31 May 2002
To all Police Authority Chairs of England and Wales 

IMPLEMENTING POLICE REFORM: TOWARDS A COHERENT AND CREDIBLE PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

Introduction

1. A fundamental element of police reform implementation, as you know, is the development of a clearer and more coherent framework to enable policing performance to be effectively accounted for in terms of both the resources made available and the outcomes delivered. Following detailed discussions with both the Working Group on Best Value and Police Performance (WGBVPP), and, subsequently, the Police Reform Implementation Steering Group (PRISG) chaired by John Denham (on both of which you are represented), I thought it would be helpful if I set out the current position in respect of this work.  

The Existing Challenge

2. Paragraph 7.19 of the White Paper highlighted that “the Government is committed to building on the performance data from Best Value and Inspections and developing a robust framework to identify the differential performance of each force in relation to the resources at its disposal. This will underpin the Government’s approach to police reform.” Delivering this commitment, however, is significantly constrained by the plethora of existing performance indicators, generated from different contexts and to different timescales, which have led to considerable confusion and uncertainty about priorities and performance across the Service. This is exacerbated by the serious limitations on the integrity of the existing data, and the variable quality of management information systems. Policing is a complex enough activity in any event - there are always tensions to resolve between, for example, force targets and national targets which need to strike the right balance given tripartite responsibilities. Furthermore, given the operational nature of policing, some unplanned shifts in priorities can inevitably occur in-year. But the current landscape for performance management is an ad hoc patchwork of different requirements which need substantial revision.

Intermediate Action

3. The significant progress made in rationalising and simplifying Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs), managed through the WGBVPP, has been an important step forward. However, a smaller number of top-level force-wide indicators are required until agreement can be reached on the Policing Performance Assessment Framework (PPAF - see paragraph 6a). Ministers have selected ten interim indicators to reflect existing national priorities where information is already being generated – this retains, for example, a focus on robbery as the key area of current Street Crime Action work. 

The interim indicators being used are:
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4. These are interim indictors only. There is much to be done to ensure data quality, and to ensure consonance between top-level indicators and the key operational priorities regularly exercising senior police management. Given these limitations, the indicators are not primarily at this stage being used to make particular judgements about force performance. But it is important for forces and police authorities to be aware of the emerging shape of top level force performance indicators and the links to target setting that will be required both via the National Policing Plan (see paragraph 5 below) and the Standards Unit work programme starting September (paragraph 6b below). 

5. There is another important dimension to existing work. The Delivery Contract on police performance, as agreed between the Home Secretary and the Prime Minister, aims to target sustainable improvements to performance against outcomes across the Service, with a particular emphasis on reducing the gap between higher and lower performing forces and all delivering to minimum standards. This will be aligned to new Public Service Agreement (PSA) targets that will be set following the outcome of the Spending Review 2002. This provides the opportunity to ensure coherence between the drive centrally to reform public services and the formulation of targets and performance indicators within the National Policing Plan, which will be the framework within which local policing plans to the level of BCUs are formulated. The Plan will be the vehicle for setting out the Secretary of State’s priorities for policing under Section 37 of the Police Act 1996 and for the targets and performance indicators under Section 4 of the Local Government Act 1999. In addition, the Plan will set out what the projected guidance, codes of practice and regulations will be for the coming financial year. The Plan must be laid before Parliament before 30 November for the coming financial year, and will follow widespread consultation. 

Further Work

6. The development of this work beyond the current “intermediate” phase is focused on three areas in particular: 

a) Policing Performance Assessment Framework

This work – also known as the domains project – is being taken forward with all key stakeholders in identifying policing activities, grouping them into domains, prioritising and weighting these domains and then mapping existing performance indicators on to the domain structure. This is a fundamental and long-term piece of work, which will require incremental improvements in data (for example, when the new Census information is generated next year) to develop its effectiveness. But over time it should provide a framework to enable effective comparisons to be made between individual police forces, on the basis of agreed performance priorities. A very brief “visualisation”of the existing work in progress on this project is enclosed at Annex A.

b) Police Standards Unit

HMIC and PSU will work together to maintain a comprehensive assessment of policing performance.  PSU is also driving forward a key project on quality assuring police performance data.  A three-year programme is being set up to provide quality assurance reviews to ensure that the National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) is being implemented properly and that the overall data is accurate and consistent.  This will, in turn, enable informed judgements to be made about performance both at force and BCU level.  At this stage it is planned that a programme of engagement with selected forces and BCUs based on this work will begin in the autumn. The PSU will also be analysing on a quarterly basis the crime data being collected from this April at BCU and CDRP level. This will be used to assess local performance and to identify those areas which are doing well, alongside those areas where performance improvement and support is needed.  The analysis and assessment framework will be developed over the next few months.
c) Resource Allocation

A more sustained and coherent focus on outcomes will only deliver credibility across all key stakeholders if an effective link is identified between resource usage and outcome performance. Ministers have signalled their commitment to developing a funding formula over the next couple of years which is not only needs based, but can also enable links to be made with performance, so that the Service’s capacity to demonstrate value for money is fundamentally strengthened. Substantial work is required on this, linked to effective use of “activity based costing” – the PPAF is explicitly building in management information on resources related to specific outcome activities so that an agreed approach to resource/ performance management is established.

Key Milestones

7. At this stage, these are:

· May 2002 –  first set of monthly crime and detention data received and analysed

· July – outline of the policing domains to be agreed/ first quarterly performance analysis of monthly crime and detention data complete 

· September – initiation of PSU engagement programme based on comparison of performance information/ start of regular data quality reviews

· Autumn – announcement, following consultation, on developing clearer links between funding formula and performance, and delivering effective activity based costing

· End November – first National Policing Plan for 2003/4

· April 2003 onwards – regular updates on Service-wide performance against key targets within National Policing Plan

· April 2004 – funding formula that links up need, efficiency and performance/ domains that are operating on good quality data/ Policing Plans providing clear and coherent performance priorities

· April 2005 – funding and performance comprehensively assessed within the same strategic framework/ resource bids credibly identifying realistic outcomes from targeted funding.

Conclusion

8. I hope this is a reasonably clear outline of what is work in progress. The Police Reform Implementation Steering Group will be monitoring developments very carefully over the next few months, and is particularly clear of the importance of communicating what successful performance looks like in real terms so that this process can help motivate operational managers and frontline officers rather than feel like additional or irrelevant bureaucratic burdens. This links in turn to the importance PRISG attaches to communicating the key tangible priorities on police reform over the next few months, on which we will be writing to you separately and which clearly need to contribute significantly to improved delivery of performance. It would be helpful to receive any views you might have on any points raised in this letter accordingly, ideally before PRISG next meets on 18 July. Thank you.

9. I am writing in identical terms to Chief Officers. I am also copying this letter to all members of PRISG and the WGBVPP and to Vanessa Nicholls in the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit and Helen Tuffs at the Treasury. 

STEPHEN RIMMER

