NORTHUMBRIA POLICE AUTHORITY – 22nd SEPTEMBER 2004


UPDATE REPORT ON THE BEST VALUE REVIEW  OF NORTH EAST AIR SUPPORT UNIT (NEASU) 

REPORT OF THE CLERK AND CHIEF CONSTABLE 

1.
PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1
To provide members with an update on the inspection of NEASU (North East Air Support Unit) Best Value review.

2.
BACKGROUND

2.1 The North East Air Support Unit (NEASU) is a consortium of three forces – Northumbria, Durham and Cleveland.  The unit was the result of a feasibility study undertaken in 1994, which recommended the formation of the joint air unit and it began operations on 1st June 1995.  The consortium was formed, by the three police authorities, under the powers of Section 23 (2) Police Act 1996 to provide an effective air support service to the three police forces.  

2.2 The joint Best Value review, involving the authorities and forces of Northumbria, Cleveland and Durham commenced in October 2001 with an inaugural meeting of the three chairmen when it was agreed that:

· Northumbria Police Authority’s best value methodology would be used

· The team undertaking the review would consist of representatives from all six organisations

· A Joint Advisory Group with two members from each authority would be established to offer strategic input throughout the review process.

2.3 A final ‘ Option Appraisal’ report was considered by the Joint Advisory Group in September 2003 who  agreed the recommendations in principle with the proviso that full agreement would be sought by all three police authorities.  The final report was agreed at Northumbria Police Authority and Cleveland Police Authority in September 2003 and Durham Police Authority in March 2004.

2.4
As members will recall the step change was the replacement of the fixed wing aircraft with a second helicopter.  All three authorities agreed this action and in September 2003 to this action and a bid was submitted to the Home Office for funding which was successful. It was clear throughout the review that any alterations to the type of aircrafts operated by the unit would represent a significant change and that inevitably there would be some disruption in service delivery.

3.
HMIC INSPECTION

3.1
HMIC inspected the review in March 2004 as part of Northumbria’s Best Value inspection programme.  The HMIC inspector presented his findings in an interim challenge presentation to the lead authority Northumbria with officers from Durham and Cleveland present.  At that time HMIC were reluctant to offer judgements on the service and also the prospects for improvement as some concerns were expressed around issues involving communication, formal approval of recommendations, development and agreement of implementation arrangements and also a lack of clarity over the potential future changes once the second helicopter was in operation i.e. pilotage, location etc. The three authorities were given three months to clarify implementation arrangements.  

3.2
HMIC inspectors returned in July 2004 and have produced a draft report that contains two sections.  The first section contains recommendations specific to Northumbria’s Best Value Process and the second section contains recommendations specific to NEASU. 

6 IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

6.1
Following the interim challenge meeting the Clerks from each authority met to discuss the issues raised by the HMIC inspector.  It was agreed that there was a need for better communication and greater clarity over implementation of the improvement plan.  It was agreed that a number of key issues would need to be addressed:

· a clear recognition from all three authorities that the Best Value Review had now concluded and that the next step was the full implementation of the improvement plan. 

· the need for a detailed breakdown of the improvement plan and progress to date to be submitted to all authorities to clarify the current position

· the need for the development of a protocol for the communication of future implementation updates

· throughout the review members of all three police authorities stated that there should be more involvement with the unit.  The review concluded that the regular quarterly operational meetings of the Consortium continue and the terms of reference of the Joint Advisory Group should be reviewed to allow Members to:

· offer a continuing strategic input into the unit e.g. in the development of the Air Support Strategy

· be better informed when making recommendations, in relation to funding and monitoring performance

· the need for agreement that the issues of location, pilotage and air observers etc identified in the final option appraisal report form part of the future Air Support Strategy which would be implemented through the Consortium Monitoring Group

7. JOINT ADVISORY GROUP

7.1
The Joint Advisory Group will consist of three representatives from each authority who will be responsible for feedback to their authority.   It is proposed that the representation on the Joint Advisory Group from Northumbria Police Authority is Councillor David Napier, Mrs Janet Guy and Mr David Brown.  This will mean the authority will benefit from the experience of the two members who are Chair and Vice Chair of the Finance Committee and also representation on the Joint advisory Group consisting of a local Councillor, an Independent Member and a JP.

7.1
The first meeting of the reconvened Joint Advisory Group will receive a presentation of the formal report from HMIC report on the inspection of the service and will also consider the Air Support Strategy that is part of the Best Value Implementation.  A presentation will be made relating to the formal report on the inspection of the service will outline the recommendations and comments that relate specifically to NEASU.  

8
HMIC RECOMMENDATIONS SPECIFIC TO NORTHUMBRIA

8.1
The formal report from HMIC will also include a number of recommendations that are specific to the Best Value Process in Northumbria and it is proposed that these recommendations are the subject of a Best Value Advisory Group where improvements to the Best Value can be discussed prior to ratification by Northumbria Police Authority.

9.
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS

9.1
There are no human rights implications directly arising from this report.
10.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

10.1
There are no financial implications directly arising from this report.

11.
RECOMMENDATION

11.1
That Members note the contents of this report and agree,

(i) to a presentation of the formal report from HMIC being made to the Joint Advisory Group;

(ii) representation of the authority on the Joint Advisory Group; and 

(iii) that the Best Value Advisory Group consider  the recommendations in relation to Best Value made in the HMIC report.
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