NORTHUMBRIA POLICE AUTHORITY 


      20 October 2004

PUBLICATION OF POLICE PERFORMANCE MONITORS

Joint Report of the Chief Constable and Clerk

1
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

1.1 The purpose of this report is to inform members of the development, publication and content of the Police Performance Monitors for 2003/04.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 At previous meetings of the Authority members were informed of the Home Office’s intention to introduce a clearer and more coherent police performance framework. 

2.2 The Home Office, with the support of the Association of Police Authorities (APA) and the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO), is developing a balanced performance assessment framework for policing (the Policing Performance Assessment Framework - PPAF).  This monitors policing performance across six performance areas, known as domains.  This framework is intended to provide a comprehensive means of measuring and comparing police performance at force, Basic Command Unit (BCU) and Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership (CDRP) level and to provide a clearer link between resources and outcomes. 

2.3
Police Performance Monitor diagrams were introduced by the Police Standards Unit (PSU) to provide a quick and visual representation of both force and BCU performance.  They have been published each year since 2001/02 on interim indicators (a sub-set of those published in the National Policing Plan) of performance in each of the domains.  

3 POLICE PERFORMANCE MONITORS
3.1
Performance monitors are used as a method of plotting performance data for a number of indictors on a single diagram.  These monitors are in the form of a graph known variously as a spider-gram or a radar graph, because of its shape.  The PSU developed these monitors as a means of showing force and BCU performance across the domains that form part of the PPAF. 


3.2
The advantage of the performance monitors is that in a single diagram they show clearly the relative performance of a force across a number of areas of policing responsibility. 

What the performance monitors show

3.3 Each force’s score in a given performance domain is plotted along one of the six domain arms of the monitor (the better performance is always plotted further out).  When these points are joined together, this becomes an outline shape that describes the force’s overall performance. 

3.4
The monitors have been scaled so that the edge of the shaded regular hexagon represents the average score in each domain calculated over the ‘most similar’ forces to the force in question.  New most similar force families were introduced last autumn for each force, Northumbria’s being Cleveland, Greater Manchester, Merseyside, South Yorkshire, West Midlands and West Yorkshire. 

3.5
The performance for a force is plotted against its most similar force family average, rather than against a universal national average.  Where the line for a force is inside the shaded area, this represents below average performance. Correspondingly, where the line for the force runs outside the shaded area, this represents above average performance. 

3.6
The scale on each arm is fixed by the average performance of the most similar forces. It is therefore different from force to force.  It is important to note that it is not possible to directly compare the monitors of two forces.

3.7
Fourteen interim performance indictors have been selected to reflect existing national priorities for policing where information is already being collected. These indicators have been allocated to the six domains and an axis or arm of the performance monitor represents each such domain.  The six policing domains are: 

· Citizen Focus

· Reducing Crime

· Investigating Crime

· Promoting Public Safety

· Providing Assistance

· Resource Usage

2003/04 Police Performance Monitor

3.8
The Home Office has just published each Authority’s Performance Monitor for 2003/04.  The graph is attached at Appendix A.  It compares Northumbria’s performance against its performance in 2002/03, and against the performance of its most similar family of forces.

3.9
According to the data, Northumbria is shown as the best in its family for Citizen Focus, Reducing Crime and Investigating Crime, slightly better than average for Resource Usage, about average for Promoting Public Safety, and worse than average for Providing Assistance.  This is summarised below.

Domain
Indicators in domain
Comparison with 2002/03
2003/04 comparison against most similar family (MSF) forces

Citizen Focus
% residents thinking that the police do an excellent job
At 56%, the measure is very slightly worse than in 2002/03 (57%), but the difference is too small to be statistically significant 
Better than MSF average (48%), best in family

Reducing Crime
Crime rates for domestic burglary (per 1,000 households), vehicle crimes and robberies (per 1,000 residents) 
11.3% improvement on 2002/03
Better than MSF average, best in family

Investigating Crime
% offences brought to justice, Class A drugs supply offences brought to justice (per 10,000 residents)
7.6% improvement
Better than MSF average, best in family

Promoting Public Safety
% very worried about burglary, % highly worried about car crime, violence, % perceiving disorder as high
The measure is very slightly worse than in 2002/03, but the difference is too small to be statistically significant
About average – the measure is very slightly worse than the MSF average, but the difference is too small to be statistically significant

Providing Assistance
% of police officer time spent on front line duties
59% - new measure
Worse than MSF average (62%) 

Resource Usage
Officer and police staff sickness (days lost per year per head)
Both better than in 2002/03, overall 6.5% improvement
Both slightly better than MSF average 

3.10
The table also summarises the recent HMIC Baseline assessment, for which Northumbria received the following scores: Excellent (six measures), Good (eight measures), Fair (two measures), Poor (no measures).  Although Northumbria is worse than its family average for the Providing Assistance domain, this is based on one statistical measure, the percentage of police officer time spent on frontline duties.  For the three HMIC baseline assessment gradings in this domain, Northumbria’s scores were Excellent for Critical Incidents, Good for Roads Policing, and Fair for Call Handling.  

4
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IMPLICATIONS
4.1
Nil.

5
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
5.1
Nil.

6
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
6.1
The Treasurer confirms there are no financial implications directly arising from this report.

7
RECOMMENDATION
7.1
Members are recommended to note the contents of this report.
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. Northumbria is most similar to:
B Cleveland

&. W Greater Manchester
B Merseyside
B South Yorkshire
B West Midlands
B West Yorkshire
Force Force Change Most Similar
02/03 03/04 02/03 to 03/04 Forces Average
03/04
Citizen Focus
Residents thinking police do an
excellent or good job 57% + 4% 56% + 4% Not significant 48% + 1%
Scaled Domain Score (MSF 03/04 = 100) 120 118 100
HMIC Grading of Professional Standards Good
Reducing Crime
Domestic burglaries for every 1000 households 18.7 17.1 8.6% reduction 28.1
Vehicle crimes for every 1000 residents 14.7 13.1 10.7% reduction 22.0
Robberies for every 1000 residents 1.04 0.89 15.2% reduction 2.5
Scaled Domain Score (MSF 03/04 = 100) 152 170 11.3% improvement 100
HMIC Grading of Volume Crime Good
HMIC Grading of Hate Crime Good
HMIC Grading of Crime and Disorder Reduction
Partnership Work Good
Investigating Crime
Percentage of offences brought to justice 26.2% 27.4% 1.2 point increase 19.8%
Class A drugs supply offences brought to justice
for every 10,000 residents 2.3 43 93.2% increase 3.8
Percentage of offences detected and sanctioned 27.4% 26.4% 0.9 point reduction 20.5%
Scaled Domain Score (MSF 03/04 = 100) 121 131 7.6% improvement 100
HMIC Grading of Tackling Level 2 Criminality Fair
HMIC Grading of Forensic Management Good
HMIC Grading of Criminal Justice Excellent
Promoting Public Safety
Residents very worried about burglary 13% + 3% 15% + 4% Not significant 16% = 1%
Residents highly worried about car crime 16% + 4% 17% + 4% Not significant 20% £ 2%
Residents highly worried about violence 21% + 4% 18% + 5% Not significant 20% £ 2%
Residents perceiving disorder as high 24% = 5% 23% = 5% Not significant 20% = 2%
Scaled Domain Score (MSF 03/04 = 100) 100 101 100
HMIC Grading of Reassurance Excellent
Providing Assistance
Percentage of police officer time spent
on frontline duties 59% 62%
Scaled Domain Score (MSF 03/04 = 100) 924 100
HMIC Grading of Call Handling Fair
HMIC Grading of Roads Policing Good
HMIC Grading of Critical Incidents Excellent
Resource Usage
Days lost per year per head (police officers) 8.9 8.6 3.1% reduction 9.1
Days lost per year per head (other police staff) 12.8 11.2 12.1% reduction 1.4
Scaled Domain Score (MISF 03/04 = 100) 29 105 6.5% improvement 100
HMIC Grading of Leadership and Direction Excellent
HMIC Grading of Strategic Management Excellent
HMIC Grading of Performance Management Excellent
HMIC Grading of Human Resource Management Good

HMIC Grading of Race and Diversity Good
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2003/04 Performance

[V]
1)
c
©
5 I :
£ TE R
(]
Q.
o]
e
[
o
Citizen Focus
9 Individual peer force performance °
c g
@ ]
S £
| EEER B . g
g Citizen g
= Focus 5
S b=
@ @
Reducing Crime Promoting Public Safety
Individual peer force performance Individual peer force performance
Reducing
Crime Promoting
Public Safety
Investigating Providing
Crime Assistance
9 (]
4 o
< c
(] ©
£ £
35 B g
g g
g Resource g
2 Usage g
- Investigating Crime o Providing Assistance
Individual peer force performance < Individual peer force performance
IS
S
h=
(]
Q.
g
e
[
o

Resource Usage
Individual peer force performance

Key to Bar Charts

Northumbria performance -
2003/04

Performance of individual

The charts and supporting information should be interpreted in conjunction
with the guidelines on pages 10 and 11 and the notes elsewhere in this booklet.

For information about the performance indicators, see pages 12-16. Most Similar Forces — 2003/04
Northumbria Performance -
2002/03

___ Average performance of
Most Similar Forces — 2003/04
Average performance of

Footnotes: = = Most Similar Forces — 2002/03
1. The monitor diagram and bar charts are based upon quantitative measures only. (where shown)

. . . o Confidence interval
2. The bold figures shown for each domain are a combined score for the quantitative I (for Citizen Focus only)

measures within each domain, scaled so that a force with a performance equal to the . .

2003/04 average of its most similar forces scores 100. The 2002/03 and 2003/04 scores are Key to Monitor Diagram

both scaled to the 2003/04 MSF average. === Northumbria Performance -
2003/04

Edge = average for
4, Offences brought to justice and drugs supply figures refer to calendar years 2002 and 2003. Most Similar Forces 2003/04

3. HMIC baseline assessment gradings are HMIC's judgement of force position at the end of 2003.










