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1. Introduction 

 
 
1.1 The Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) for Dorset, in common with other 

PCCs across the country, has amongst his responsibilities to be the voice of 
the people and hold the police to account. He is responsible for the totality of 
policing in Dorset.1 
 

1.2 Out-of-Court Disposals (OoCD) allow the police to deal quickly and 
proportionately with low level, often first time, offending which can be 
appropriately resolved without a prosecution at court. Commonly they include 
a range of resolutions to criminal offending such as: 

 
• Simple Cautions – adults (18+) 
• Community Resolutions – adults  
• Youth Restorative Justice (10-17) 
• Penalty Notices for Disorder – adults 
• Conditional Cautions - adults and youths  
• Youth Cautions 

 
1.3 Delivered ethically, effectively, to the right people and in the right 

circumstances they provide swift and meaningful justice for victims, hold 
offenders accountable for their actions and reduce re-offending. However, 
they can sometimes appear to the public as enabling people to ‘get away’ with 
crime. 
 

1.4 In 2014, along with other forces, Dorset Police were subject to a Crime Data 
Integrity Inspection by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary. 2  Of 
relevance to this audit the report had the following observations: 

 
1.5 Cautions – Out of the 20 cautions that we dip-sampled, we found that in 18 

cases the offender’s previous history made them suitable to receive a caution. 
In 17 cases, we found evidence that the offender was made aware of the 
nature and future implications of accepting the caution. Out of the 18 cases 
where there was a victim to consult, 14 cases showed that the victims’ views 
had been considered.  

 
1.6 Penalty Notices for Disorder – We dip-sampled 20 PND and found that the 

offender was suitable to receive a penalty notice in 17 cases. None of these 
cases contained evidence that the offender had been made aware of the 
nature and future implications of accepting the penalty notice. Out of the nine 
cases where there was a victim to consult, we found that two victims had their 
views considered.  

 
1.7 Community resolutions – We dip-sampled 20 Community Resolutions and 

found that in 14 cases, the offender either had no previous offending history or 
that the offender’s past history still justified the use of the Community 
Resolution. Out of the 20 resolutions where there was a victim, 18 cases 
showed that the wishes and personal circumstances of the victim had been 

                                                
1 http://apccs.police.uk/role-of-the-pcc/ 
2 https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/crime-data-integrity-dorset-2014.pdf 
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properly considered. Seven cases showed that the agreed outcome was 
meaningful and appropriate. 

 
1.8 In February 2013, the force identified a number of compliance issues for out-of 

court disposals. As a consequence, quarterly reviews of the use of out-of-
court disposals are undertaken, with failures reported at the strategic 
performance group. However, we found that opportunities exist to engage 
better with victims in the process for cautions and PND, and to ensure that 
offenders are made aware of the nature and implications of accepting the 
disposal. 

 
1.9 HMIC recommended: 
 
1.10 Immediately, the force should take steps to ensure that when the use of an 

out-of-court disposal is being considered, the views of the victim are always 
taken into account, the offender is made aware of the nature and implications 
of accepting the outcome, and that this is recorded as having been done. 
 

1.11 Learning the lessons from this inspection, sharing the public concern and 
seeking reassurance that Dorset Police were using these methods of 
resolving crime in ways that meet their objectives, the PCC commissioned 
South Downs Leadership and Management Services Ltd3 to undertake an 
independent review of Dorset Out of Court Disposals. He set the terms of 
reference as outlined in Section 2. 

 
1.12 South Downs Leadership provide strategic leadership support to all sectors 

including specialist safeguarding services, coaching, criminal justice related 
consultancy and auditing, independent case reviewing, designing and 
facilitating multi agency seminars and providing policing advice the media. 

 
1.13 Their director and reviewer for this piece of work, Graham Bartlett, retired from 

Sussex Police in 2013 in the rank of Chief Superintendent. He was the 
divisional commander for the city of Brighton and Hove, chair of the Sussex 
Superintendents’ Association, a strategic firearms and public order 
commander, and, previously, a Senior Investigating Officer and the Detective 
Superintendent for Public Protection. He pioneered a number of ground-
breaking multi agency policing initiatives including developing a cross sector 
community safety function and the hugely successful Operation Reduction 
which has seen year on year success in reducing drug related crime and 
overdose deaths in Brighton and Hove. He has never been employed by 
Dorset Police. 

 
1.14 Graham Bartlett is currently the statutory independent chair of Brighton and 

Hove Local Safeguarding Children Board, and is responsible for co-ordinating 
and assuring children’s safeguarding services in the city. 

 
1.15 The support of the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner, The Staff 

Office and the Force Crime Registrar in facilitating this review, arranging 
telephone interviews and responding to requests for additional information 
was most appreciated.  

 
 
 

                                                
3 http://www.southdownsleadership.com/ 
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2. Terms of Reference 
 
2.1  Purpose  
 
2.1.1 Conduct an audit into the use of out of court disposals in 2014/15 in order to 
give some scrutiny to Dorset Police process and ensure decisions are victim focused 
and fall in line with NCRS, HMIC, ACPO, Ministry of Justice and CPS guidance. 
 
2.2 Aims 
 

1. To audit each OoCD category to ensure they are appropriate, within 
guidelines and that the victim was consulted and their views taken into 
account where appropriate, and that the offender understood the process and 
understood the implications of the disposal . 

2. Identify best practice. 
3. Examine the supervision and scrutiny of OoCD by Dorset Police 
4. Audit the strategic governance in Dorset of OoCD, identifying strengths and 

weaknesses.  
5. Identify areas in need of improvement and highlight these in clear 

recommendations.  
 
3. Methodology 
 
3.1 Upon commissioning this review it was agreed with the Office of the Police 
and Crime Commissioner for Dorset that it would be undertaken by examining a 
number of OoCDs against criteria based upon national and local policies and 
interviewing, where possible, a selection of victims and offenders who have been 
involved in crimes which have been subject to OoCDs. 
 
3.2 The PCC requested a risk based approach to the file audit weighting the 
sample sizes towards those crimes and disposals which would be less likely to attract 
substantial supervision prior to them being effected. It was therefore agreed that, as 
far as possible, the sample should consist of around 100 crimes selected on the 
criteria set out in Figure 1. 
 
3.3 The proposed sample size and criteria was provided to the Force Crime 
Registrar who selected the crime records to be reviewed. Given the dual requirement, 
it was not possible to exactly match the proposal but the records selected provided 
the desired combination and profile of those intended. 
 
3.4 Over a period, a total of 102 electronic crime records were reviewed. The 
eventual distribution was as shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 1 – Proposed Sample Size 

 

 
Figure 2 – Sample Size of Crimes Reviewed 
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3.5 The breakdown of disposal types from within these categories of crime were 
as set out in Figure 3. 
 

 
 
Figure 3 – Sample Size of OoCDs Audited 

3.6 The crimes were reviewed against a number of criteria such as:  
 

• whether they were an Eligible Offence,  
• the seriousness of the offence (e.g. by value or injury)  
• whether the resolution was effective,  
• characteristics of the offender and victim,  
• whether the victim was consulted regarding the proposed disposal method, 
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• whether the offender truly understood the implications of accepting the 
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• the quality of the supervisory oversight 
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interests of the terms of reference and clarity, only those that illustrate areas for 
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3.8 In addition to the audit, the PCC asked the review consider the Chief Officer 
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Unit. This element of the review and the interviews of the victims and offenders were 
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Section 4.11. 
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4 Report 
 
4.1 Out of Court Disposal Category Audit  
 
4.1.1 There exists a host of national and local guidance and policy on when and 
how to administer OoCDs. Dorset Police has a comprehensive policy and procedural 
guide on the topic4 as do the Ministry of Justice and the (then) Association of Chief 
Police Officers. 
 
4.1.2 The plethora of guidance seeks to ensure the there is parity in the way 
OoCDs are used in the interests of justice, victims and to reduce offending. It is not 
intended to repeat every element of the guidance here but the principles that apply to 
all methods are, broadly speaking: 
 

• Offence – based on the circumstances of the offence it must be in the public 
interest to dispose of the offence in the way proposed instead of seeking 
prosecution. 

• Evidential standard – there must be sufficient evidence for a realistic 
prospect of conviction. 

• Admission – the offender must (except in Youth Cautions and Penalty 
Notices for Disorder) admit to committing the offence. 

• Consent – the offender (except in Youth Cautions and Penalty Notices for 
Disorder) must explicitly consent to accepting the disposal understanding the 
implications of it. 

• Previous Convictions/ Cautions – These must be taken into consideration 
and will probably impact on the public interest decision. 

• Victim – should be consulted and views sought but cannot insist matter is 
disposed of in particular way. 

 
4.1.3 There is specific Dorset Police guidance (ibid) within each category of OoCD 
such as age parameters of the offender, the value of property stolen/ damaged, use 
in hate crime and domestic violence. 
 
4.2 Simple Caution 

4.2.1 A Simple Caution is a non-statutory disposal for adult offenders designed for 
circumstances where it is in the public interest not to prosecute but, instead, to issue 
a formal warning. They can only be issued to adult offenders i.e. 18 years of age and 
above. 

4.2.2 In order for a simple caution to be issued there must be: 

• A clear and reliable admission to all elements of the offence, which is 
recorded and is Police and Criminal Evidence (PACE) compliant 

• Sufficient evidence to charge the offender with the offence 
• An agreement by the offender to accept the caution 

4.2.3 A simple caution is not a criminal conviction. It is, however, an admission of 
guilt and forms part of an offender's criminal record. If a caution is administered it will 
be retained in line with relevant legislation, such as the Management of Police 
Information, Protection of Freedoms Act, and the Force Retention Schedule. 
Offenders must be aware of this. 
                                                
4 Dorset Police Out of Court Disposals Policy and Procedure Document 
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4.2.4 Of the whole sample size Simple Cautions comprise the largest subset. 42 
separate offences were audited, broken down by the following crime types: 

 

Figure 4 – Simple Caution Crime Types 

4.2.5 Of those offences audited, in broad terms, the proportion of disposals deemed 
to be appropriate when measured across the broad criteria provided in the policy and 
guidance referred to, was 26 (61.9%) (Figure 5.) 
 

 
 

Figure 5 – Simple Caution Appropriate Disposals 
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administered and the victim informed afterwards. 
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officer has seen the subsequent report. This provides assurance that this was the 
result of a very misguided individual decision rather than a systemic issue within 
Dorset Police. 
 

13	  

11	  

8	  

5	  

2	   1	  
1	  1	  

DVOffences 

Theft Act 

Violence Against person 

Criminal Damage 

Sexual Offences 

Child Cruelty 

Threats to Kill 

Racially Aggravated 
Common Assault 

26	  

16	   Yes	  
No	  



SDLM Ltd – Dorset OoCD Review 2015 – Final Report 10 

4.2.8 Victim involvement, when examined across the whole sample of cautions, was 
sometimes a defining factor in decision making with nine (21.4%) cautions being 
administered due to the victim declining to support a prosecution and in two cases 
where they could not be contacted (Figure 6.) Whilst there may be reasons for a lack 
of victim contact, in pure terms only 22 (52.3%) had a clear record of the victim be 
consulted before the caution. 
 

 
 
Figure 6 – Caution victim contact. 

4.2.9 The design of the Dorset Police caution form is impressive as it sets out in 
very clear terms the nature of the offence that the caution is being accepted for, that 
the offender unequivocally admits that offence and, crucially, that they comprehend 
the implications of accepting the caution. Therefore in 37 of the 42 (88%) cases 
audited there is a high level of confidence that the offenders were clear about the 
process and the outcomes of that. In four (9.5%) cases the caution form was not 
signed so it is impossible to determine whether they understood or not and in one 
case the caution form was not available for examination. 
 
4.2.10 In all but one case (97.6%) there is a clear decision maker identified on the 
record, either an Evidence Review Officer or another supervisor. Rarely, however 
does the record indicate whether the deciding officer is ‘accredited’ as required by 
force policy. In the vast majority of cases the level and nature of offending were 
appropriate for a caution to be administered but, as previously explained, more could 
be done to ensure that victims are properly consulted before a caution is 
administered. 
 
4.2.11 In only one (2.4%) case did it appear that the offender’s previous convictions 
should have precluded a caution. That is not to say others did not have previous 
convictions. The breakdown of those with (54.8%) and without (45.2%) previous 
convictions is shown in Figure 7. Six (50%) of the twelve offences where the offender 
did have previous convictions fall into the category of inappropriate disposals for this 
and other reasons (Figure 5.) The remaining six have other factors that render such a 
disposal appropriate. 
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Figure 7 – Breakdown of Cautioned Offenders Previous History 

 
4.2.12 Where the offences would normally fall outside the criteria for Simple Caution, 
(e.g. sexual offences, racially aggravated offences, child cruelty) the decision making 
is highly considered and the extraordinary factors are well considered and explained. 
Often there are effective safeguarding measures put in place as a consequence of 
the investigation. 
 
4.3 Community Resolutions 
 
4.3.1 A Community Resolution is a formal disposal that deals with low level 
offending. It empowers officers to apply their professional judgement in deciding 
whether a Community Resolution is the 'right thing to do' after considering the 
offence, victim and offender. 
 
4.3.2 Any adult can receive a Community Resolution but the following needs to be 
taken into consideration:  
 

• offence  
• victim  
• offender  
• other considerations 

 
4.3.3 Dorset Police have defined which offences are deemed to be eligible for 
Community Resolutions. These are:  
 

• Theft  
• Criminal Damage  
• Public Order  
• S39 Assault  
• S47 Assault (only with supervisor's agreement) 

 
4.3.4 Further they have set out a number of categories of offences which would not 
be suitable for Community Resolution except in exceptional circumstances. These 
are: 
 

• Domestic abuse – (requires the authority of Domestic Violence sergeant / 
Duty Inspector)  

• Hate crime – (requires the authority of Duty Inspector) 
• Court bail - requires the authority of Duty Inspector) 
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4.3.5 There are a range of other offences and contexts which require additional 

consideration or authority before they can be disposed of by Community 
Resolution. 

 
4.3.6 Thirty three Community Resolutions were audited consisting of the following 

crime types (Figure 8): 
 

 
 
Figure 8 – Breakdown of Crime Types finalised as Community Resolution 

4.3.7 Nine of the thirty three offences (27.2%) were not ‘eligible offences’ as 
defined. Notwithstanding this they were all reviewed as to whether, under the 
principle of ‘doing the right thing,’ they were still appropriate. However, even in cases 
where ‘ineligible offences’ were resolved well in this way, the ‘eligibility’ or otherwise 
of those offences was rarely mentioned by officer or supervisor 
 
4.3.8 Adopting the criteria of ‘doing the right thing,’ it was judged that eleven of the 
total sample (33.3%) were ineffective (Figure 9). Within this eleven are five (45.5%) 
that were ‘ineligible’ offences. However, some of the best examples of Community 
Resolution sat within the remaining four ‘ineligible’ offences. For example, a racially 
aggravated common assault, which was on the very minor end of assault but, 
nonetheless, serious given its racist features, was skilfully resolved by the Safer 
Neighbourhood Sergeant. They facilitated a very useful meeting between an Imam 
and the offender where the matter and its underlying causes were openly discussed, 
leaving the offender under no doubt regarding his behaviour but ensuring that the 
chances of recurrence were all but eliminated. 
 
4.3.9 One of the Burglary (OTDs) involved break-ins at beach huts by mature 
foreign students. Their individual letters of apology and offers to recompense any 
damage or loss were excellent examples of how low level offending can be dealt with 
in a proportionate and meaningful way. 
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Figure 9 – Effective and Ineffective Community Resolutions 

4.3.10 Eight of the eleven ineffective resolutions (24% of all CRs) actually had no 
resolution at all. They comprised of either just words of advice, a promise not to 
commit the same offence again or not to contact the victim. These showed no attempt 
to engender effective reparation or elicit contrition for the offence and appeared to be 
used as a way of writing off a crime rather than providing the victim justice. 
 
4.3.11 The supervision of these disposal was variable. The nature of Community 
Resolutions is such that the decision making is taken at the time of the report and 
thus the responsibility of the reporting officer. That said in only one case of the eleven 
ineffective resolutions was there any supervisory comment identifying that fact. In that 
case it was the CMU who identified that the regular nature of a theft by employee 
rendered it inappropriate for Community Resolution. However, the audit only 
considered offences which were currently shown as solved. It was not possible to 
identify those which may have had the solved factor removed due to supervisory 
intervention. 
 
4.3.12 In 29 of the 33 (87.9%) Community Resolutions there was evidence of 
effective consultation with the victim. Similarly in 29 cases there was evidence of a 
clear admission by the offender. Where there was either no consultation or admission 
evident this was the result of a number of factors including poor records, the victim 
being uncontactable or the admission being only partial. 
 
4.3.13 Only seven (21.2%) of those offenders who were dealt with by Community 
Resolution had previous convictions and five of those were deemed historic. 
 
4.4 Youth Restorative Justice 
 
4.4.1 A Youth Restorative Disposal is a non-statutory disposal for youth offenders 
designed for circumstances where a low level crime has been committed, the 
offender has admitted their guilt but it is in the public interest not to prosecute. 

4.4.2 In order for a Youth Restorative Disposal to be considered: 

• A crime has occurred and reasonable suspicion exists that the offender is 
responsible 

• The offender has admitted their guilt 
• The offender has agreed to accept a Youth Restorative Disposal 
• The victim has agreed for the crime to be dealt with informally (in exceptional 

cases a Youth Restorative Disposal may be offered even if a victim isn’t in 
agreement) 
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• It is in the public interest not to prosecute 
 
4.4.3 In line with other OoCDs, Dorset Police provides extensive guidance (ibid) on 
the use of, and the authorisation levels for, the issue of Youth Restorative Justice 
 
4.4.4 Nine Youth Restorative Justice disposals were reviewed and eight (88.9%) 
were deemed to be effective. In those eight the offender was interviewed and made a 
full admission. In each of those the victim was fully consulted as part of the decision 
making. 
 
4.4.5 The one ineffective case was scant of detail of whether the victim had been 
spoken to, the offender interviewed, who made the decision and why. The FCR tried 
to discover more information but she received no further update. 
 
4.4.6 All of the offences were minor in nature with either slight or no injury or the 
value of property stolen/ damaged being minimal. In most cases there was no injury, 
damage or loss. 
 
4.4.7 In eight of the nine cases (88.9%) the offender had no previous convictions. In 
the ninth, the offender was known to the Youth Offending Service but it was deemed, 
given his on-going YOS interventions, that a Youth RJ would have the best effect on 
reducing his reoffending. 
 
4.4.8 All of the effective disposals were decided upon by the Youth OoCDs team 
either alone or in conjunction with the relevant Youth Offending Service.  
 
4.5 Penalty Notices for Disorder 

4.5.1 A Penalty Notice for Disorder (PND) is a statutory disposal introduced by the 
Criminal Justice and Police Act 2001. The suspect is offered the opportunity, by 
paying a specified penalty, to discharge any liability to be convicted of the offence to 
which the notice relates. No formal admission of guilt is required. PNDs are only 
available to a person aged 18 years or over 

4.5.2 In order for a penalty notice to be issued there must be: 

• A reason to believe that an offence has been committed and that it is an 
offence covered by the penalty notice scheme 

• Sufficient evidence to support a successful prosecution in accordance with the 
Code for Crown Prosecutors 

• Sufficient evidence of the age, identity and place of residence of the suspect 
• A belief that the offender understands what is happening  
• No second or subsequent offence which overlaps with a penalty notice 

offence 
 
4.5.3 PNDs may only be only be issued for the following offences: 
 

• Section 5 Public Order Act 1986 
• Theft (Only one PND can be issued for shoplifting up to the value of £100 and 

is not suitable for Theft By Employee or making off without payment.) 
• Damage (not exceeding £300.)  
• Licensing (persons selling alcohol to a person under the age of 18.) 
• Fireworks (a person who throws fireworks to cause annoyance and nuisance) 
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• Communications (misuse of 999 service or threatening calls) 
• Wasting Police Time:  
• Possession of Drugs (cannabis) 

 
4.5.4 Eight offences disposed of by the issue of a PND were audited. The 
breakdown of offences is set out in Figure 10. Six (75%) of these offences were 
deemed to be effective disposals. The two not deemed to be were due to the high 
value of the theft or damage. In the case of the excess damage the investigating 
officer sought the advice of an Evidential Review Officer but on receiving no reply 
issued the notice. In case of the theft the CMU identified the error but allowed the 
disposal to stand.  

 

Figure 10 – Breakdown of PND Offences 

4.5.5 In two cases (25%) the views of the victim were not recorded. One of these 
was a domestic violence related criminal damage. Whilst the issue of a PND is 
unusual in such cases, here the offender was a victim of a more serious offence and, 
when her husband was in custody, she damaged some of his property. In the other, a 
theft, the views of the victim are not recorded. In only one case (12.5%), a section 5, 
did the offender not admit the offence. 

4.5.6 In three cases (37.5%) the offender had previous convictions, one of them 
historic. In two of those cases was the resolution deemed to be ineffective due to the 
value of the damage/ loss (para 4.5.4) 

4.6 Youth Conditional Cautions 

4.6.1 A Youth Conditional Caution is a statutory disposal for youth offenders 
introduced by the Legal Aid, Punishment and Sentencing of Offenders Act 2012. 
They are a caution with conditions attached and can be used where it is in the public 
interest not to prosecute. 

4.6.2 In order for a Youth Conditional Caution to be issued the following must be 
achieved: 

• Offender has not denied the offence. Any previous offending and willingness 
to engage in process should also form part of the decision making process. 

• Sufficient evidence for a realistic prospect of conviction. 
• The victim should be consulted and views sought, however the victim cannot 

insist on the manner in which the crime is disposed. 

3	  

3	  

2	  
Theft	  
Criminal	  Damage	  
Section	  5	  
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• Based on the circumstances of the offence, including any aggravating factors 
it must be considered that the public interest is best served by an offender 
complying with suitable conditions rather than a formal prosecution. 

 
4.6.3  In line with other OoCDs, Dorset Police provide extensive guidance (ibid) on 
the use of and the authorisation levels for the issue of Youth Conditional Cautions. 
 
4.6.4  Four Youth Conditional Cautions were audited. They comprised of one ABH, 
one Sexual Activity with a Child under 13, one burglary dwelling and a criminal 
damage. In all cases the offender admitted the offence. In all but one (75%) it is clear 
the victim (or those acting on the victim’s behalf) was properly consulted on the 
proposed disposal. In the remaining one, a box is ticked to indicated the victim has 
been consulted but there is no narrative to support that. 
 
4.6.5  Whilst the presence of two serious offences in the sample may be surprising, 
the burglary dwelling was very minor in nature (offender entering a porch to steal an 
umbrella to use when walking to school.) The sexual activity with a child was serious. 
However, it was committed by a very troubled 13-year-old boy on a neighbour’s 6 
year old son. The decision was taken by CPS after a very thorough and robust 
Section 47 Children Act joint child protection investigation and in full consultation with 
the victim’s family. The conditions set included the offender moving to an address 
elsewhere, to receive sex offender treatment and to comply with numerous other 
protective conditions. This was alongside a Child Protection Plan for the offender 
meaning he will receive the highest level of supervision from Children’s Social Care. 
 
4.6.6  All the decisions taken to issue Youth Conditional Cautions were made at the 
appropriate level with good rationales set out. 
 
4.7 Adult Conditional Cautions 
 
4.7.1  A Conditional Caution is a statutory disposal introduced by the Criminal 
Justice Act 2003. Conditional Cautioning can be used where conditions can meet the 
justice of the case, taking into account the views of the victim. It provides an 
opportunity to achieve an early positive response to offending behaviour for those 
offenders willing to admit their offending and comply with certain conditions. 
 
4.7.2  The criteria for issuing conditional cautions are similar to those for Adult 
Cautions (para 4.2.2). However, given that failure to meet the conditions of the 
caution can result in prosecution, a decision to administer an Adult Conditional 
Caution can only be taken by CPS or, in the cases of summary or either way 
offences, an accredited police supervisor. The Director of Public Prosecutions has 
issued guidance on how the system is to be administered.5  
 
4.7.3  Three Adult Conditional Caution offences were audited. These were an ABH, 
a Making off Without Payment and a Common Assault. In two of the cases (66.6%) 
the identity of the decision maker was clear and in one case not. One of the cases 
where it was clear, it was from within the OoCD team so presumably by an accredited 
person. In the other it was not clear and in the third the decision maker was not 
apparent from the record. 
 
4.7.4  In all cases the offender made an unequivocal admission and the victims were 
properly consulted. One offender had historic previous convictions and another had to 
be reminded by police to pay the compensation that was the condition of his caution. 
                                                
5 https://www.cps.gov.uk/publications/directors_guidance/adult_conditional_cautions.html 
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4.7.5 Section 3.6.3 of the Dorset Police Out of Court Policy and Procedure (ibid) 
provides that a condition to administer such disposal hinges (inter alia) upon ‘An 
agreement to the conditional caution and means to recompense (by the defendant.)’ 
It is a matter for the force to consider the interpretation of this sentence but in one 
case audited the amount to be paid by the defendant, as part of the conditional 
caution, was £500 to cover the cost of a blood stained suit. However, it appears that 
the offender’s Masonic Lodge paid a further £2,500 to cover dental repairs. This begs 
the question as to whether it was appropriate for a third party to meet the lion’s share 
of the compensation. It also leaves open whether the injury was more than an ABH. 
 
4.8 Youth Cautions 

4.8.1 A Youth Caution is a non-statutory disposal for youth offenders introduced by 
the Legal Aid, Punishment and Sentencing of Offenders Act 2012. They are used 
where it is in the public interest not to prosecute. Youth Cautions can only be issued 
to offenders between 10 and 17 years of age. 

4.8.2 The criteria for the issue of a Youth Caution is as for an adult caution except 
that in this case the offender does not have to accept the caution; it may still be given 
if it is deemed to be an appropriate disposal. 

4.8.3 Three Youth Cautions were audited. They were for one offence of ABH, one 
of Criminal Damage and one for Common Assault. All were appropriate disposals. 
Each offender had made unequivocal admissions and agreed to the caution including 
its implications (although not a necessary feature). There was evidence in two cases 
(66.6%) that the victims had been fully consulted. In the third it was not evident but 
the victim was the offender’s school and the offence took place in a classroom during 
the school day so it could be presumed that the proposed disposal was discussed 
with them. 

4.8.4 The decision maker in each case was either the Youth OoCD Team alone or 
in conjunction with the Youth Offending Service. 

4.9 Supervision and Scrutiny. 
 
4.9.1 Dorset Police set out very clearly their supervisory expectations surrounding 
each type of OoCD. These are proportionate to each method and seek to assure 
each disposal is used effectively and ethically. 
 
4.9.2 The Crime Management Unit (CMU) is headed by a Detective Inspector who 
has been in post since October 2014. He is supported by two Designated Decision 
Makers (one a former police superintendent and the other a detective sergeant) and a 
Detective Sergeant as an OoCD deputy. 
 
4.9.3 The DI has responsibility for Adult OoCDs and the development and 
operational delivery of Community Remedies.  He is hoping to develop a community 
remedies hub that will ensure a force wide consistent application of such outcomes 
using only interventions that have been shown, through an evidence base, to reduce 
offending and improve victim satisfaction. Very recently he has become part of the 
Criminal Justice Board Restorative Justice working group (para 4.10.14 post), chaired 
by the Det. Chief Superintendent Head of Crime. 
 
4.9.4 Amongst the CMU responsibilities are the validation of crimes including 
National Crime Recording Standards compliance, undertaking desk based 
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investigations, reviewing PNDs and Community Resolutions, auditing compliance 
with the 24-hour recording rule and, on a daily basis, reviewing crimes with 
outstanding offenders and reporting on those. The OoCD Policy and Procedure 
document (ibid) places them as responsible for monitoring and data quality for all 
OoCDs. 
 
4.9.5 The CMU review Community Resolutions on a daily, weekly and monthly 
basis. The check is to ensure that the disposal is compliant with policy and that the 
required proof of consent and understanding is appended to the record. Whilst the 
disposal has already happened by the time the review takes place, thereby negating 
any opportunity to supplement it with a different outcome, where the disposal is 
patently inappropriate or not in the spirit of ‘doing the right thing,’ the resolution 
should be removed from the crime recording system and feedback provided to the 
officer and supervisor. 
 
4.9.6 There was concern held by some that the establishment of Evidence Review 
Officers would have the unintended effect of de-skilling supervisors in scrutinising 
investigations and directing proportionate and effective outcomes. Now these posts 
have been removed, the supervision of live investigations has reverted to sergeants. 
This has shown that that concern may, in some cases, have been well founded and, 
as a consequence, training has been rolled out to first line supervisors and section 
commanders are briefed on compliance issues. They then have the responsibility to 
drive up standards and are held to account locally. 

4.9.7 When considering the suitability of an offence disposal by Simple Caution the 
decision must be referred to an accredited sergeant for approval. The issuing of a 
simple caution for an indictable-only offence is subject to a Crown Prosecution 
Service (CPS) decision. Of the 42 cases audited, 40 (95.2%) were decided upon by a 
supervisor. However, this did not predicate good decision-making. Of the sixteen 
inappropriate cautions, fifteen (93.7%) had evidence of active supervision. Fourteen 
of these (93.3%) either had no evidence of victim contact or victims being informed 
that a caution had been administered after the fact. In these cases, the supervisory 
decision was purely around providing the caution not insisting on engagement with 
the victim. One high-risk domestic violence case (para 4.2.7) that was referred back 
to the force for urgent review had been subject of a supervisory decision by a 
Detective Sergeant. 

4.9.8 Community Resolutions, whilst designed to provide an immediate resolution 
to an offence, place many responsibilities on supervisors after the event. For example 
they must decide on use outside of the 'eligible offences' list, decide when a victim 
declines to support Community Resolution, provide guidance to officers and quality 
assuring Community Resolutions. Where an arrest is made the custody sergeant will 
ultimately be the decision maker on whether a Community Resolution is appropriate. 
Given that a third of Community Resolutions were ineffective, a question must be 
raised as to how diligently supervisors and CMU are quality assuring them. 
 
4.9.9 Of the eleven (33.3%) ineffective Community Resolutions, seven (63.6%) had 
evidence of being reviewed by either a sergeant or the CMU but as previously 
explained (para 4.3.11), only one (9%) drew attention to the fact that the disposal 
may have been inappropriate. None commented on the weak nature of the reparation 
or resolution itself, which is a key element of quality assuring these types of 
disposals. Without a check on whether offenders are actually made to do something 
constructive as a consequence of their offending, this form of OoCD can be misused 
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as a way of ‘solving’ crime with nothing more than words of advice, as was seen in 
some cases. 
 
4.9.10 There was a perception that Community Resolutions had been implemented 
very quickly and therefore staff training was not quite as it might have been. However, 
the previous Crime Management Detective Inspector is credited with addressing this 
through some innovative newsletters and other communications themed as the 'right 
thing to do.' 

4.9.11 Youth Restorative Justice disposals have to be scrutinised before the 
process occurs. Supervisors are charged with determining the gravity factor of the 
offence, referring all gravity factor 3 and below offences to the Youth OOCD team 
and all gravity factor 4 cases to CPS. The Youth OOCD Team undertake background 
checks and consultation in order to obtain an in-depth view of the offender and 
ascertain the most appropriate disposal. This may involve consulting with the Youth 
Offending Service. In all but one of the cases audited (para 4.4.5) this process was 
followed well resulting in good quality decisions. 

4.9.12 A Penalty Notice for Disorder may be issued on the street by a police officer 
in uniform without the requirement for a supervisor’s authority, (subject to the 
requirements of PACE) or at a police station with the authority of a sergeant. Of the 
eight cases audited, two (25%) were in custody and were authorised by a sergeant. 
These were appropriate disposals. Of the remaining six, two (33.3%) were 
inappropriate due to value of the damage or property stolen. In both of these the 
investigator sought supervisory advice and in both it was either wrong or not 
forthcoming. Therefore the disposals stand when they should have been challenged. 

4.9.13 Any Youth Conditional Caution must be reviewed by a supervisor who will 
refer all crimes at gravity factor 3 and below to the Youth OoCD Team. The Youth 
OoCD Team initiate consultation with Safer Neighbourhood Teams (SNT) and Youth 
Offending Service (YOS) before deciding whether or not to offer a Youth Conditional 
Caution. The Youth OoCD Team will review the YOS advice in conjunction with the 
views of the victim, Officer in the Case (OIC) and SNT and will make the decision on 
the conditions to attach. The issuing of a Youth Conditional Caution for an indictable-
only offence is subject to a Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) decision. In the four 
cases audited, this process was followed well resulting in good quality decisions. 

4.9.14 Adult Conditional Cautions can only take place when authorised by either 
the CPS or, in summary or either way offences, an accredited police supervisor and 
only administered by an authorised person (e.g. a custody sergeant.) If an alleged 
breach of any condition occurs the OIC should arrange to contact a CPS lawyer. 
Where a breach occurs as a result of failure to pay compensation the OIC must first 
contact the offender and ask why they have not paid, before contacting CPS. Three 
cases were audited, none indictable only. In one case (33.3%) it was not clear who 
the decision maker was. This was the case referred to in para 4.7.5 which, for the 
reasons explained, could have benefited from additional scrutiny. The other two 
cases were supervised well, resulting in appropriate outcomes. It would be useful, 
given the legislation, that those making the decisions on these disposals, articulate 
the fact that they are accredited in line with the DPP’s guidance (ibid.) 

4.9.15 When considering the suitability of an offence disposal by Youth Caution the 
decision must be referred to the Youth OoCD Team in order to instigate the 
consultation process and determine the correct disposal. They must be administered 
by a sergeant or above. 
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4.9.16 Nationally, the police are permitted to make the decision to offer a Youth 
Caution alone but must refer to the Youth Offending Service for assessment if this is 
the second or subsequent OoCD the young person is to receive or if they have 
concerns regarding the young person’s development. In cases of transient offenders, 
Youth Cautions may be authorised by an inspector. Only CPS may authorise such a 
disposal for indictable offences. In all cases audited this process was followed well 
resulting in good quality decisions. 

4.10 Strategic Governance  
 
4.10.1 The Deputy Chief Constable is the senior officer responsible for crime data 
integrity and outcomes of investigations. He discharges this responsibility in a number 
of ways including formal meetings and personal scrutiny. He reports directly to the 
Police and Crime Commissioner, assuring him of ethical and auditable crime 
disposals. 
 
4.10.2 Each month he holds a Crime Data Integrity Compliance Meeting with the 
Force Crime Registrar (FCR) to which the Assistant Chief Constable and the Head of 
Crime are invited. The Detective Inspector, Crime Management has also recently 
been attending. The purpose of the meeting is to allow the FCR to have direct access 
to the top of the organisation to ensure that matters such as compliance with National 
Crime Recording Standards, integrity of OoCDs and investigative concerns are 
brought to his attention, enabling a strategic and embedded response to issues 
highlighted. The Police and Crime Commissioner attends this forum bimonthly, 
providing him with direct access to matters that may become subject of public 
concern. The FCR determines the agenda for the meeting and presents themes that, 
through her activity, she gauges as presenting organisational risk. 
 
4.10.3 This meeting is intended to hold the force, rather than the FCR, to account. 
The DCC is clear that the FCR must have, and be seen to have, independence so as 
to be enabled to discharge her responsibilities objectively. The meetings are reported 
to be professional and challenging with the Head of Crime (Detective Chief 
Superintendent) being the accountable officer through whom actions are delegated. 
 
4.10.4 The DCC demonstrates his personal commitment to driving up standards by 
carrying out ‘deep dive’ scrutiny on certain crimes that have failed the broader audit. 
The impact of him being seen by investigating officers to review and comment on 
investigation reports is significant. It creates the expectation that any matter may be 
scrutinised at the highest level. 
 
4.10.5 One of the products of this meeting is the audit programme that is agreed and 
discharged following a risk-based analysis of presenting or emerging issues. An in-
force audit of OoCDs, as a theme, has yet to be commissioned but it has come up in 
the compliance section at the Strategic Performance Board, a broader forum that 
examines the whole range of force performance where the FCR provides 
commentary on crime data and provides context to performance trends. 
 
4.10.6 The Crime Data Integrity Compliance Meeting is seen as the key meeting by 
the FCR. She cites that the meeting covers a range of risk areas, not just OoCD. For 
example, most recently the PCC has requested a random dip check of hate crimes to 
ensure that the recording, investigation and outcome have been managed 
appropriately. 
 
4.10.7 The Assistant Chief Constable, as well as attending the Crime Data Integrity 
Compliance Meeting and being a member of the Strategic Performance Board, 
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oversees the joint performance meetings of Chief Superintendents and 
Superintendents. 
 
4.10.8 Whilst OoCD has not come up as a theme at these meetings, specific 
elements of it – such as Penalty Notices for Disorder – have been addressed as 
areas of risk. This has resulted in scrutiny activity being undertaken in local areas that 
has, reportedly, improved compliance. 
 
4.10.9 The Head of Crime discharges his functions through the Op Advance Joint 
Command Performance meetings, of which OoCDs is a regular agenda item. He 
holds the Operation Advance lead (Detective Superintendent Crime) to account for 
outcomes including the delivery and quality of OoCDs. 
 
4.10.10 The accountability at a strategic level for crime performance appears 
inconsistent across the command areas potentially introducing an ambiguity as to 
who, at command level, can drive up standards. The Head of Crime does not own the 
majority of the resources who deliver outcomes. Whilst he collaborates well with his 
peers, inconsistencies in crime performance accountability such and priorities, 
coupled with the replacement of targets with the less definite ‘desirable outcomes,’ 
could be a reason why standards in OoCD have not improved at the pace intended. 
 
4.10.11 In 2014, following Ministry of Justice guidance, Dorset Police established a 
quarterly OoCD Scrutiny Panel. The remit of the panel is to provide independent and 
external scrutiny to all OoCDs. The main focus of the group is around Community 
Resolutions that have been recommended for removal and cautions. The Magistrates 
Court representative is involved in selecting the cases for review and there is an 
intention that half of the cases relate to adult offenders and half youth. 
 
4.10.12 The purpose of the Panel is to provide the public and judiciary with the 
opportunity to scrutinise the force’s use of non judicial sanctions and to afford them 
the opportunity to seek assurance and to challenge around themes such as policy 
compliance, proportionality, ethics and auditing arrangements. 
 
4.10.13 There have been four meetings held so far but there is an ambition to make 
them more frequent. The Head of Crime attends these meetings, which are now 
independently chaired, and the DI CMU administers them. It is intended, in the near 
future, to ensure minutes are recorded and published, to create an audit trail of 
actions and outcomes, and to improve the range and structure of referrals. 
 
4.10.14 OoCDs is a standing item on the Dorset Criminal Justice Board (DCJB) to 
which the Scrutiny Panel has the opportunity to report its considerations. The DCJB 
has recently established a Restorative Justice Working Group, chaired by the Head of 
Crime, which is looking at all OoCDs, Youth and Adult Services and Partnership 
working. Youth Justice Outcomes also are regularly presented at the DCJB. 
 
4.10.15 OoCDs have not come up as an issue of concern through the Force 
Independent Advisory Group or the PCC and DCC senior consultation meetings held 
in various locations around the force. 
 
4.10.16 The Force Crime Registrar sits within the Professional Standards Department 
and, whilst reporting to the Deputy Chief Constable, she is regarded as independent 
in terms of her audit and compliance functions. 
 
4.10.17 Her role is ensuring compliance with crime recording rules. The Home Office 
Counting Rules provide that she is ultimately responsible for all decisions to record a 
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crime or to make a no-crime decision, as the final arbiter. The force crime registrar’s 
responsibilities include training staff in the crime recording process and carrying out 
audits to check that the force is complying with all applicable rules. Her line 
management and supervisory arrangements are compliant with the expectations set 
out in the Home Office Counting Rules For Recorded Crime. 
 
4.10.18 Of note, the FCR reported that the support she receives from the highest 
levels of the force meant that she was empowered to provide objective scrutiny and 
guidance without risk of being side-lined. She said that the early and frequent interest 
in crime data shown by the Dorset PCC was not reflected across all of her 
counterparts nationally. 
 
4.10.19 The FCR has one member of staff reporting to her and between them they 
are responsible for delivering a regular program of audit across any areas of her 
responsibility that are determined to present organisational risk. Because of the 
recent HMIC inspection of crime data integrity most of their audit time is now given 
over to front-end crime recording. 
 
4.10.20 In early 2014, the FCR undertook an audit of penalty notices for disorder and 
Community Resolutions. This found that, overall 81% were compliant with policy but 
issues such as the poor recording of additional crimes, previous convictions of 
offenders not being checked, the disposal being used for inappropriate offences such 
as domestic violence related crimes or knife crimes or the offender being under 18 
were identified. Sometimes it was not clear what the reparation actually was and 
therefore how the offending had been ‘resolved.’ 
 
4.11 Victim’s Voice 
 
4.11.1 As discussed in Para 3.9, to explore the perceptions of those directly involved 
in a selection of the crimes audited, it was intended to carry out telephone interviews 
of some victims and offenders. 
 
4.11.2 Ten victims and ten offenders were written to by the Office of the Police and 
Crime Commissioner requesting that they give permission to be contacted by the 
reviewer. Only four of these twenty (20%) replied and only three (15%) of those 
agreed to contact. All of those four were victims. No offenders replied to the letter. 
The one person who did reply but did not want to be contacted provided brief written 
feedback. 
 
4.11.3 Each of the remaining three were telephoned and were incredibly generous 
with their time and openness in talking about their case and their reflections on how 
they regarded the service they received from Dorset Police. 
 
4.11.4 Ms W was victim of harassment from an elderly man who had befriended her. 
She had recently suffered a very sudden bereavement and was naturally incredibly 
vulnerable. The offender’s harassing behaviour indicated that he was becoming 
infatuated her and, combined with the loss she had suffered, made her life almost 
unbearable. The case reviewed was not the first time she had reported this man’s 
behaviour and, generally, she was very positive about her experiences with the 
police. They listened to her and assured her that they would speak to the man 
concerned. 
 
4.11.5 Following the investigation into the case audited, the officer suggested that 
the case be dealt by way of Community Resolution. Mrs W said that she just wanted 
the harassment to stop and if that would ensure that happened then she would be 
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happy. She did not discuss with the officers the measures that would be put in place 
through the Community Resolution however. 
 
4.11.6 The officers returned a short while later and said they had resolved the case 
and the man promised not to contact her again (this was the only condition of the 
Community Resolution.) They told her that he denied part of the allegation and the 
police appeared to Mrs W to believe him rather than her. 
 
4.11.7 Since this case Mrs W had to call the police again as a few months later the 
man sent her a birthday card which referred to her bereavement. She was incredibly 
distressed by this as she thought that the police action should have prevented any 
further contact. 
 
4.11.8 The officer who attended, was quite dismissive of her complaint. He knew 
about the history and her bereavement but his only comments were to minimise the 
sending of the card (‘it’s only a card’) and to suggest she was over-reacting and 
should get some anti-depressants. This was clearly a wholly inappropriate approach 
and recounting it caused Mrs W to become tearful during the telephone interview. 
The officer eventually agreed to speak to the man again. Again, the man agreed not 
to go near her. Unfortunately he has not kept to this pledge and she still sees him 
near her house when he has no reason to be there. Mrs W said that the PCC’s office 
had promised to follow these recent sightings up. 
 
4.11.9 Ms X was at a barbeque held for residents of flats where her friend lived. 
During the course of that event the offender sexually assaulted her by touching her 
bottom over her clothing. She reported this to the police who, given the lateness of 
the hour, the lack of perishable evidence and that she knew the offender, agreed with 
her to take her statement the next morning. 
 
4.11.10 She said that the police were prompt and dealt with the initial report swiftly 
arresting the man that day. She then heard nothing until about a week later when an 
officer came round and asked her if she would support a prosecution, which she said, 
she would. She recalled no conversation about him being cautioned. The officer said 
he didn’t know what would happen thereafter. 
 
4.11.11 She said that she had to contact the police to ask them if the man had any 
bail conditions and was told he did not. She has never been told the outcome of the 
case and was only aware he had been cautioned when told during this telephone 
interview. She feels deeply disappointed that she was not kept informed especially 
that she and her friend have since suffered verbal abuse from the offender. She did 
not feel it was worth reporting and did not want to bring up what she now regarded as 
historical matters but was advised that she should do so in the event of repetition. 
 
4.11.12 Mr Y owns a kebab shop and was assaulted during a dispute with a 
customer. He, unfortunately, regards this as an occupational hazard so much so that 
he struggled to remember the incident in question. However, he was very keen to 
express that he felt the police were always incredibly supportive and professional 
whenever he had occasion to call them. He said they always took reports seriously, 
always involved him in consultation over what should happen and kept him informed. 
 
4.11.13 He eventually recalled the incident and said he remembered the officers at 
the time of the report asking him if he would support a prosecution. His general 
position is that he would prefer not to but is always grateful to the police in their 
efforts to protect him, his staff and property. He said that was his view on this 
occasion. 
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4.11.14 When asked whether he was specifically consulted over the decision to 
caution the offender he said he did not recall a subsequent conversation on the 
matter that evening but, as he does not answer calls from withheld numbers, he said 
they may have tried to telephone him. He did recall being visited very soon after the 
incident, possibly the next day, to be told of the outcome. 
 
4.11.15 Ms Z was the victim who did not wish to be contacted but provided brief 
written feedback. She was an elderly lady who had her bag snatched by a much 
younger man with convictions for possession of drugs and theft. He gave himself up 
at the police station at the time and the property was recovered. He was cautioned, 
despite his previous convictions and despite Ms Z not being consulted on the 
decision beforehand. She was notified afterwards. 
 
4.11.16 Her written feedback was “Does not wish to take part.  Very happy with police 
response, emphasised how the police had been excellent, keeping her updated after 
her handbag was snatched.’ This could not be explored further. 
 
5. Findings and Recommendations 
 
5.1 This audit has provided an excellent opportunity to examine how the 
expectations of both the Police and Crime Commissioner, the public and Dorset 
Police are being met regarding OoCDs. 

 
5.2 It is important to stress that operational decision-making is not an exact 
science, therefore a degree of pragmatism has to be applied to any exercise where 
such judgements are being assessed. Policy and procedures are essential 
components to informing good decision-making as is the National Decision Model.6 
 
5.3 Where policy, procedure or indeed normal practice is deviated from it is wise 
to provide additional rationale for a particular decision being taken so that the 
organisation and ultimately the public can understand the aspects taken into 
consideration, the weight applied to each leading to clarity on why a particular 
outcome was selected. 
 
5.4 Strategic leadership is crucial in setting the tone and expectation for the police 
service. Visible, engaged and credible senior officers developing and communicating 
a clear vision and robust scrutiny arrangements enable staff to understand what is 
important, why and how they will be measured. 
 
5.5 This review has highlighted many areas of good practice at all levels within 
Dorset Police, has revealed some interesting findings and variations around practice 
and therefore enabled a series of recommendations to be made. These are set out 
below but are constrained by the nature and scope of this audit and do not 
necessarily reflect the health of the organisation as a whole. 
 
5.6 The findings, good practice points and recommendations are organised below 

to reflect the foregoing sections, being: 
 

• Out of Court Disposals Audit 
• Supervision 
• Strategic Governance 

                                                
6 https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/national-decision-model/the-national-decision-model/ 
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• Victims Voice 
 
5.7 Out of Court Disposals Audit 

 
5.7.1 The quality and supervision of Out of Court Disposals is variable. Put broadly, 
where OoCDs relate to children or young people (i.e. Youth Cautions, Youth 
Conditional Cautions, Youth Restorative Justice) the compliance with policy, the 
effectiveness of decision-making and the proportionality of the outcome is very 
strong. The OoCDs where they relate to adults are less so. 

 
5.7.2 The common factors with Youth disposals is the Youth Out of Court Disposal 
team and the involvement with external agencies such as the Youth Offending 
Service. These seem to provide a high degree of rigour and consistency to decisions. 
In almost all cases, the outcomes are appropriate and tailored to the offending 
identified and the needs of the victims and offenders. This is regarded as good 
practice and possibly a model for any future arrangements to govern OoCDs more 
widely. 
 
Good Practice Point 1 

That Dorset Police’s Youth Out of Court Disposal Team provide a high level of 
rigour, and consistency in ensuring that youth OoCDs are appropriate to the 
needs of the victims and offenders alike. 
 
5.7.3 By contrast, the way adult OoCDs are approached is a more mixed picture. 
With simple cautions, there is a significant minority of cases that demonstrate that 
victims are not always put at the heart of the process. Too often decisions are made 
to caution offenders without any consultation with the victim or where efforts to 
engage them are perfunctory. Decisions seem to be taken on the basis of the level of 
offending, the previous history of the offender and whether any admissions have 
been made. They can omit the involvement in the decision making of the very people 
the crimes have effected. This was an urgent recommendation made by HMIC (ante) 
but with, regards to simple cautions, has not been embedded in front line practice. 
This needs to be rectified as the policy at national and force level is clear and victims 
deserve to be consulted. 
 
Recommendation 1 

Dorset Police establish mechanisms that ensure that in all but exceptional 
cases, when simple cautions are being considered as a disposal that victims 
are properly consulted and their views taken into account before any disposal 
is administered. 
 
5.7.4 The level of cases which are resolved by simple caution that appear to have 
supervisory input is surprising given the variable quality of outcome. Cases which 
have been finalised with inappropriate cautions yet have been supervised 
demonstrate either a lack of training or understanding by (mainly) sergeants. The 
effect of this is that, notwithstanding the very clear policies and top-level direction 
around OoCDs, front line practice is not improving in line with the expectations of the 
force or HMIC. It is unclear whether those making the decisions are ‘accredited’ in 
line with force policy. If they are then more needs to be done to ensure their decisions 
are of the quality aspired to, if not then the force should review the use of non-
accredited supervisors. 
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Recommendation 2 

That Dorset Police reviews its use of accredited decision makers with respect 
to its use of simple cautions. This should aim to both improve the training and 
skills of those accredited and ensure that those without such accreditation are 
removed from the decision making process. 

 
5.7.5 By contrast, some of the best decision-making across all OoCD methods 
was observed in cases that were either serious, complex or of an unusual nature. 
There was often a high level of objective analysis of all the elements and robust and 
appropriate outcomes resulted. 
 
5.7.6 Similarly where, due to factors such as a victim declining to support a 
prosecution or becoming completely uncontactable, the alternative to a caution would 
be to allow the offender to escape with no justice delivered, some excellent decision 
making was observed. The use of cautioning was appropriate in these cases as a 
way of providing an effective resolution and holding the offender to account. 
 
Good Practice Point 2 

The decision making on Out of Court Disposals in complex, serious or unusual 
cases or where the options are restricted due to victim issues is impressive 
demonstrating that the force has decision makers of a high quality available. 
 
5.7.7 Despite the comments regarding the lack of victim engagement, the level and 
nature of offences for which people receive simple cautions is appropriate and 
proportionate. 

 
5.7.8 The Dorset Police caution form is very clear in how it articulates the nature of 
the offence for which the caution is being delivered and the implications of the 
offender accepting it. It also articulates clearly how that outcome can be used and 
any potential restrictions that may place on the offender. The fact that both the 
offence and the explanation have to be signed demonstrate that there is opportunity 
for a full understanding of the process 
 
Good Practice Point 3 

The Dorset Police caution form is effective in its clarity regarding the offence 
and the implications of accepting a caution regarding it. That the person 
cautioned is asked to sign to acknowledge their full understanding of both 
ensures that true consent is given. 
  
5.7.9 Too many Community Resolutions were for ineligible offences and, where that 
was the case there was little reference made to that fact either in the decision-making 
or the supervision. This indicates a lack of clarity around which offences are ‘eligible’ 
for Community Resolution and which are not. Similarly the authority levels to resolve 
certain offences by Community Resolution was not clearly explained in the crime 
records. 

 
5.7.10 The quality of ‘resolutions’ cited in Community Resolutions was, too often, 
poor. Too many cases involved ‘resolutions’ that were, effectively, little more than 
words of advice. Such outcomes are not resolutions and thus should never be 
recorded as such. Further, the level of scrutiny and challenge of those ineffective 
resolutions was poor. In only one cases was it observed that a Community Resolution 
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was inappropriate and that was around the pattern of offending rather than the quality 
of the resolution itself. 
 
Recommendation 3 

That Dorset Police expedites its Community Resolution training to officers and 
supervisors to ensure that: 1) only those offences which they deem are eligible 
for Community Resolution are resolved in that way unless exceptional 
circumstances and, in those cases, the relevant level of authority with rationale 
is strictly applied and 2) Community Resolutions consist of a proportionate 
degree of reparation or contrition, enforced and communicated in such a way 
as to deliver justice to victims and that supervisors robustly scrutinise this. 
 
5.7.11 By contrast to that observed in the audit of simple cautions, the level of victim 
consultation around Community Resolutions was impressive with many contributing 
constructively to the initial decision making, if not the elements of the ‘resolution.’ 
 
5.7.12 The involvement of victims in the decision-making around issuing Penalty 
Notices for Disorder was good and indicates an improved position to that observed by 
HMIC. 
 
5.7.13 In two incorrect cases where supervisory involvement was requested or 
observed either the supervisor did not respond to the officer’s request or, having 
identified an error following the issue of a PND allowed the resolution to stand. In the 
first case, when requested the supervisor should have responded in a timely manner 
to avoid the error occurring. In the second the supervisor should have removed the 
resolution, notwithstanding the good faith in which the PND was issued. 
 
5.7.14 The cases where a PND was issued where the offender had previous 
convictions were appropriate and demonstrated that officer are not discouraged from 
administering OoCDs where they are proportionate to the offending. 
 
5.8 Supervision 
 
5.8.1 Given the gaps and inconsistency in decision making and supervision 
highlighted in this review, the ambition to establish a community remedies hub to 
ensure a force wide consistent application of such outcomes using evidenced based 
interventions is welcomed. The good work of the Youth OoCD Team is evidence that 
a single point of expertise can be advantageous in enhancing the quality of decision-
making and provide the force with confidence that OoCDs are meeting theirs and the 
public’s expectations. 
 
Recommendation 4 

That the project to establish a community remedies hub is expedited with 
robust and clear processes established designed to improve decision-making 
and scrutiny of Out of Court Disposals. 
 
5.8.2 The Crime Management Unit is charged with being the gatekeeper of 
standards around a plethora of crime recording matters. They have the responsibility 
for monitoring and data quality for all OoCDs. There was little evidence from the 
reports reviewed that this actually happens routinely across all OoCD types. It may be 
that the expectation on the CMU is too great in this regard. Clarity is required over 
exactly who is expected to provide scrutiny to OoCDs and which ones are the priority. 
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This could be established by the findings of a regular audit programme which, 
currently, does not exist (see Recommendation 7) 
 
Recommendation 5 

That Dorset Police reviews the role of and expectations on the CMU in being 
responsible for monitoring and data quality of OoCDs. This should include 
establishing  risk based prioritisation based upon audit to enable them to focus 
their functions effectively. 
 
5.8.3 The initiatives to drive up standards of OoCDs, especially Community 
Resolutions, of the previous and current CMU Detective Inspectors are highly 
regarded. However, their impact has yet to be reflected in the quality of outcomes 
observed in this review. There should be a concerted effort, supported by the Deputy 
Chief Constable, to develop these initiatives into an overarching training and 
development programme to enhance the understanding, quality of decision making 
and scrutiny around all OoCD types. 
 
5.9 Strategic Governance 
 
5.9.1 The Police and Crime Commissioner and the Deputy Chief Constable have 
demonstrated the priority they place upon effective and ethical crime recording and 
disposal standards. The Crime Data Integrity meeting, to which the FCR, ACC, Head 
of Crime and the CMU DI attend is the manifestation of this. It provides a direct line of 
sight between the top of the organisation and the front line and allows for direct 
scrutiny to occur where necessary.  

 
Good Practice Point 4 

The leadership shown by the PCC and the Deputy Chief Constable in taking 
ownership of Crime Data Integrity provides a good platform for risk to be 
managed at the highest level as well as demonstrating to the force the priority 
places on effective and ethical crime recording and disposal. 
 
5.9.2 The Head of Crime chairs the Op Advance Joint Command Performance 
meetings. At these Chief Inspectors are the accountable officers for a range of 
outcomes, one of which is OoCDs. It seems that there may be a tension between the 
culture of desirable outcomes, intended to lead to improved service to victims, and 
providing clear performance measures to which individuals, local areas, commands 
and the force can be held to account. 

 
5.9.3 Much of the strategic accountability for crime related matters falls to the Head 
of Crime and there is a question, given the gaps found in decision making and 
supervision leading to some poor outcomes, whether that should be shared with 
those who have responsibility for local policing thereby enabling more leverage to 
raise standards. 
 
Recommendation 6 

That Dorset Police re-examines its Performance Management and 
accountability framework to ensure that the force is able to articulate and 
measure its standards in a way that the whole organisation can identify with 
and that accountability for outcomes sits, as far as possible, with those best 
able to effect them. 
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Recommendation 7 

That Dorset Police harnesses the various arrangements at all levels to improve 
the knowledge, understanding, decision-making and scrutiny around OoCDs 
into a Chief Officer sponsored training and development and scrutiny 
programme designed to raise the quality of operational outcomes and service 
to victims (linked to Recommendation 3). 
 
5.9.4 The understandable position the force has taken dedicating its auditing 
function on ‘front end’ crime recording has had the unintended consequence of 
preventing any systemic scrutiny of its OoCD compliance for over a year. There have 
been some discreet pieces of work, for example around PNDs commissioned by the 
ACC, but nothing of a larger scale to provide a health check of compliance and 
supervision of these disposals. This is regrettable given that Community Resolutions 
are relatively new and that concern had previously been expressed on how they were 
introduced. The poor quality of some of the outcomes and the poor supervision seen 
provide now a real impetus to embed OoCD audit into Dorset Police’s performance 
management framework to identify risk and drive up compliance. 
 
Recommendation 8 

That Dorset Police develop and embed a regular OoCD Audit Programme into 
their Performance Management Framework so as to test and assure itself of its 
strategic and operational arrangements and to implement measures necessary 
to drive up standards of decision making and supervision. Given the capacity 
issues within the FCR team, this could involve front line supervisors to 
enhance their knowledge and embed learning quicker. 

 
5.9.5 The Out of Court Scrutiny Panel is still developing in its function but there is a 
clear ambition to strengthen its independence, through the recent appointment of an 
Independent Chair. However, the focus of the agenda on ‘removed’ Community 
Resolutions and cautions may be too narrow. Whilst through this review, these two 
methods of disposal are the highest risk in terms of compliance, a more randomly 
drawn sample (including those that have passed various levels of supervision) may 
have the dual effect of increasing confidence of where things go well and ensuring 
that all categories receive external analysis. 
 
5.9.6 The Out of Court Scrutiny Panel is not currently minuted. The CMU DI has the 
intention of changing this and bringing a more business like approach to the meeting 
where actions are recorded and followed up. He also intends to publish the minutes 
thereby enabling greater transparency and scrutiny. This should be accelerated to 
assure the public of Dorset Police’s desire be open and accountable. 
 

 
Recommendation 9 

That the administrative arrangements for the Out of Court Scrutiny panel be 
developed as soon as possible to 1) ensure meetings are minuted, actions 
recorded, an audit trail of them provided and redacted minutes are published 
and 2) that it broadens its remit to review all categories of OoCD thereby 
allowing transparency of a wider scope of disposals and providing scrutiny of a 
greater range of decision making. 
 
5.9.7 Given the concern held by the media, the judiciary and the PCC it would seem 
timely to discuss the police use of Out of Court Disposals at the Force Independent 
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Advisory Group for their scrutiny and consideration. The use of this report as a 
discussion document may be appropriate. 

 
Recommendation 10 

To enhance Dorset Police’s ambition to enhance its transparency, The Force 
Independent Advisory Group should be invited to discuss and consider the 
arrangements and approach to Out of Court Disposal. 
 
5.9.8 The Force Crime Registrar enjoys an appropriately high profile within the force 
and is well supported by both Chief Officers and the PCC. Her independence is 
embedded and she feels empowered to discharge her functions in a way that are 
complaint with the expectations of the force and the Home Office Crime Counting 
Rules. 
 
Good Practice Point 5 

The profile and support that the FCR has within Dorset Police provides 
confidence that she is free and independent to discharge her functions 
objectively and with the facility to highlight areas of risk to the highest level.  
 
5.10 Victim’s Voice 
 
5.10.4 Given the disappointing response to the requests made by the Office of the 
Police and Crime Commissioner, it is not possible to provide a real insight into the 
victim or offender experience. Those that did reply, fall broadly into two camps. Two 
were very happy with the service they received despite in both there being issues 
regarding victim contact revealed during the audit. The other two highlighted a very 
poor response one to a further occurrence of the crime that had been resolved and 
the other a lack of communication with the victim of a sexual offence. 
 
5.10.5 To draw conclusions from these four victims would be dangerous but there 
are specific recommendations arising from two cases. 
 
Recommendation 11 

That Dorset Police urgently review the police visit referred to by Ms W in 
November 2014 where she reports receiving a very poor service regarding her 
harassment. Further that Ms W be visited and any appropriate action identified 
as necessary from both the review and the visit to be taken as a matter of 
priority.  

 
 

Recommendation 12 

That Dorset Police review its processes around informing victims of crime 
regarding the arrest, progress and disposal of their cases to ensure that they 
are fully aware, in a timely fashion, of how their case is progressing especially 
key milestones such as suspect release and outcome. 


