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This report presents the findings of a process evaluation 
of the one-year Public Disclosure Pilots in four areas 
established by the Review of the Protection of Children 
from Sex Offenders (Home Office, 2007). 

The aim of the research was to determine how successfully 
the pilots have provided members of the public with 
a formal mechanism for requesting information about 
individuals who have access to children and who may have 
convictions for child sex offending. The process evaluation 
also assessed the extent and nature of the applications, 
whether the pilots have contributed to existing child 
protection arrangements and the cost of implementing the 
process. It consisted of an analysis of 159 application forms;1 
and 186 qualitative interviews with purposively selected 
pilot staff and other practitioners and key stakeholders 

1 There were 315 applications in total and 159 (50%) were submitted 
by the pilot forces to the research team for detailed analysis. One 
pilot force (Area D) accounted for a large proportion of the missing 
application data; it submitted 23 per cent of its caseload (45/192 
cases). The other pilot areas submitted between 71-100 per cent 
of their applications for analysis. The forms also contained all those 
applications which resulted in a pilot disclosure.

(82); applicants (43);2 and 61 registered sex offenders 
(RSOs)3 living in the pilot areas. It should be noted that 
these samples represent a small proportion of the overall 
populations and may not be representative of all views.

Key findings

 ● The number of enquiries and subsequent disclosures 
under the scheme were smaller than initially 
anticipated: a total of 585 enquiries were made and 
315 proceeded with as applications. Twenty-one 
disclosures (7% of applications) were made under 
the remit of the pilot with a further 11 applications 
resulting in non-pilot disclosures, i.e. information 
not relating to convictions for child sex offences. 
Analysis of 159 application forms, found a further 43 

2 All applicants (315) were invited to take part in the study. One-
hundred-and-four applicants consented to be interviewed (33%) 
and after repeated attempts to contact them, 43 interviews were 
conducted (14% of all applicants, 41% of those who agreed to be 
contacted). The interviews included a small number of people who 
had information disclosed to them (8). 

3 RSOs were recruited via offender managers who acted as 
gatekeepers. No RSOs were interviewed who had been disclosed 
against, which does represent a limitation of the study.



Child Sex Offender Review (CSOR) Public Disclosure Pilots: a process evaluation

ii

applications that resulted in other child safeguarding 
actions e.g. referral to Children’s Social Care.

 ● Of the small number of applicants interviewed, most 
were largely satisfied with the pilot process, valuing 
timely contact and the professional conduct of 
staff. On the whole, applicants interviewed thought 
the pilot contributed to general levels of alertness 
about risks to, and protection of, children. Anxiety 
sometimes remained following applications when 
some individuals were left to cope with difficult 
situations. This highlights the need for appropriate 
follow-up support regardless of whether a disclosure 
is made. 

 ● Applicants understood the restrictions about 
disclosure and about confidentiality though they 
expressed some difficulties in keeping information 
to themselves. There was no evidence to suggest any 
serious or damaging breach of confidentiality during 
the evaluation, but this should be closely monitored 
in the future.

 ● Police and offender managers interviewed perceived 
that the disclosure process formalised what they 
thought should be good practice in child protection. 
It was seen as providing greater clarity for staff 
by focusing on risk, focusing on the child, and 
permitting the sharing of information with members 
of the public. Police interviewees said the pilot had 
‘sharpened up’ child protection work by tightening 
procedures and being explicit about what the public 
could expect. In terms of the Multi-Agency Public 
Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) though, these 
arrangements largely operated as they had done 
before the pilot. 

 ● The pilot was described in some cases by those 
linked to MAPPA as a ‘parallel’ process that required 
some further attention with regards to the interface 
between the pilot and MAPPA. 

 ● Of the small group of RSOs interviewed, the most 
common initial reaction was anxiety about negative 
reactions from communities. As the pilot progressed 
this decreased and most saw it as an extension of 
existing controls. No changes in behaviour were 
reported by the RSOs interviewed, and practitioners 
working with RSOs did not perceive any changes 
in compliance with registration and probation 
supervision. Longer-term monitoring, particularly of 
compliance should be considered.
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Background and research objectives

In June 2007, the Government published the Review of 
the Protection of Children from Sex Offenders (Home Office, 
2007). Action four committed the Government to:

‘Pilot a process where members of the public can register 
their child protection interest in a named individual. Where this 
individual has convictions for child sex offences and is considered 
a risk, there will be a presumption that this information will be 
disclosed to the relevant member of the public.’ 

(Home Office 2007: 11)

Four police force areas commenced a 12-month long pilot 
on 15 September 2008.4

The aim of the research was to determine how successfully 
the pilots have provided members of the public with a formal 
mechanism for requesting information about individuals who 
have unsupervised access to children and who may have 
convictions for child sex offending. The process evaluation 
also assessed the extent and nature of the applications, 
whether the pilots have contributed to existing child 
protection arrangements and the cost of implementation.5

A mixed methodology was employed including: analysis 
of a sample of 159 applications for disclosure (50% of the 
total applications);6 and 186 qualitative interviews with 

4 The police force areas are referred to as A, B, C and D throughout 
the report.

5 Due to the lack of comparison site data and inconsistent recording 
of disclosure practice across forces it was not possible to look at the 
impacts of the pilot e.g. changes in levels of child sexual offending and 
RSO compliance with registration and probation supervision. These 
issues are, however, assessed in a limited way through perception data 
from qualitative interviews with practitioners, applicants and RSOs.

6 There were 315 applications in total; 159 (50%) were submitted 
by the forces to the research team for detailed analysis. One pilot 
force (Area D) in particular accounted for a large proportion of 
the missing application data submitting 23 per cent of its caseload 
(45/192 cases). The other pilot areas submitted between 71-100 per 
cent of their cases for analysis. The forms also contained all those 
applications which resulted in a pilot disclosure.

pilot staff, police and probation offender managers, and 
other national and local stakeholders with expertise in 
child protection (82, purposively selected), applicants (43),7 
and registered sex offenders (RSOs) living in the pilot 
areas (61).8 It should, however, be noted that the findings 
presented may not represent the views of all applicants, 
stakeholders and RSOs. 

Summary of key findings

Overview of the pilot process
The pilot provided members of the public with a formal 
mechanism to ask for disclosure about people they 
were concerned about who have unsupervised access 
to children. This development builds on existing, well-
established third-party disclosures that operate under 
the Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements 
(MAPPA). Members of the public, initially parents, 
guardians and carers but later, in March 2009, extended 
to include anyone who had a concern about an individual 
could make an enquiry under the scheme by phone, by 
walking into a police station or by contacting the police 
by other means to register a concern about an individual. 
Upon completion of initial questions and risk assessment 
checks, enquiries meeting pilot criteria9 proceed to an 
application stage. Here, further checks are undertaken 
and a face-to-face interview with the applicant is used 
to confirm identity, seek consent for information sharing 

7 All applicants (315) were invited to take part in the study. One-
hundred-and-four applicants consented to be interviewed (33%) 
and after repeated attempts to contact them, 43 interviews were 
conducted (14% of all applicants, 41% of those who agreed to be 
contacted). The interviews included a small number of people who 
had information disclosed (8).

8 RSOs were recruited via offender managers who acted as 
gatekeepers. No RSOs were interviewed who had been disclosed 
against, which does represent a limitation of the study.

9 Pilot criteria were that: the applicant had to be a parent, carer 
or guardian of the child in question (although this was later 
extended in March 2009 to all members of the public); there was 
unsupervised access to a child; and the applicant had to reside in the 
pilot force area.
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and to clarify the boundaries of confidentiality. Following 
a final risk assessment, a decision is made whether or not 
to make a disclosure to the applicant or to take further 
action where necessary.

Forces varied in how they operated and staffed the pilot 
scheme. Area D implemented the pilot by putting in place 
a dedicated pilot team drawn from civilian personnel with 
a background in child protection or offender management. 
Other areas integrated the pilot process into normal 
police duties.

Perceptions about the quality of pilot briefings and training 
received by pilot staff and police were mixed; it was thought 
that process and administrative issues were prioritised 
over how to support applicants. Interviews with wider 
stakeholders in all the areas suggested that they had not 
always been briefed on the pilot and in future a strategy of 
dissemination to other agencies would be required.

Pilot outcomes
Disclosures and other outcomes
Management information shows that a total of 585 enquiries 
were received across all pilot areas with 315 proceeded 
with as applications. Twenty-one disclosures (7% of 
applications) were made under the remit of the pilot10 and 
a further 11 applications resulted in non-pilot disclosures, 
i.e. where practitioners deemed it necessary to impart 
information that did not relate to convictions for child sex 
offences. Analysis of the 159 application forms, submitted 
to the research team for detailed analysis revealed 43 
additional applications resulted in other safeguarding 
outcomes, such as a referral to Children’s Social Care.

Applicants were able to register concerns about specific 
individuals who had unsupervised contact with children. 
Applicants most frequently registered concerns about an 
ex-partner’s new partner (27, 17%), neighbours (25, 16%) 
or family members or friends of family members (25, 16%), 
based on data from the sample of 159 application forms. 
Most applications were made after hearing third-party 
information about an individual (81 cases, 51%)

Applicants heard about the scheme from a range of 
sources but primarily TV and radio and word of mouth. 
However, the total number of enquiries was small and 
there was some evidence to suggest that some individuals 
had not understood the remit of the pilot when making 
applications, thus indicating a need to review the targeting 
and effectiveness of marketing strategies. 

10 In order to be a pilot disclosure the subject had to be known for 
child sexual offending.

Internal pilot guidance issued about the disclosure process 
stated that applications should take a maximum of 45 days 
to complete from initial contact to final outcome. Data from 
13611 of the 159 application forms analysed revealed that 
this standard was generally met with the most frequent time 
taken to complete an application being 18 days.

Applicant perceptions
A small number of applicants were interviewed as part 
of the evaluation and they were largely satisfied with the 
disclosure process. Key factors in a positive experience 
included: the clarity of staff explanations of the application 
process; timeliness of contact; the professional conduct of 
staff; and the opportunity to make an application.

In general the applicants interviewed understood the 
restrictions about disclosure and about confidentiality 
though they expressed some difficulties in keeping 
information to themselves. However, no evidence came 
to the attention of the research team from pilot forces to 
suggest any serious or damaging breach of confidentiality 
during the evaluation.

Applicants’ perceptions about the pilot were that it could 
contribute to general levels of alertness about risks to, 
and protection of, children. Most of the small number 
of applicants interviewed (35 out of 43) were told that 
there was nothing to disclose about child sex offending. 
For some of the applicants it was a reassuring result, for 
others anxiety remained. A small number of applicants had 
been left to cope with difficult situations after receiving 
a disclosure including having to continue to live near 
the person they were concerned about. In all cases the 
importance of follow-up work, after the disclosure process 
has been completed, needs further consideration both in 
terms of reassuring applicants about the management of 
offenders and providing ongoing safeguarding advice or 
counselling where necessary.

Perceived contribution to child protection and MAPPA
The police and offender managers interviewed thought that 
the disclosure process formalised good practice in child 
protection. It was seen as providing greater clarity for staff 
by focusing on risk, focusing on the child, and permitting the 
sharing of information with members of the public. Police 
interviewees highlighted how the pilot had ‘sharpened up’ 
child protection work by ‘tightening up’ procedures and 
being explicit about what the public could expect. Pilot staff 
and police officers also valued the gathering of additional 
intelligence about offenders (not just child sex offenders), 

11 Twenty-three application forms did not have the date and time 
accurately recorded.
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a view supported by some probation officers and social 
workers across the four areas. 

Some of the national and local stakeholders who were 
interviewed expressed the view that they would require more 
tangible evidence that child safety had been increased through 
the disclosure process with doubts that the pilot would add 
much to existing arrangements. There was evidence that many 
local stakeholders had changed their views as a result of being 
involved with the pilot. For some national stakeholders it was 
still too early to judge the effectiveness of the scheme and 
scepticism remained. Longer-term monitoring of compliance 
should be considered. 

Police and probation staff interviewed perceived that on the 
whole MAPPA operated as it had done prior to the pilot, 
especially given the routine consideration of disclosure as part 
of MAPPA meetings. The pilot was also described by some 
of those linked to MAPPA as a ‘parallel’ process requiring 
some further attention with regards to the interface and 
information sharing between the pilot and MAPPA.

The perceptions of Registered Sex Offenders
The small number of RSOs interviewed as part of the 
process evaluation had mixed perceptions of the scheme 
but by far the most common initial reaction was one 
of anxiety related to potential negative reactions in the 
community. Some offenders reported being less anxious 
as the pilot scheme developed, but others remained 
cautious at the time of interviews. For most offenders 
interviewed, the pilot was seen as an extension of existing 
controls and was perceived to have no negative impact on 
accommodation or employment. Some offenders reported 
being more self-aware about how engagement in certain 
behaviours may precipitate a disclosure request. 

Most RSO interviewees did not report any changes in 
their behaviour as a result of the pilot though this will 
require ongoing assessment. It should be noted that 
despite repeated attempts to engage RSOs it was not 
possible to interview any who had been subject to a 
disclosure. However, none of the practitioners interviewed 
who worked with RSOs reported any fluctuations in 
compliance during the pilot. This applied to compliance 
with registration requirements and conditions of probation 
supervision. Longer-term monitoring, particularly of 
compliance, should be considered. 

Cost analysis
The report provides a cost analysis of pilot scheme spend, 
but is limited by the lack of baseline data pre-pilot and the 
difficulties in attributing a financial value to outcomes. These 

are therefore indicative cost findings. The pilot forces were 
given a grant of £150,000 each to implement the pilot, but 
they did not spend the full amount. Their overall estimated 
cost of implementing and running the pilot ranged from 
£97,205 to £143,611. However, it should be noted that all 
but one of the forces integrated the scheme into normal 
police and public protection team duties. 

Once project set-up costs have been excluded12 the 
ongoing estimated cost of handling a disclosure from initial 
enquiry, to application to disclosure was between £672 
(Area D) and £1,499 (Area C). Since projects will need 
to continue to market the scheme, this will need to be 
considered in the ongoing costs.

Recommendations

The report makes a number of recommendations should 
the scheme roll out nationally or continue locally. These 
can be summarised as:

1. providing adequate preparation time prior to roll-out;

2. using and developing pilot guidance;

3. strengthening the relationship with existing public 
protection and safeguarding arrangements;

4. further development of marketing and publicity;

5. local areas should review their approach to training 
and briefing in relation to the disclosure process;

6. a system for recording management information 
should be set up to ensure accountability throughout 
the process;

7. disclosure and non-disclosure outcomes need to be 
effectively communicated and supported;

8. RSOs will require ongoing information and advice in 
relation to the scheme.

12 Project set-up costs included initial training and recruitment costs.



Erratum

Page i, second column, key findings bullet point – (4% of applications) amended to (7% of
applications).

Page iv, first column under pilot outcomes - (4% of applications) amended to (7% of
applications).




