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INTRODUCTION – About this review

This review has been established to examine how public complaints and internal misconduct matters involving members of the police service are dealt with, and how professionalism and policing with integrity are promoted within Northumbria Police.  The majority of the specialist services involved in the investigation and management of complaints and misconduct matters for police officers are provided by the Professional Standards Department (PSD), and for police staff by Personnel Services Department.

The strategic objectives of this review are to make policing with integrity the cornerstone of the service and to establish what the public, officers and staff want from a complaints system, to ensure that we have the processes in place to deliver that service.

One of the strengths of this review is that it took place at a time of significant change for the police service as a result of the Government’s Police Reform Programme which ensures a much more citizen focused approach to policing, police accountability and building trust and confidence within our communities. 

The Home Office, in consultation with forces nationally and the Police Complaints Authority (PCA), undertook a complete review of the police complaints and misconduct procedures - on 1st April 2004 the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) came into being to replace the PCA and significant changes were made to the system.  The main impact of the legislative changes in relation to this was: 

· to bring all staff working for the police into the police complaints process; 

· to broaden the classification of members of the public who could bring a complaint against the police to include third parties;

· to introduce systems to ensure that complainants are kept fully informed of the progress of their complaints;

· to ensure that forces introduce effective systems to monitor and deal with quality of service and direction and control complaints which fall short of complaints of police staff and officer misconduct; and 

· through the IPCC’s guardianship role, to introduce more robust monitoring of how the police handle all public complaints and the more serious internal conduct matters.  

During the first nine months of implementation, this force this has seen an increase of 55% in the number of complaints and PSD has been struggling to deal with these within existing resources as well as implement the changes.  This significant increase in workload has had an impact on the time taken to complete investigations.  Previous requests for an increase in resources have not been successful, but the department is preparing a further report and is currently looking at ways to further streamline systems to address this issue.

To prepare for the implementation of the new legislation on 1st of April 2004, PSD carried out a complete review of existing force policies, procedures and instructions in relation to officer and, to some extent, police staff misconduct.  The department also reviewed the data collated as management information and how effectively this information was used to reduce complaints, and to what extent lessons were being learnt from misconduct investigations.

There was also a need to communicate the changes to every officer and member of police staff serving with the police and train officer and police staff supervisors in the new system.  To carry out this work, in September 2003 a project team was established among the existing resources within PSD.  In addition to the IPCC project team, a further project team was established within the department to review how information security issues are dealt with.  This team also took into account the anticipated impact of the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the requirements of the ACPO Community Security Policy, implementation of the Government Protected Marking Scheme, and ACPO recommendations in relation to vetting.  

To ensure that the work of these project teams was consistent with the work being carried within this Best Value Review and were also in line with the changes being implemented through the force-wide internal review (the Public Service and Performance Review), the same managers were involved in and led both projects.    As a result of this, work carried out by the project teams, in partnership with other stakeholders, identified a significant number of improvements in areas linked to this review.  These areas are highlighted within Section 2.

Note: throughout this report where references are made to ‘staff’ this includes all staff serving with the police including police officers, police staff, special constables and police community support officers unless otherwise stated.

SECTION 1
- What were the issues raised in this review?

During this review, a range of consultation methods have been utilised in order to ascertain service users views:

· analysis of previous external surveys conducted by Northumbria Police Authority, such as the Residents Survey 2003, Young Peoples Survey 2003, Annual Summary Questionnaire 2003, “Your Views Count” Consultation Leaflets;

· Northumbria Police Complainants Survey 2001;

· external focus groups; and

· internal staff consultation through the complainants survey, police officer survey, and through specific internal questionnaires and focus groups for this review.
In addition, consultation and comparison work was conducted with other forces.  National surveys and research work, for example, the Nolan Report into Standards in Public Life, The Commission for Local Administration in England, “Running a Complaints System”, and the research carried out by MORI for the Citizens Charter Unit, were used as sources of reference and guidance within the review.
The following areas for improvement have emerged during this review:

1. The Complaints Process

1.1
Information and accessibility - there was a need to make the complaints process more accessible to the public, to give citizens more information about how to make a complaint and what will happen when they do.  They should be regularly informed about the progress of their complaint and be given a detailed explanation of the outcome and reasons for that outcome.  The change in the complaints system introduced on 1st April 2004 has addressed all of these issues.

1.2
Mediation or restorative conferencing - should be more widely used to resolve minor complaints and internal misconduct matters, thereby reducing the time taken to complete investigations.

1.3
Timeliness - there is a strong view from staff and the public that there is a need to speed up the process without compromising thoroughness.  One way this can be achieved is by carrying out more proportionate investigations, overseen by the IPCC and the appeals process.

1.4
Bureaucracy - in complaints handling ought to be kept to a minimum to ensure greater efficiency.

2.
People


2.1
Police staff misconduct - there is a need to introduce greater parity in relation to the outcomes of police staff misconduct processes and those involving police officers.
2.2 Reporting of Wrongdoing - staff surveyed felt that whilst the reporting of wrongdoing procedures in force were effective, there was room for improvement.

2.3 Grievance procedures - there was a lack of confidence in the grievance process, which staff felt should be reviewed to add a greater element of independence, openness and transparency.  Better management of grievances ought to prevent them escalating into expensive employment tribunal investigations and hearings.

3.
Training and Continuous Improvement

3.1
Conduct and Standards - staff and public alike felt that all staff should have the highest standards, both on and off duty, but officers and police staff stated there was lack of clarity as to what those standards were.  They felt mixed messages were being given by the force by supervisors and through outcomes of grievance, complaints and conduct matters.  The review identified a need to raise awareness through better training and communication to all staff, not only in relation to the standards expected, but also how staff can report wrongdoing, what support systems are in place for those who do, and the role supervisors play in providing support and a safe working environment for all.   Mechanisms also need to be put in place to ensure consistency of decision making

3.2 Supervisor Training - there was a need to train supervisors in dealing with misconduct issues and grievance handling and to advise them where they can go for support, advice and guidance.  This would give supervisors the confidence to challenge behaviour and be more supportive of their staff who do.  Better handling by managers of grievances and misconduct matters at an early stage will maintain high professional standards and prevent lengthy misconduct and employment tribunal investigations.

3.3
 Best Practice - a formalised method of learning from complaints and conduct matters needs to be introduced.

4. 
Leadership and Performance



4.1
 Integrity testing - intelligence led integrity testing was supported, including tests for drugs, to minimise risks to the reputation of the organisation and risks to the health and safety of staff.  A draft Substance Misuse Policy has been presented to the Professional Standards and Information Security Management Group and is the subject of final consultation prior to being finalised.

4.2
 Vetting - there was considerable support for a more robust vetting process, not only when people join the force, but also regularly throughout a person’s career, and that the level of vetting should increase with the sensitivity of the role.  The ACPO National Vetting Policy addresses all of these issues and is in the process of being implemented in this force


4.3 Performance management - there was support for improvements to the quality of data being collated and how it should be used to identify trends in complaints, misconduct and grievance cases, and to proactively reduce instances in which these arise.

SECTION 2
- What areas were investigated?

As previously mentioned, this review took place at a time of significant change for the police service as a result of the government’s Police Reform Programme.  Nationally, the review of the police complaints and misconduct procedures and the creation of the IPCC had a dramatic effect upon all police forces.  Internally, the force underwent a substantial review resulting in the reduction of the number of area commands and new structures within.  As a result, a number of areas originally highlighted within the Baseline Assessment Report have been addressed alongside this review:

Integrity of Informant Handling 

This has been addressed by the creation of the Integrity Unit in 2003 and forms part of the force’s corruption prevention strategy.   One of the unit’s terms of reference is to reduce the opportunity for corruption within the area of informant management.  In November 2003, after the commencement of this review, the force introduced a Force Standards and Corruption Prevention Policy to comply with the HMIC Police Integrity Report 1999 and ACPO Corruption Prevention Strategy 2000.  Procurement of IT systems for proactive integrity investigations has also been progressed.

Integrity of crime recording, professionalising investigations and evidence gathering 

The review team recognised that the Criminal Justice Department (CJD) had already carried out considerable work outside of this review to comply with National Crime Recording Standards and the recommendations contained within ‘Narrowing the Justice Gap’.  There is also an ongoing review of Crime Management and these issues are being progressed outside this review by CJD and Crime Management.

Gifts and Hospitality 

Prior to the commencement of this review, Chief Officers within the force felt that there was a need to review policy, procedures and guidance in relation to the offer of gifts and hospitality to officers and police staff.  In May 2003 the new policy and guidance were implemented.  

Security of Information

In this area, to comply with legislation and ACPO policy the following has been achieved:

· the force Freedom of Information Publication Scheme went live in June 2003;

· Establishment Review are assessing additional resources needed to form a Disclosure Unit within PSD, to prepare for public rights of access in January 2005;

· similarly, they are reviewing the resources needed within the Information Security Unit to risk-assess all force IT systems, to comply with the Community Security Policy;

· the force Information Security Strategy is now complete;

· policy procedure and guidance is being drafted in relation to the Government Protected Marking Scheme.

Changes to the Complaints and Misconduct Process

To comply with the changes being introduced by the Police Reform Act 2002 to the complaints and misconduct system, the IPCC project team has completed the following work:

· upgrading of complaints and misconduct IT systems;

· a review of internal processes to manage complaints, misconduct enquiries, Direction and Control, and Quality of Service issues;

· a programme of communicating and marketing the changes to staff;

· a programme of training for PSD staff and training seminars for Admin. Service Managers, staff associations, Inspectors and Chief Inspectors across the force;

· all policy, procedure and guidance with regard to public complaints against police officers was updated;

· a joint PSD and Personnel working group was established to look at changes required to police staff complaints and misconduct processes;  

· a review of all statistical and performance management data and targets to comply with IPCC guardianship role

Unsatisfactory Performance Procedures (UPP)

Questions were raised during the consultation process regarding the effectiveness UPPs.  These issues are currently being addressed by Personnel Services and now fall outside this review.

It is recommended, therefore, that the review acknowledges that the above improvement actions, identified in the early stages of this review, have either been completed, or are being developed under an internal review of Crime Management and the Best Value Review of Human Resources.  The following issues, however, remain to be addressed and form the options to be investigated as outlined in the Option Development Report:

Complaints and misconduct matters for police staff

These now come within the new complaints system managed by the IPCC.  Whilst police staff are not subject to the police code of conduct and have different disciplinary procedures and contracts of employment, the recording and to a some extent investigation of police staff complaints and misconduct matters, have changed from 1st April 2004.  

The recently produced joint ACPO/CPS Operational Instructions require all staff who are witnesses in criminal cases to reveal certain discipline findings to the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS).  The police staff trade union are currently seeking legal advice to clarify whether this applies to police staff.  Draft force procedures are going through the consultation stages prior to submission through force committees.  This means that there is a need for clarity around which parts of the complaints and misconduct process PSD and/or Personnel Services are responsible for and to introduce a central system for recording and managing misconduct matters and complaints made against all staff working for the police.   

The force also needs to ensure consistency in decision making in relation to how breaches of discipline by both officers and police staff are dealt with.  It is becoming increasingly common for police staff to work in operational front line roles, such as police community support officers (PCSOs), detention officers and investigators, performing some of the functions of police officers - either alongside police officers or independently.  This creates the situation where an officer and a member of police staff may be subject to the same misconduct investigation but potentially, with different outcomes.  This creates an opportunity to rationalise and streamline complaints and misconduct systems for all staff to ensure fairness and to reduce bureaucracy.  It also creates an opportunity for staff to bring grievances, civil claims and employment tribunal (ET) cases if we do not get it right.

Restorative conferencing and mediation

There is an expectation by the IPCC that forces will introduce restorative conferencing for lower level public complaints against police officers and police staff.  It is also a useful mechanism for resolving some minor internal misconduct matters.

PSD have five staff trained in restorative conferencing and Personnel Services have trained personnel officers in mediation, which can be used as an effective method to resolve staff grievances.  The Home Office Fairness at Work Procedure issued in April 2004, offers guidance in dealing with work place grievances.  It recommends that forces should provide facilitators or mediators to resolve complaints at the earliest opportunity and that they should not be from the same place of work as the parties involved.  

Further work needs to be done to ensure that the force has sufficient mediators to deal with complaints and grievances.  Personnel Services are currently looking to train staff who are willing to act as Colleague Support in mediation skills.  

The Fairness at Work Procedures also recognise that there is a close relationship between grievances, staff disputes and misconduct.  Mediation is sometimes attempted in civil claims cases, which are managed by Legal Services Department.  There needs, therefore, to be greater clarity as to which process applies under which set of circumstances and who should carry out or supervise the use of mediation or restorative conferencing.

Reporting of Wrongdoing

All staff within the force need to have the confidence to report wrongdoing and to know that their allegations will be taken seriously, treated sensitively and investigated proportionately, whether it be under misconduct or grievance procedures.  Staff consulted during this review have requested a facility to report wrongdoing anonymously.  If this is provided there needs to be sufficient safeguards to prevent and detect malicious complaints and deal with those appropriately.  

It is essential that staff are encouraged to report misconduct and inappropriate behaviour, and that the right support is provided for both those that do so, and also for those who are the subject of such complaints.  This will ensure that chief officers and managers are aware of the internal health of the organisation with regard to professionalism and integrity.  It also informs the Integrity Unit’s strategic risk assessments and enables proactive steps to be taken to reduce the force’s vulnerability to corruption, racist, homophobic behaviour and bullying, for example.  

This review has shown that the procedures which currently exist are sound, but that some fairly simple improvements can be made to increase staff confidence and provide for a safer working environment.  

Vetting

Northumbria Police, in common with most forces, have an Information Security Unit within PSD.  In August 2004, ACPO produced a National Vetting Policy and Implementation Plan, which recommends that forces appoint a vetting officer within their Information Security Units. Other forces have already commenced transferring responsibility for vetting to their Professional Standards Departments.  Within this force, Personnel Services and Special Branch currently manage vetting and within PSD, a Chief Inspector has been identified to implement and manage the changes required.

Public Service and Performance Review (PS&P)

The PS&P Review changed the number and structure of area commands and appointed Business Managers, Personnel Officers and Advisors to work in area commands and departments.  Professional advice will now be readily available to managers who are required to deal with reports of misconduct and grievances by their staff.  This should prevent mistakes being made in the early stages of an investigation by managers who either have not been trained or have little experience in dealing with such issues.  

Consultation with officer and police staff supervisors carried out during this review showed that some lacked confidence in dealing with misconduct and grievances and were unsure who to approach for advice.  This has raised the issue of improving training and raising awareness of how internal misconduct and grievances should be dealt with.     
PSD and Personnel Joint Working Group 

As previously highlighted, a number of issues have been identified which cut across both PSD and Personnel Department.  To ensure that a corporate and co-ordinated approach is established towards taking these issues forward, a joint working group was established in June 2004, chaired by the Integrity Best Value Review Manager.  The group is looking at the following issues:

· methods of recording and investigating police staff misconduct and national developments on the code of conduct for police staff;

· implementation of recommendations of the APA ‘People Matters document’;

· Personnel Department policy review following the impact of the Police Reform Act 2002;

· the need for compatible IT systems for PSD and Personnel Services to share data;

· corporate performance management data for complaints, misconduct, grievance and employment tribunals;

· examination of the force grievance procedures in the light of the Home Office Fairness at Work Procedures;

· vetting; and

· areas of overlap between the Human Resources Best Value Review and the Best Value Review of Integrity. 

Summary

In carrying out the analysis of the remaining issues that needed to be addressed by this review, the Review Team found that there were significant areas of overlap between the nine options for change that were identified in the Option Development Report.  For example, options 1, 2 and 3 dealt with complaints and misconduct procedures for all staff, management of grievance and employment tribunals and mediation.  Similarly there were overlaps between options 7 and 8, which dealt with communication, consultation and raising awareness of integrity issues.  Option 6 - the effectiveness of UPP - is being examined by Personnel Services Department and now falls outside this review.  

To avoid repetition, and to ensure greater clarity, options 1, 2 and 3 and options 7 and 8 have been merged, therefore resulting in five options for appraisal:

Previous recommendations from the Option Development Report

1.  Investigate the management and implementation of misconduct processes for all staff within Northumbria Police.

2.  Examine how the force conducts internal staff grievances and employment tribunal investigations.

3.  To explore restorative conferencing and/or mediation as potential methods for the reduction of public complaints, internal grievances and minor misconduct matters.

4.  Examine the policy, procedure and processes for vetting for all staff serving with the police.
5.  Examine the range of methods available to report wrongdoing. 
6.  Review of the effectiveness of Unsatisfactory Performance Procedures (UPP) carried out within the force.

7.  To develop a cohesive communication and consultation strategy in relation to all forcewide integrity issues.
8.  Examine methods to raise awareness and knowledge of integrity issues across the force.
9.  Review how performance management information in relation to standards and integrity issues is collated, monitored, disseminated and used to ensure delivery of continuous quality improvement.
Revised recommendations for options to be appraised

1. Streamline the processes involved in the management and investigation of complaints, misconduct, grievance and employment tribunals for all staff within Northumbria Police. 

2.  Examine the range of methods available to report wrongdoing.

3.  Develop a cohesive internal and external consultation and communication strategy and raise awareness and knowledge of integrity issues across the force.   

4.  Review how performance management information in relation to standards and integrity issues is collated, monitored, disseminated and used to ensure delivery of continuous improvement.

5.  Examine the policy, procedure and processes for vetting for all staff serving with the police.

SECTION 3 – How will the impact of the proposed changes be measured?

At present, existing performance measures and targets are as follows and only relate to public complaints:

· appointment of the investigating officer

· percentage of substantiated complaints

· complaints per 1,000 officers

· complaints per 100 arrests

· 120-day completion of investigation target

This is directly linked to the recommendations under option 4 of this review, where a need to closely look at the management information currently collated, identify any gaps, and measure how this force is actually performing across a much broader range of our business, has been identified.  Existing measures do not take into account internal misconduct matters for officers and police staff, grievance and employment tribunal cases, civil claims, public and staff satisfaction.

The force will need to introduce baseline performance measures in each of these areas to establish our current performance, to identify areas for improvement and to introduce realistic but challenging targets which will enable us to measure success and continuous improvement.

The introduction of the IPCC’s guardianship role and the Home Office Police Performance Assessment and Inspection Framework creates an opportunity to introduce performance measures and targets which meets the requirement of these stakeholders.  Work will need to be carried out with Corporate Development Department to introduce specific performance indicators and measurements.  If the authority follows the recommendations outlined in option 4 this will result in a more meaningful suite of performance indicators and targets and ought assist in the formulation of PSD and Personnel Department’s business plans. 

In general terms, however, each of the options for change should provide the following successes:

Option 1 - Streamline the processes involved in the management and investigation of complaints, misconduct, grievance and employment tribunals for all staff within Northumbria Police

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Recording of Misconduct Matters
1.Decrease in number of errors in recording complaints and misconduct matters on Centurion

2. Efficiency savings through centralised recording and reduced bureaucracy
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Introduction of Restorative Conferencing for complaints and misconduct matters
1.Reduction in time taken to resolve

2.Increased complainant and staff satisfaction

3.Increase in the number of matters locally resolved
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Central analysis of Quality of Service complaints
1.Reduce the number of repeat complaints

2.Increase awareness by managers of issues affective public

3.Speedier resolution of these complaints


Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Review of policies and introduction of protocols between Departments for handling misconduct cases 
1.Raised awareness of process among all staff – tested through staff surveys

2. Increased confidence among supervisors handling misconduct issues - – tested through staff surveys

3. Fewer mistakes in management of cases leading to civil claims, ET’s
Domain B Organisational Capability

Production of Standards and Conduct Manual and revised guidance
1.Raised awareness of standards expected - – tested through staff surveys

2.Reduction in number of complaints & misconduct

3.Increase in consistency in decision making by managers

4.Increased confidence in dealing with misconduct issues by supervisors – tested through staff surveys & Staff Association liaison

5.Increased confidence from public and staff in service – tested through staff surveys
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Domain B Organisational Capability

Protocols between Departments in relation to Grievance management
1.Increased clarity of roles – reduce bureaucracy & create efficiency savings

2.Decrease in grievances escalating into ET’s

3.Speedier resolution of grievances


Domain B Organisational Capability

Implementation of Fairness at Work Guidelines, including mediation.
1.Speedier resolution of grievances at the appropriate lower level

2.Increased confidence of staff in process – tested by surveys

3.Fewer staff/officers leaving the organisation

4.Reduction in sickness levels

5.Increase in morale
Domain B Organisational Capability

Option 2 - Examine the range of methods available to report wrongdoing.

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Additional confidential help line and anonymous reporting
1. Increased trust and confidence in process measured by initial increase in reports and staff satisfaction surveys

2. Longer term reduction in number of internal misconduct matters  
Domain B Organisational Capability

Option 3 - Develop a cohesive internal and external consultation and communication strategy and raise awareness and knowledge of integrity issues across the force.   

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Complainant and Staff Surveys
1.Increased trust and confidence in investigations

2.Increased satisfaction re process 
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Domain B Organisational Capability

Community Consultation
1.Increase in number of community groups consulted

2.Increase in frequency of consultation

3.Increased awareness among staff as to community needs
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Internal Communications – regular publication, inclusion in recruitment and induction packs
1.Increase in staff awareness of process and standards

2. Decrease in unsuitable applicants, formal discipline hearings and dismissals
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Domain B Organisational Capability

Revision of relevant training input
1.Increase in staff awareness of process and standards

2. Decrease in complaints, grievances and misconduct investigations
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Domain B Organisational Capability

Option 4 - Review how performance management information in relation to standards and integrity issues is collated, monitored, disseminated and used to ensure delivery of continuous improvement.

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Upgrade of IT to analyse and produce performance management information
Production of meaningful PI’s and targets to indicate performance, priorities and improvement
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Produce reports and promulgate best practice across force
1.Improvement in service delivery to public – measured by satisfaction surveys

2.Reduction in complaints, misconduct and grievances reported

3.Speedier resolution of problems indicated by trends 

 
Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Option 5 - Examine the policy, procedure and processes for vetting for all staff serving with the police.

Issue
Performance Measurement
PPAF Domain

Implement National Vetting Policy
1.Increased public confidence in the integrity of officers and staff within the service – measured by surveys

2.Decrease in number of internal misconduct, grievance and complaint cases

3.Efficiency savings following reduction in bureaucracy in processing transfers and investigation of cases


Domain A Citizen Focus

PPAF A.1

PBVI 1

BVPI 23

Domain B Organisational Capability

SECTION 4 – Who should provide the service? 

Best Value Reviews are subject to the application of Northumbria Police Authority’s procurement strategy, to determine how future services are secured.  There are seven procurement options within the strategy:

· the cessation of the service in whole or part ;

· the creation of a public/ private partnership through a strategic contract or a joint venture company;

· the transfer or externalisation of the service to another provider with no in-house bid;

· the market testing of all or part of the service (where the in-house provider bids in open competition against private or voluntary sector);

· the restructuring or repositioning of the in-house service;

· the renegotiating of existing arrangements with current suppliers where this is permissible; and

· the joint commissioning or delivery of the service.

However, application of the strategy is difficult in this review as the scope of the review covers policing with integrity and the effective handling of complaints from the public and internal misconduct matters.  The Police Reform Act 2002, police regulations, and the requirements of the IPCC, govern how the police service must perform this function.  The review has, therefore, concentrated on improving services whilst examining whether some aspects of the process may be outsourced e.g. mediation.  

Within the legislative framework, however, consultation and research carried out for this review into how other organisations deal with complaints has enabled the review team to look at best practice elsewhere and this has been incorporated into the options for change, particularly in relation to timeliness of investigations, information given to complainants, accessibility of the process, training for staff and learning lessons from positive and negative feedback from the public.  

There are some aspects of the services provided by the force in relation to the broader concept of policing with integrity which could be provided from outside the organisation.  Restorative conferencing could be provided externally but as this is only used for low level complaints it is not cost effective and there is an expectation from the public that police officers should take their complaints seriously and work towards a resolution and regard it as a learning experience for both sides.

Introducing a mediation service involving external specialists in this field is an option for grievance resolution, but extending mediation training to staff from existing staff associations and support networks would provide the necessary independence and confidence in the system at minimum cost (cost in training and staff time engaged in mediation).  

The use of external specialists will remain an option for the more complex cases of for cases involving employment tribunals. 

The review also considered whether handling of confidential reporting of wrongdoing could be transferred to a private company, such as “Safecall”, who currently provide the service for Northern Ireland, to replace reporting by confidential telephone line to the Head of PSD.  There was little support from officers and staff for this option as there is no control over vetting of their staff.  A more cost effective alternative is to develop an electronic method of reporting directly to PSD which does not leave an audit trail.

Vetting could also be contracted out but there has been a recently published National Vetting Policy by ACPO which needs to be taken into consideration and it may be preferable to retain vetting of applicants and existing staff due to the sensitive nature of intelligence, disclosure and human rights issues.  

The review concluded, therefore, that all of the services examined in this review should remain in house, but has identified areas where efficiency savings can be made as outlined under each of the individual options.

SECTION 5 – Investigation of the options

Members of the review team have investigated the range of options that have been described above. This report summarises the result of the investigations as follows:

· The Option

· Analysis

· Recommendations

· Detailed Assessment of Options – which includes an assessment of the financial implications 

Improvement plans

The implementation plans for each option and recommendations are attached to this report at Appendix A.  

An Implementation Manager will:

· monitor the timelines of implementation process;

· provide performance management information; and

· identify and report the outcomes and improvements in service delivery.

Supporting information

Additional supporting information can be found in the Baseline Assessment and Option Development Report.

Summary of the recommendations

To improve the current service we are proposing the following recommendations:

Option 1 - Streamline the processes involved in the management and investigation of complaints, misconduct, grievance and employment tribunals for all staff within Northumbria Police

1. To appoint PSD as lead department to co-ordinate the misconduct process for all staff in the organisation.

2. To nominate Centurion as the complaints, misconduct and civil claims recording system for all staff in the organisation.

3. To provide a force-wide IT solution to the recording of Quality of Service and Direction and Control matters.

4. To devise protocols between relevant departments, bringing the two misconduct processes together ensuring fairness and consistency of the investigations and decision-making.

5. To utilise the PSD/Personnel liaison project team to provide the force with a conduct and standards manual for all staff.

6. That ownership of policies and procedures relating to internal grievances remain with Personnel Services, but protocols be developed between PSD, Personnel Department and Legal Services in relation to grievance and employment tribunal investigations. 

7. That the number of staff trained in restorative conferencing and mediation will be increased.   

8. That personnel advisors located in area commands/departments are the central point of contact for police staff complaints/conduct issues and grievance.

Option 2 - Examine the range of methods available to report wrongdoing.

1. That the existing confidential telephone line is retained, but an additional line be provided and located in the Integrity Unit of PSD.

2. To research the development of a ‘non audit trail’ intranet feedback page for staff to leave feedback directly to PSD regarding the complaints system and integrity issues. 

Option 3 - Develop a cohesive internal and external consultation and communication strategy, and raise awareness and knowledge of integrity issues across the force.   

1. That integrity issues are taken into account in all marketing plans.

2. That PSD develop a consultation strategy to ensure meaningful complainant and staff surveys are conducted.

3. That PSD research and use an effective publication vehicle for disseminating information on integrity.

4. To introduce integrity issues into the recruiting procedures of all staff.

5. That standardised induction is introduced for all staff and that it has an integrity component.

6. That Training Department review all courses and deliver training where a specific input regarding integrity would be of benefit, ensuring that the curricula are kept up to date with current issues.

Option 4 - Review how performance management information in relation to standards and integrity issues is collated, monitored, disseminated and used to ensure delivery of continuous improvement.

1. That PSD systems be upgraded in terms of new reports and the relevant resources/funds are utilised to automate the collation of these statistics.

2. To introduce departmental and force performance measurements and targets in relation to complaints, misconduct and quality of service matters.

3. That Personnel Services Department develop a central system of recording and analysing staff grievances and cases which lead to employment tribunal applications.

Option 5 - Examine the policy, procedure and processes for vetting for all staff serving with the police.

1. To adopt the ACPO National Vetting Policy for the Police Community within Northumbria Police.
OPTION 1 - Streamline the processes involved in the management and investigation of complaints, misconduct, grievance and employment tribunals for all staff within Northumbria Police

The Option

From 1st April 2004 the IPCC replaced the PCA and the complaints and discipline system changed to bring all police staff working within the force under the police complaints system.  With the increased deployment of police staff as PCSOs, investigators, and detention officers, there is an increased likelihood that officers and police staff may be subject of complaints and misconduct allegations arising from the same or similar incidents.  For the first time serious misconduct matters involving police staff may need to be referred to the IPCC.  
In addition, a system of local resolution of lower level public complaints against police officers and police staff has been introduced and there is an expectation by the IPCC for forces to use restorative conferencing or mediation to resolve such complaints.  

Until 1st April 2004, Personnel Services Department had responsibility for recording and managing the processes involved in police staff misconduct, whereas Professional Standard Department (PSD) managed all officer misconduct matters.  The change in the system has resulted in a blurring of responsibilities in some areas, for example, notification and investigation of serious misconduct involving police staff and arrangements for hearings where PSD have investigated a police staff discipline matter.

Personnel Services still have responsibility for grievance handling, but there is often a close relationship between grievance and discipline arising from the same set of circumstances.   Legal Services also have a role to play in relation to employment tribunal investigations.  

PSD now take responsibility for the recording of all matters in relation to staff complaints and misconduct, but not all of the policies, processes and instructions fully reflect these changes.  Advice and guidance to staff and supervisors are contained in different documents, written by different authors, and often without reference to each other.  This is very confusing for staff who are affected and supervisors who need to work their way through these processes. 

Guidance is still being issued by the Home Office and the IPCC as they are learning from their experiences of the new system.  In June 2004, the Home Office commenced a ‘Review of Police Disciplinary Arrangements’ under the chairmanship of Mr. William Morris, which also is looking at the relationship between officer and police staff discipline arrangements.  He is due to report in early 2005. 

This creates an ideal opportunity to examine whether our methods of recording and investigating of police staff misconduct are still relevant in the light of these legislative changes and recommendations, and to look at whether there is consistency in the sanctions imposed for similar misconduct offences.  A streamlining of the misconduct processes for all staff working within the force will ensure that managers in the lead departments and all officer and police staff supervisors clearly understand what their responsibilities are when complaints, misconduct matters or a grievance is reported.  It is of equal importance that staff who report wrongdoing or who are the subject of these investigations know how the processes will affect them, who will be involved, and the help and support that will be made available.

Analysis

Ownership and recording of misconduct processes

At present, ownership of the misconduct processes in relation to police officers and special constabulary members rests with Professional Standards, whilst Personnel Department own the police staff side and forensic physicians.  As police staff do not have a code of conduct and are not governed by the Police Regulations 2004, then it is difficult to handle all misconduct issues in one place, via one method.

The disciplinary procedures for police staff is under development by the Police Staff Council in a drive to increase consistency both across police staff discipline and any revised arrangements for police officers.  A decision is expected from this group in the foreseeable future.

With the introduction of the IPCC and the Police Reform Act 2002 Complaints Section, there is also an expectation that records and reports on misconduct will be managed and available from a single source.   The current national complaints/ conduct system known as Centurion, owned by PSD, is being utilised to record all complaint, misconduct issues and civil claims.  At present information about police staff misconduct is being sent to PSD manually from Personnel Services Department.  

It was initially suggested that the new Human Resources IT system currently being developed and due to go live in 2005, should include data from police staff misconduct matters input by staff in Personnel Services Department.  This, however, would mean that misconduct would be recorded in two separate systems requiring an interface between the Centurion and the Personnel System.  The preferred option is for Centurion to hold all data in relation to misconduct, and that Personnel Services retain a separate misconduct system until policy and procedures can be altered to refer all police staff misconduct to PSD.  It is also suggested that Personnel Services retain a separate grievance database to the new HR system.  

There will still need to be an interface or download of data from the HR system into Centurion to provide management information in relation to staff who are subject to complaints and misconduct investigation, for example, service profile, length of service, and current role.   This will enable any trends to be identified.   PSD staff are working with IS&T and Personnel Services Department to ensure that the development of the HR system will meet the needs of both departments and obviate the need for double keying.   Management information and statistics will need to be easily retrieved from a single source, reducing bureaucracy and to provide a streamlined service to fulfill the requirements of the IPCC at minimum cost.  Once the system is live, this should result in efficiency savings but will also require further changes in force procedures and instructions.
Quality of Service

Within the new complaints process there is a requirement for forces to hold a register of direction and control and quality issues being raised by the public.  It is the responsibility of PSD to manage this process, monitor trends, and to ensure that each area command is recording these complaints correctly and providing an effective and timely response to the public about any issues raised.

At present this process is paper-based, with a copy of the form completed by the area command inspector being sent to PSD for central recording.  Work is ongoing to provide an IT solution for input at source with the provision to produce force-wide reports.  

Ownership and recording of grievance and employment tribunal processes

A review was undertaken in relation to internal grievance handling and employment tribunal investigations to determine whether supervisors and investigators have the skills to deal with the issues.  The review also considered whether there would be an increase in confidence in the process if an independent element was introduced into grievance investigation.  

A Professional Standards and Personnel Services working group considered the current arrangements for internal grievance handling and ET investigations and whether changes introduced through the PS&PR would impact upon this.  Interviews were conducted with Chief Superintendent Professional Standards and the Chief Personnel Officer.

It has been suggested that the ownership of internal grievance handling should remain with Personnel Services.  The internal grievance policies and procedures are currently being updated to incorporate the Fairness at Work Procedures in line with guidance issued by the Home Office on 1 April 2004.  PSD would have involvement in the investigation of any serious matters of conduct which are raised or uncovered during the handling of internal grievances.  The Fairness at Work Procedure covers the relationship between the grievance procedure and misconduct enquiries.

Consultation with staff has raised the issue that few supervisors have any training in relation to handling grievance or misconduct issues and, therefore, lacked confidence in dealing with them.  Experience shows that mistakes made in handling grievances can lead to costly employment tribunal investigations and hearings.

The implementation of PS&PR has resulted in personnel officers being allocated to and based in area commands and departments.  They will be involved in raising awareness concerning the areas which result in grievances being reported, such as inappropriate conduct.  It is anticipated that by having the personnel officer based locally, there will be early provision of advice and intervention and will also ensure that an appropriate and consistent method of dealing with issues will be followed.

Cases which cannot be resolved at an early stage which result in civil claims and ETs are handled by Legal Services.  The processes around the investigation of ET claims in this force have developed in an ad-hoc way.  There has been no formal recognition of the roles and responsibilities of the two departments involved - Personnel Services and Legal Services - and the responsibilities of the investigating team beyond carrying out the actual investigation.  

Where the allegations are such that they need to be investigated, such as sexual or race discrimination cases, it has been the practice to appoint an officer of at least the rank of chief inspector.  They scope the investigation and seek staff with relevant skills from across the force to carry it out.  Officers were often seconded to the investigation on a part time basis in addition to their normal duties, which extended the length of time taken to complete the investigation and prepare the case for the Chief Constable.  

Often, the senior investigating officer and team had no experience or training in employment law and ET’s.  Some chief inspectors and superintendents now have that experience, two of whom are within PSD.  It has been suggested that PSD and its staff investigate all ET’s brought against the force, whether by a member of police staff or an officer, or that at least the senior investigating officer should be appointed from PSD.  

Consultation with heads of PSD, Personnel, and Legal Services, has revealed that there is a need to devise protocols between the departments involved to ensure that the correct process is adopted in all cases, and that the management of each case is properly coordinated and documented.   This will minimise the opportunity for legal challenge and ensure that all ET investigations are carried out in a timely manner, which is particularly important where a grievance investigation reveals possible misconduct.  

It is suggested that Personnel Services retain responsibility for monitoring grievances and report to Northumbria Police Authority (NPA) in accordance with the APA Guidance ‘People Matters’ to ensure that information to assist in determining trends or that lessons learnt from grievances are promulgated throughout the force.  

Legal Services continue to analyse those serious cases which result in civil claims or employment tribunals, but this should extend to all cases and a formal method of promulgating lessons learned in relation to these cases to the force is adopted.

The development of protocols and compatible policies and processes will ensure that all staff are aware of whether an issue will be dealt with as a grievance or misconduct matter, the differences in the processes involved, and be made aware of the support mechanisms which are in place for staff - whether they report wrongdoing, are the subject of investigation, or are witnesses in an investigation. 

Restorative conferencing and mediation

National public surveys into handling of complaints indicate that the public would prefer a less adversarial system of resolving complaints.  Consultation carried out for this review among staff and complainants, reflect these findings in considering that complaints and internal misconduct matters take too long to resolve at present. 

Mediation or restorative conferencing has been used by Thames Valley for a number of years and it is an expectation of IPCC that this method of resolving complaints should be attempted in appropriate cases to provide a quicker method of dispute resolution.  Mediation is also recommended in the Fairness at Work Procedures as an appropriate method of dealing with work place disputes and grievances.

Most of the personnel officers have been trained in mediation and five officers in PSD have been trained in restorative conferencing methods.  Since April 2004, restorative conferencing has been used for public complaints which are subject to the Local Resolution Procedure. 

It is proposed that mediation training be extended to staff association representatives and representatives of support networks such as Disability, Women’s Issues, the Gay Police Association, and the Black Police Association, as staff may have more confidence if mediation was undertaken by these independent representatives.  This is recommended as best practice under the Fairness at Work Procedures and whilst it would result in initial training costs, it should result in a reduction of costs in the longer term by reducing the number of grievances which escalate to an employment tribunal.
One of the issues to be considered by the force when training members of staff in restorative conferencing and mediation is whether it is appropriate for two different methods of resolving disputes would be confusing for staff and managers.  The research and consultation undertaken as part of this review would indicate that mediation and restorative conferencing methods are used by the force for different purposes.  By using different departments and methods to deal with staff grievance and misconduct matters, clarity will be achieved in relation to emphasising the difference between grievance and misconduct.

Restorative conferencing and mediation provide proportionate methods of dealing with issues which should result in quicker resolutions and also provide information to assist the force in raising standards and promote a ‘Learning Organisation’ approach, instead of a ‘Blame Culture’.

Policies and procedures

A full review of all policies, procedures and guidance relating to the handling of misconduct, grievance, and employment tribunals, is required to identify which department owns and drives them.  Many will be cross cutting between departments but the lead department should progress any changes in consultation with other areas in the force and communicate the changes by the most appropriate method.  

Attention will need to be made regarding recent publications by the Home Office: 

· “A Model Code of Conduct for Local Government Employees”;

· ACPO “Complaints against Forensic Physicians” and “Fitness for Discipline”;

· APA “Draft Code of Conduct for Police Staff”;

· APA “People Matters”;

· IPCC Supervision Manual (12/04);

· Home Office “Fairness at Work Procedures”;

· “The case for change – the Report of the Morris Enquiry”;

· the “Report into the Review of Police Discipline Arrangements”; and

· the results of the Commission for Racial Equality Investigation.

In addition, there will also be a need to have a standards and misconduct manual for all staff in the organisation.  This will need to include police officers, police staff, special constabulary, PCSOs, contracted staff, and forensic physicians, and will require liaison between the relevant departments and staff associations.  This manual should then set out the roles and responsibilities of the associated departments involved in the process, i.e. PSD, Personnel, Legal Services, Criminal Justice Department, supervisors across the force etc.

From consultation with the regional forces, there appears to be only one force - North Yorkshire Constabulary - that has produced a standards manual for all staff.  It appears that each regional force has different approaches to the PSD structure, how it interacts with other internal departments, who owns the misconduct policies and procedures, and who owns employment tribunal, grievance management and investigations.

Consistency issues 

Whilst the changes in the complaints and misconduct system brought police staff within the process, police staff are not subject to Police Regulations, but have a contract of employment within the force and are subject to employment law.  This effectively restricts forces from combining the two processes.  The force can, however, rationalise the processes for all staff to ensure that police officers and police staff are treated with the same degree of fairness, openness and transparency during misconduct investigations and that the sanctions used are similar for the similar types of misconduct.  This may cause the force some difficulty until a code of Conduct for Police Staff is produced - the misconduct offences which amount to gross misconduct for police staff require dismissal, yet there is a wider range of sanctions for police officers, from caution to dismissal, for what can amount to the same behaviour.

Similarly, misconduct investigations and hearings can be carried out more quickly for police staff - it is not uncommon for a police officer to remain suspended from duty on full pay for 18 months before a hearing can be arranged.  A member of police staff, involved in the same case, can be dismissed when gross misconduct has been proved and have exhausted the appeals process within six months of the offence coming to light.

Sanctions imposed for misconduct offences committed by police officers vary considerably across and within forces and attempts have been made to issue sanction guidelines by some.  This is also an area being looked at by the Taylor Review.  

As outlined above, considerable changes have already been made in relation to complaints, misconduct and grievance procedures, but there are still changes to come.  It is, therefore, crucial that this force has the appropriate framework in which to manage these changes and to assist in achieving this, the following recommendations are proposed:

Recommendations

1.  To appoint PSD as lead department to co-ordinate the misconduct process for all staff in the organisation.

Reasons:

1. Defines the chain of command when dealing with force-wide issues.

2. Central source for information and consistency of decision-making.

3. Provides consistency and corporacy.

2.  To nominate Centurion as the complaints, misconduct and civil claims recording system for all staff in the organisation.

Reasons:

1. Fulfills the requirement from the IPCC to extract the raw data from the system.

2. Used nationally by 43 other forces, which will facilitate transfer of data to IPCC.

3. Centralises the provision of management information and statistics in relation to complaints and misconduct for all staff, allowing for performance monitoring and trend analysis.

4. Allows investigators immediate access to information that may have a bearing on the allegation, therefore assisting in the timely conclusion of the case.

3.  To provide a force-wide IT solution to the recording of Quality of Service, Direction and Control matters.

Reasons:

1. Provides a simple means of recording at source, which can be switched electronically to the relevant location.

2. Reduces bureaucracy by providing a simple electronic process replacing the current register.

3. Ensures early intervention by PSD if the matter is incorrectly recorded. 

4. Allows PSD to risk assess issues raised and monitor trends across the force and recommend remedial action.

4.  To devise protocols between relevant departments, bringing the two misconduct processes together ensuring fairness and consistency of the investigations and decision-making.

Reasons:

1. Would provide confidence for everyone in the misconduct process for staff in the organisation. 

2. Central point for providing information to area commands on current trends or issues that require attention.

3. Better use of knowledge and resources in terms of mediation and restorative conferencing.

5.  To utilise the PSD/Personnel liaison project team to provide the force with a conduct and standards manual for all staff.

Reasons:

1. Will ensure greater awareness of all staff of conduct expected and should reduce complaints and misconduct investigations.

2. Achieve greater understanding about the role of the departments and staff in the misconduct process.

3. IIS can provide instant guide to supervisors and staff as to what is expected of them within the process.

4. Agreement can be reached to progress the issues affecting both departments and the most efficient way of moving them forward.

6.  That ownership of policies and procedures relating to internal grievances remain with Personnel Services, but protocols be developed between PSD, Personnel Department and Legal Services in relation to grievance and employment tribunal investigations. 

Reasons:

1. Greater clarity would be achieved in relation to the differences between grievances and misconduct matters.

2. Greater clarity would be achieved regarding the respective roles and responsibilities of staff within each department in the light of recent changes.

3. Information can then be included in the conduct and standards manual to inform all staff.

7.  That the number of staff trained in restorative conferencing and mediation will be increased.   

Reasons:
1. Will provide complainants with an early and proportionate resolution of lower level complaints.

2. Extending mediation training to staff association and support network representatives should increase confidence in the grievance process.
3. Work place disputes can be resolved more quickly and prevent escalation into costly employment tribunal investigations.
4. The organisation would move forward from a ‘Blame Culture’ to that of a “A Learning Organisation”.
8.  That personnel advisors located in area commands/department are the central point of contact for police staff complaints/conduct issues,and grievance.

Reasons:

1. Central control and communication for area commands/department of any performance/behavioral issues.

2. Gives Command Team ownership of local issues and immediate access to advice.

3. The provision of early guidance and intervention will facilitate timely resolution of disputes.

Detailed Assessment of the Option

Resources
There are no financial implications arising from this option - the additional training required can be carried out by using existing resources

Quality and performance
Section 3 of this report fully outlines expected outcomes and how performance will be measured

Diversity Impact Assessment
Increased trust and confidence in the service provided

Sustainable Development
There are no sustainable development implications associated with this option.

Links with other services/ ongoing work
Links into ongoing work being carried out by IS&T in relation to the new HR system and with work being carried out by Personnel Services Department in relation to Fairness at Work Guidelines.  Force Strategic Link – releasing the potential of our personnel & support for front line policing

Any other issues
None

Improvement Plan

The recommended options will be implemented as detailed in Appendix A.

OPTION 2 - Examine the range of methods available to report wrongdoing
The Option

There are a number of methods by which staff can report wrongdoing internally.  For example:

· either verbally or in writing through line management; 

· through specific staff associations, e.g. Northumbria Black Police or Gay Police Associations; 

· through colleague support schemes;

· by involving the grievance procedure; or 

· directly to staff within PSD or Personnel Services Department.  

A facility also exists for staff to report wrongdoing directly to the Head of PSD via a confidential telephone line.  Whilst there have been a number of calls to the confidential help line - 47 in the last 12 months - staff consulted felt uncomfortable speaking directly to someone of such high rank and this was more keenly felt among police staff.  Staff did wish to retain the facility to report to a trusted representative of a department which was seen to be independent and were keen to be able to report wrongdoing anonymously.

Analysis

Alternative methods of reporting have been explored, such as the independent organisation known as Safecall.  This company, based in Sunderland, have been used by the Police Service of Northern Ireland since March 2003.  An evaluation has been made of the service provided which revealed that 97 reports had been made as at 1 September 2004, resulting in 27 formal investigations.   The yearly cost to PSNI was £40,000 which equated to £4 for each of its 10,000 employees.  The PSNI believe the service is cost effective for its needs.

Whilst this service has advantages in terms of being independent of the police service, there were a number of concerns raised by managers, staff and staff association representatives.  For example, there would be obvious cost implications and no control over the vetting, training, and suitability of staff from the service provider, who will be receiving the reports of wrongdoing.

The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) have a Standard Operating Procedure for reporting wrongdoing, the principles of which are already contained in the Northumbria Police Professional Standards Reporting Procedure.  As a means of supporting those staff who report wrongdoing, the MPS have introduced a system of mentoring.  Northumbria Police are currently in the process of training ‘Colleague Support Volunteers’ to replace ‘Workplace Contacts’ as a means of providing a confidential support service for staff who feel aggrieved at, or witness to, for example, any form of bullying, harassment, victimisation, criminal behaviour or breaches of the police Code of Conduct.  The MPS similarly have a confidential internal help line for the reporting of wrongdoing by all staff.

This Best Value Review recognises that Northumbria Police already have good policies and support mechanisms which encourage staff to challenge incidents of unacceptable behaviour of managers and colleagues, but has concluded that some simple measures can be taken which will improve that service.

Recommendations

1. That the existing confidential telephone line is retained, but an additional line be provided and located in the Integrity Unit of PSD.

Reasons:

1. To increase the confidence of staff who wish to report wrongdoing.

2. To provide a mechanism to directly refer intelligence to the Integrity Unit.

3. To provide an additional means of reporting wrongdoing to those police officers and police staff reluctant to report to someone of chief superintendent rank.

2.  To research the development of a ‘non audit trail’ intranet feedback page for staff to leave feedback directly to PSD regarding the complaints system and integrity issues. 

Reasons:

1. Will provide an inexpensive, easy-to-use process that would be available 24/7 to staff.

2. Meets the needs of staff by enabling anonymous reporting, but is less expensive than using an external company. 

3. Increases confidence of staff and will give a truer picture of the “health” of the organisation.

Detailed Assessment of the Option

Resources
Additional call charge costs will arise as a result of installing an additional telephone line, however, these are considered minimal and can be met from within existing resources

Quality and performance
Section 3 of this report fully outlines expected outcomes and how performance will be measured

Diversity Impact Assessment
Increased trust and confidence in the reporting of wrongdoing process by all staff within the organization

Sustainable Development
There are no sustainable development implications associated with this option

Links with other services/ ongoing work
None 

Any other issues
None

Improvement Plan

The recommended options will be implemented as detailed in Appendix A.

OPTION 3 - Develop a cohesive internal and external consultation and communication strategy, and raise awareness and knowledge of integrity issues across the force

The Option

During the review of PSD which was carried out in 2001, a public and staff consultation plan was drawn up and extended to ensure that it would inform this Best Value Review.  The consultation plan was not formally incorporated into the Strategic Plan of the department, but significant progress has been made in consulting the public and staff representing the interests of a number of community groups.  Due to limited resources within the department, the emphasis has been primarily on ethnic minority and gay community groups and staff.

It is suggested that the consultation plan be formalised into a communication and consultation strategy for PSD, building on its current links with the Community Engagement Department and Independent Advisory Groups.

Consultation with officers and police staff identified that there needs to be a raising of awareness, through induction and training, of:

· the standards the force expects of its staff; 

· the reporting of wrongdoing process; and 

· the support networks which exist for staff, who: 

· report wrongdoing, 

· invoke the grievance procedure, or 

· who are the subject of allegations.  

Training for supervisors in dealing with grievances, discipline and unsatisfactory performance was also seen as a priority.  

Training currently given for police officers was disjointed, ad-hoc and concentrated largely on how to avoid complaints, rather than about standards and integrity. Training for police staff was woefully inadequate or non-existent.

Analysis
Consultation has revealed that ‘integrity’ should not just be inexorably bound to the complaints system, but should be a ‘golden thread’ through every aspect of the organisation.  It follows that any communication and consultation strategy must cast a broad net, but not duplicate the efforts of other departments.

The provision to staff of knowledge concerning integrity issues is patchy.  PSD provides an input to probationers’ and newly promoted police officers’ courses. Articles regarding integrity are published in ‘Grapevine’ only when specific issues arise - there is no regular feature.

The public has an expectation that all employees of Northumbria Police, and not just police officers, should be of the highest integrity, yet the provision of knowledge on integrity matters is not broad-based nor delivered with any consistency.

Recommendations

1.  That integrity issues are taken into account in all marketing plans.

Reasons:

1. Will send out a consistent message that the force expects the highest standards in all its endeavours.

2. Reaffirming the force’s commitment to integrity will increase public reassurance.

2.  That PSD to develop a consultation strategy to ensure meaningful complainant and staff surveys are conducted

Reasons:

1. Will ensure appropriate consultation methods and techniques are employed. 

2. Maximises learning and development opportunities resulting from the analysis of consultation undertaken.

3.  That PSD research and use an effective publication vehicle for disseminating information on integrity.

Reason:

1. One vehicle would aid staff in knowing where to find information, allowing staff to be come accustomed to a particular style and format.

4. To introduce integrity issues into the recruiting procedures of all staff.

Reasons:

1. Will help in the de-selecting of unsuitable applicants and may avoid incidents similar to the ‘Secret Policemen’.

2. Identifies to successful candidates the emphasis the force places on integrity.
5. That standardised induction is introduced for all staff and that it has an integrity component.

Reasons:

1. Good practice for large organisations to have a standard induction procedure to get a consistent message across.

2. Harmonisation between officer and police staff. 

3. Introduction of integrity as a force concern at the earliest possible point in a person’s career.

6.  That Training Department to review all courses and deliver training where a specific input regarding integrity would be of benefit ensuring that the curricula are kept up to date with current issues.

Reasons:

1. Will ensure that police staff are not excluded from training in integrity issues.

2. PSD has neither the resources or expertise to deliver quality training.

3. All training should be part of a pre-planned curriculum, thereby guaranteeing the training is delivered, is up to date, and of a consistently high standard.

4. Liaison with PSD will ensure emerging trends due to changes in legislation, roles, attitude, and behaviour can be taken into account to ensure training remains relevant.

5. As probationer training is to be re-designed, there is an opportunity to develop the thread of integrity from the earliest stages in service.

Detailed Assessment of the Option

Resources
This work can be carried out within existing resources

Quality and performance
Section 3 of this report fully outlines expected outcomes and how performance will be measured

Diversity Impact Assessment
Increase in the number of community groups consulted and frequency of consultation with existing groups, increased trust in the system, and fewer complaints from minority groups who may feel vulnerable to complaints and allegations of misconduct

Sustainable Development
There are no sustainable development implications associated with this option.

Links with other services/ ongoing work
Links with Community Engagement Dept will be explored with a view to setting up a consultation database to ensure that certain groups are not over consulted.  Strategic link – improve quality of life by working in partnership with the community & releasing potential of our staff

Any other issues
None

Improvement Plan

The recommended options will be implemented as detailed in Appendix A.

OPTION 4 - Review how performance management information in relation to standards and integrity issues is collated, monitored, disseminated and used to ensure delivery of continuous improvement
The Option

One of the strategic aims of this review is to improve the service to the public by ensuring that the force learns from analysing complaints, quality of service issues, misconduct investigations and grievances.  The force needs to ensure that it takes remedial action quickly and takes steps to reduce the likelihood of such incidents happening again.  In order to do this, PSD and Personnel Services Department need to improve the type of data it collates, how it is analysed, and then used.   

Analysis of more meaningful data will inform PSD and the force as to what its priorities are in relation to prevention and continuous improvement.  Performance measurements and targets can then be introduced.

Analysis

The IPCC requires much more of this type of information to carry out its guardianship role and the inspection process in relation to complaints and staff misconduct.  Police Authorities require more information in relation to grievance and employment tribunal cases to enable them to carry out independent monitoring of forces.   Currently, only the minimum performance measures and targets are produced in relation to complaints, for example, complaints per 100 officers or length of investigations, and these are compared with the national picture.  PSD do not have their own set of performance measures or targets.

With the introduction of the IPCC and the new complaints system, the force has had to adopt a more detailed recording process for both complaints, misconduct issues, and civil claims for all staff in the organisation.  This creates an ideal opportunity to improve how this data is being used. 

If the recommendation that all misconduct matters and complaints are reported to PSD and recorded on the Centurion system is agreed, this will ensure that all information is contained in one database.  However, there will still be a need to share data between Personnel and PSD.  This should be provided by an interface between Centurion and the new HR system which will reduce bureaucracy, cutting out the need for paper records to be transferred between departments and double keying.
Public consultation has identified that there is a need to improve the way we deal with and analyse quality of service complaints.  Such complaints ought to be dealt with locally, but there is an expectation from the IPCC and the Home Office that they will be centrally monitored in order to identify trends and to ensure remedial action is taken.  The force currently does not have an IT system to support this, but staff in PSD are currently working with IS&T to remedy this.  An IT solution needs to be developed to aid analysis.  

In October 2004, the IPCC, in conjunction with FIS (Centurion System), developed an IT interface which can extract raw data, in order to provide the Home Office with a detailed analysis of the current cases within the force.

That said, the current reports which can be obtained from the system are not sufficient for the needs of both internal and external stakeholders, such as the Commission for Racial Equality, quarterly BVPI’s, or the NPA Complaints Committee.  Work still needs to be done to provide PSD with an effective performance analysis capability.

Currently there is no system of centrally recording grievances submitted by officers and police staff which are resolved locally.  No analysis is carried out in relation to the types of incidents which give rise to grievances and ET’s, other than to debrief an employment tribunal at its conclusion for any lessons learnt - there is no formal method of promulgating best practice across the force.  As the grievance procedures are currently under review by Personnel Services Department, there is an opportunity to introduce a system of recording, analysis and performance measures.

Recommendations

1.  That PSD systems be upgraded in terms of new reports and the relevant resources/funds are utilised to automate the collation of these statistics.

Reasons:

1. The majority of data collection and analysis for all internal and external stakeholders is performed manually, which is time consuming and bureaucratic.

2. Upgrading or introducing an IT solution with an interface with Centurion would create efficiency savings.

3. Reduced risk of human error in providing them on an ad-hoc basis.

4. Standardised method of reporting.

5. Improved information via liaison officers to area commands to address any trends or emerging issues.

2. To introduce departmental and force performance measurements and targets in relation to complaints, misconduct and quality of service matters.

Reasons:

1. Reinforces PSD’s commitment to improving services to the community.

2. Enables PSD to prioritise improvement actions internally and at force level.

3. That Personnel Services Department develop a central system of recording and analysing staff grievances and cases which lead to employment tribunal applications.

Reasons:

1. Ensures that the force can identify trends and take remedial action to prevent recurrence.

2. Ensures that supervisors are properly advised in relation to the handling of grievances to prevent escalation into costly employment tribunals and civil claims.  

3. Reports can then be provided to NPA in compliance with guidance contained in APA ‘People Matters’.

Detailed Assessment of the Option

Resources
The additional training required under this option can be met from within the existing PSD capital budget at a cost of approximately £5,000.  The additional cost of one analyst is £25,462, should the grade be agreed as grade F.

Quality and performance
Section 3 of this report fully outlines expected outcomes and how performance will be measured

Diversity Impact Assessment
PSD and Personnel Department will be able to better monitor trends in relation to complaints, misconduct and grievances which may involve diverse community groups or minority groups within the force and take remedial action more quickly or learn lessons to reduce incidents giving rise to complaints

Sustainable Development
There are no sustainable development implications associated with this option.

Links with other services/ongoing work
Links to work ongoing in Personnel Department and Legal Services in relation to monitoring grievances and ET’s.  Strategic Link – improving quality of life through working in partnership with the community & support for front line policing 

Any other issues
None

Improvement Plan

The recommended options will be implemented as detailed in Appendix A.

OPTION 5 - Examine the policy, procedure and processes for vetting for all staff serving with the police

The Option

There are currently two types of vetting procedures in operation within Northumbria Police:

· national security vetting, which includes counter terrorist check, security check, and developed vetting - the head of Special Branch provides a link with the Security Service in relation to this type of vetting; and

· force vetting, which includes recruitment vetting, management vetting, non-police personnel vetting and basic check 

National security vetting is regulated by the Government's statement of vetting policy, which is set out in full on security vetting questionnaires.  It is in the interests of national security that certain members of police staff and officers undergo security vetting to ensure they can be trusted with the most sensitive information, protecting what are known as Government National Security Assets.
Force vetting provides a similar level of assurance concerning the integrity of individuals who have access to sensitive criminal intelligence, financial or operational police assets.  The level of vetting required depends upon the level of information an individual regularly has access to, e.g., 

· restricted, confidential, secret or top secret; or 

· where the access of an individual to police assets (e.g. financial, computer networks, communication networks) could present the opportunity to cause catastrophic consequences to the organisation if they are not securely handled.

A number of different departments are involved in the vetting process in Northumbria Police:

· recruitment checks are currently carried out Personnel Services for all applicants joining the force, with assistance from Special Branch and the Central Information Bureau (CIB).  The decision to approve the vetting of the applicant is the responsibility of Personnel Services.

· vetting for non-police personnel is undertaken by CIB.

· higher standards of vetting (National Security Vetting standard) is undertaken by Special Branch.

Police officers are subject of a ‘basic’ and ‘counter terrorist check’ on commencing their employment with Northumbria Police.  No further checks will be made on an officer throughout their career, despite probable changes in circumstances, unless they apply for a specialist post which carries a higher level of vetting.  The vetting standard ‘security cleared’ is applied to the more sensitive posts within the organisation, but this does not provide for examination of personal finances or scrutiny of the details of people with whom they associate, nor is it reviewed once it has been given.
Consultation and the research undertaken for this review identified that there is no consistent approach to the vetting of officers and police staff joining Northumbria Police and furthermore, vetting processes varied from force to force. There was also considerable support from all staff for a more robust vetting policy, that there should be higher levels of vetting for certain specialist posts, and that a person should be subject to a review at certain intervals during their career
Analysis

The Best Value Review service manager established a small working group to look at the existing process and consult with those involved in the provision of the service, along with service users, to identify where improvements could be made.  At the same time, the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) Professional Standards Committee formed a working group to consider the introduction of a National Vetting Policy for the police community.  The aim was to support the commitment to maintaining high levels of honesty and integrity and to prevent dishonest, unethical and unprofessional behaviour.  In January 2004, the ACPO National Vetting Policy was published.  It provides a national standard for vetting across forces and allows police staff, partner agencies, contractors or other non- police personnel, to transfer or operate within different forces or police agencies with a minimum of duplication of vetting procedures, whilst maintaining the highest professional standards.

The policy provides for the vetting of all police employees and non-police personnel having access to police premises or police assets which is commensurate with the level of access the person would have to information, or the opportunity for the applicant to cause damage to the systems or integrity of Northumbria Police.  The force working group considered that implementation of this policy would fully meet the needs of this force for a more robust vetting policy which was being identified through consultation.

The review team also found that there were no national guidelines in respect of police staff recruitment.  In view of the wide range of duties now undertaken by such staff, the ACPO National Vetting Policy recommends that the vetting criteria for the recruitment of police officers, members of the special constabulary, and PCSOs, is extended to include persons applying for police staff vacancies, as their integrity is equally important.

If implemented in this force, a force vetting officer would be appointed to be the arbiter on any decision to grant or refuse a vetting application and hold responsibility for the production and maintenance of the force vetting policy, as part of an integrated security strategy.  This means that responsibility for vetting would transfer from Personnel Services to the Information Security Unit within PSD.  The policy also recommends that for a force of this size, two full-time equivalent administration staff would need to be recruited to the department to deal with the increased workload. 

In considering the cost benefit of implementing the National Vetting Policy, it should be recognised that more robust vetting should result in fewer unsuitable applicants taking up posts within the force and regular reviews of vetting status should reduce the force’s vulnerability to corruption.  This will, therefore, reduce the need to divert resources to expensive and protracted PSD investigations and reduce related costs of suspensions, welfare support, failed prosecutions, ETs and other civil claims.  Considerable efficiency savings should also be made in relation to processing and vetting transferees from other forces or other partner agencies.

Recommendation

1.  To adopt the ACPO National Vetting Policy for the Police Community within Northumbria Police 

Reasons:

1. Reinforces the commitment to the maintenance of the highest levels of integrity by the prevention and disruption of dishonest, unethical and unprofessional behaviour.

2. Provides a more robust vetting policy for Northumbria Police, which is consistent with other forces in England and Wales.

3. A force vetting officer responsible for maintenance of vetting policy and is arbiter on vetting decisions will ensure consistency in decision making.

4. Increased public reassurance as to the integrity of persons applying for posts in the force and those already serving. 

5. Introduction police staff into the process.

6. Reduced bureaucracy in relation to the transfer of officers and staff between forces.  

7. The ACPO National Vetting Policy is a ‘living’ document with sufficient flexibility to allow the policy and related procedures to be updated as required.

8. Comprehensive and proportionate vetting strategy to assist the Chief Constable to fulfil the responsibility to maintain an efficient and effective force as required under Police Act 1996. 

9. Assists in compliance with Principle 7 of the Data Protection Act 1998, the requirements of the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, Section 8 of the Official Secrets Act 1989, Section 115 Crime and Disorder Act 1998, and Section 82 Police Reform Act 2002.

10. Cost benefits include the prevention of protracted PSD investigations, reduced numbers of suspensions and a reduction in failed prosecutions, ETs and Civil Claims.

Detailed Assessment of the Option

Resources
Additional staff will be required to carry out the additional work as recommended by the ACPO National Vetting Policy.  For a force of this size their recommendation is one FTE post as vetting officer and two FTE posts at a lower grade.  This is currently subject of a request to the force Resource Management Group.  The additional cost will be dependant upon the final grading of the posts, at present the vetting officer post may be within the region of £23,000, whilst the two supporting posts may be met from existing resources. 

Quality and performance
Section 3 of this report fully outlines expected outcomes and how performance will be measured

Diversity Impact Assessment
A more robust vetting and recruiting procedure should minimise the risk of employing unsuitable applicants to work with Northumbria Police

Sustainable Development
There are no sustainable development implications associated with this option.

Links with other services/ongoing work
Links to existing work carried out in Personnel Department and Crime Management where vetting is currently carried out.  Strategic Link – supports front line policing

Any other issues
None

Improvement Plan

The recommended options will be implemented as detailed in Appendix C.
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