information Management & Technology Unit:

Priorities have been clearly stated but changes to the size of the staff group
had an impact on the progress made on impact assessment.

7.2.2 The Human Resources (HR) Unit

The priorities for the HR Unit are ongoing. The Unit works with the 42
Probation Areas and provides a resource to them on race and
discrimination issues. A key priority is widening access to development
opportunities at leadership levels.

7.2.3 The Finance and Estates Unit:

The Finance and Estates Unit felt that they had achieved their priorities in
relation to ensuring that the grant distribution formula reflected ethnic
minority issues and developing minority ethnic colleagues.

7.2.4 The Programmes and Commercial Unit (CPO & Procurement):

This Unit were not listed as being a part of the original associate scheme,
however, they have ensured that staff have been trained on impact
assessment and that contractor and supplier contracts include a clause on
race equality.

7.2.5 All the units who returned a report found race equality impact assessment
training immensely helpful along with the advice that they received from the
Diversity Unit.

7.3. Review of functions relevant to the duty to promote race

7.3.1. Where functions have been listed as relevant, impact assessment has
taken place and Information Management & Technology and HR plan to
review their function in 2004.

7.4 Leadership

7.4.1. The Units look to the Home Office to provide overall leadership on race
equality. In addition, senior managers have attended training on impact
assessment and express support for race equality.

7.5 Policies and Functions (Impact Assessment)

7.5.1 The Information Management & Technology and HR Units have specifically
reviewed policies and this is ongoing.

The Programmes and Commercial Unit has undertaken impact assessment
but the main initiative being taken is in the area of procurement. This is a
government led initiative to ensure that procurement is used as a lever to
tackle discrimination.
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7.6

7.6.1.

1.7.

7.71

7.7.2

7.7.3

7.8.

Consultation

Consultation was mainly internal with the Diversity Unit in the NPD and the
Home Office, with the exception of the HR unit who consult more widely
with the NPS, Staff networks and associations and Trade Unions.

People

Training

The focus for 2003/04 was on race equality impact assessment training. All
the units who submitted returns, with the exception of Finance, indicated
that they had undertaken some race equality impact assessment training.

Employment

The units were able to provide information on the composition of the staff
complement. Monitoring of recruitment, grievances, disciplinary and exit
interviews are all undertaken by the Home Office though the units were
aware of promotions and take up of training although figures could not be
provided by all the units. Units were able to give reasons why ethnic
minority staff left the unit. The Units that reported thought that the NPD HR
Unit would be able to provide the necessary monitoring information
required under the Specific Duty. However HR indicated that this was a
responsibility of the Home Office.

Probation Board Membership

The HR Unit has provided monitoring information on the composition of
probation boards. The target figure of 10% set by the Home Office
continues to be exceeded. No figures have been provided for the Chair of
the Boards.

Guidance and Support

7.8.1. Generally guidance was provided through training and performance

appraisals. The Programmes and Commercial Unit staff attended diversity
training. Impact assessment training was identified as the main training in
relation to race equality. The HR Unit attended conferences and seminars
to maintain and update their knowledge of race equality.
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APPENDIX A

EAST MIDLANDS 8
Derbyshire

Lincolnshire

Nottinghamshire

Leicestershire & Rutland
Northamptonshire

EAST OF ENGLAND 9
Bedfordshire

Cambridgeshire

Essex

Hertfordshire

Norfolk

Suffolk

LONDON 10
London

NORTH EAST
Durham

Northumbria
Teesside (Cleveland)

NORTH WEST
Cheshire

Cumbria

Greater Manchester
Lancashire
Merseyside

SOUTH EAST
Hampshire
Kent

Surrey

Sussex
Thames Valley

SOUTH WEST
Avon & Somerset
Devon & Cornwall
Dorset
Gloucestershire
Wiltshire
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WALES
Dyfed-Powys
Gwent

North Wales
South Wales

WEST MIDLANDS
West Mercia

West Midlands
Staffordshire
Warwickshire

YORKSHIRE & HUMBERSIDE
West Yorkshire

Humberside

North Yorkshire

South Yorkshire



APPENDIX B

Interviews
A. NPS Area Interviews
No. | Name Post Probation Area
1 | Linda Jones CcoO Leicestershire & Rutland
2 | Mike Maiden CcO Cumbria
3 | Andy Hutchinson | ACO Dorset
4 | Heather Harker CcO South Yorkshire
5 | Rob Verity ACO Kent
6 | Kit Barton ACO North Wales
7 | Helen Allen ACO West Mercia
8 | Magsood Ahmad | Diversity Manager London
9 | Tim Sykes ACO Suffolk
10 | Keith Norman ACO Durham
11 | Di Askwith Regional Manager South West
12 | Tony Raban Regional Manager East Midlands
13 | Stuart McPhillips | Regional Manager North East
14 | Tom McQuillan Regional Manager East of England
15 | Shamin Khan Chair NAAPS
16 | Mike du Bock Unit Head: Finance National Probation
Directorate

B. BME Staff interviews
No. | Name Probation Area
1 | Bijal Sisodia Leicester & Rutland
2 | Stephen Benamaisia London
3 | Naheed Shah-Stroyen Durham
4 | Sonia Harris Kent
5 | Natalie Adawy Dorset
6 | Damon Mead North Wales
7 | Paula McLean West Mercia
8 | Mohammed Elmugadam Humberside
9 | Sheila Wright South Yorkshire
10 | Ed Knowlys National Probation

Directorate
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APPENDIX C

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

2.1
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2.3

A Guide to the RR(A)Act 2000

Race Relations Act 1976

The 1976 Act makes it unlawful to discriminate against an individual on the
grounds of race. This discrimination may be overt or direct discrimination or
it may be inferred. Discrimination by inference is a more subtle form, known
as indirect discrimination. The victimisation of an individual is also illegal.

Employers need to ensure that their policies and practice and the criteria
upon which a person is selected for a post are meritocratic, fair and open to
all.

The Act also makes it illegal to use positive discrimination to increase
minority representation in an organisation. It does however, advocate the
use of positive action that is, levelling the playing field so that opportunities
are available to as broad a range of individuals as possible.

Race is defined in the Act by reference to one or more of the
following: colour, race, nationality (including citizenship) or ethnic or
national origins.

Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000

The Race Relations Act 1976 (as amended by the Race Relations
(Amendment) Act 2000) places a general duty on virtually all public
authorities to promote race equality. (Authorities bound by the general duty
are identified in Schedule 1 A of the Race Relations Act 1976 and in
Appendix 1 of the Code of Practice) This means that in everything they do,
the authorities should have due regard to the need to:

Eliminate unlawful discrimination
Promote equality of opportunity
Promote good race relations between people of different racial groups

The duty aims to make promotion of race equality central to the way public
authorities work and to the way services are delivered. The duty is a
positive one and not simply about avoiding discrimination.

A significant number of public authorities are bound by specific duties
including an employment duty. Authorities bound by these duties are
identified in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 of the Code of Practice and

include Government Departments and local government. An explanation of
the key elements of the general duty, specific duties, and the
employment duty is set out overleaf.
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3.2

3.2.1
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3.2.2

3.3

3.3.1

The General Duty

Guiding Principles

Four principles should govern public authorities’ efforts to meet their duty to
promote race equality:

Promoting race equality is obligatory for all public authorities listed in
Schedule 1 A of the Race Relations Act 1976

Public authorities must meet the duty to promote race equality in all
relevant functions

The weight given to race equality must be proportionate to its relevance
The elements of the duty are complementary (that is they are all necessary
to meet the whole duty)

How to meet the general duty

Public authorities should consider the following four steps to meet the
general duty:

Identify which of their functions are relevant to the duty

Set priorities for these functions, based on their relevance to race equality
Assess how all these functions and any related policies affect race equality
Consider how the policies might be changed, where necessary, to meet the
general duty, and make the changes

It was expected that public authorities in England & Wales (30 November in
Scotland) bound by the general duty would have properly timetabled and
realistic plans in place for meeting these duties by 31 May 2002 (30
November in Scotland).

Specific Duties: Policy and Service Delivery

Authorities in England & Wales bound by the specific duties, were
required to publish a Race Equality Scheme by 31 May 2002 (30
November in Scotland). The key elements of the Race Equality Scheme
should include:

A list of the functions and policies (including the proposed policies) that are
relevant to their performance of the general duty to promote race equality —
this should be reviewed at least every three years

A description of the arrangements for assessing, and consulting on, the
likely impact of their proposed policies on the promotion of race equality
The arrangements for monitoring their policies for any adverse impact on
the promotion of race equality

The arrangements for publishing the results of any assessments,
consultations and monitoring that are done to identify any adverse impact
on race equality

The arrangements for making sure the public have access to information
and services

Arrangements for training staff in connection with the general duty to
promote race equality and any specific duties

Arrangements for meeting their employment duty
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3.4

3.41

3.4.2

3.5

Specific Duties: Employment

The specific duty on employment applies to most of the public authorities
bound by the general duty. Schools and further education and higher
education institutions are not bound by the employment duty as they have
separate employment responsibilities.

The key requirements of the employment duty are to monitor recruitment
and retention by racial groups and to take action where monitoring
identifies patterns of inequality. For organisations with less than 150 full-
time staff the requirements are to monitor the numbers of staff by reference
to the racial groups to which they belong by:

Staff in post, and
Applicants for employment, training and promotion from each such group

Where there are 150 or more full-time staff, in addition, monitoring must
include numbers of staff from each such group who:

Receive training

Benefit or suffer detriment as a result of its performance assessment
procedures

Are involved in grievance procedures

Are the subiject of disciplinary procedures

Cease employment

In addition to collecting ethnic monitoring data, public authorities should:

Analyse the data to find patterns of inequality

Take any necessary action to remove barriers and promote equality of
opportunity

Publish the results of the monitoring each year

By 31 May 2002 (30 November in Scotland), public authorities in England
& Wales to which the employment duty refers were expected to have in
place arrangements for fulfilling, as soon as is reasonably practicable, its
duties.

CRE Strategic Outcomes

Closing equality gaps in service outcomes

Parity in public confidence levels

Parity in service satisfaction levels

Measurable improvements in community relations
Measurable improvements in workforce representation
Parity in employee satisfaction levels

Parity in employee experiences
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APPENDIX D

Employment Data

Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic
backgrounds, in relation to: RECRUITMENT

Applicants Successful Candidates
Total BME Total BME

Avon & Somerset Not provided 4.40% Not provided 5.80%
Bedfordshire 273 41 Not provided 10
Cambridgeshire 66 3 15 0
Cheshire 526 33 Not provided 3
Cumbria 290 4 21 1
Derbyshire 293 49 73 9
Devon & Cornwall Recruitment freeze in 2003/04
Dorset Not provided | 4 | Not provided | 1
Durham Recruitment is monitored for each individual recruitment programme. No

evidence to suggest any differentiation in outcomes for ME applicants

Dyfed-Powys 453 2 49 0
Essex 678 60 80 7
Gloucestershire Not provided 10% Not provided 13%
TPOs 16.6%
Greater Manchester 617 52 47 2
Gwent Not provided 7 Not provided 2
Hampshire Not provided 73 Not provided 0
Hertfordshire 1278 111 Not provided 3
Humberside No information collated routinely to date
Kent Not provided 24 Not provided 5
Lancashire 974 73 33 3
Leicestershire & Rutland 777 179 105 17
Lincolnshire 746 26 Not provided 1
London 149 123 12 6
Merseyside Not provided 57 Not provided 10
Norfolk 328 11 Not provided 1
North Wales 240 3 50 2
North Yorkshire Not provided 2 Not provided 2
Northamptonshire 142 14 61 7
Northumbria 724 19 96 0
Nottinghamshire 658 97 68 11
South Wales Not provided 16% Not provided 9
South Yorkshire 723 143 45 5
Staffordshire Not provided 29% Not provided 13.60%
Suffolk 68 5 6 0
Surrey 590 89 59 2
Sussex Unable to provide current figures.
Teesside Recruitment is monitored for each individual recruitment programme. No
evidence to suggest any differentiation in outcomes for ME applicants.
Thames Valley 1124 156 206 20
Warwickshire Not provided 22% Not provided 12%
West Mercia Not provided 4% Not provided 3.6%
West Midlands 1437 469 258 72
West Yorkshire 630 79 87 11
Wiltshire 140 6 33 3
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Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic
backgrounds, in relation to: RETENTION

NP = Not Provided Exits Reasons
Total BME

Avon & Somerset NP 3 Better prospects, to start as Trainee Probation Officer, moved to
another Probation Area

Bedfordshire 26 4 1 alternative employment

Cambridgeshire 18 2 Career, Housing Costs, Salary

Cheshire NP 1 Left as a promotion opportunity to go to another Area which was
nearer to home address.

Cumbria NP 1 Resignation

Derbyshire 47 0 N/A

Devon & Cornwall NP 1 Bullying and Harassment

Dorset NP 1 Came to end of contract

Durham Avg 2.2% 0 N/A

Dyfed-Powys NP 0 N/A

Essex 96 9 Relocation, travel difficulties, promotion to another Area, returning
to private sector, joined social services and 1 dismissal for poor
performance

Gloucestershire NP 23% |Lack of career progression, end of secondment, failed academic
coursework

Greater Manchester 63 1 No reasons provided

Gwent NP 1 End of temporary contract

Hampshire NP 4 Moved to other probation areas, to work nearer home, partner's
change of job & location

Hertfordshire 48 1 No data provided

Humberside NP 4 To work closer to home, change of career

Kent NP 6 3 Transferred to other areas, 1 Retired, 2 no reason

Lancashire NP 3 2 Voluntary resignation, 1 contract ended

Leicestershire & 42 8 Resignation — 3 gave professional or personal as the reason but

Rutland did not go into detail. The remaining 5 did not complete exit
questionnaires.

Lincolnshire 13% 0 N/A

London 129 26 No data provided

Merseyside 82 8 2 ill health retirements, 3 promotion or change of career, 1 moved
abroad, 1 full time education, 1 due to low morale & unnecessary
stress.

Norfolk 40 4 2 expiration of a temporary contract, 1 left to pursue further
education, 1 resigned.

North Wales 24 1 Moved to another Probation Area

North Yorkshire NP 1 Change of Career

Northamptonshire 42 3 Temporary contract, relocation and non-return after maternity
leave

Northumbria NP 1 Career Break

Nottinghamshire NP NP |No data provided

South Wales NP 2 No data provided

South Yorkshire 38 4 2 leaving area, 1 promotion, 1 to join the Church

Staffordshire NP 0 N/A

Suffolk 36 1 No data provided

Surrey 51 3 1 maternity, 1 career progression

Sussex NP NP |[Exit questionnaire and interviews recently introduced.
Insufficient data to report at this stage.

Teesside 10.3% 0 No data provided

Thames Valley 104 11 6 BME Staff completed questionnaires: 2 dissatisfaction with role
and change of career direction, 2 transferred to other Probation
Areas because of family reasons, 1 family reasons (was on short
term contract), 1 discrimination — this was followed up with line
management by HR.

Warwickshire 15 1 Dismissal
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Exits Reasons
Total BME
West Mercia NP 3.60% |1 to trainee PO in another area, 1 temporary contract.
West Midlands 105 11 No data provided

West Yorkshire

All leavers are given the opportunity to undertake an exit interview either with
their line manager or a member of the HR Team. The offer is not always taken
up by staff leaving the organisation.

Wiltshire

32

2

|1 forill health, 1 no reason given
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Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic
backgrounds, in relation to: PROMOTION

Applicants

Successful Candidates

Total | BME

Total

| BME

Avon & Somerset

Information to follow Information
has not been received

Information to follow Information has not
been received

Bedfordshire Information not provided 19 5
Cambridgeshire 0 0 0 0
Cheshire 0 0 n/a n/a
Cumbria 0 0 0 0
Derbyshire 889 76 73 9

Devon & Cornwall Information not provided Not received 1

Dorset Information not provided Not provided 1 temporary 'Act Up'
Durham Recruitment freeze and low turnover rate has meant very few

opportunities for promotion over last year. No ACO vacancies; some
temporary SPO vacancies filled, note that 17.2% of our middle manager
group are from ME (against national target of 5.1%).

Dyfed-Powys

Not provided | n/a

| Not provided

| 1

Essex

Information unavailable from HR at present, will be available in the future.

Gloucestershire

Not provided

Not provided

| 23%

Greater Manchester

Information not provided

Information not provided

Gwent

0 | 0

0

| 0

Hampshire Data not currently available Data not currently available
Hertfordshire System does not allow provision of info
Humberside No information collated routinely to date. No BME applicant
promoted/successful for a middle-manager post.
Kent Not provided | 2 Not provided 2
Lancashire No information provided Not provided 4
Leicestershire & Rutland No information provided 5 2
Lincolnshire No information provided Not provided 0
London No information provided 52 16
Merseyside 13 | 4 2 1
Norfolk Separate statistics not collated. Separate statistics not collated.
North Wales Statistics included under Recruitment
North Yorkshire Information not provided Not provided 1
Northamptonshire Information not provided 16 0
Northumbria 0 | 0 0 0
Nottinghamshire Information not provided Information not provided
South Wales Information not provided Not provided 0
South Yorkshire Information not provided 30 5
Staffordshire Not provided | 25% Not provided 1

Suffolk This data has not been collected to date. Systems are in place to record
from April 2004

Surrey Not provided | 1 | 2 | 1

Sussex Quarterly monitoring recently introduced

Teesside Recruitment freeze and low turnover rate has meant very few
opportunities for promotion over last year.

Thames Valley Information not provided 12 1

Warwickshire 3 | 1 Not provided 1

West Mercia No information provided 63 4

West Midlands No information provided Not provided 23

West Yorkshire Do not keep information on 26 1

those seeking opportunities for
promotion, information given is
in relation to those promoted
during the year through
competition

Wiltshire

Data for internal applications not collected - included in recruitment stats
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Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic

backgrounds, in relation to: GRIEVANCE & DISCIPLINARY

Grievance Disciplinary

Total BME Total BME
Avon & Somerset Not provided 1 Not provided 2
Bedfordshire 0 0 0 0
Cambridgeshire 0 0 0 0
Cheshire 4 0 Not provided |Not provided
Cumbria 1 1 1 0
Derbyshire 3 1 6 2
Devon & Cornwall 3 Not provided| Not provided |Not provided
Dorset 0 0 0 0
Durham 0 0 Not provided 0
Dyfed-Powys 0 0 0 0
Essex 4 1 7 0
Gloucestershire 0 0 0 0
Greater Manchester 2 1 26 2
Gwent Not provided 0 Not provided 0
Hampshire Not provided 0 Not provided 0
Hertfordshire 2 0 2 0
Humberside Not provided 2 Not provided 0
Kent Not provided 0 Not provided 0
Lancashire There have been no formal or informal disciplinary or

grievance cases for ethnic minority staff.
Leicestershire & Rutland 2 2 3 1
Lincolnshire 3 0 12 1
London 9 6 28 14
Merseyside Not provided 0 Not provided 0
Norfolk 0 0 4 0
North Wales 7 1 6 1
North Yorkshire Not provided 1 Not provided |Not provided
Northamptonshire 2 0 2 0
Northumbria Not provided [Not provided 1 1
Nottinghamshire 2 Not provided 4 Not provided
South Wales Not provided 1 Not provided 0
South Yorkshire 7 1 1 0
Staffordshire 0 0 0 0
Suffolk Not provided |Not provided| Not provided 1
Surrey 0 0 1 0
Sussex 12 1 / 0
Teesside Not provided 0 Not provided 0
Thames Valley 3 1 1 0
Warwickshire Not provided [Not provided| Not provided 1
West Mercia Not provided 0 Not provided 0
West Midlands 11 2 9 2
West Yorkshire 15 1 8 4
Wiltshire 0 0 1 0
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Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic
backgrounds, in relation to: TRAINING

Applications Take up

Total BME Total [BME

Avon & Somerset

To be forwarded - This information was not received

Bedfordshire

Data held by consortium on TPOs, Internal training data not collected

Cambridgeshire

Training provided from appraisal 284 15
information

Cheshire Staff discuss training requirements with manager at supervision and
appraisal and may elect for any required training. All BME staff have
attended, or are waiting to attend, requested training. There is no evidence
to suggest differential treatment.

Cumbria Not provided |Not provided | 1.40%

Derbyshire Awaiting the data and will send ASAP.

Devon & Cornwall Information not analysed - Empowerment training

Dorset Not provided | Not provided | Avg 8 days

Durham All attendance at training is monitored closely for any evidence of bias or

differential treatment. No evidence from data obtained of any such issues.
In addition, all those attending training are asked to evaluate whether the
course/event paid appropriate attention to diversity issues, and there is
overwhelming evidence to demonstrate that it is (over 95% positive
response).

Dyfed-Powys

Not provided Not provided 100%

Essex

All applications for training are 42 2
scheduled with no differentiation
between staff groups.

Gloucestershire

Appointed by NPD, no local data kept

Greater Manchester Not provided | Not provided | 550
Gwent Information to be collected from April 2004

Hampshire Not provided | 2.82% |Not provided | 2.82%
Hertfordshire Not able to provide information

Humberside No information collated routinely to date.

Kent Not provided Not provided

Lancashire Most of the training was operational 2274 112

based and mandatory. Detailed
records are available on request.

Leicestershire & Rutland

Original figures were provided but have subsequently been found to
be incorrect — new figures will be available shortly.

Lincolnshire Not provided |9.75 days each| 12 days each

London Senior probations are being trained. Two sessions have been competed
and others are in progress

Merseyside Information not available |Information not available

Norfolk | am unable to provide this figure and meet the deadline - | will
forward it at a later date - not provided

North Wales The vast bulk of our training is required and not applied for

North Yorkshire Not provided 100% 100%

Northamptonshire None

Northumbria Not provided Not provided

Nottinghamshire Not provided Not provided

South Wales No data provided - in process of setting up systems

South Yorkshire Not provided Not provided |No BME applicant
refused fraining

Staffordshire Not provided | 2 Not provided 2

Suffolk

We do not currently monitor training take up by ethnic group.
Consideration will need to be given to how this can be achieved.
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Applications Take up

Total BME Total BME

Surrey

Ethnic minority information is confidential therefore reporting on this
does not identify this separately. However training is accessible to all
with no differentiation, all staff are provided with the opportunity to
access training identified on their training specification. When events
are over subscribed further events are organised and first refusal
given to those on the reserve listings.

Sussex

Although we have not been able to provide figure on successful
applications, we vary rarely are unable to provide training required.
That being said, our approach to training is that all staff are
encouraged to attend the training they need or that the organisation
requires.

Thames Valley

No information available on applications — most training is directed
rather than on the basis of individual applications. Total number of
training days was 3638. Number of days attended by BME staff was 455
(12.5%)

Warwickshire

We do not currently analyse our training information by ethnicity.
Our training plan is predominantly prescribed by NPD requirements
and attendance is mandatory according to role. Where staff ask to
attend other events then in general these requests are granted. We
support staff attendance at ABPO and NAAPS conferences. TPO
applications 2003 Applied: 8 from 85. Appointed: 1 from 9 (excl. 1 who
deferred to 2004)

West Mercia

Not provided | 339 | 28

West Midlands

Although the information regarding take up of training has been
loaded on to Professional Personnel, it is not currently possible to
pull a report analysing this by the Race/Ethnicity of staff members off
the system. The information will be supplied as it becomes available

West Yorkshire

We currently do not have any 3872 424
mechanism for monitoring
applications for training other than
those that have been approved.
Attendance at training events both
internal and external is shown

Wiltshire

Not provided Not provided 3%
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Provide information, showing separately outcomes for people from minority ethnic
backgrounds, in relation to: BOARD APPOINTMENTS

Board Appointments

Avon & Somerset

This is NPD information not Board and the Area does not have
information on recruitment — Board does not run recruitment for Board
members. We currently have 2 minority ethnic Board Members

Bedfordshire

5 out of 12 appointments were from BME candidates

Cambridgeshire Do not hold this information which needs to be supplied by the NPD
Cheshire 0 additional appointments, 1 BME member currently sits on the Board.
Cumbria No BME Board members. We do not have information on applicants
Derbyshire 2 BME Board appointments

Devon & Cornwall 1 BME Board member

Dorset No board appointments

Durham Strenuous efforts were made to encourage candidates from ME background,

via contact with local community groups & via regional Diversity Conference
contacts. One ME Board member appointed to take up role in June 2004.

Dyfed-Powys

No board appointments

Essex

These are not made locally, please obtain information from NPD HR
section who manage the appointment process.

Gloucestershire

Appointed by NPD, no local data kept

Greater Manchester

2 BME Board members appointed (total now 3)

Gwent

One resignation during the year; no appointment

Hampshire None

Hertfordshire 2 board appointments (no indication whether these were BME or not)
Humberside 2 new BME Board Members recruited in 2004.

Kent There were no appointments to the Board during the period

Lancashire Out of a total of 14 Board Members, 4 are from a minority ethnic background —

29% (Local population 6.4%)

Leicestershire & Rutland

2 White Board members have resigned during the year and have been
replaced by 2 new white members. The 3 ME Board members remain in post.

Lincolnshire 1 Board appointment

London We have six minority ethnic board members

Merseyside The Board has two minority ethnic staff members one of whom was appointed
recently.

Norfolk Two new Board members were appointed; both are white British

North Wales 1 new BME board appointment (total 2)

North Yorkshire

No board appointments

Northamptonshire

None

Northumbria

The board has appointed a black female board member who sits on REDS & a
number of other race & diversity issues related groups on behalf of the Board.

Nottinghamshire

No information provided

South Wales

0 BME Board appointments, 1 BME Board resignation

South Yorkshire

4 BME appointments

Staffordshire

0 BME Board appointments

Suffolk There were no new appointments to the Board in 2003/04

Surrey As far as we are aware 3 Board members are minority ethnic one of whom has
been recently appointed.

Sussex Recruitment and selection of Board members is an NPD responsibility
and it is misleading for the NPD to have asked local areas to report on it

Teesside Strenuous efforts were made to encourage candidates from ME background,

via contact with local community groups and via regional Diversity Conference
contacts. As a result, one ME Board member appointed, starts in June 2004.

Thames Valley

None

Warwickshire

Warwickshire Board has been without a minority ethnic board member
throughout the year. Our last minority ethnic board member resigned for
personal reasons in 2001

West Mercia

0% of applicants from BME groups.

West Midlands

Two new Board members were appointed during 2003/04 - 1 was BME

West Yorkshire

Total of 3 BME Board members (No indication of whether any were
appointed in this year)

Wiltshire

No board appointments
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APPENDIX E
Glossary

ABPO  Association of Black Probation Officers

ACO Assistant Chief Officer

ACPO  Association of Chief Police Officers

BEM Black & Ethnic Minority

BMAP  Black & Minority Ethnic Advisory Panel

BME Black & Minority Ethnic

CATO  AnIT system

CEED  Centre for Employment and Enterprise Development
CJA Criminal Justice Agency

CJS Criminal Justice Service

CPO Chief Probation Officer

CRE Commission for Racial Equality

DTTO Drug Treatment and Testing Order

ECP Enhanced Community Punishment

EEM European Excellence Model

EFQM  European Foundation for Quality Management
EM Ethnic Minority

ETS Enhanced Thinking Skills

HMIP HM Inspectorate of Probation

HR Human Resources

1A Impact Assessment

LAGIP  Lesbians and Gays in Probation

LCJB Local Criminal Justice Board

MEO Minority Ethnic Offender

NAAPS National Association of Asian Probation Staff
NAPO  National Association of Probation Officers
NOMS National Offender Management System

NPD National Probation Directorate

NPS National Probation Service

NSPCC National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children
NWREN North Wales Race Equality Network

OASys An IT System

PDG Practice Development Group

PO Probation Officer

PROMIS An IT system

PSR Pre-Sentence Report

REACH A Connecting Communities Programme
REC Race Equality Council

REDS  Race Equality and Diversity Steering Group
REIA Race Equality Impact Assessment

RES Race Equality Scheme

RRA Race Relations Act

RRAA  Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000
SMART Specific Measurable Achievable Realistic Time-limited
SMG Senior Management Group

SMT Senior Management Team

SPO Senior Probation Officer

TPO Trainee Probation Officer

YMCA  Young Men’s Christian Association
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APPENDIX F

Brief Biographical Details for Cecilia Wells OBE

Cecilia Wells is co-owner and Director of Astar Management Consultants Ltd.
She is an experienced Human Resources Consultant and has worked with clients
in the private, public and voluntary sectors over the past ten years in equality and
diversity policy development and implementation, management development,
training needs analysis, training design and delivery.

Cecilia is a qualified teacher, a business studies graduate, and has a BSc
Honours (2.1) in Psychology. She is Graduate Member of the British
Psychological Society and is currently undertaking PhD research. She has
completed a Diploma in the advanced applications of Personal Construct
Psychology in organisational development and change.

Her public appointments include:

Independent Assessor for Public Appointments

Member of the Employee Relations Advisory Panel - DTI

Chairwoman of the Regional Advisory Council, BBC South East (1995-1998)
Commissioner of the Equal Opportunities Commission (1990-1996)

Member of the Race Relations Advisory Group to the Department for
Education and Employment (1990-1996)

¢ Member of the Ethnic Minorities Committee to the Judicial Studies Board
(1992-1996). She was involved in the Race Awareness training programme
for the Judiciary.

Cecilia was awarded an OBE (1996) for work in Equality

Astar Management Consultants Limited

Astar Management Consultants Limited was established in 1999 by Cecilia Wells
and lan Barr. Astar is a Gaelic word that means journey. We aim to partner with
and empower dynamic and committed organisations and individuals to ensure
their outlook, behaviour and actions honour their values and drive success.

We partner you in your journey to:

Become an employer of choice

Attract and retain the most talented staff from diverse groups

Better reflect, understand and provide for the needs of your customers
Enhance efficiency, productivity and profitability

Create a culture in which all your staff feel valued and well utilised
Eliminate harassment, bullying, discrimination and inequality in all its forms
from your organisation and

¢ Move forward with success, innovation and integrity.

Astar Management Consultants Ltd
6 Granary Buildings, Millow
Biggleswade, Bedfordshire, SG18 8RH
Telephone: 01767 310800 Email: info@Astarltd.co.uk
Website: www.Astarltd.co.uk
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