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Safer Essex Agenda (Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford)

Thursday 2nd July 2009 (9.30 am)

	Agenda Item
	Indicative Times
	Report attached (pages)

	1. Apologies for Absence : Paul Warren; Samantha Grant, Natalie Collomb Deputy Locality Manager Essex & Thurrock

	9.30 to 9.35
	-

	2. Declarations of Pecuniary or other interests


	
	-

	3. Minutes of the 5th March meeting (e-mailed earlier)

a. Actions arising
i. Essex Conference update
	9.35 to 9.45
	Previously circulated
-

	4. Sexual Violence
a. Development of Sexual Assault Referral Centre (SARC)for Essex

Information

Detective Superintendent John Quinton, Stewart McArthur Assoc. Director C&YP, SW Essex PCT and Liz Plastow SARC project manager, SW Essex PCT to attend 


	9.45 to 10.05
	Report attached

Pages 3 – 4

	5. Safer Essex business 2009/10
a. Partnership Review  
b. End of year report

c. Community Safety Agreement 2009 

Information and decision
	10.05 to 10.30

	Report attached – Page 5
Questionnaire
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(Documents b and c to follow under separate email)


	6. Performance Report & LAA2  Target Lead Reports

· 1.Performance Report                                    Information       
· 2. Target Lead updates                       a. & b. for decision
a. Domestic Abuse (incl. review of measurement)
b. Feeling Safe

i. Community Safety Programme           

c.   Perceptions of ASB                                                                                                       
d. Adult Re-Offending  
e. Assault with Less Serious Injury                                         
f. Alcohol related admissions to hospital                                
g. Substance misuse by Young People                                    

h. Essex Neighbourhood Information Management System (ENIMS)          
           
	10.30 to 11.00
	Report att, pages 6 - 8
Report att, pages 9 -19
Report att, pages 20 - 26
Report att, pages 27 – 37
Report att, pages 38 - 39

	7. EDAAT items for information and decision:

a. Systems Change Pilot update

b. EDAAT Finance Report 

c. EDAAT 

i. Strategic Plan 
· Alcohol Harm related admissions to hospital
ii. Treatment plans and Needs Assessments update

iii. Appointment of EDAAT Strategic Manager 
Information and decision


	11.00 to 11.30
	Report to follow

	8. Trading Standards (Mike Hill)
Information 
	11.30 to 11.40
	-

	9. Developing Essex Children and Young Peoples Strategic Partnership “an introduction”: (Wendi Ogle-Welborn, Director for Commissioning, Schools Children and Families ECC)
	11.40 to 11.50
	Presentation attached for information
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	10. AOB (declared in advance) 
a. Criminal Justice Board Community Fund for Essex


	
	

	11.  Date of next meeting : 8th October 9.30 am Committee Room 1
	
	


	
	Agenda Item 4

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 2009   (First presented October 2009)
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 4: Sexual Offences (NI 26)  
	

	For background Information only:
	


Purpose of report: The following report was first presented to Safer Essex in October 2008. Although some of this work has moved on, it is provided now by way of background for the consideration of item 4 on the agenda relating to the recording of Sexual Offences for NI 26 and the proposals for the development of a Sexual Assault Referral Centre for Essex. Since the report was first presented NI 26 has now been deferred until 2010.  
Summary of contents

1. Background

2. Current Position

1. Background

The 198 National Indicator Set that was introduced in 2008/09 included NI 26 ‘Specialist support to victims of a serious sexual offence’, but the indicator has been deferred until 2009/10.  

The issue of sexual offences did emerge as a priority from consultation around the new LAA and Essex Strategy and was therefore considered for inclusion. As we were not in a position to measure it, and the NI was deferred, this indicator was not included in the LAA, although it is in the Essex Strategy and referenced in some of the CDRP partnership plans.

NI 26 refers to the proportion of victims of a serious sexual offence (who report the offence to the police) that receive support from a specialist sexual violence and abuse service.  It only includes crimes where the victim is 16 or over, and also provides a definition of what is mean by ‘support’ and ‘specialist sexual violence and abuse service’. 

There is an opportunity to comment on the technical definitions for NI 26 and the other 12 deferred and revised indicators that are due for introduction in 2009 through the Delayed Indicators' Consultation.  This consultation closes on 31st October.

2. Current Position

The definition includes reference to Independent Sexual Violence Advisors (ISVAs) and Sexual Assault Referral Centres (SARCs) as specialist services.  In Essex there is currently one ISVA covering Thurrock, Basildon and Brentwood and we do not have a SARC, although there are plans in development to establish one in Brentwood.

Key support services in the county include South Essex Rape and Incest Crisis Centre (SERICC), Centre for Action on Rape and Abuse (CARA, formerly Colchester Rape Crisis Line), and Victim Support.  

If performance for this indicator is to be reported at a county level then the relevant data will need to be provided by these and any other appropriate services, to be collated centrally along with data from Essex Police on the total number of recorded sexual offences.  This will be necessary in order for us to be able to report on the NI when it is introduced in 2009/10.
Reducing the most serious violence, including tackling serious sexual offences and domestic violence is also a priority under PSA 23 (Making Communities Safer).  This states that CDRPs, in partnership with LCJBs, should be able to demonstrate to Government Offices for the Regions that they are taking action to tackle serious sexual offences.  It would be helpful to clarify how CDRPs are addressing this issue and whether there is value in taking a coordinated approach, for example Basildon, Brentwood and Thurrock CDRPs have formed one sexual violence delivery group.
It is also important that we better understand the level of need, and the capacity of existing service provision across Essex in order for us to effectively plan and implement actions to take forward this area of work. 

In terms of the scale of this issue, there are significant concerns about under-reporting, but in 2007/08 there were 800 serious sexual offences recorded (iQuanta data).

	
	Agenda Item 5

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 2009
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 5: Safer Essex business 2009/10
	

	For decision
	


Report Author: Alan Dawkes, ECC               

Purpose of the report: To report back on progress on 3 outstanding items

· Partnership Review

· End of Year Report

· Safer Essex Strategic Plan, Community Safety Agreement and EDAAT Partnership Plans

Recommendations, for Safer Essex to:

1. Note progress on undertaking the Partnership Review and urge members to complete the questionnaire

2. Agree the End of Year Report for inclusion on the Essex Partnership Forum website.

3. Agree the Community Safety Agreement for 2009 

4. Agree the updated Drug and Alcohol Strategic Plan

5. Note progress on developing a combined Safer Essex Strategic Plan

Partnership Review: It was agreed that that an exercise should be undertaken to establish how well the partnership is working and where it could be improved. A questionnaire  (Appendix a) was sent out to all members of Safer Essex and on the basis of the returns a report will be prepared which assist with the development of the partnership. At this point in time insufficient returns have been made to complete the exercise and it proposed that through this meeting a further opportunity is given for members to complete the questionnaire so that a full report can be made to the next meeting.
End of year report: An end of year report has been prepared focussing primarily on those elements of the Safer Essex work programme that fall within the Local Area Agreement. This report has been circulated separately to this agenda item. The report sets out key achievements for Safer Essex during 2008/9 and identifies issues still to be addressed together with a table on the key performance indicators that are relevant to the partnership for LAA purposes. Subject to the agreement of Safer Essex this report will be placed on the Essex Partnership website along with the other thematic partnership reports.
Safer Essex Strategic Plan encompassing the Community Safety Agreement and EDAAT Partnership Plans: There are two separate plans for these items, but it is proposed that there should be a greater merging of the two plans in the future. As a first step to this a joint document “The Safer Essex Strategic Plan” has been produced and this is set out in a separate attachment to the agenda papers. It has a front section which brings together the headline areas of both plans within a combined executive summary which sets out a review of progress, identifies work programmes for 2009/10, funding streams and governance arrangements. These sections draw heavily on the two separate documents that sit behind it.

The Community Safety Agreement: The priorities identified for 2009/10 are broadly the same as for the first Agreement and as a result the agreement for 2009/10 has been refreshed.

The Drug and Alcohol Strategic Plan: This 3 year plan 11 key partnership objectives that are designed to drive forward positive progress across the county in the field of substance misuse.

	
	Agenda Item 6.1

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 6.1: Performance Report  
	

	For information
	


Report Author: Ellie Sapsed, Crime and Disorder Reduction Officer, ECC (Performance and Research)
Purpose of report: To provide Safer Essex with up to date performance data for LAA2 targets and in addition some of the local performance indicators. Where possible the data is provided for up to and including the financial year 2008-9

Overview: Since the previous performance report to Safer Essex in March 2009, data for the end of year position is now available:

· Overall crime in Essex had reduced in 2008-9 from 2007-8 by just under 5% and while the county target was just missed for the Essex / ECC area, this was by only 155 incidents over the year. 

· Throughout the year, targets for Assault with Less Serious Injury (NI20) have been consistently met for Essex as well as the local targets having been achieved in all CDRP areas throughout the county.

· Overall, Essex has seen an increase in incidents of Domestic burglary over the last 12 months (5,120) in comparison to the previous year (4,690). Rising levels of domestic burglary were noted in the previous report to Safer Essex and remains a concern within the county. Government Office recently visited Essex Police about the issue of burglary.
· Repeat Incidents of domestic violence have been a concern throughout the year and the LAA target has not been met in any areas within Essex. Despite this, performance in the last quarter of 2008-9 showed decline in the number of incidents and Domestic Violence is an area that continues to be a high priority for the CDRPs in the county. The measure for this indicator is currently subject to review and will be reported on separately by the target lead.
At the Crime and Disorder Network Executive (CDNE) meetings on 17th April and 19th June, the group discussed a range of performance issues. These included concerns around both repeat incidents of domestic violence and domestic burglary.  While there are a range of measures to counteract these patterns across the county, including promoting home security and using household marker kits to reduce burglary, these issues remain high on CDRP agendas. A new partnership post for Domestic Abuse Co-ordinator, to be hosted by the Crime and Disorder Unit at Essex County Council has recently been advertised and interviews are due to take on 3rd July.


	Target Lead
	Indicator 
	2008/9 Target 
	Jan 2009 RAG (for 08/09)
	Data Explanation (including any data updates)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	LAA2 

	Peter Lowton
	Perception of anti-social behaviour 
	20.8% (note for the Refresh being amended for the next 2 yrs of LAA2) 
	G
	Place survey results for this measure at the county level are 17.7% (subject to final weighting) suggesting that the initial target has been exceeded. Given this baseline the 10/11 target is a 1.8% point reduction from the baseline.


	Alex Bamber
	Adult re-offending rates for those under probation supervision 
	7.9 (Baseline data)                                      
	N/A
	The indicative re-offending rate for the rolling 12 months up to December 08 is 8.26%. Targets have been agreed with Go East and Safer Essex for 2009/10 (7.7) & 2010/11 (7.4).
An 8.26% rate of re-offending equates to an actual rate of re-offending that is +4.14% above the predicted rate, the target for this difference is 

-5.52%. 



	Sam Grant
	Residents who feel safe outside after dark 
	46.9%
	A
	Results from the latest Place survey suggest a measure of 55.7% (subject to final weighting) which suggests that performance in 08/09 was better than the anticipated target. 


	Peter Lowton
	Assaults causing injury 
	5.6
	G
	This is a rate per 1,000 population and the rate of 4.8 in 2008/9 has exceeded the target of 5.6. Performance has improved in 2008/9 (6662 incidents) from 2007/8 (8000 incidents) and the target has been met in all areas in Essex.



	Peter Lowton
	Repeat incidents of domestic violence 
	5,084
	R
	This measure is assessed as red as the number of incidents (7650) in 2008/9 exceeded the target. Performance is being reviewed carefully by CDRPs throughout Essex.  

	Clare Aitken
	Hospital admissions for alcohol related harm
	1,192                    TBC
	N/A
	The 2008/9 target has been set at 1,192. While the following targets recognise the expected increase in incidents, the aim is to reduce this increasing trend as much as possible. For next year (2009) the target is 1245 and is 1276 for 2010. There is an approximate data lag of between 18-24 months.


	Target Lead
	Indicator 
	2008/9 Target 
	Jan 2009 RAG (for 08/09)
	Data Explanation (including any data updates)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	LAA2 

	Clare Aitken
	Substance misuse by young people 
	8.5%                        Jan 09
	N/A
	Baseline data agreed at 10.9% for 2008/9. A mid-point for 2009/2010 at 10.5% and 2010/2011 target data negotiated at 8.5 %. Data is to be released every December.


	PRG targets (from LAA1)

	Mike Hill
	Traders supplying alcohol to young people 
	15%
	G
	The annual target of 15% was achieved and therefore subject to sign off, entitlement to 100% of the designated grant will be confirmed. 

	Tanya Gillett
	Young people re-offending due to drugs or alcohol
	7.29%
	A
	The end of year measure was 7.74 so was just outside of the target. Calculations are underway to ascertain whether there is any entitlement to a proportion of the grant. 

	Justin Phillips
	Care leavers misusing drugs or alcohol
	25.50%
	G
	End of year position was 10.7%, by far exceeding the target of 25.5% and therefore subject to sign off, entitlement to 100% of the designated grant will be confirmed.

	Other local indicators

	 
	All crimes per 1,000 population
	Annual decrease
	 N/A
	Crime per 1000 population has decreased from 71 in 2007/8 to 67 in 2008/9. 

Overall crime in Essex had reduced in 2008-9 from 2007-8 by just under 5% and in ECC area the Police ‘all crime’ target was only just missed by 155 incidents over the whole year. 



	 
	Young victims of crime
	(Police target 7,858)
	G 
	Essex saw a reduction in the number of young victims of crime to 7243 in 2008/9 compared to 8513 in the previous year, an improvement which exceeded the annual target of 7858. 

	 
	Serious Acquisitive Crime (NI16)(APACS)
	Improve-ment
	 N/A
	A reduction in incidents of serious acquisitive crime has been noted in 2008/9 (15873 from 16698 in 2007/8). However, careful monitoring throughout 2009/10 is recommended as domestic burglary (which has seen a recent rise in incidents) is included in this category.  


	
	Agenda Item 6.2.a

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 2009   
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 6.2.a: Domestic Abuse Target Lead update and proposal for change of performance indicator
	

	For information and Decision
	


Report Author: T/Superintendent Ewen Wilson, Essex Police      
Purpose of the report: To set out the background and current ongoing work in relation to Domestic Abuse in Essex and propose a new measure of performance.

Recommendation: To support the migration from the current LAA local indicator (7.1) to the preferred APACS indicator (14.1) (noting it is also NI32) as detailed in appendix C. (This indicator definition is also the same as National Indicator 32).
1. Background
Domestic abuse is accepted as a key strand of the Essex Police public protection portfolio since it deals with the victimisation of vulnerable people. It is also a priority local indicator for the Essex Local Area Agreement. 

Domestic abuse occurs across society, regardless of age, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, wealth, and, geography. There are established links between domestic abuse and child abuse.

The scale of the problem that confronts the police and partner agencies is significant:

· Domestic abuse accounts for as much as 15% of violent crime nationally
;

· Two women, on average, are killed by a current or former partner each week of the year
;

· 89% of victims who suffer more than four incidents of domestic abuse are women
;

· One domestic abuse incident is reported to police every minute or every day
.

Studies have shown that only a minority of incidents of domestic abuse are reported to the police (between 23%-35%
).

This paper will look to identify current performance issues within Essex in relation to domestic abuse, and specifically identify:

· What best practice is emerging or established that may assist our management of domestic abuse.

· What opportunities currently present themselves regarding multi-agency effort at a strategic level within the county.

2. Performance Management of Domestic Abuse

Essex Police: Essex Police identified reducing repeat incidents of domestic abuse as one of the key priorities for the force for the year 2008/9. In terms of what constitutes an incident of domestic abuse, Essex Police adheres to the nationally accepted definition. 

The ACPO and Home Office preferred definition of domestic abuse is:
‘Any incident of threatening behaviour, violence or abuse (psychological, physical, sexual, financial or emotional) between adults, aged 18 and over, who are or have been intimate partners or family members (defined as mother, father, son, daughter, brother, sister and grandparents) whether directly related, in-laws or step-family, regardless of gender and sexuality’.

Essex Police will apply the above definition and record two or more incidents, in a rolling twelve month period as constituting a repeat incident. This is consistent with the annual data return required by the Home Office. This means that a repeat incident will be recorded in a given month providing:

· An incident has been recorded in that month, and,

· There has been at least one other incident in the previous rolling 12 month period.

This definition applies to our process of data reporting against our performance indicator. It must be emphasised that Essex Police and our partners will respond to the breadth of abuse of vulnerable people and this includes all such occurrences in a domestic environment not just those defined within the definition of our data return.

Other forces do not record repeat domestic abuse in the same way. For example Kent Police record the number of repeat victims of domestic abuse. This means that more than one incident in a month attributed to the same victim will be recorded as one repeat victim. Were Essex Police to follow this methodology there would undoubtedly be a sharp reduction in the number of recorded “repeats”. To this end it is difficult to conduct comparative force performance since many UK force’s record this issue differently. Until recently there has been no central preferred indicator which explains this disparity.

The levels of reported incidents April 2008- March 2009 are detailed below. The force objective was to reduce repeat incidents of domestic abuse, with a target level following reduction of 6292 repeat incidents for the year 08/09. To achieve this required that a monthly level of 524 repeat incidents be maintained across the twelve months. As can be seen the force exceeded this number every month.

	
	Apr 08
	May 08
	Jun 08
	Jul 08
	Aug 08
	Sep 08
	Oct 08
	Nov 08
	Dec 08
	Jan 09
	Feb 09
	Mar 09

	Number of Incidents
	1661
	2056
	2041
	2316
	2299
	1955
	1966
	2080
	2202
	2109
	1902
	2071

	Number of repeat incs.
	642
	766
	867
	983
	932
	840
	863
	941
	977
	941
	836
	908

	% repeat incs.
	40
	37
	42
	42
	40
	33
	43
	45
	44
	44
	43
	43


The key fact of note is the considerable increase in overall recorded domestic abuse incidents during the year. This naturally led to an increase in recorded repeat incidents. The percentage of repeat incidents within the overall count remained relatively stable with just a slight increase. This suggests that the determining factor in terms of performance was the overall increase in recorded domestic abuse incidents.

There are seasonal variations in recorded domestic abuse with peaks in July/August and December/January. These two periods coincide with acknowledged family holidays.

Local Area Agreement delivery: Arrangements for the delivery of Local Area Agreement 2 (LAA2) by the Essex Partnership, identifies Local Indicator 7.1: Reducing repeat incidents of domestic abuse as a key priority within the indicator set for the SAFER Essex thematic partnership within the Essex County  Council area. The measurement of repeat incidents for the purposes of this local indicator is identical to that of Essex Police. 

The benefit of this for is consistency across agencies in terms of strategic priority and focus of local strategic partnerships on this key issue. It is fair to say that considerable concern and focus has been given by the County LAA2 Performance Management Sub Group (chaired by ACC Lowton) to the performance deficit around repeat incidents of domestic abuse.

Factors affecting force performance for 2008/9: The under reporting of incidents of domestic abuse by victims has been widely reported. Any attempt to improve services to victims may lead to greater confidence of the victim to come forward, make a report, and request support. This is more than likely to lead to an increase in reported incidents. Further, improved standards of victims services will lead to an increase in the confidence of victims in these services. Naturally, victims will feel confident in reporting each repeat incident as a result.

Anecdotal research within the county supports this assertion. From dip sampling the Essex Police command and control system (STORM) it is apparent that many incidents reported to Essex Police do not necessarily constitute a crime. With improved confidence victims will report matters or request assistance giving scenarios that whilst constitute a domestic abuse incident may not constitute a crime.

This is supported by performance data produced monthly by the Essex Police Public Protection Unit from which the following is drawn:

	
	APR 08
	MAY 08
	JUNE 08
	JULY 08
	AUG O8
	SEPT 08
	OCT 08
	NOV 08
	DEC 08
	JAN 09
	FEB 09
	MAR 09

	Incident to crime rate %
	33%
	32%
	31%
	33%
	32%
	29%
	28%
	30%
	28%
	29%
	27%
	28%


It is interesting to note that at a time when recorded incidents have been increasing the level of incidents constituting a crime is actually decreasing. Further, the highest conversion rate of the 12 month period in question was only 33% (April and July 08) suggesting at least 2/3 of all incidents do not constitute a criminal offence.

In terms of the effectiveness of the police response to criminal offences performance is improving. Year on year since 2004 the detection rate for domestic abuse related crime has seen improvements:

	PERFORMANCE 
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2008-09

	Detection rate (% of crimes)
	39%
	51%
	58%
	62%
	64%


Positive developments within Essex: There have been a number of extremely positive advance in the strategic and tactical management of domestic abuse in Essex that are worthy of mention. When considering available ACPO/Home Office guidance
 Essex is very well positioned. The following highlight key areas of our work to address domestic abuse in Essex:

· Essex Police Domestic Abuse Delivery Group - At the instruction of ACC Peter Lowton an internal domestic abuse delivery group has been formed. The group, chaired by ACC Lowton is scrutinising the performance of Essex Police in relation to domestic abuse. The group has senior representation from all divisions and key centrally based departments. The group is very much focused upon performance improvement around domestic abuse. The remit of the group is available at appendix A. As can be seen consistent levels of service delivery across division’s and a robust governance arrangement are key priorities for the group.

· MARAC Services - In December 2008 Essex Police led the ambitious programme to roll out MARAC (Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conferencing) services across the county. The MARAC process is considered nationally as best practice and seeks to draw together a number of key agencies within a formal forum to coordinate action and resources towards addressing the highest risk victims of domestic abuse in their given geographic locale. We have now achieved a consistent standard of service across Essex. Additionally, we have sourced a single county MARAC coordinator who is ensuring administrative support is applied consistently to each MARAC. We have worked hard to ensure colleagues from the various health agencies are represented on the groups. They bring a valuable perspective and service provision to these issues. Initial difficulties is gaining this representation are being addressed.

· County review of victim services - At the request of the SAFER Essex Thematic Group a review of domestic abuse services was commissioned in 2008. This was completed by an independent consultant and considered. The terms of reference were as follows:

· In order to deliver against the Essex Against Domestic Violence Strategic Plan 2008-11 this work will produce a review of current services across all agencies involved with victims, children and perpetrators of domestic abuse.  

· Recommendations will be made to close gaps in service provision across the county. This will seek to match service provision with identified needs, prioritising resourcing and identifying sustainable funding to support these priorities and how they can be taken forward over the next 3 years.
The review presented some 38 initial recommendations. Considerable progress has been made to address thee recommendations. The priority recommendations relating to the strategic management of domestic abuse in Essex have been completed and the remaining form a programme of work for our County Strategic Domestic Abuse Group.

· Multi Agency County Strategic Domestic Abuse Group -Perhaps one of the greatest recent successes has been the development of a county strategic group. Building upon the successes of groups such as Essex Against Domestic Violence, the SAFER Essex thematic partnership commissioned the formation of a county strategic group. The SAFER Essex Partnership invited ACC Peter Lowton (Essex Police) to chair and lead the group.

The two principal benefits that the group brings are:

· Establishing strategic influence concerning domestic abuse, through not only senior representation of key organisations, but also managerial reporting lines through SAFER Essex into the Essex Management Board.

· Access to resources not previously available.

Within its programme of work the group has been tasked to deliver the Local area agreement commitments to domestic abuse.

The county group has drawn its programme of work around certain agreed key strands as follows:

· Resources.

· Training.

· Childrens issues.

· Criminal Justice.

· Information Sharing (including MARAC).

· Independent domestic abuse advocates (IDVAs)- The County Strategic Domestic Abuse Group has embarked upon a programme to roll out the Independent Domestic Violence Advocate (IDVA) service across the county. The service seeks to provide independent chaperones to vulnerable victims as they seek to end the abuse suffered to date. The group secured a substantial performance reward grant allocation in support of this programme. Essex Victim Support Service are currently working closely with the county group to provide managerial oversight to the IDVAs.

· County Domestic Abuse Coordinator - As part of the work to address the recommendations from the review of victim services the County Strategic Domestic Abuse Group have coordinated the recruitment of a new county domestic abuse coordinator. This person will build upon the excellent work by Paula Ward the previous incumbent (hosted by Essex Probation Service). The county strategic group has coordinated the realignment of this role to ECC and the mainstreaming of the funding arrangements for the post. This role will coordinate from a strategic level the multitude of victim services across many organisations within Essex. The post holder albeit hosted by ECC will report to the county strategic group.

· Training - Training for frontline staff has been identified as a key area of work both nationally
, and, within the local review conducted last year. Within Essex Police there has been a great deal of investment in training for a range of frontline staff, from probationary constables, through to our specialist domestic abuse investigators and victim care officers to our staff at our force information room control centre. The programme of training is now moving to multi-agency training coordinated by the county strategic group.

Essex Police and LAA Performance Targets: As already stated in this paper considering the acknowledged level of under reporting attributed to domestic abuse there is a likelihood that the concerted effort within Essex will see a rise in reported incidents (and with this in reported repeat incidents). To hold both Essex Police and Local Area Agreement delivery to account for reducing repeat incidents when the coordinated activities across the county will increase reported incidents is fundamentally flawed. Colleagues will be aware that the police service nationally has been keen to avoid imposing performance targets aimed at reducing other crimes affecting vulnerable people, such as race crime. Winning the confidence of victims and encouraging reporting have been identified as critical factors in our success.

The current performance indicator is not within the recommended set found in the APACS
 indicator set. The single, preferred indicator surrounds the performance of a county MARAC service (see Appendix C). The APACS indicator recommends focus be applied to reducing repeat incidents of domestic abuse referred to MARAC. The definition applied defines a domestic abuse incident referred to MARAC as one involving criminal behaviour.

Certainly there appears to be scope within the LAA arrangements to change over to the APACS preferred indicator 14.1, not least because as a locally set indicator it is within the governance of the local area to determine the most appropriate indicator. Initial, preliminary discussions with colleagues from Essex County Council have shown a favourable approach to this proposal. Benefits:

· Selecting such an indicator (which would be challenging considering that our MARAC services are very new) would allow the county to measure performance against a nationally recognised indicator. 

· It would also be an indicator focussing on the effective coordination of multi-agency effort within a nationally recognised “best practice” framework for addressing domestic abuse (MARAC).

· Such a decision would remove the conflict between aiming for a reduction in reported incidents at a time when nationally all expectation is that an increase in reporting should be a successful outcome of improved services.

3.
Proposal
That Essex Police (including on behalf of SAFER Essex) continue to explore the proposal to explore changing the current Essex Police and LAA performance target to the preferred national APACS indicator 14.1. In doing so, that the Essex Local Area Agreement remains aligned to any Essex Police performance indicator regarding domestic abuse.
4. 
Conclusion
On first sight the appearance of the Essex Police and Essex Local Area Agreement performance indicator relating to domestic abuse (as framed in the object to reduce repeat incidents of domestic abuse) is poor, the reality is that a significant amount of success has occurred in providing positive help, support to victims. Whilst this has led to increased confidence among victims in the services available to them we are far from complacent and we still have a way to go. Successes have come as a result of the dedication and effort of a wealth of organisations such as Essex Police, Essex County Council, Essex Probation, and, a wide range of our statutory and non statutory partners including from the voluntary sector. 

The HMIC in the review of progress following the ‘Protecting Vulnerable People’ thematic inspection in 2008 demonstrated that the Essex Police and its partners had made significant improvements. This led to an improvement in grading awarded to the force in this area. Perhaps the most encouraging is the current the wealth of coordinated multi-agency effort being driven across the county at this time. There is substantial strategic agreement that domestic abuse is a key priority and an appetite across organisations to coordinate their efforts to tackle domestic abuse.

Appendices.

Appendix A : Essex Police Domestic Abuse Delivery Group.

Domestic Abuse Delivery Group. (DADG)

Terms of Reference.

1. To improve force performance in respect of achieving:

a. Increase in satisfaction and confidence of victims

b. Reduction in overall level of repeat DA offences.

c. Reduction in overall level of repeat DA incidents.

2. To retain an oversight of domestic abuse strategy within the force ensuring that it remains appropriate and fit for purpose.

3. To ensure robust on-going governance of performance is maintained both at force and divisional level.

4. To ensure Domestic Abuse Hate Crime Units (DAHCU) across the force operate consistently and contribute appropriately to force objectives and commitments (LAA 2).

5. To seek to improve partnership working and co-ordination with regard to DA performance.

6. To identify, disseminate and promote learning from best practice.

Membership.

Chair

-
ACC TP

Secretariat
-
Head of Territorial Policing.

Members
-
Director of Investigations (Crime Division).




Head of Public Protection (Crime Division).




Crime Managers (With line management for DAHCUs).

Meetings.

The group will meet monthly

Appendix B.

Essex Domestic Abuse Strategy Group (EDASG) 

Terms of Reference

Purpose:

To act as the implementation body of the Safer Essex partnership in terms of Domestic Abuse Strategic issues, and ensure there is a coordinated approach across the county, including Southend and Thurrock.

· On behalf of Safer Essex, to manage the delivery of the LAA2 Domestic Abuse action plans, as part of the agreed Essex Domestic Abuse Strategy (‘Essex Against Domestic Violence Strategy 2008 – 2011).  

· To be tasked by Safer Essex, and the LAA2 Target Lead for Domestic Abuse, to undertake identified pieces of work on their behalf. For this to include:

· Overseeing the implementation of the ‘Review of the Strategic Co-ordination to tackle domestic abuse in Essex’ (July 2008)

· To recommend to Safer Essex key courses of action for the further development of  key aspects of work (including LAA and the ‘Review / July 2008’) 

· This could include proposals for cross county working and resourcing implications.

· To perform an advisory role to Safer Essex, and the LAA2 Target Lead for Domestic Abuse, in particular on issues with cross county significance, for example in respect of the Local Area Agreement and the County Community Safety Agreement.

· To provide effective means of two-way communication between local and countywide structures relating to crime and disorder reduction. For this to include: 

· Exchanging good practice across localities and services.

· EDASG members ensuring that their respective Chief Officers, where appropriate, are briefed prior to Safer Essex meetings. 

· To ensure that the needs of children and young people caught up in families where there is domestic violence are fully recognized and that there is effective communication between EDASG and the Children and Young Peoples Strategic Partnership and the Safeguarding Children’s Boards and its subgroups, especially in respect of;

· The critical links between Domestic Abuse and Child Protection 

· The impact of Domestic Abuse on children and young people and its consequences for delivering against the key areas set out in Every Child Matters and the indicators identified for Children and Young People in the LAA  

· To promote a robust and consistent approach to performance management, in support of the delivery of Essex’s LAA2 Domestic Abuse target. For this to include:

· A robust overview of domestic violence related performance in the context of LAA2 and the ‘Essex Domestic Violence Strategy 2008 – 2011’. 

· Identifying good and poor performance (and for example identifying where poor performance is being managed well). 

· Where there are significant performance issues to escalate these to Safer Essex with recommended courses of action.

· To identify and oversee specific programmes of work, and for these to be taken forward through sub-groups/ task and finish groups as required

Meetings: For EDASG to meet every 6-8 weeks initially and for this to be reviewed after 6 months (July 2009). For these meetings to be scheduled prior to Safer Essex meetings (to ensure timely exchange of information and appropriate decision making)

Chair: ACC Peter Lowton 
Secretariat: For this to be provided by the Essex County Council Crime and Disorder Reduction Unit

Membership: As set out in schedule below

For the TOR to be reviewed annually.

Essex Domestic Abuse Strategy Group - Core membership

Senior representation from:

· Safer Essex – Target Lead to Chair EDASG

· Essex Police – 2 representatives

· Territorial Division: Territorial Policing Dept

· Crime Division: Victims & Witnesses Unit

· Voluntary sector – 2 representatives:

· Women’s Refuges (7) – 1 nominated representative

· Victim Support (Essex) – 1 representative

· Essex County Council – 1 representative from the following 3 services:

· Crime and Disorder Reduction Unit

· Children’s Services (also representing  Safeguarding Children’s Board)

· Adults Services (also representing Adult Safeguarding Board)

· National Probation Service (Essex) – 1 representative

· Supporting People – 1 representative

· Health - suggestion 1 nominated representative from the following 3 areas:

· PCTs (5) 

· Mental Health Trusts: (South & North) 

· Hospital Trusts (mid-Essex, Basildon & Thurrock, Colchester, Princess Alexandra, Southend) - Invite 1 to represent the 5

· Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships/CDRPs (12) – 4 nominated representatives 

· District / Borough Council Housing (Essex Housing Officers Group / EHOG) – 1 nominated representative

· Essex Criminal Justice Board – 1 nominated representative 

· County DV Co-ordinator (ECC area)

· Invite representation from Southend & Thurrock (2)

(Total members: 22)

To co-opt other members as appropriate (e.g. Relate / Perpetrator Programme), and ensure effective links to key services and partnerships (e.g. EDAAT) are in place through sub-groups and/or EDASG as appropriate.

Appendix C.

APACS indicator 14.1: Repeat incidents of domestic violence reviewed at MARAC.

Defined as: 
x/y100

Where:

x = Number of repeat cases reviewed at MARAC during the 12 month

reporting period (cases which had also been reviewed at the MARAC in

the 12 months prior to their review)

y = Total number of cases reviewed at MARAC during the 12 month

reporting period
· Domestic violence (abuse) is defined by ACPO as: ‘any incidence of

threatening behaviour, violence or abuse (psychological, physical, sexual,

financial or emotional) between adults, aged 18 and over, who are or    

have been intimate partners or family members, regardless of gender or

sexuality’.

· MARAC: Victims of domestic violence referred to a MARAC will be those

who have been identified (often by the police) as high or very high risk      

(i.e.of serious injury or of being killed) based on a common risk    

Assessment tool that is informed by both victim and assessor information.   

It is recommended that MARACs are held at fortnightly intervals, where

information relevant to the immediate safety of the victim is shared. All

cases that are reviewed at a MARAC should be flagged by the police.

For the purposes of this indicator, a case should be defined as a

combination of a victim and perpetrator (or groups of perpetrators), being

reviewed at the same MARAC.

· Once a case has been taken to MARAC it remains flagged as a MARAC

case for a total of 12 months after the most recent MARAC review. For

example, if a case is seen at a MARAC once only, in January, it will be

flagged for 12 months after this date. If this case is then reviewed at the

same MARAC in the April of the same year, then the case will be flagged

for 12 months from April.

· A repeat case occurs when a case that is reviewed at MARAC has also

been reviewed at the same MARAC within the preceding 12 months (from

the review). Each repeat case will also be counted each time an incident

involving criminal behaviour takes place, and the case is therefore reviewed within the given 12 month period (i.e. if a case first comes to

MARAC in January and then is reviewed in February and July then this    

Will count as two repeats).

· All MARAC reviews are a consequence of at least one incident being

reported to at least one MARAC agency and that the incident involves:

· Violence or threats of violence; and/or

· Where there is a pattern of stalking or harassment (the repeated


following of communication with or other intrusions on the privacy


of a victim) and or

· Where rape or sexual abuse is disclosed.

N.B. The repeat incident can be flagged by any of the agencies involved in the MARAC.

· Multiple incidents occurring between MARAC meetings only result in one

MARAC review.

It is possible for a case to go to MARAC where there is more than one

perpetrator. This is counted as one case and will be reviewed if there are

any incidents with any of the named perpetrators.

· The following do not constitute a repeat case:

· Where a case is reviewed at the MARAC involving the same victim but a different perpetrator or group of perpetrators

· Where a case is reviewed at the MARAC involving the same perpetrator but a different victim

· Where an incident not involving criminal behaviour occurs and is therefore not reviewed at MARAC

· Where the same combination of victim and perpetrator is involved, but being reviewed at a different MARAC. This is clearly a repeat incident in human terms, however will not be recorded as such for the purposes of this indicator.

· Cases which are discussed at a MARAC meeting but for information purposes only (e.g. imminent release of perpetrator from prison; perpetrator begins IDAP)

· Cases which were previously reviewed at the MARAC more than 12 months ago.

	
	Agenda Item 6.2b

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 2009   
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 6.2b: Community Safety Programme
	

	For decision
	


Report Authors: Sam Grant, ECC & Alison Newcomb, Essex Police
Purpose of report: 

i. To provide an update to Safer Essex for the Community Safety Programme. 

ii. To seek approval and funds from Safer Essex to develop and implement a model (to be piloted in Colchester). 
Key decisions for Safer Essex
i. Whether based on the information provided, Safer Essex is supportive of the proposed model and for it to be developed and implemented (based on a start date of 10th August) in Colchester. 
ii. The added value of the pilot is in testing a new approach to joint working for the benefit of the whole of the county, rather than solely initiating stand alone ‘projects’. It is therefore important that the evaluation of the Pilot, including lessons learnt and the possibility of further roll out is considered at an appropriate forum. 

· For Safer Essex, pending approval of the model, to agree the most appropriate forum for overseeing the evaluation of the pilot. 
iii. For Safer Essex to consider funding the Colchester pilot (for a 12 month period) using the Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund (ALSF):
· The funding required for the Colchester Pilot is £99,920 (with Colchester LSP, CDRP and constituent parts, having identified £164,000 locally towards the pilot). 
The funding proposal is to ask Safer Essex to provide funding from the ‘Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund’ (ALSF) which they currently hold and which ECC (as agreed by Cllr Chapman) has delegated to Safer Essex in 2009/10. This fund is £113k. 

Recognising that Colchester has already identified matched funding of £164,000 - to request that Safer Essex consider providing the £99,920 required for the Colchester Pilot, from the ALSF. 

iv. Commitment from Safer Essex to support the changes required in working practices to deliver the pilot model,  

· Full details of the model are provided in the Annex to this report. However a key aspect for the Pilot, is about staff (while limited in number) being flexible in how they work as part of a ‘joint team’.

v. Agreement to the lead agency being proposed for the pilot (Essex Police). 
vi. To consider the issues for rural areas in the context of other developments, including links with such key initiatives as ‘Village Agents’, rather than to develop a model for ‘rural’ areas per se.

Contents:

	1.
	Background

	2.
	Pilot areas

	3.
	Model – in outline

	4.
	Evaluation framework

	5.
	Legacy & sustainability

	6.
	Communications

	Annex 1
	Pilot - model


1. Background
The Community Safety Programme is intended to consider new ways of working in order to achieve the overall objectives of:

· Reducing crime


· Reducing the fear of crime 
· Improving perceptions of anti-social behaviour

· Increasing community confidence 

The Pilot is expected to meet multi-agency objectives. With regards to Essex County Council objectives, the ‘Safest Essex’ pledge ‘to make Essex the safest place to live by 2013’, with regards to Essex Police, the commitment to deliver the Policing pledge, for Essex County Fire and Rescue Service (ECFRS), the commitment ‘to do more than we have ever done to keep Essex safe’. For the wider Essex Partnership the Community Strategy priority to ‘make Essex the safest place to live’. 

In developing the ‘community safety programme’ to date it is recognised that success lies in adding value to existing work, including the Local Area Agreement (LAA2) action plans (as part of the work of the Safer Essex partnership). It should also be recognised that the ‘community safety programme’ is about impacting on service delivery in the long term through the trialling of a different way of working. While the work is linked to the LAA2 action plans relating to crime/disorder for delivery across 2009/10 – 2011, it is focussed on a wider approach to addressing broader issues related to community safety. The Pilot is intended to benefit the whole of the county, in terms of sharing the lessons learnt through the Pilot period as well as ensuring that any future roll out of the Pilot is of benefit across Essex. 

In October 2008, a joint research team was formed by ECC, Essex Police and ECFRS, to learn from other areas of the UK (particularly where there is strong performance against key crime/disorder indicators). The key themes from this research along with the local work in Essex with Braintree and Colchester have informed the developing model. The key themes identified through this work include:
· Joint community reassurance (as part of a wider quality of life agenda)

· Joint branding

· A common ‘delivery promise’ 

· Multi-agency (virtual or otherwise) ‘community’ teams (possibly with shared functions)
· ‘Community’ teams jointly informed and tasked

· Clear understanding of our common customer groups (older / young / vulnerable)

· Quality and consistency of customer contact & response (including feedback on the action taken / follow up information to the ‘customer’ and wider community)
2. Pilot areas
The agreement was to identify 1 rural and 1 urban area for the Pilots working directly with 2 CDRPs. Braintree and Colchester were invited to take part (Braintree in October 2008 and Colchester in December 2008). From these dates work has taken place through locally agreed routes working with a range of practitioners and senior personnel.

For Braintree, working on a rural pilot, we are not recommending a model. The learning from Braintree has been that rather than develop a model for ‘rural areas per se’, there is value in more closely aligning crime reduction work to the broader rural agenda. In addition that the model developed within Colchester could be applicable to both urban and rural areas and is scaleable depending on the area and that elements of the model could be expanded (or removed) from the model, depending on local need and the local issues identified. 

Therefore, at this stage, one model is being proposed (outlined in Annex 1) and for this estimated costs have been produced, the costs identified are for extraneous costs to deliver the pilot in 3 areas over a 12 month period (based on a standard format for relatively higher crime areas).  

3. Model – in outline 

The model is designed to impact on actual crime levels, fear of crime as well as confidence in local services. The proposed approach addresses issues which have been highlighted through a range of consultations. These include being more responsive to residents, quick time responses to issues raised, a highly visible uniformed presence and addressing a range of what could be considered as ‘lower level’ anti-social behaviour / environmental crimes. What is currently known about the key drivers / influences on key crime / disorder indicators has been used to inform the model.
The model is based on a joint multi-agency team undertaking a rolling programme of work that focuses on three designated areas in succession, designed to address issues of high priority in each area over a set period. The model has been built on a successful local initiative in Colchester known as the ‘Days of Action’. A key success factor in the ‘Days of Action’ has been about identifying very defined (and relatively small) geographical areas and undertaking highly visible action, which is clearly communicated to the local community. The geographical areas for the pilot, based on the Colchester learning from the ‘Days of Action’ are expected to be one or possibly two ward areas. An essential element of the model is the planning phase for 2 months followed by an action phase over four months and a third, legacy phase that starts during the action phase and continues after this, ensuring that the changes introduced are sustainable. 

4. Evaluation Framework

An evaluation framework for the Pilot is being developed, with baselines to be set based on key performance indicators. The proposal as part of this is to consider ‘confidence’ targets in Police and Local Authorities in terms of how people perceive the agencies addressing ‘crime and anti-social behaviour issues which matter in the area’. In addition ‘perceptions of anti-social behaviour’ and ‘feelings of safety’ are recommended as part of the evaluation. As part of the pilot, targets would be set for key indicators for improvements of X% over and above those already in place for the county. This ‘stretch’ would form an important element of the evaluation, including an assessment of cost effectiveness. As more information is available and analysed during the period of the Pilot, it would be the intention to adapt, amend and add targeted initiatives as part of the model to address the ‘key drivers’ for these factors. 

5. Legacy & sustainability

It is recognised, that the project needs to link into the wider work of the area and provide long term sustainable solutions to the issues identified. The inclusion of a youth worker and an element of community development in the model are intended to bring longer term benefits for local communities.  By investing in the proposed model, the intention is that the lessons learnt will be incorporated into community safety practice across the county, as well as considering appropriate roll out of the model to other parts of the county.    

6. Communications
It is recognised that a key element of the pilot will be effective and timely communications. A Communications Strategy forms part of the pilot. The proposed branding for the pilot under the overall banner of ‘Safer Essex’ is:

·  ‘Safer Colchester’, with the accompanying slogan of ‘You said – We did….’  

Annex 1 – The Model  
Introduction

The brief was to focus on a model which is both innovative and encompasses new ways of working that will make the area a safer place to live, increase quality of life for the community and reduce the fear of crime.

In undertaking this task it is recognised, that the model could be implemented in a range of areas, acknowledging that issues vary between areas and are relative to the local community. Therefore as a consequence and for maximum impact, the proposal is for the model to focus on three distinct areas within the district (of Colchester).

This model sets out how agencies can work together in new and different ways by using a coordinated approach that maximises all partner efforts in a holistic manner.

The objectives of the project are to:
· Reduce crime


· Reduce the fear of crime

· Improve perceptions of anti-social behaviour

· Increase community confidence

The Model

It is proposed that a coordinator be employed full time working flexibly but nominally Monday to Friday and that this post be the focal point for all interventions and issues raised by both agencies and the community respectively

The model is based on a joint multi-agency team undertaking a rolling programme of work that focuses on three designated areas in succession, designed to address issues of high priority in each area over a four month period. The geographical areas are expected to be one or possibly two ward areas. An essential element of the model is the planning phase for 2 months followed by an action phase over four months and a third, legacy phase that runs in parallel with the action phase  ensuring that the changes introduced are sustainable. 

The programme of work over a period of 12 months (the pilot period) will entail intensive input in 3 designated areas with work in the second area starting immediately after the first and work in the third area starting immediately after the second. Input into all three areas will be triggered by a ‘Community Day of Action’. There will be a team of core personnel or services provided throughout a 4 month period, with other partner agencies providing input at agreed intervals throughout the 4 months. 

The project will have a Memorandum of Agreement to specifically clarify roles, actions and responsibilities of participating agencies. A survey will be conducted before, during and after the four months to gauge impact on the designated area. 

Planning phase (2 months)

Activities within the planning phase will focus on agreeing an area, the identification of which will be based on the level of crime, anti-social behaviour and other pertinent factors. Work with the Neighbourhood Action Panel/Parish Council etc will establish three zones within the area for targeted action during action phase and issues appertaining to the area will be agreed. There will be concerted planning to address issues that can give ‘quick wins’ such as  street lighting, clearing litter, graffiti and a local summit will be held to agree actions, funding needs etc.

The planning team will consist of the following personnel and agencies:

· Neighbourhood Action Panel (where applicable)

· Parish council (where applicable)

· Councillors (where applicable)

· ‘Safer Colchester Project’ (SCP) Co-ordinator 

· Local area Sergeant

· Local area NSO

· Local area PCSO/s

· NAP Co-ordinator

· Colchester Borough Homes

Action Phase (4 months)

Activities within the action phase will include a multi-agency day of action and high intensity door knocking that publicises future events and identifies issues/areas for action. Other initiatives will also include Crucial Crew, an SOS event and a 999 event (held at a local park). There will be four clean up days utilising schools and the Community Payback scheme, engagement in schools throughout this period and a Police Community Consultative Group/ Neighbourhood Action Panel that is open to the public six weeks into the action phase.

The following daily activities will also be a feature of this phase:

· Home visits by Police Community Support Officers
· Street Wardens who give reassurance and gather intelligence and information.

· A fast appropriate response to intelligence and information 

· High Visibility daytime, night time and weekend patrols; Police Constables, Police Community Support Officers, Special Constables and  Street Wardens
· Outreach – Youth Worker and Community Development worker
· Community Pay-Back – Community Payback scheme, Probation and the MCTC(Army)

Community reassurance/Legacy (Runs throughout Action phase)

Members of the community will constantly be reassured throughout the action phase through engagement by the SOS bus and a Mobile Police Station, door knocking to areas other than identified zones, street briefings and open air conferences as well as interventions by voluntary organisations.
The core delivery team for both ‘Action’ and ‘Reassurance’ phases will consist of the following personnel and agencies:

· SCP (Safer Colchester Project) Co-ordinator 

· 2 dedicated Police Community Support Officers  

· 7 Special Constables

· Local Sgt for area 

· Local Neighbourhood Specialist Officer for area

· Local Police 

· Local Police Community Support Officers

· 2 Street Wardens 

· Youth worker (proposed new post) 

· Community worker (proposed new post) 

· Essex Watch 

· Communications officer  

· Neighbourhood Action Panel, (where applicable) 

· SOS Bus 
As has been shown, it is proposed that two new posts, dedicated to working with young people and community development in the area, be put in place to give added value and greater impact to the pilot. As well as the ‘virtual’ team, a partnership will be developed with other agencies both statutory and voluntary in order that they can be called upon to provide specific and time limited interventions as required.

Costs for Colchester Community Safety Pilot (based on the pilot running for one year)
	Resource Description
	Funding Identified
	Resources Required

	Employment of Coordinator – Full time salary + 20% on costs 
	None
	29,000

	2 Police Community Support Officers
	 71, 000 ( LSP) 
	None

	Hire of SOS bus ( 8 occasions)
	2,000
	None

	Community Development Worker (18.5 hr post) + 20% on costs 
	None
	15,000

	Youth Worker (18.5 hr post) + 20% on costs 
	None
	15,000

	Provision of 7 Special Constables dedicated to the pilot – travel & expenses
	2,000
	None

	Bicycles for Special Constables
	4,000 ECC&CDRP)
	None

	Support Vehicle ( purchase of long wheelbase transit)
	20,000 (ECC)
	None

	Support Vehicle - maintenance
	None
	4,000

	2 Street Wardens dedicated to the pilot
	40,000 (CBC)
	None

	Management and promotion i.e. High Visibility Jackets, Leaflet Printing & regular distribution & Project Launch including 6 – 8 events over the year
	12,000 (LSP)

 3,000 (CDRP)
	5,000

	Interventions – small projects with capital costs
	10,000 (CDRP)
	None

	Interventions – engagement of services to undertake various initiatives e.g. family counselling etc over the project life
	None
	15,000

	Community Clean Up days – 1 day per locality 
	None
	4,920

	Surveys undertaken over the year i.e. 12 ( 3 surveys for each area) – note for the Pilot (wouldn’t anticipate this for any ‘roll out’)
	None
	12,000

	Total Costs
	£164,000
	£99,920


Outline Structure for the Pilot
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	Agenda Item 6.2.d

	Meeting: Safer Essex
	

	Date: 2nd July 2009
	

	Venue: Committee Room 1, County Hall, Chelmsford
	

	Agenda item 6.2.d: Re-offending Target lead report (with annex attached)
	

	For information 
	


Report Author:     Alex Bamber, Assistant Chief Probation Officer      

Purpose of the report: To update Safer Essex in relation to the NI 18 Action Plan – Reducing Reoffending by Offenders under the Supervision of the Probation Service – June 2009

1) Baseline and Target

As reported to the last meeting, the nationally-produced MoJ figures for Local Reoffending rates are now being published and the figures for the rolling annual snapshot up to the 31st December 2008 show that:

	
	Reduction in actual reoffending to predicted reoffending
	Reoffending Rate

	
	
	

	Target
	-5.52%
	7.4%

	
	
	

	Latest reported performance
	+4.14%
	8.26%


2) Locality Reoffending figures

The factors that go into producing and explaining the reoffending figures are complex and an explanatory paper outlining how the figures are produced and the different ways that they are reported is provided as part of this report. Clearly, there is some way to go in relation to the target set and this perhaps reflects the fact that work is only really beginning on the ‘partnership’ activities within the NI 18 Action Plan. In particular, it is perhaps true that reducing reoffending does not feature as a priority in all district plans and individual CDRP work, even though when the current Policing Bill is enacted working to reduce reoffending will become a statutory duty for all CDRPs. 

Locality reporting to District Level: These are the first figures for reoffending, broken down to district/CDRP level and refer to the rolling annual snapshot upto the 30th September 2008 n.b. a different rolling year to the above figures. This is due to the difficulties in setting up a system to produce this information from the National data supplied by MoJ – it is hoped that we will be able to harmonise the periods being reported upon in subsequent reports.

It is important to stress, in any case that whilst this information does tell local areas something quite important about how many of ‘their’ offenders under Probation supervision have reoffended, we must be careful not to give the impression that the reports tell us things about the relative reoffending rates between localities or changes to reoffending rates that (because of the relatively small samples involved and other methodological issues) they do not. In that sense these figures should be regarded as ‘indicative’ and be viewed as information to be looked at and assessed in concert with other local information and intelligence.

	CDRP
	No. in Cohort
	No. reoffending
	%

	
	4616
	386
	8.36*

	Basildon
	1769
	152
	8.59

	Braintree
	1138
	73
	6.41

	Brentwood
	339
	26
	7.67

	Castle Point
	617
	46
	7.46

	Chelmsford
	1285
	117
	9.11

	Colchester
	1223
	122
	9.98

	Epping Forest
	946
	49
	5.18

	Harlow
	1416
	130
	9.18

	Maldon
	470
	29
	6.17

	Rochford
	347
	31
	8.93

	Tendring
	1135
	111
	9.78

	Uttlesford
	436
	19
	4.36


3) Increase offenders’ visible repayment to their communities

The Community Payback – Community Liaison Officer, whose post has been created specifically as part of this Action Plan, has been working hard to acquaint herself with and introduce herself to all of the CDRP areas and partners and has, in particular, begun to seek out opportunities for engaging directly with the public.

To date, she has had meetings local partners, and current and potential recipients of Community Payback in the Basildon, Chelmsford, Braintree, Colchester, Tendring, Castle Point, Rochford, Harlow and she is currently planning to make contact with partners in Uttlesford, Epping Forest, Brentwood and Maldon. Clearly, much of this work is initial contact-making and familiarisation and the aim, after this first stage, is to select areas to develop projects that encourage and draw on the full participation of members of the public. 

4) Development of Education, Training and Skills Programmes for Offenders

In relation to this area of work, Essex Probation Area is currently bidding for a contract to provide services to remove barriers to employment for offenders across all areas and most prison establishments within the East of England. This tendering exercise is being undertaken by the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) and offers the possibility of utilising some additional £3m. of funding within the Region. As part of this bid, EPA will be looking to tie any such services in to the priorities identified within LAAs within the Region, not only those looking at the ‘Safer Community’ theme but also the economic-themed groups, including, of course, the Essex Economic Board.

5) Substance Misuse and Offender Health

EPA has continued to meet with partners, in particular the Essex DAAT and the Primary Care Trusts, to look at the inclusion of ‘Pathways for Offenders’ within the overall system redesign of drug and alcohol services. EPA is also in discussion with one PCT in relation to the possibility of piloting a Probation Health Trainer scheme in Essex. 

Annex:

A Report on the reporting of Reoffending Rates of Offenders subject to the Supervision of the Probation Service in England and Wales

PART I – SUMMARY

1) Introduction

1.1) The reporting of data in relation to the reoffending rates of offenders subject to the supervision of the Probation Service is, rather like the reporting of ‘Crime’ figures, both complicated and potentially contentious. Offenders are a widely variable group and the caseload of the Probation service is constantly changing, in terms of the individuals who make up that caseload (about 173,000 being supervised in the community at any given time).

1.2) Historically, the Home Office and now the Ministry of Justice have relied on tracking a cohort of particular offenders over a period of time. Whilst this approach has had the advantage of linking individual offenders to individual reoffending and includes indications of the seriousness and frequency of reoffending, the disadvantage is that the data refer to a small sample, are always reporting on reoffending at least two years in the past and only report on Reoffending at a National level. This method of reporting is referred to below as the Annual National Statistics 

1.3) In order to address this problem and particularly in response to the challenge of needing to report on progress in relation specifically to National Indicator 18 – Reoffending by Adult Offenders under the Supervision of the Probation Service – the MoJ has also developed a new methodology for reporting on Reoffending. In essence, the new methodology takes snapshots each quarter of every offender under supervision in the community and reports on the reoffending of that snapshot of offenders within the following 3 months. The make up of each cohort, of course, will be different and a cohort will include offenders from the previous quarter as well as new offenders. Individual offenders will appear in more than one quarter. This method does not link an individual offender to specific reoffending, frequency or seriousness, nor does it address frequency or seriousness, but it has the advantage of scale (reporting on every offender under supervision) and timeliness (each report relating to a 12 month period that ended 5 months previously) – and, reflecting the importance of this indicator to the Local Area Agreement process, the reports are broken down to both Probation Areas and ‘first tier’ Local Authority Areas (County Councils, Unitary Authorities and London Boroughs). This method of reporting is referred to below as Local Adult Reoffending.

1.4) Different groups of offenders in different areas however, are not the same, areas differ in their demographics and socio-economic factors and individual offenders differ in their criminal histories and social and personal characteristics. Importantly, therefore, both methods report not on the simple numerical reoffending of a group of offenders and instead, all statements on increases or decreases in reoffending rates are adjusted to control for changes in the characteristics of offenders on the probation caseload – which are closely linked, statistically, to the likelihood of that group of offenders committing further offences. These two measures count the proportion of offenders who reoffend in a three month period, and compare this to the proportion expected to reoffend given their characteristics

1.5) One of the concerns around the Local Adult Reoffending figures is that for two-tier Local Authority areas like Essex, the information is only broken down to County level and not to the District or Borough Council level. This is a significant drawback because in Essex, the Local Area Agreement is based very much on engagement with and activity in local district areas. 

1.6) In response to this expectation, therefore, EPA decided to break down the Local Adult Reoffending data into CDRP areas, using post-code information and mapping software. This was a complex and difficult process, successfully achieved by the EPA I&S Officer in spite of the misgivings of NOMS (because of the lack of true statistical significance in reducing the data samples to locality level) and a temporary block on the sharing of the raw data by the National Police Improvement Agency who ‘own’ the PNC data and who are nervous of it being shared with Areas. Whilst it is a real coup for us to be able to share information with our partners down to CDRP level, it is important to stress that whilst this information does tell local areas something quite important about how many of ‘their’ offenders under Probation supervision have reoffended, we must be careful not to give the impression that the reports tell us things about the relative reoffending rates between localities or changes to reoffending rates that (because of the relatively small samples involved) that they do not. This method of reporting is referred to below as Locality Reoffending.

2) Local Adult Reoffending – Brief Points and Results from the Cohort January 2008 to 31 December 2008

· The three month reoffending rate of all offenders on the probation caseload in England and Wales who were at risk of reoffending during the period 1 January 2008 to 31 December 2008 was 9.95 per cent. This was an increase of 0.91 per cent compared to the 2007/2008 baseline (1 April 2007 to 31 March 2008), which was statistically significant. 

· Four Government Office Regions had a statistically significant increase in reoffending compared to the baseline (East of England; North West; South West and Wales) and two Government Office Regions had a statistically significant reduction in reoffending (North East and Yorkshire & Humberside). 

· Eleven probation areas had a statistically significant increase in reoffending, whilst three probation areas showed a statistically significant reduction in reoffending. The changes for the EPA area were not statistically significant

· Nineteen local authorities had a statistically significant increase in reoffending, whilst sixteen local authorities showed a statistically significant reduction in reoffending. The changes for Local Authority areas of Essex, Southend and Thurrock were not statistically significant.

· Reoffending by offenders on licence from custodial sentences showed a statistically significant increase of 5.45 per cent compared to the baseline, although the actual rate of reoffending remained lower than for offenders on court orders under probation supervision. 

· Reoffending in the period 1 January 2008 to 31 December 2008 was slightly higher than reoffending in the period 1 October 2007 to 30 September 2008. 

Table 1: Reoffending rates, all offenders on the probation caseload in England and Wales 
	Reoffending period covered 
	Cohort size (combining four quarters of probation caseload data)
	Actual rate of reoffending 
	Predicted rate of reoffending 
	% difference from baseline 

	April 1 2007 to 

March 31 2008 

(baseline period) 
	685873
	9.82%
	9.82%
	0.0% 

	July 1 2007 to 

June 30 2008 
	690049
	9.84%
	9.81%
	0.31% 

	October 1 2007 to 

September 30 2008 
	692330
	9.88%
	9.83%
	0.56% 

	January 1 2008 to December 31 2008 
	691588
	9.95%
	9.86%
	0.91% 


The number of offenders is the sum of the number of offenders from the four snapshots who could be matched to PNC. Therefore many offenders will be included more than once. For the purposes of measuring reoffending, however, they are considered separately for each snapshot in which they are included. This number is not the number of offenders on the probation caseload at a point in time, as it reflect the aggregation of four quarters of data 

Data in bold illustrates that the change in reoffending from the baseline is statistically significant. 

Table 2: Reoffending rates – offenders on licence under probation supervision 
	Reoffending period covered 
	Cohort size (combining four quarters of probation caseload data)
	Actual rate of reoffending 
	Predicted rate of reoffending 
	% difference from baseline 

	April 1 2007 to 

March 31 2008 

(baseline period) 
	102721
	8.22%
	8.22%
	0% 

	July 1 2007 to 

June 30 2008 
	106840
	8.37%
	8.24%
	1.51% 

	October 1 2007 to 

September 30 2008 
	111402
	8.63%
	8.28%
	4.24% 

	January 1 2008 to December 31 2008 
	114614
	8.69%
	8.24%
	5.45% 


Table 3: Reoffending rates – offenders on court orders under probation supervision 
	Reoffending period covered 
	Cohort size (combining four quarters of probation caseload data)
	Actual rate of reoffending 
	Predicted rate of reoffending 
	% difference from baseline 

	April 1 2007 to 

March 31 2008 

(baseline period) 
	583152
	10.10%
	10.10%
	0% 

	July 1 2007 to 

June 30 2008 
	583209
	10.11%
	10.10%
	0.14% 

	October 1 2007 to 

September 30 2008 
	580928
	10.12%
	10.12%
	-0.02% 

	January 1 2008 to December 31 2008 
	576974
	10.20%
	10.18%
	0.18% 


Table 4: EPA Results

	Reoffending period covered 
	Cohort size (combining four quarters of probation caseload data)
	Actual rate of reoffending 
	Predicted rate of reoffending 
	% difference from baseline 

	EPA 
	20217 
	8.17% 
	8.18% 
	-0.14% 

	Southend-on-Sea 
	2842 
	9.78%
	9.76%
	0.21% 

	Thurrock 
	2212 
	7.64%
	8.63%
	-11.47% 

	Essex 
	15264 
	8.26%
	7.93%
	4.14% 


In relation to the NI 18 Priority in the Essex LAA, the Baseline (2007/2008) has been established as 7.9%, the agreed ‘interim’ rate of actual offending to be achieved by the end of 2009-10 is 7.7% and the LAA target the target (for the rate of actual reoffending at the end of 2010-11) has been set at 7.4%. 

3) Annual National Statistics – Results from the 2007 Cohort

Comparing reoffending results for the 2000 and 2007 adult cohorts: 
· The frequency rate fell 20.3% from 185.0 to 147.3 offences per 100 offenders (Figure A and Table 1); 

· The number of offences classified as most serious (severe) per 100 offenders increased 0.8%1 from 0.76 to 0.77 offences (Table 1); 

· The proportion of offenders reoffending (actual yes/no rate) decreased by 9.4% (4 percentage points) from 43.0% to 39.0% (Table 1). 

· The proportion of offenders who reoffended fell by 9.2% when controlling for changes in offender characteristics. 

Comparing reoffending results for the 2006 and 2007 adult cohorts: 
· The frequency rate rose by 2.3% from 144.0 to 147.3 offences per 100 offenders (Figure A and Table 1); 

· The number of offences classified as most serious (severe) per 100 offenders increased 13.3% from 0.68 to 0.77 offences (Table 1); 

· The proportion of offenders reoffending (actual yes/no rate) increased by 1.1% (0.4 percentage points) from 38.6% to 39.0% (Table 1). 

4) Locality Reoffending – Brief Points and Results from 1 October 2007 to 30 September 2008

These data only include offenders in the community identified in the MoJ data as being part of the Essex LAA (thus excluding offenders identified as living in Southend or Thurrock). To produce these data, it has been necessary to link, using the PNC number, the MoJ dataset with contemporary Caseload information from CRAMS in order to assign a postcode to the offender. This postcode has then been used link to a second dataset which details which postcodes lie within which CDRP area. It has not been possible to link around 29% (4616) of offenders to a CDRP using this method.

	CDRP
	No. in Cohort
	No. reoffending
	%

	
	4616
	386
	8.36*

	Basildon
	1769
	152
	8.59

	Braintree
	1138
	73
	6.41

	Brentwood
	339
	26
	7.67

	Castle Point
	617
	46
	7.46

	Chelmsford
	1285
	117
	9.11

	Colchester
	1223
	122
	9.98

	Epping Forest
	946
	49
	5.18

	Harlow
	1416
	130
	9.18

	Maldon
	470
	29
	6.17

	Rochford
	347
	31
	8.93

	Tendring
	1135
	111
	9.78

	Uttlesford
	436
	19
	4.36


*It will be noted that this figure for Essex Reoffending differs from the figure in Table 4 above – this reflects the fact that the ‘official’ data provided by the MoJ down to ‘top tier’ level cannot all be matched to District level and provides a further illustration of how these locality data, though useful, can only be regarded as indicative at this point.
PART 2 – FURTHER  INFORMATION
5) Local Adult Reoffending – Further Information


5.1) The quarterly bulletin was first published on 12 February 2009 and contains reoffending data at the following geographic levels: 

•  England and Wales as a whole 

•  Government Office regions and Wales 

•  Probation Areas 

•  Local Authorities (first tier). 

5.2) Comparing changes in the actual rates of reoffending between areas does not ensure a like for like comparison as the mix of offenders being dealt with may vary across areas and over time. The measure is based on combining four quarters of data to give a rolling four quarter report. Each quarter, the latest quarter of data is added, and the oldest removed. 

5.3) As more quarters of data become available, future reports will focus on areas that have statistically significant changes for a number of quarters (areas of enduring performance), but will also continue to include areas that have just had a statistically significant change in the latest quarterly report (areas of emerging performance). 

5.4) The next report, which covers reoffending in the period 1 April 2008 to 31 March 2009, will be the first full year of data following the baseline period and will be published in August 2009. As we continue to move further away from the baseline dataset, we will expect to see clearer trends in reoffending performance emerge. 

Which offenders are included in the analysis? The local adult reoffending measure takes a snapshot of every offender, aged 18 or over, who is under probation supervision at the end of a quarter, and combines four such snapshots togetheThis means that the measure includes offenders who have been under supervision in the community (either on licence after release from custody or on a court order) for a range of time from one day to a number of years. However, the measure does not include offenders aged 22 or over who have been released from a custodial sentence of less than one year (as they do not receive probation supervision on release). 

This also means that some offenders will be included in the sample more than once by combining four snapshots, as offenders can remain under probation supervision for a number of quarters. 

What is the baseline that reoffending is being compared to? 
The baseline is the data for the financial year 2007/08. It covers reoffending in the four quarters from 1 April 2007 to 31 March 2008. This dataset was used to build the predictive rate model. 

Methodology for measuring reoffending 
The local adult measure counts the proportion of offenders who reoffend in a three month period, and compares this to the proportion expected to reoffend given their characteristics. The results of four snapshots are then combined to form a rolling four quarter average. Each quarterly update will include the latest available quarter, and remove the oldest quarter. 

What counts as a reoffence? 
The local measure allows three months from each snapshot for reoffending to occur (with a further three months for offences to be proved by court conviction or caution). 

The measure includes recordable offences, as entered on the Police National Computer, which are proven by either court convictions or cautions. 

The predicted rate 
The predicted rate is the proportion of offenders we would expect to reoffend given the known characteristics of the offenders in the snapshot 

Assigning offenders to probation areas and local authorities 
Offenders are assigned to a Probation Area based on where they are recorded on each Area’s Caseload Management System. In a small number of cases (less than 1 per cent), offenders cannot be assigned to a probation area as they are recorded under more than one Probation Area at the end of a quarter (and are therefore classified as having an unknown Probation Area, and only counted towards the England and Wales level data). 

Offenders postcode information is used to assign them to a local authority (98-99 per cent of offenders can be assigned to a local authority). Those offenders that do not have any relevant address information are not matched to a local authority. 

A small proportion of offenders (roughly 1 per cent) have a postcode that is in a local authority area outside the Probation Area which supervises them - it is not possible, therefore, to aggregate data exactly from the local authority to the Probation Area level. 

This measure of local adult reoffending has been developed primarily as a more timely source of performance data on reoffending, and to provide information at the regional and local level.  As such, this measure is substantially different to the National Statistics approach. This reflects changes needed for more rapid reporting and to enable statistically robust analysis at the lower levels of disaggregation. 



5.5) There is a data quality in relation to the current report affecting local authority level data and therefore, Local authority level data in the current report should be treated as indicative only. Data at the local authority level covering reoffending in the period 1 January 2008 to 31 March 2008 (the oldest of the quarters of this rolling four quarter dataset) was produced from a slightly later version of the Police National Computer data (the MoJ extract is updated on a weekly basis from the live system) than the probation area/regional datasets. This means that reoffending rates for local authority data in this report are slightly higher than they would have been if they had been produced from the same version of the PNC data as the probation level data. The issue does not affect local authority data from 1 April 2008 onwards, as the data is now produced from the same extract of the PNC data. The effect of this data quality issue is that on average, local authority actual reoffending rates are 0.1 percentage points higher than they should be. The difference between the local authorities’ actual and predicted rates (progress from baseline) is therefore an average of 1 percentage points higher than it should be in this report. The next report, to be published in August, will not be affected by this issue, and the indicative marking of this data will be removed. 



6) Annual National Statistics – Further Information

There are a number of differences between the local adult reoffending measure and the annual National Statistics: 

· the sample of offenders 

· the measure of reoffending 

· the time allowed for reoffending 

· the types of sentences which mean an offence is counted. 

These differences reflect the different purposes of the outputs. The National Statistics on reoffending are the headline measure of reoffending in England and Wales, and are used to measure progress against government targets to reducereoffending. The local adult measure has been developed as a more timely source of information on trends in reoffending, and to improve understanding of how progress in reducing reoffending is being made at the local level. 

Which offenders are included in the analysis? 
The local measure takes a snapshot of every offender under probation supervision at the end of each quarter, and combines four such snapshots together. Each quarter, the dataset moves on, with one new quarter added, and the oldest removed. 

This means that the local measure considers offenders who may have been under supervision in the community (either on licence from custody or on a court order) for a range of time from one day to a number of years. However, the local measure will not include offenders aged 22 and over who have been released from a short custodial sentence (as they do not receive probation supervision). 

The national measure includes every offender discharged from prison or commencing a court order under probation supervision in January to March of a year. 

The national measure considers offenders from the first day of their at risk period in the community, and does include offenders released from short custodial sentences. 

Main reason for difference – using the national approach would not provide large enough numbers of offenders to enable measurement at the local level. 

Methodology for measuring reoffending 
The local measure counts the proportion of offenders from each snapshot that is proven to reoffend in a three month period, and compares this to the proportion expected to reoffend given their characteristics. 

The headline national measure (frequency of reoffending) counts the number of offences (per 100 offenders) committed in a one year period, with no comparison to expected rates. It also presents the proportion of offenders that reoffend and produces expected rates – however, these are not the headline measure. 

Main reason for difference – using the national approach would not allow for fair comparisons between areas or across time (given the small numbers of offenders being measured in an area, and the lack of a predicted rate for the frequency of reoffending). 

Time allowed for reoffending 
The local measure allows three months (with a further three months for offences to be proved by court conviction or caution) 

The national measure allows twelve months (with a further six months for offences to be proved by court conviction) 

Analysis has shown that reoffending over three months is representative of reoffending over twelve months for most offences, but is not representative for more serious offences which take longer to work through the criminal justice system. 

Main reason for difference – using the local measure allows for more timely data than is possible using the national method. 

What counts as a reoffence? 
The local measure considers offences proved by both court convictions and cautions when counting whether an offender reoffended. 

The national measure considers only court convictions. 

Main reason for difference – adding in cautions to the local measure allows for slightly more offences to be included. Having a higher number of reoffenders allows for more robust expected rates of reoffending – smaller numbers make this prediction more difficult. 

Explanation of the Predicted Rate, 

The characteristics of offenders are likely to be systematically different over time, and the Criminal Justice System aims to target particular sentences to offenders most likely to benefit most from that type. It is therefore, important to note that one can neither reach firm conclusions about changes in rates over time, nor about the relative effectiveness of different sentence types, from actual reoffending rates. 

Predicted or expected (yes/no) rates (see Lloyd et al., 1994, for a discussion) are used to take account of some of the differences in characteristics of offenders. 

This is an extremely complicated statistical model that provides a probability of reoffending for each offender and identifies the statistically significant set of variables that are related to reoffending. 

The final decision for inclusion or exclusion of particular variables was heavily influenced by their statistical significance (typically p < 0.01). 
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	Agenda item 6.2h: Essex Neighbourhood Information Management System (ENIMS)  
	

	For information
	


Report Authors: Ellie Sapsed, Crime and Disorder Reduction Unit (CDRU), ECC & Kenneth Freeman, ENIMS Project Manager 

Purpose of the report: To provide a brief update on the progress of the Essex Neighbourhood Information Management System.

1. Introduction

As Safer Essex is aware, ENIMS aims to make the most effective use of existing and future data/information within relevant organisations enabling effective sharing of data in order to inform analysis, action planning, strategic planning and the targeting of resources. The aim of this report is to provide an update to that circulated at the meeting on 5th March.

2. Project name

Previously known as the Safer Essex Information Sharing Project (ISP), the project name has changed to the Essex Neighbourhood Information Management System (ENIMS). This followed the first Strategy Board meeting, after which it was pointed out that some confusion could exist around the acronym ‘ISP’ which also refers to Information Sharing Protocol. 
3. Introductory presentations

During April 2009 the project team (Ellie Sapsed, Crime and Disorder Reduction Officer and Kenneth Freeman, Project Manager) undertook 3 introductory presentations in Chelmsford, Colchester and Epping Forest.  The named leads from the 25 partner organisations (plus other interested parties) were invited to attend the presentations, the purpose of which was to provide an overview of the ENIMS project and outline the next steps. The presentations were well attended with around 30 attendees in all.

4. The ENIMS Strategy Board  

The ENIMS Strategy Board, made up of 15 representatives from relevant agencies including Essex Police, Essex Fire and rescue service, Probation, PCT, EDAAT, CDRPs and ECC, and Chaired by Ellie Sapsed, Crime and Disorder Reduction Officer (Performance & Research) is a time limited group which originally scheduled 3 meetings. The group have met twice with the next scheduled meeting due to take place on the 7th July. The group have chosen to continue to meet at key points in time around specific milestones as the project progresses.   
5. Brief update on progress to date
In order to obtain the relevant information required to inform the development of the solution, data capture interviews are in the main part complete with named Leads in the 25 partner organisations. While 21 have been conducted to date, a small number remain outstanding which are either planned in the near future or which the project team are liaising with colleagues to set up.

Data and information from these interviews will feed into the high level business requirements specification document, setting out the initial functional requirements.  The business requirements specification is currently being drafted and is progressing well. Following this, a detailed data capture process will take place alongside work with the solutions architect to form the detailed business requirements specification and detailed technical design which will then inform the final stage tender process which it is anticipated will take place during November 2009.
Work is underway and has been since February 2009 researching the market for potential solution providers.  This research has proved to be invaluable by allowing the project to push the boundaries regarding functionality utilising the available modern data warehouse/GIS solutions.  Furthermore lessons learnt exercises have shortened the amount of time taken in reviewing other data warehouse/GIS models, solutions and organisations supplying such services.  This work is ongoing and will be up until the final tender process is completed.

ENIMS was discussed at length at the Crime and Disorder Network Executive (CDNE) meeting on 19th June where along with a project update the views of CDRP representatives were sought on the types of data and information that will be of most use in the system.  Of the 10 CDRPs that were represented, feedback is positive with widespread support for the project and acknowledgement that the current data collection process is a crucial part of the project. 

Time scales: The final tender process in November 2009 will be followed by the build and test phase and implementation.
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� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Walby and Allen 2004; Home Office 2002.


� “ Lessons Learned from the Domestic Violence Enforcement Campaigns” Home Office 2006.


� “ Lessons Learned from the Domestic Violence Enforcement Campaigns” Home Office 2006.


� Home Office Guidance on Performance Indicators for Policing and Community Safety 2009.





Error! Unknown document property name.  
Error! Unknown document property name.  
Page 2 of 39

_1307450143.doc

[image: image1]


Safer Essex Partnership Evaluation (1):  Action Focus


These questions relate to your understanding of partnership common priorities and targets and agreed actions and milestones, leading to demonstrable improvements against measurable targets.


		

		

		No 
or 
Don’t know

		Yes, sometimes but not consistently

		Yes, but there is room to improve

		Yes and we can demonstrate 
real benefits

		We are 
excellent at this - improvement is not a priority



		1.1

		Does the Partnership have a clear, agreed long-term vision of what it wants to achieve?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		1.2

		Does the partnership add value to the sphere of work it is contributing to and ensure that it is not working in isolation?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		1.3

		Does the partnership use feedback from the local community to identify need?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		1.4

		Does the partnership encourage innovation and improve processes?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		1.5

		Does the partnership have a positive impact on the way services are delivered?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 






(Optional) If you have further comments or examples please add the text in the sections below:


		 Things we do well


(  Please specify  )

		 What things we could do better


(  Please specify  )





		 Recent improvements we have made


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we start doing


(  Please specify  )





		 Our innovative approaches


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we stop doing
(  Please specify  )





		Additional comments arising from questions


(  Please specify  )





Safer Essex Partnership Evaluation (2):  Efficiency


How the partnership helps to rationalise arrangements and ensures that resources are used as productively as possible.


		

		

		No 
or 
Don’t know

		Yes, sometimes but not consistently

		Yes, but there is room to improve

		Yes and we can demonstrate 
real benefits

		We are 
excellent at this - improvement is not a priority



		2.1

		Have available resources been matched against the partnership’s plans and priorities?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		2.2

		Do Partnership members reflect the views of organisations and partnerships they represent?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		2.3

		Does the partnership have effective support and administration arrangements?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		2.4

		Are meetings effective, timetabled and arrangements in place for communications between meetings?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		

		

		

		

		

		

		





(Optional) If you have further comments or examples please add the text in the sections below:


		 Things we do well


(  Please specify  )

		 What things we could do better


(  Please specify  )





		 Recent improvements we have made


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we start doing


(  Please specify  )





		 Our innovative approaches


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we stop doing
(  Please specify  )





		Additional comments arising from questions


(  Please specify  )





Safer Essex Partnership Evaluation (3):  Governance and partner involvement in meetings

How the partnership actively involves all key players, including the public, private, community and voluntary sectors and service users.


		

		

		No 
or 
Don’t know

		Yes, sometimes but not consistently

		Yes, but there is room to improve

		Yes and we can demonstrate 
real benefits

		We are 
excellent at this - improvement is not a priority



		3.1

		Does the partnership ensure that its membership reflects the purpose of the partnership?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		3.2

		Do partners ensure that representatives at Safer Essex are appropriate and have the authority to actively engage in the business of the meetings?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		3.3

		Is the management and chairing of the partnership able to provide an inclusive and impartial overview?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		3.4

		Are the partnership’s decisions open to scrutiny?  E.g. open meetings, minutes recorded and publicly available?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 






(Optional) If you have further comments or examples please add the text in the sections below:


		 Things we do well


(  Please specify  )

		 What things we could do better


(  Please specify  )





		 Recent improvements we have made


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we start doing


(  Please specify  )





		 Our innovative approaches


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we stop doing
(  Please specify  )





		Additional comments arising from questions


(  Please specify  )





Safer Essex Partnership Evaluation (4):  Learning and Development


How the partnership builds on best practice from other partnerships and encourages learning and development across all sectors and partners.


		

		

		No 
or 
Don’t know

		Yes, sometimes but not consistently

		Yes, but there is room to improve

		Yes and we can demonstrate 
real benefits

		We are 
excellent at this - improvement is not a priority



		4.1.

		Does the partnership learn from and disseminate best practice?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		4.2

		Is appropriate use made of the wide range of skills and expertise of Partnership members?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		4.3

		Does the partnership learn from stakeholders and apply this to service improvement?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		4.4

		Is the partnership able to adapt to a changing environment?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 






(Optional) If you have further comments or examples please add the text in the sections below:


		 Things we do well


(  Please specify  )

		 What things we could do better


(  Please specify  )





		 Recent improvements we have made


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we start doing


(  Please specify  )





		 Our innovative approaches


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we stop doing
(  Please specify  )





		Additional comments arising from questions


(  Please specify  )





Safer Essex Partnership Evaluation:  Performance Management


Your understanding of how the partnership manages its performance in relation to its aims and objectives..


		

		

		No 
or 
Don’t know

		Yes, sometimes but not consistently

		Yes, but there is room to improve

		Yes and we can demonstrate 
real benefits

		We are 
excellent at this - improvement is not a priority



		5.1

		Does the performance management process include clear milestones, outcomes, indicators and delivery dates?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		5.2

		If targets are being missed or budgets exceeded does the partnership effectively manage the situation?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		5.3

		Is the financial position monitored and reported regularly to the partnership?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		5.4

		Do partners deliver what they’ve signed up to do?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		5.5

		Are partners’ resources (including buildings and staff) effectively used to meet the aims of the partnership?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 




		5.6

		Do partners share information to support planning and management?

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 






(Optional) If you have further comments or examples please add the text in the sections below:


		 Things we do well


(  Please specify  )

		 What things we could do better


(  Please specify  )





		 Recent improvements we have made


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we start doing


(  Please specify  )





		 Our innovative approaches


(  Please specify  )

		 What things should we stop doing
(  Please specify  )





		Additional comments arising from questions


(  Please specify  )





Safer 



Essex



8th June 2009 







Dear Colleague,



Safer Essex Partnership Review



The questionnaire below has been prepared at the request of Safer Essex to review the effectiveness of the partnership and hopefully identify ways that improvements can be achieved. This may be through doing more of what has been successful, doing more new things or simply improving on those things that we don’t get quite right at the moment.



As a Safer Essex Partnership member your input to this process is absolutely vital and it will be greatly appreciated if you can spare some time to complete the questions asked. There are some optional elements to the questionnaire where you can expand on your thoughts or give examples where appropriate. If you have the time to consider these this can potentially enrich the review process.



Once the questionnaires are returned a full report will be prepared for Safer Essex to consider.



Can you please return the questionnaire by  Friday 19th June  to :



� HYPERLINK "mailto:Alan.dawkes@essex.gov.uk" ��Alan.dawkes@essex.gov.uk�



Please enter your name and organisation in the box below :







Contact name: …………………………………………………



Organisation :……………………………………………..



Date:……………………………







Many thanks











Paul Warren



Chair of Safer Essex
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Developing Essex Children & Young People Strategic Partnership towards a Children’s Trust (Commissioning Framework)



Wendi Ogle-Welbourn

Director for Commissioning







The Need for Review

		The Children & Young People’s Strategic Partnership in Essex has provided for some excellent services for children and families, however;

		 this is not consistent across the county 

		some of our children remain living in poverty and are not achieving the outcomes we would want educationally, socially or living healthy lifestyles.



		We need to review how we plan, make decisions and deliver services to Essex’s children and young people to ensure that every Essex child have the best start in life. 









National Drivers

		Enquiries / Reports e.g. Laming, Carter, Lord Darzi

		Legislation – Children Act 2004, Mental Health Act 2007

		National performance frameworks;

		National Indicators

		NSF for children, young people and maternity services –vital signs

		National strategies/guidance

		ECM

		Children’s Plan

		LAA

		Narrowing the gap

		21st Century Schools

		Healthier Lives, Brighter Futures – Child Health Strategy

		High Quality Care For All

		Audit Commission – Are we there yet?

		World Class Commissioning & Commissioning Support Programme









Features of a Children’s Trust

   A formal partnership between agencies and organisations who all agree:



		A shared vision

		Joint strategic needs analysis & priorities

		Resource envelope

		Performance framework

		Targeting of resources 

		Alignment/pooling of resources centrally/locally to drive value for money

		secure activity effective interventions 

		To act as a thematic partnership within the Essex Partnership and be children’s lead for the LAA & 12 Local Sustainable Community Plans.

		To harness the broader coalition required to tackle issues such as child poverty and influence infrastructure planning related to housing, economic regeneration and transport locally and nationally.









Integrating with Other Strategic Partnerships & Forums/Consortia



		Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships 

		The ESCB

		14-19 Partnerships 

		Schools Partnerships

		GP’s

		Essex Partnership

		LSP’s









The Children’s Trust and Comprehensive Area Assessment



		As a thematic partnership of the Essex Partnership the Children’s Trust will be a central element of the Essex Strategy.

		The Children’s Plan must evidence community involvement in the expression of needs and aspirations.

		The annual review of the Children and Young People’s Plan will constitute the required annual self assessment of Children’s Services.

		The new National Indicator Set is organized around the 5 Every Child Matters Outcome Areas.

		Inspections of Safeguarding and Looked After Children Services will also involve scrutiny of the work of the ESCB and The Children’s Trust.









The Role of Children’s Trusts



		Continuous & meaningful engagement with the public & workforce to understand needs & preferences.

		Action orientated planning and decision making structure, strategies and plans

		Gripping available resources

		Driving value for money

		Bending resources to meet priorities

		Market management

		Delivering needs led services through a range of partnerships

		Horizon scanning – Leading from the front









Model for Consideration/Discussion







School’s Planning and Decision Model











Benefits of Approach



		Joint ownership 

		A partnership that is recognised as one that delivers desired outcomes & impact

		Transparent planning and decision making structure that everyone can understand and work within, with clear lines of accountability. 

		Credible and deliverable strategies and plans

		Aligned commissioning cycles

		Effective use of resources that will:-

		Prevent duplication of activity/effort

		Increase efficiencies in activities

		Create seamless, co-ordinated  pathways to service delivery

		Deliver value for money, investing to achieve greatest community impact & reducing inequalities









Benefits of Approach Cont.

Deliver more local commissioning within a strategic framework and plan.

End lots of differing groups being set up outside the agreed planning and decision making structure, decreasing the burden on partner agencies.

Provide for Integrated performance management and processes within the Trust structure.

Integrated and influential with the Essex Partnership, ESCB and LSPs and wider strategies and partnerships.







Opportunities to Drive 

Value for Money

		Joint/multi-agency Provision 





		All Levels/Tiers or some?

		Virtual, co-location or integration? Or mixture?

		Legislative framework – sec 10/75/social enterprise

		County, area or locality or mixture?



		Joint/multi-agency Commissioning





		Planning & decision making structures (CT)

		Needs analysis?

		Resource envelope?

		Performance framework?

		Market management?

		Procurement & Contracting?

		Contract monitoring/review/evaluation?

		Integrated processes – CAF/LP?

		Workforce?

		Communications?

		Administration?









Benefits

		Powerful alliance to be reckoned with

		Influential locally, regionally & nationally

		Reduction in back room service costs & increased efficiency & effectiveness

		More efficient use of buildings & capital expenditure

		Improved access for service users

		Seamless, co-ordinated, flexible & responsive services

		Increased transparency to our public

		Fishing together in the same pond – market power

		Workforce

		Providers



















Provider Arm of the Children’s Trust

		The biggest budgets for Children’s Services sit with the Local Authorities and PCTs and they, alongside other partners will be required to:





		undertake an ongoing needs analysis, involving children, families, local communities; including local providers;

		articulate in a transparent manner the priorities from the needs analysis;

		agree with the Children’s Trust Board the priorities;

		inform the Essex Partnership of the priorities

		develop and agree a resource envelope;

		be clear about desired outcomes and impact that reflect available resources;

		develop a performance framework that clearly shows baselines, targets and timescales;

		review current services against the needs analysis – decommissioning and commissioning services in response to this;

		develop outcome focused service specifications and robust performance and contract management arrangements;









Single Agency/Joint/Multi-Agency Commissioning

We need to be clear about what would be more efficiently and

effectively undertaken singularly, jointly, multi agency.



		Planning & decision making

		Service design

		Procurement

		Delivery









Reviewing Models of Service Delivery



		Alongside the work we are doing to create a planning and decision making structure that supports effective service delivery we are reviewing how we deploy ECC staff within our provider services to see if we can achieve greater impact, including:-





		Connexions

		Youth Service

		Education Welfare Officers

		Youth Offending Officers

		Educational Psychologists and associated officers

		Behaviour Support officers

		Parenting Support Advisors

		CAMH Tier 2 officers

		Extended services officers

		Children’s Centre officers









Effectively Working Together

		We also wish to consider how staff from different agencies can work more effectively together with ECC staff to improve service provision for example:-





		Health officers

		Police officers	

		District/Borough officers

		Private, Voluntary & Independent sectors









Consultation

		The review comprises of organising presentations, workshops and individual visits for all agencies and organisations who want to be involved in considering the most effective models of service delivery and listening to views.  Workshops have been arranged in each district/borough area and dates will be circulated shortly.  As well as Multi-agency workshops there are LA workshops arranged as well. The Commissioning sub directorate of Schools, Children and Families are leading on the review; the sub directorate is headed up by the Director for Commissioning Wendi Ogle-Welbourn.  Wendi.ogle-welbourn@essex.gov.uk. She is being supported by Lou Williams. Lou.williams@essex.gov.uk. We have also set up a specific email address where views can be sent too.  Childrenstrustreview@essex.gov.uk.  Once we have collated all the information from the review we will be reporting to the Children’s Trust Board in September to agree a way forward.







EssexWorks.

For a better quality of life

Essex County Council




EssexWorks.

For a better quality of life

)

Essex County Council
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Area Secondary Quadrant


Area Development Group: School 


Improvement and Commissioning


4 x Secondary School Commissioners


Area Primary Quadrant 


Area Development Group: School 


Improvement  and Commissioning


4 X Primary School Commissioners


Multi Agency Commissioning Group


Proposed Structure for Future Ways for Multi Agency Working for Schools


CYPSP


The Primary and Secondary Commissioners would act on behalf of the Primary Consortium and Secondary ASHE groups, liaising with ADG and bidding on their behalf to the Multi agency 


commissioning group to access provision to meet identified needs.. Ideally, these commissioners might be retired headteacherswho have a clear understanding of the school context.


Proposed Modei for Essex Children's Trust Arrangement

Commissioning Cycle
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