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CONSULTATION REPORT
1.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

1.1
This report DOES NOT require decisions of members.
1.2
To update members on the findings of public consultation undertaken between July, August and September 2008, this data relates to victims who reported crimes / incidents in May, June and July 2008.  Specifically, the report provides the results of consultation with the following:

· Victims of Anti Social Behaviour 

· Victims of Violent Crime                            

· Victims of Burglary                          


· Victims of Vehicle Crime***  
 

· Victims of Road Traffic Collisions    


· Victims of Racist Incidents           

1.3
The requirements for user satisfaction surveying 2008/09 are structured around a mandatory framework of core questions, seeking satisfaction responses across identified stages of user contact: first contact, actions, follow-up, treatment and whole experience.
2.
EXAMINATION OF ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS:
2.1
Does not apply.

3.
RECOMMENDATIONS:


3.1
That the report be noted.

***Victims of Vehicle Crime include victims of Theft from a motor vehicle and Theft of a motor 

       vehicle
4.
BACKGROUND:

4.1
The Nottinghamshire Police Authority and Nottinghamshire Police Community Engagement and Consultation Strategy was published in 2008.  As part of this strategy HQ (CDD) Market Research provide a quarterly update report to the Police Authority Community Engagement Committee.  Monitoring performance through surveys conducted to service APACS Statutory Performance Indicators 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 forms the basis for assessing quality of service.

5.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

5.1
In order for Nottinghamshire Police to continue working in partnership with Nottinghamshire public sector agencies on the Citizens Panel consultation, future investment will be required.
6.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS:


6.1
Does not apply.
7.
PERFORMANCE IMPLICATIONS: 

7.1
Nottinghamshire Police Market Research Section undertakes consultation to service APACS SPIs 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3.  Data presented has been collected on a monthly rolling programme.

7.2
Figure 1 highlights that victims report the best quality of service is received at the initial contact stage.  In addition, the level of treatment received by officers / staff is also reported as being comparatively high (91%).  At BCU level, C division has lower levels of satisfaction whilst D division has maintained the position of receiving the highest percentage of satisfied victims.  However it should be noted that the differences between the divisions are marginal.

7.3
Figure 2 demonstrates that at force and divisional level, the local target of achieving 65% of victims reporting that they were completely or very satisfied with the overall level of service has been achieved.  Focusing on the top two tiers of satisfaction, D division also achieve the highest percentage of victims reporting that they were satisfied.

7.4
Satisfaction with being kept informed remains to be the weakest area of service delivery for each of the divisions and subsequently the force.  Satisfaction with making contact with the police consistently receives the highest levels of satisfaction.  Both of these findings are replicated on a national level.

7.5 Force FOCUS

At November’s internal force performance meeting (Force FOCUS), attendees were provided with an update on victim satisfaction figures.  In summary, the following information was provided:

7.6
At force level, the local target was reached in June 2008 and has been maintained since (see figure 5 – note, figures are up to August 2008).  The R2 value for this data1 (0.93) illustrates that there is a strong upwards trend, although there is yet to be a statistically significant increase in the figures.  All divisions have now reached the 65% target – A and B division have made a statistically significant improvement whilst D division have the highest levels of satisfaction.

7.7
In terms of the three tiers of satisfaction, there has not been a statistically significantly improvement however there is a definite upward trend (see figure 6 – note, figures are up to August 2008), which is supported by the R2 value of 0.91.  It is plausible that the recent increase in satisfaction could be attributed to a number of events, including the completion of Citizen Focus training in force; the implementation of the ‘Policing for You’ vision; and also the decrease in crime enabling more capacity for officers to provide a high quality level of service.

7.8
Placing SPI 1.1 data into context with Most Similar Forces, Nottinghamshire sit sixth out of the eight forces and are 2.5% below the MSF average (data ending June 2008).  This level of information is anticipated to be incorporated into the target setting process for 2009/10.

7.9
When satisfaction is broken down by crime type (see figure 7), Burglary and RTC victims are shown to be reporting the highest levels of satisfaction and are achieving the force target.  However, compared to MSF forces, Nottinghamshire is seventh for burglary satisfaction.

7.10
In terms of satisfaction of victims of racist incidents (SPI 1.3), B and D division are on target (again, 65% completely or very satisfied) whilst A and C division are 4% and 10% away from the target respectively.  Quality of service provided in this area on C division should be closely reviewed due to the large proportion of BME communities who reside within the conurbation.

7.11
As per APACS, there is no statutory requirement to report on levels of satisfaction in terms of initial contact with the police, action taken, keeping victims informed and treatment received by the police.  However, these areas are still required to be measured and should be monitored at force and divisional level.  Through comparison of current figures with the 2007/08 targets for satisfaction (formerly measured under PPAF SPIs 1a through to 1d), it is evident that four out of the five targets would have been reached if they were still in place – the satisfaction with keeping victims informed target would not have been achieved.  As D division continue to have the highest levels of satisfaction for keeping victims informed, best practice has now been shared in anticipation of increasing satisfaction on remaining divisions.  Specifically, a PCSO checklist for crime re-visits has been circulated.

1 R2 value can fall between 0 and 1.  An R2 figure <0.5 indicates that there is insufficient evidence of a trend.  If R2  >0.5 there is weak evidence of a trend.  If R2 >0.8 there is strong evidence of a trend.  An R2 value of 1 indicates a perfect trend.

7.12
In terms of the white – BME satisfaction gap (measured under SPI 1.2), there is currently a 9.9% gap at the completely and very satisfied level and a 5.4% gap for all tiers of satisfaction (all data ending June 2008).  The gap has been reducing and there is a detailed report available to Police Authority members discussing research and findings on SPI 1.2.

7.13
In addition, results of a PCSO staff perception survey that was carried out in October 2008 were presented at Force FOCUS.  Market Research facilitated this survey within force by utilising existing software to enable an online survey to be sent to all PCSOs.  Subsequently, the feedback provided by staff could be quickly disseminated and acted upon.

8.
POLICING PLAN PRIORITIES THIS REPORT RELATES TO:

8.1
Citizen Focus

9.
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT ISSUES:

9.1
Citizens Panel – Wave 2 Consultation

In 2007, the County Council, with support from the district and borough councils, Nottingham City and other public sector partners (including Nottinghamshire Police) formed Nottinghamshire Listens.  Wave two of the consultation with panel members consisted of a postal survey seeking views of ‘Community Life in Nottinghamshire’.  The closing date for the consultation was 29th August, in total 4,379 surveys were returned equating to a 65% response rate.  Ipsos MORI collated the results and developed reports, which were made available to all partners.  Specifically, data was broken down to County and City respondents where district level information was also available within the County feedback.

9.2
Two questions specifically requested feedback around confidence in Nottinghamshire Police.  Within the County, over a third (35%) of respondents rated their confidence as very or fairly high whilst a lower but still noteworthy proportion (27%) stated that they have fairly or very low confidence in the police.  A third of panellists (34%) rated their confidence as ‘neither high nor low’; reasoning for a substantial amount choosing this option is likely to be limited contact with and / or a low awareness about the work of the police.  The findings for Nottingham City are closely in line with the district average however; there is a slightly higher percentage who opted for the ‘very’ or ‘fairly high’ category.

9.3
The second confidence related question asked panel members for qualitative comments around their level of confidence in Nottinghamshire Police.  A cross section of comments indicate that there is a lack of community understanding and a lack of tackling community issues which both directly link to Neighbourhood Policing activities.

9.4
Information provided by the panel suggests that there is an information gap on policing.  Specifically, additional work is to be carried out in terms of communicating policing issues to the public.  Research identifies that the more the public know about a service, the more likely they are to perceive them positively, reinforcing the need for Nottinghamshire Police to effectively communicate with residents.

9.5
Further information on results from Wave 2 of the Citizens panel were presented at Force FOCUS and Strategic Business Review where all attendees were sighted on the key findings and implications of the research.  In summary, it was recommended that Nottinghamshire Police should address the information gap on policing ensuring that communities are ‘listened to’ and evidence is provided demonstrating that feedback received is utilised by the force.

9.6 Beating Burglary Information Pack – Public feedback

Market Research were approached by DI Sean Anderson and requested to consult members of the public on the Burglary Information Pack in order to ensure that it is fit for purpose.

9.7
Subsequently, Market Research arranged a number of face-to-face interviews with both victims and non-victims – approximately twenty members of the public participated.  A page-by-page review was carried out on the pack where a number of practical recommendations were outlined in anticipation of improving the layout and structure, which would ensure that the booklet was as useful as possible to victims.

9.8
DI Sean Anderson has provided an update in terms of how the consultation findings have been used. He has reviewed the order of the pack ensuring all forms required by the officer are grouped together and the information required by the reader is more concise and better organised with clear headings identifying the purpose of each form.
10.
CRIME AND DISORDER IMPLICATIONS: 


10.1
Does not apply.
11.
DIVERSITY AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS:
11.1
BME Focus groups

Market Research has carried out a number of consultation events with Black Minority Ethnic victims.  In total, sixteen one-to-one’s and one focus group were conducted – overall twenty individuals provided feedback.  The objective of carrying out this engagement activity was to gather the views of ethnic minority victims in anticipation of increasing understanding around SPIs 1.3 (satisfaction of victims of racist incidents) and 1.2 (comparative satisfaction of minority ethnic groups).

11.2 All attendees were questioned on a range of policing issues:

· Personal safety in local area
· Local priorities
· Local community officers
· Visibility
· Reliability (of Nottinghamshire Police)
· Racist incidents
· Stop and searches
11.3
The qualitative results gathered from the consultation events are to be collated and disseminated in force.  In particular, the force lead on the white – BME satisfaction gap (DCI Giles) and the Hate Crime team will be made aware of the findings.
J HODSON

Chief Constable

12.
BACKGROUND PAPERS AVAILABLE FOR INSPECTION:

12.1
SPI 1.2 – Comparative Satisfaction of Ethnic Groups.

13.
APPENDICES:

Appendix A: 
User Satisfaction Survey Data Quarter 2 –



Completely, Very and Fairly Satisfied Figures



Completely and Very Satisfied Figures

Appendix B:
12 Month Rolling victim satisfaction figures ending July 2008

Appendix C:
Quarter 2 victim satisfaction figures (breakdown by crime type)

Appendix D:
Force level overall satisfaction chart – Completely and Very satisfied

Appendix E:
Force level overall satisfaction chart – Completely, Very and Fairly satisfied

Appendix F:
Force level overall satisfaction chart – Completely and Very satisfied broken down by crime type

APPENDIX A

User Satisfaction Survey Data Quarter 2

The information provided in this paper relates to the current data available on iQuanta (the Policing Performance Analysis website provided by the Home Office). At the middle of November 2008 each force provided the Home Office data collected in quarter 2 (telephone interviews conducted in July, August and September 2008), this data relates to victims who reported crimes / incidents in May, June and July 2008.

The table below provides an overview of the 12-month rolling average position from August 2007 to July 2008 across each of the Statutory Performance Indicators. 

Victim Satisfaction: Current performance (12 month rolling)
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Figure 1  Completely, Very and Fairly Satisfied Figures:

Figure 2   Completely and Very Satisfied Figures:
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APPENDIX B

FIGURE 3: 12 MONTH ROLLING VICTIM SATISFACTION FIGURES ENDING JULY 2008
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APPENDIX C
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FIGURE 4: QUARTER 2 VICTIM SATISFACTION FIGURES (INCIDENTS / CRIMES REPORTED IN MAY – JULY 2008)
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