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ABC Anti social behaviour contracts 
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    1.  Purpose of the Final Report 
 
The Purpose of this Report is to provide stakeholders with a clear view of the area 
reviewed and the issues uncovered during research. 
Additionally, the report outlines a series of improvement initiatives, which may improve 
the effectiveness and efficiency of PSNI involvement in partnerships. 
The outcome of these improvements will ultimately determine the direction for Police 
Involvement in Partnership working in the future. 
 
The Review Team has endeavoured to provide (in this document) as much detail as 
necessary, however should more detail be required, this is available from the PSNI 
Review Team on request or from TRIM container 789-05. 
 

2. Introduction 
 
An initial Best Value Review Theme “scoping” exercise was conducted in October 2005 
(to decide the Best Value theme for Financial Year 2006/07). An assessment was 
carried out on the PSNI organizational metrics to highlight areas of relative under-
performance.  
The resultant list was forwarded to PSNI Senior Command for Best Value Theme 
consideration. 
The following five themes were selected by PSNI Senior Command for subsequent 
analysis and ranking: 
 
� Partnerships 
� Custody provision 
� Victim Support 
� Outsourcing 
� Interpreting Services 

 
A full Hertfordshire matrix scoring was conducted on these themes, with Partnerships 
scoring highest on the Hertfordshire Scale (see Appendix 1 for scoring). 
 
The theme of Partnerships was formally agreed with the Northern Ireland Policing Board 
in February 2006 via the Finance and General Purposes Committee (F&GP). 
 
This satisfies Part V of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 that states: 
 

“The Board shall make arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the 
way its functions, and those of the Chief Constable, are exercised, having 
regards to a combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness.” 

 
3. Project Objectives 

 
Following the submission and acceptance of the project Terms of Reference (see 
Appendix 2) by the Policing Board, the following project objectives (project mandate) 
were agreed with the Project Board: 
 

1. To make recommendations that may lead to more effective PSNI 
involvement in current partnerships. 

2. To make recommendations that may lead more efficient PSNI involvement in 
current partnerships 
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3. To make recommendations on the design of a generic partnership model 
which can be used to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of future PSNI 
partnerships 

 
4.  Research Approach 
 
The project approach was divided into two main components:  

 
4.1 Research Validity 
4.2 Focused Research 

 
4.1 Research Validity 

 
A formal process was undertaken to ensure that the research to be conducted 
would be valid for the specific theme selected (ie to ensure that the Review Team 
formulated questions around valid sub-themes and topics).  
Validity was accomplished by using three complimentary processes: 

 
4.1.1 Initial Consultation 
 
An initial consultation was conducted by the Review Team covering: 
� Internal stakeholders (including: Senior Command Team, DCU 

Commanders, Department Heads, Police Officers, Police Staff and Staff 
Associations and Unions) 

� External Stakeholders (including: Voluntary groups, Councils, DPP, NI 
Policing Board, Community Police Liaison Committees, the Public 
including hard to reach groups, Charities, Social Security Agency, 
Translink, Health Trusts, Courts Service, Victim Support, Department of 
Trade and Commerce, Education and Library Boards, NIHE, Youth Justice 
Agency NI, Fire and Rescue Service, Coastguard, Trade Associations, 
Churches, Children’s/Victims/Equality and Human Rights Commissioners, 
as well as the NIO). 

 
4.1.2 Desktop Research 
 
The Review Team conducted an extensive desktop research exercise covering 
127 documents / reports to gain a wider perspective of the issues associated with 
Partnership Working. For a more detailed breakdown of the documents 
researched see Appendix 3. 

 
4.1.3 Challenge Panel 
 
A “Challenge Panel” is an assembly of experts in a given field (for this project it 
was Partnership Working), whose role it is to formally critique and “Challenge” 
the proposed sub-themes and question lists to be used by the Review Team in 
the focused research. 
 
For this Review the following Challenge Panel was assembled: 
 
� A Partnership expert from Norfolk Brecklands Council (note several 

Brecklands Council projects have been awarded “Beacon Status” – ie 
national indicator of Best Practice in partnership working) 

� A Road Safety expert from the Northern Ireland Road Safety Council 
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� An expert in partnership working in the areas of Crime Prevention, Youth 
Centres, Environment and Public Health and Safety, from Sweden (note 
Sweden is widely acknowledged as being exemplary in the area of 
Partnership working, with many excellent models which could be used to 
drive local improvements) 

� A local expert in Drugs and Alcohol related issues (an internal Officer) 
� A local expert in the Public Prosecution process (an internal Officer). 

 
Following these three processes, the Review Team was able to generate valid key 
themes and question lists which were then subsequently used in the focused research. 
 
The key themes identified were: 
 
Scope of Partnership 
Aims and Objectives of Partnership (including TOR, SLA’s etc) 
Funding and Resources for Partnership 
Information sharing amongst partners 
Communications amongst partners 
Roles and Responsibilities of each partner (including empowerment and leadership) 
Monitoring of Performance (including accountability, targets, timeframes and audit) 
Training of partners (specific training AND partnership training) 
Trust and Respect amongst partners 
Legislation (or absence thereof) and its impact on partnership 
 
4.2. Focused Research 
 
The Review Team used the NIPB / PSNI agreed approach for Best Value Reviews 
derived from the Home Office approach called: The “4C’s”. 
This covers: 
� Consultation 
� Challenge 
� Comparison 
� Competition 

 
4.2.1 Consultation 
 
During the focused research, the Review Team consulted with 57 stakeholders / 
partners (for a more detailed breakdown of stakeholders consulted during the 
focused research see Appendix 4). 
 
4.2.2 Comparison 
 
The Review Team compared with 27 Forces / Organizations identified as “high 
performing” in their particular field of Partnership working. 
For a more detailed breakdown of comparators see Appendix 5. 
 
4.2.3 Challenge 
 
All aspects of the Review have been subject to robust Challenge, including the 
research validity (as detailed in 4.1.3) as well as the focused research by the 
Northern Ireland Policing Board Resources and Improvement Committee (via 
verbal updates with question and answer sessions and Highlight Reports 
followed by questions raised by Policing Board Secretariat). 
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To compliment this Challenge process, the Options Report was also circulated to 
an independent Policing Partnerships Expert (in Kent Police Force) to 
“Challenge” the content of the Options before submission to the Project Board. 
 
4.2.4 Competition 
 
All aspects of Partnership working have been considered for competition ie can 
this activity be provided more effectively or more efficiently by another 
organization? 
Where possible, the Review Team has considered whether a particular service 
could be provided in a different and more effective way. 

 
4.3 Project Governance 
 

Milestone Governance Body 
Theme Approval NIPB (Resources and Improvement 

Committee) 
Terms of Reference Approval NIPB (Resources and Improvement 

Committee) 
Project Initiation Document Approval Project Board 
Research Validity Report Approval Project Board 
Challenge Panel Approval Project Board 
Chief Officer Recommendations Report Approval Project Board 
Recommendation Approval PSNI Chief Officer Group 
Final Report & Implementation Plan Ratified  NIPB (Resources and Improvement 

Committee) 
Best Value Process Assessment Her Majesty’s Inspector of 

Constabulary and National Audit 
Office 

Recommendation Implementation PSNI Organizational Development 
Committee 

Post Implementation Review NIPB (Resources and Improvement 
Committee) 

 
5. Exclusions 
 
The exclusions agreed for the Review were: 
 

• Any police partnerships related to covert activities. 
• Internal partnerships not linked to frontline service delivery 
• Any partnerships which cannot be base-lined  

 
6. Partnerships Overview 
 

6.1 Drugs and Alcohol Partnerships. 
 
Aim 
The partnership has a large number of aims in the following areas; 
 

¾ Treatment and support, 
¾ Prevention and early intervention, 
¾ Anti-social behaviour, 
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Outline 

¾ Drugs and Alcohol misuse is considered at 4 levels in NI: 
• Ministerial Group on Public Health (MGPH) 
• New Strategic Direction Steering Group (NSDSG) 
• Advisory Groups 
� Children, Young People and Families 
� Treatment and Support 
� Law and Criminal Justice 
� “Binge Drinking” 

• Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Teams (DACTs) 
 
The PSNI has representation on the NSDSG, three of the advisory groups and all 
DACTs.   The review concentrated on partnership with DACTs. 
 
It is acknowledged there is some excellent work ongoing.   Meetings are chaired 
using an agenda, minutes taken, (minutes also go out well in advance of 
meetings) and are generally well run. 
 
A report titled “New Strategic Direction for Alcohol and Drugs 2006 – 2011” was 
published and implemented from Oct 2006.   This set out a revised structure, a 4-
tiered model for services and greater accountability (including funding) for 
DACTs.   There are more specific objectives (short, medium and long-term) with 
greater use of information, research and assessment to steer the provision of 
services. 
 
The new strategy draws on good practice and experience from GB (though the 
impact of RPA may be great and is unknown at present) but it may take some 
time after it is implemented to enable proper evaluation. 
 
All of the partners spoken to agreed that police input was seen as vital to the 
partnerships success.  Police themselves also see their attendance adding 
benefit not least in the area of public confidence and support. 
 
Drugs education was accomplished by two methods. 

1. As part of the Citizen And Safety Education (CASE) programme run by 
Community Safety (to schoolchildren by qualified, DCU based officers). 

2. To all other groups by one Drugs Squad Education officer. 
 
DCU officers are trained to a high standard with work ongoing to have this 
training accredited to a third level qualification.   The post of Community Safety 
Education Advisor has been made permanent from Sept 2006 and she provides 
lesson plans etc for the CASE programme.   Community Safety is represented on 
a DACT sub-group and a Children and Young People Committee run by the Dept 
of Health. 
 
The Drugs Squad Education officer delivers lessons to police (and student) 
officers and gives talks, presentations, etc to statutory, organisations, voluntary 
bodies and local communities upon request. 
 
Overall, there were some concerns around objectives, assessment, funding, 
attendance at meetings and direct links to PSNI Drugs education.   These should 
be addressed through the new strategy and options from this review report. 
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6.2 Road Safety Partnerships 
 
Aim 
 
The partnership vision is: “Safe road use for the whole community”. 
 
The partnership has a large number of aims in the following areas; 
 
¾ Safer children 
¾ Safety for pedestrians and other vulnerable road users 
¾ Better driver training, testing and licensing 
¾ Better driver behaviour 
¾ Safer roads infrastructure 
¾ Safer vehicles 

 
 
Outline 

The Northern Ireland Road Safety Strategy sets targets for reducing the number 
of deaths and serious injuries on our roads.   At the strategic level all the partners 
are working well together achieving their aims and objectives, with decisions 
being implemented effectively. 
 
At the next level the Road Safety Council of Northern Ireland (a voluntary 
organisation) operates through local road safety committees.   These committees 
organise a programme of road safety events throughout the year and highlight 
road safety problems, raise local awareness etc on road safety issues. 
 
There is excellent work being carried out at local committee level however the 
reliance on a few members to run meetings and events is not sustainable in the 
long term.   This is recognised by the Road Safety Council and it has undertaken 
some work to attract new members. 
 
Funding has robust accountability however there are some issues e.g. lack of 
flexibility for local committees and a perception that some projects receive 
funding based on political issues. 
 
In NI the DOE Road Safety Legislation Branch deal with both Primary and 
Subordinate legislation.  
 
For Primary legislation the PSNI and NIO are fully involved in the development of 
policy that leads to legislation.   If there is an NI Assembly then Primary 
legislation is dealt with at the Assembly, however in it’s absence the legislation is 
dealt with as an Order in Council at Westminster.   The Orders are scrutinised in 
Parliament by a NI Delegated Legislation Committee who do not have the power 
to amend an Order and for this reason NI Departments generally try to replicate 
legislation that is already in place in GB.  
 
While a textbook example (from development to introduction) should take 18 
months, on average, some take longer.   If a NI Order in Council is seeking to 
replicate a Westminster Bill it is programmed to follow that Bill by a few months to 
include any amendments to the Bill.   A Bill may take 3 or 4 years to gain Royal 
Assent and thus be delayed further. 
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For Subordinate legislation the PSNI and NIO involvement is generally sought at 
the policy stage.   NI legislation generally has to reflect that in GB and requires 
sight of the GB legislation before NI’s can be finalized.   For this legislation to 
come into operation at the same time as that in GB would require GB to delay the 
introduction of its legislation.  
 
Overall, there were some concerns around funding and membership of 
committees. These should be addressed through Options from this review report. 
Concerns about delays in introducing legislation is not seen as part of the 
partnership process but rather as an integral part of the parliamentary process, 
so no Options are included for this issue. 
 
6.3 PSNI/PPS 
 
Aim 
 
PPS Aim: 

“To provide the people of Northern Ireland with an independent, fair and effective 
Prosecution Service” 
Criminal Justice Department Aim: 

“To make Northern Ireland safer for everyone by contributing effectively to the 
delivery of criminal justice”. 
 
What unites PSNI and PPS is the desire to achieve the highest quality, and 
timeliness of submission in reports requiring a prosecutorial decision. 
 
Outline 

The PPS is regionally based and consists of four regions (each coterminous with 
one or more court divisions) each headed by a Regional Prosecutor. 
 
There are separate rules for submission of files relating to the operational areas 
of the PPS and reflect the current status of the rollout of the new PPS [through 
the Criminal Justice Integration Project (Causeway)].   Each PSNI 
DCU/Department submits relevant prosecution files according to these rules. 

It appears that at the strategic level within the partner organisations there is a 
willingness and desire to improve the overall effectiveness of the delivery of 
criminal justice.   However there was a view that the partners involved, while 
striving to achieve successful prosecutions, were quick to apportion blame to the 
other partner for not delivering on targets.   This is particularly true at operational 
level where there is limited joint ownership of the prosecution process.   This may 
have contributed to delay in end-to-end dates for submission and disposal of 
prosecution files. 
 
PSNI has developed a ‘Getting it right first time’ strategy, placing responsibility 
for file quality and timeliness firmly in the hands of the Investigating Officer and 
his or her immediate supervisor.   Considerable work to support this is being 
undertaken by the Delay Action Group (DAG) whose membership includes the 
NIO, Court Service PPS and PSNI. 
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This work includes protocols on what the two organisations expect of each other, 
training, quality workshops, appointment of some police liaison officers and 
regular meetings between DCU commanders and the respective Regional 
Prosecutors. 
 
Despite this there is a distinct lack of understanding of the views of other partners 
that has led to the suggestion at operational level that no partnership working 
really exists. 

 

6.4 Anti Social Behaviour Partnerships. 
 
Aim 

At present the setting up and running of these partnerships is in its infancy in 
N.Ireland. Their primary function is to discourage, and deal with, anti social 
behaviour by the use of Acceptable Behaviour Contracts (ABC’s), between 
offenders and the partners, and pursuing offenders through the courts by means 
of Anti Social Behaviour Orders (ASBO’s). Both of these are seen as 
diversionary and in lieu of fines and imprisonment, (which may follow later in 
respect of a breach of an ASBO). Whilst guidance (General Order 35/2006 C (c)) 
has been issued to the PSNI in relation to Anti Social Behaviour Orders and 
Acceptable Behaviour Contracts, this is restricted to identifying the partners and 
giving explanatory notes on ASBO’s, ABC’s, and evidence requirements. There 
are no firm Aims and Objectives set out for most Anti Social Behaviour 
Partnerships (or Units) as yet.  

Outline 

An Anti Social Behaviour partnership in N.Ireland presently requires three 
partners to operate effectively – 1. PSNI 2. NIHE and 3. Local District Council. 
The partnership can operate with two but this is not ideal. A stumbling block in 
some areas appears to be the apparent unwillingness of the Council to fully 
participate for varying reasons. This is made more difficult by the ‘absence’ of 
legislation along the lines of the Crime and Disorder Act in England and Wales – 
section 17 of which makes it a duty of local authorities to do all that they 
reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder in their area. Although the NIHE 
and PSNI already have protocols in relation to information sharing, the NIHE, 
PSNI and Belfast City Council signed the first tri-partite agreement in relation to 
Anti Social Behaviour in January this year, it is hoped that others will follow. In 
the areas where all three partners are participating, the schemes are being 
driven forward by committed representatives and as a result, pockets of good 
practice and expertise are emerging even at this early stage. 

 

6.5 Community Police Liaison Committees (CPLC’s) 
 
Aims 

The primary aim of CPLC’s  was to provide a formalised means of consultation 
with the local community, regarding local policing issues. Their make up varied 
from area to area – some were council based and represented a DCU, whilst 
others were run at much more local level with community representatives and 
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covered small areas such as housing estates. However, since the introduction of 
District Policing Partnerships, (DPPs), in 2003, the role of CPLC’s was 
significantly reduced. DPP’s took on a legislative responsibility for consultation 
with the community, as previously was the CPLC’s function, although not 
legislated for. In this respect, it could be said that CPLC’s became some- what 
obsolete and their numbers have since declined. 
 
Overview 

At present there is an ad hoc system as regards CPLC’s with some DCU’s  
having retained them, in varying shapes and forms, and others moving towards 
partnerships named as various ‘Forums’ (Beat Forums, Community Policing 
Forums etc.) - as was envisaged by the Independent Commissions Report on 
Policing in Northern Ireland 1999 (Patten Report). Although there are a few 
partnerships which retain the ‘CPLC’ title, their role has become more localised 
and they essentially perform the same role as ‘Beat Forums’ and ‘Community 
Policing Forums in other DCU’s. This adds, somewhat, to the confusion over the 
apparent plethora of groups performing similar functions with different titles. 
 
6.6 District Policing Partnerships (DPP’s) 
 
Aim 

 
The function of a DPP  is to: 
 

• Provide views to the police District Commander and to the Policing Board 
on any matter concerning the police or district. 

 
• Monitor the performance of the police in carrying out: 

1. The Annual Policing Plan as it relates to the district 
2. The local policing plan (LPP) for the district 

 
• Make arrangements for obtaining the views of the public about matters 

concerning: 
1. The policing of the district 
2. The co-operation of the public with police in preventing crime 

 
• Act as a general forum for discussion and consultation on matters 

affecting the policing of the district. 
 
Outline 

In order to carry out its functions as above, a DPP is established by a Council. 
The partnership is between the Council, councillors and representatives of the 
local community - who are nominated by the council members and selected by 
the Policing Board to ensure fair representation of the local community 
(independent members). The police are not strictly seen as a ‘partner’. Presently, 
an independent can hold the post of vice-chair but not chair. The make up of a 
DPP should be either 15, 17 or 19 members, the councillors will always out 
number the independents by one – i.e. if 15 members 7 will be Independents and 
8 Councillors, and so on.  
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Independent members hold office for the same length of  time as councillors. 
Councillors remain in office until either they resign, are not re elected or are 
removed. A DPP should hold at least six public meetings per year, at four of 
these the DCU Commander presents statistics and the remaining two meetings 
are ‘Themed’. These should be held at least every two months and the date 
publicly advertised at least 14 days beforehand. In addition to public meetings 
the DPP may hold private meetings. 

 

The Commander for a policing district is required to attend each public meeting 
and to provide details of police performance in the DCU – generally by way of 
statistical data. Both members of the DPP and the public may then put verbal 
and written questions to the Commander, and his/her team, on policing matters 
relevant to the district. Prior to any questions the public should be informed of the 
circumstances under which information cannot be provided, this is usually done 
by the Chairperson. 
 
6.7 Neighbourhood Watch 
 
Aim 

At Strategic level the aim of the three partners (NIO, PBNI and PSNI) is to 
promote and establish Neighbourhood Watch Schemes throughout Northern 
Ireland. 
 
At local level there are no ‘fixed’ aims or objectives. 
 
The ‘benefits’ of a Neighbourhood Watch scheme are, however, cited as being:- 
 

• Prevents Crime 
• Promotes Community spirit – “good neighbourliness” 
• Vigilance – not vigilantism 
• Assists the police in detecting crime 
• Enhances liaison between police and the community 
• Visible sign that members of the community are looking out for each other 
• Reduces Fear of Crime 

 

Outline 

Neighbourhood Watch schemes have been running in England since 1982. They 
are a relatively recent addition to community safety in Northern Ireland (the first 
scheme was introduced in December 2004). Guidelines for establishing schemes 
were issued as recently as April this year (2006) when there were approximately 
197 schemes in existence in areas of various sizes. 
 
A local Community Safety partnership and District Policing Partnership together 
with the PSNI evaluate and accredit the establishment of a Neighbourhood 
Watch scheme. A suitable person from the area (wishing to participate in the 
scheme) should be identified to fill the post of Co-ordinator. This person must 
satisfy a Police service ‘check’ and will be issued with an ID card for the post. If 
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approved by the CSP chair, District Policing Partnership chair or vice chair and 
the DCU Liaison officer a two-year accreditation is issued by the CSP.  
Most Neighbourhood Watch groups meet once monthly, usually at their local 
police station. Local Councils and NIHE assist with the placing of signage for the 
schemes. 

 
 
7. Recommendation and Action Costs 
 
The Costing Analysis for this Report is based on a “Costing Horizon” rating system of 
high, medium and low costs. More detailed Implementation information is required in 
order to provide a more accurate account of the costs (note: more detailed costing 
analysis will form part of the final Implementation Plans for Recommendations and 
Actions). 
 
The rating system is as follows: 
� Low cost: £0 - £100k 
� Medium cost: £100k - £500k 
� High cost: £500k+ 

 
Note: This report identifies two levels of improvement activity namely: 
 

1. Recommendations: (higher level activities, within the gift of the PSNI to 
deliver and subject to external Post Implementation Review) 

2. Actions: (lower level activities, often outside the gift of the PSNI to deliver 
on its own, and not subject to external Post Implementation Review) 
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Section 2: PROJECT PERFORMANCE 
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8. Project Quality Performance: Product Delivery 
 
Matrix 1 below depicts how the Recommendations and Actions presented in this report satisfy: 

o The research validity requirements and, 
o The Stated Project Objectives 

 
Matrix 1 
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9. Project Timeline Performance (Gantt) 
 

 

Milestone Target Actual Comments Apr-06 May-06 Jun-06 Jul-06 Aug-06 Sep-06 Oct-06 Nov-06 Dec-06 Jan-07 Feb-07 Mar-07
Project theme selection 15/04/2006 15/04/2006
Project initiation 01/05/2006 01/05/2006

Research validation complete 21/07/2006 02/08/2006

Slight delay due to 
outsourced public 

consultation over the 
summer holidays

Research preparation complete 01/08/2006 07/08/2006
Knock on delay from 

above
Focussed research complete 17/11/2006 17/11/2006
Options generated 22/12/2006 16/12/2006
Options feedback analysed 26/01/2007 26/01/2007
Recommendations agreed 16/02/2007 16/02/2007

Project closed 30/03/2007 TBD

Delayed due to 
reconstitution of the 

Policing Board
Report 
ready

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3: FINDINGS 
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Findings: Recommendation 1&2 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 

o Critical factors for success include ownership and commitment to 
partnership activity. 

o Problems arise when roles and responsibilities are unclear. 
o It is important to appoint the right individual with sufficient authority, 

knowledge, training, etc to make decisions. 
o Consideration should be given to appointing a partnership operational 

champion. 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 

o In most partnerships the PSNI representative was seen as the right 
individual to attend, specific roles at meetings were handled well and, 
generally, decisions were made by consensus and implemented. 

o Partnership working must have support from senior management. 
o Chief officers must show commitment and accountability for strategic 

issues. 
o Partnership working should form part of the role profiles for many PSNI 

officers and support staff. 
o Within the PSNI there is a perceived lack of commitment by senior 

command. 
o Some PSNI officers and support staff feel partnership work is an important 

(and often time consuming) aspect of their workload but that it is not 
acknowledged in their role profiles and assessments. 

 
Recommendation 1: 
 
Deputy Chief Constable to remain as the strategic lead for Working in 
Partnership but PSNI to appoint a Senior Officer (C/Superintendent or 
equivalent) to provide the operational lead and single point of contact for 
Partnership Strategy and Policy implementation.   This should include 
systems for; 
¾ Engaging in the Community Planning process, 
¾ Partnership Risk management (in line with current policy), 
¾ Partnership Performance management, 
¾ Partnership Financial management, 
¾ Training. 

 
Recommendation 2: 
 
Where appropriate partnership working should form part of the role profiles for 
PSNI officers and support staff and be included in their Annual Performance 
Review/Staff Appraisal. 
 
Benefits: 

1. Senior Officer may act as a 
single point of contact for 
strategic partnership issues 
and provide guidance and 
support for all partnerships. 

2. Provide a central resource to 
ensure strategy and policy are 
implemented throughout the 

Risks:  
1. If not a full-time post the senior 

officer appointed may have 
higher priorities. 

2. Senior officer may be expected 
to undertake the work of the 
partnerships. 

3. Assessments may require 
PSNI officers and support staff 
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PSNI. 
3. Provide acknowledgement and 

more accurate assessment of 
individual performance in 
partnership working. 

4. Ensure compliance with Risk 
Management policy. 

 

to be trained in or moved from 
partnership work. 

Cost Horizon:  
Low – Medium: Due to costs for Senior Officer post and support staff. 
 
Unknown savings through more robust management practices, continuity and 
training. 
 
 
Findings: Recommendation 3 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 

o Issues such as a clear vision, strategy and policy were found to be 
important. 

o Public organisations should review protocols and governing documents 
regularly. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 

o (Within the PSNI) working in partnership lacked a corporate vision, 
strategic direction and structure. 

o Strategic partnerships usually had their own strategy document, including 
aims and objectives. 

o In some partnerships the objectives had been revised recently, better to 
reflect partnership working e.g. Drugs New Strategic Direction, PSNI/PPS 
Delay Action Strategy. 

o The impact of Review of Public Administration (RPA) on structures and 
strategies was unknown. 

o Partners’ policies were not always compatible. 
o Almost all working relationships are called partnerships yet no agreed 

definition in use. 
o Inconsistency in setting up, providing resources for and evaluating 

partnership work. 
o Potential conflict between “quality of life” based partnership objectives and 

“crime reduction” based PSNI objectives. 
o Poor risk management and Corporate Governance of partnerships. 
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Recommendation 3: 
 
The PSNI to provide a clear vision for partnership working and support this 
with concise versions of the following; 
¾ Partnership Strategy (integral to the Policing with the Community 

Strategy), 
¾ Partnership Policy, 
¾ Definition of partnership, 
¾ Partnership models, 
¾ Alternatives to partnership. 

 
Benefits: 

1. Partnerships set up only when 
necessary. 

2. Consistent use of resources 
and evaluation. 

3. Partnership and PSNI 
objectives should not conflict. 

4. Risks identified and managed. 
5. Help to instill partnership 

working in PSNI. 
5. Support Secretary of State’s 

objective in the 2006-2009 
Policing Plan Section 2.2 (1). 

 

Risks:  
1. Some “partnerships” may be 

discontinued. 
2. PSNI may withdraw from some 

“partnerships”. 
3. Adverse publicity associated 

with 1 and 2 above. 

Cost Horizon:  
Low: Due to direct costs to produce and introduce new practices. 
 
Potentially Medium to High savings by reducing resource costs, etc. 
 
 
Findings: Action 1 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 

o Partnerships should encourage succession planning and use of 
exit/continuance strategies. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 

o In most partnerships the PSNI representative was seen as the right 
individual to attend, specific roles at meetings were handled well and, 
generally, decisions were made by consensus and implemented. 

o Few partners had succession planning or exit strategies in place. 
o Lack of continuity of representatives on partnerships causes issues 

around trust, knowledge, etc. 
 
Action 1 
 
Succession planning should be included in the Partnership strategy (at least 
for representatives in strategic partnerships). 
 
Benefits: 

1. Provide more continuity of 
representatives at 

Risks:  
1. Possible lack of clear 

replacement 
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partnerships. 
Cost Horizon:  
 
Unknown savings through more robust management practices, continuity and 
training. 
 
 
Findings: Action 2 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 

o Respecting and trusting partners is necessary for effective partnership 
working, 

o Steps should be taken to develop and maintain trust including co-location, 
secondments and joint training. 

o Three key processes include; 
o Communication (getting to know partners) 
o Commitment (ensure partners are involved fully) 
o Consensus (developing and implementing joint plans) 

o Some police forces (Northumbria, Greater Manchester and Norfolk) saw 
co-location as the way forward. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 

o In general, partners trust each other, though some do not believe this is 
always true at an operational level, 

o Anecdotal evidence that some staff for one partner were told not to trust 
the police, 

o There is a certain amount of distrust among the voluntary sector due to 
funding issues with partnerships, 

o Partners needed an appreciation of other partners roles and 
responsibilities, 

o One way to develop trust and respect is by co-location of staff. 
o Performance may suffer due to lack of trust and respect at operational 

level. 
o Time and resources may be needed to overcome mistrust. 
o Co-location / secondments of staff may require additional resource levels 

and office space. 
 
Action 2: 
 
The PSNI to include co-location, secondments and joint training as possible 
Trust Building mechanisms for strategic partnerships in the Partnership 
Strategy and Policy (subject to risk assessment). 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Performance may increase 
with increased trust and 
respect at operational level. 

2. Co-location / secondments of 
staff should develop and 
maintain trust and respect 
through better mutual 
understanding. 

Risks:  
 

1. Co-location /secondment of 
staff may require additional 
resource levels and office 
space. 

2. Potential security implications 
for PSNI staff co-
located/seconded to other 
partners should be subject to 
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3. Increased capacity for some 
partners to undertake 
partnership work (particularly 
in the voluntary sector) 

 
 

Risk Assessment. 
3. May be issues with line 

management, tenure, 
conditions, etc. 

4. Possibility of providing training 
which is not appropriate or cost 
effective 

 
Cost Horizon:  
Medium to High: Due to costs to include co-location and secondments. 
 
Potentially Medium to High savings in terms of more efficient and effective 
use of resources and increased performance. 
 
 
Findings: Recommendation 4 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 

o There are a number of reports and websites that provide, and comment 
on, auditing, good practice, guidance, examples, case studies, etc in 
relation to partnership working e.g. Office of Deputy Prime Minister 
(ODPM), Audit Commission, Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 
Accountancy (CIPFA) Police Advisory Network, etc. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 

o The PSNI has a document from Criminal Justice Department entitled 
“Working in Partnership to make Northern Ireland safer” that, 

 
“seeks to provide guidance and instruction for all police managers, but in 
particular, District Commanders, which will enable them to work effectively 
in partnership, particularly in the context of Community safety.” 

 
o The “Working in Partnership to make Northern Ireland safer” document is 

not (nor is intended to be) a comprehensive guide for generic partnership 
working, but is rather tailored to Community Safety Partnerships. 

o There was very limited knowledge and understanding of the “Working in 
Partnership to make Northern Ireland safer” document throughout the 
PSNI. 

o There was little evidence of auditing in partnerships with which the PSNI 
was involved. 

o Positive comments from PSNI staff and partners about a comprehensive 
audit and guidance document were that it could; 

 
• Return focus to aims and objectives, 
• Indicate where things are going wrong, 
• Provide measurement against targets and skills audit, 
• Assist in uniformity, 
• Benefit smaller partnerships particularly, 

 
o Negative comments from PSNI staff and partners about a comprehensive 

audit and guidance document were that it could: 
 

• Work, but only if voluntary, 
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• Be bureaucratic, 
• Alienate partners, 
• Be difficult to use where many partners are unpaid 

volunteers e g community groups. 
 

o There is no easy access to guidance, examples, etc for critical aspects of 
effective partnership working. 

o There is no generic template for setting up and auditing critical aspects of 
effective partnership working for individual partnerships. 

o There is no generic method for comparing performance of partnerships. 
 
Recommendation 4: 
 
The PSNI should provide a generic, user friendly, Partnership Self 
Assessment (PSA) tool, accessible via PoliceNet, for partnerships with which 
the PSNI is involved.   The PSA is intended to provide information to decide 
on commitment of resources, continuance, exit, etc in respect of a given 
partnership.   This assessment should consist of 2 Sections; 
¾ Section 1:-Good Practice Assessment* 
¾ Section 2:-Training Resources and templates* 

 
Benefits: 
 

1. Easy access to guidance, 
examples, etc for critical 
aspects of effective 
partnership working. 

2. Generic template available 
for setting up and auditing 
critical aspects of effective 
partnership working for 
individual partnerships. 

3. Method in place for 
comparing performance of 
partnerships (against 
historical performance and 
other partnerships). 

 

Risks:  
 

1. May be bureaucratic 
2. May alienate partners 
3. May be difficult to use where 

many partners are unpaid 
volunteers e.g. community 
groups 

 
 
 

 

Cost Horizon:  
Low: Due to direct costs to prepare guide and for conducting audits. 
 
Potentially Medium savings by reducing resource costs, withdrawing from 
under performing / unnecessary partnerships, better initial partnership setup 
conditions and partnership improvement initiatives. 
 
 
Partnership Self Assessment (PSA) 
 
*Section 1 should have 3 headings: 
 

o Conformance (a measure of the degree to which a partnership conforms to 
the good practice model identified through research), 
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o Benefits (a measure of the degree to which a partnership achieves its stated 
objectives), 

o Costs (a measure of the costs associated with a partnership). 
 
The purpose of Section 1 is to provide an overall measure for a partnership to inform 
any improvement, withdrawal or continuation decisions. 
 
*Section 2 should have several headings including: 

o Aims and objectives, 
o Funding and resources, 
o Information Sharing, 
o Communications, 
o Roles and responsibilities, 
o Monitoring performance, 
o Training, 
o Trust and respect, 
o Legislation. 

 
The purpose of Section 2 is to provide additional guidance and generic templates for 
PSA users. 
 
Findings: Recommendation 5 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed: 
 

o There are three important systems for successful partnerships – risk 
management, performance management and financial management. 

o These systems require a mix of hard and soft organisational characteristics 
e.g. financial, performance data and risk assessments and leadership, 
openness, honesty and integrity. 

o Governance systems should be proportional to the responsibilities and risks 
of the partnership. 

o A Model Constitution may assist with governance. 
o Capacity building with partners, including the community, can be helped by 

involving them in tasking/coordinating groups (where possible) to help 
identify priorities and influence resource deployment.   This is particularly 
relevant for Crime Reduction/Community Safety issues. 

o Adapt a National Intelligence Model (NIM) for partnerships and require its 
use in the strategic and operational functions of community safety. 

o Public sector organisations should establish clear criteria against which 
partnerships can be evaluated. 

o Evaluation should measure the impact (or outcomes) achieved by the 
partnership. 

o Targets/Performance Indicators should be agreed by all partners and be 
included in SMART Action Plans for all objectives. 

o Evaluation need not be an extensive, exhaustive effort.   It does however 
need to be focused and objective. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that: 
 

o Increased use of NIM for monitoring partnership performance should be 
considered in line with Assessments of Policing and Community Safety 
structures linked to impending Community Planning Legislation. 
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o Many action plans (and some evaluations) are input/output based rather 
than outcome based. 

o Evaluation was not always carried out and, when it was, often was 
quantitative only. 

 
o Lack of performance data and risk assessments can inhibit evaluation and 

governance. 
o Evaluation is not always carried out. 
o PSNI procedures may not be compatible with proposed Community 

Planning legislation. 
 
Recommendation 5: 
 
The PSNI to establish and introduce a performance management and service 
delivery system for all partnerships.   This should include; 
 

1. Setting targets/performance indicators, review mechanisms and 
associated action plans, 

2. Evaluation that is outcomes/impact based. 
3. The use of “jargon-free” NIM as the basis for the system (it is 

acknowledged that some information used in NIM will not be suitable 
for disclosing to partners). 

 
 
Benefits: 

1. Ensures evaluation and 
governance, at the level 
appropriate, for all 
partnerships. 

2. If NIM is used this eliminates 
need for a separate evaluation 
system. 

3. Assists prioritised use of funds 
and resources based on 
evaluation linked to objectives. 

4. Enables more informed 
decisions about remaining in 
partnerships and supporting 
initiatives. 

5. Can assist in establishing 
value for money. 

 
 

Risks:  
1. Performance management 

system may be too 
bureaucratic for some 
partnerships. 

2. Difficulty for some partnerships 
to assess the outcomes/impact 
of partnership work may 
encourage use of input/output 
measurement. 

3. Some information used in NIM 
will not be suitable for 
disclosing to partners. 

4. Some NIM terminology may be 
unclear to partners  

 

Cost Horizon:  
Low: Due to direct costs to establish and introduce a performance 
management system. 
 
Potentially Medium to High savings in terms of more efficient and effective 
use of resources. 
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Comments: 
 
Performance management system may be part of overall audit of partnership working 
through a Partnership Self Assessment (see Recommendation 4). 
 
Corporate Governance may be defined as the framework of accountability to users, 
stakeholders and the wider community, within which organisations take decisions, and 
lead and control their functions, to achieve their objectives. 
 
Corporate Governance information, seminars, training events, etc are available through 
the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) Police Advisory 
Network and the Better Governance Forum. 
 
A model constitution may consist of the following main elements: 

• Name of partnership 
• Aims, objectives and targets (including evaluation methods) 
• Membership (including selection, delegation and termination) 
• Roles and responsibilities 
• Communications Strategy 
• Funding (partnership operational costs and funding for initiatives) 
• Information about meetings (rules, frequency, chairing, voting, etc) 
• Decision-making process (methods, timescales, etc) 
• Exit/continuance strategy (preparations to end / review involvement in 

partnership, succession planning, etc). 
 
 
The National Intelligence Model (NIM) may enable use for partnership working through: 

• Systems Assets, 
• Source Assets, 
• Information Sources, 
• Research and Development, 
• Intelligence Operational Review. 

 
The NIM is primarily a business model for use in allocating police resources, however, 
there should be strong links between the NIM and partnership working.  

There should be no confusion between the NIM and Problem Oriented Policing (POP) 
models, as these models fit neatly within the NIM.  

Partners should be encouraged to provide information to the beginning of the process 
and to accept products after research and analysis (these may have to be sanitised), in 
order that they can be better informed in relation to the strategic issues, or assist in 
tactical resolutions.  

Additionally, it must be recognised that much of the information and intelligence 
produced by the model at a tactical level is of a restricted or confidential nature, and 
often relates to targeting individual offenders and potential offenders.  

Whilst attendance of partners at the Tasking & Co-ordinating Groups (T&CGs) may be 
possible at a strategic level, it may not always be possible or practicable at a tactical 
level.  
Source:http://www.police.uk/nim2/ 
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Findings: Recommendation 6 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed; 

o In general the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 was working well in relation to 
partnership working. 

o The strategic functions of Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships 
(CDRPs) should be separated from the operational functions to sharpen 
the roles and responsibilities between partners. 

o It is important to ensure that CDRPs consult and engage with their 
communities on a regular and ongoing basis and produce regular reports 
to their communities. 

o A set of national standards for partnership working needs to be put in 
place. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that; 

o Much of partnership working in NI required statutory underpinning to 
improve its effectiveness. 

o Legislation similar to the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 was needed in NI 
to provide a framework and statutory obligation for partnership working. 

o Legislation similar to the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 is being 
proposed for NI in 2009. 

o Current structures and processes for partnership working may not be 
compatible with proposed Community Planning legislation. 

o Proposed Community Planning legislation may impact on the overarching 
partnership strategy and policy needed for partnership working. 

 
 
Recommendation 6: 
 
The PSNI to “future proof” the strategy, policy, structures and processes for all 
PSNI partnership working to ensure they are compatible with the proposed 
Community Planning Legislation for NI, planned for 2009. 
 
Benefits: 

1. PSNI strategy, policy, 
structures and processes will 
be prepared for engagement 
with other public sector bodies 
under the proposed 
Community Planning 
legislation 

 

Risks:  
1. May introduce structures, 

processes, etc that need to 
change if proposed legislation 
changes. 

2. May introduce structures, 
processes, etc that need to 
change when other public 
sector organisations have 
decided on their structures, etc 
as a result of RPA 

Cost Horizon:  
Low to Medium: Due to direct costs to ensure structure and processes are 
suitable. 
 
Potentially Medium to High savings in terms of more efficient and effective 
use of resources and fewer changes needed to comply with new legislation. 
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Comments: 
 
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 states; 
 
“Without prejudice to any other obligations imposed upon it, it shall be the duty 
of each authority to exercise its various functions with due regard to the likely 
effect of the exercise of those functions on, and the need to do all it reasonably 
can to prevent crime and disorder in its area.” 
 
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 promotes the practice of partnership working to 
reduce crime and disorder and places a statutory duty on police and local authorities to 
develop and implement a strategy to tackle problems in their area. In doing so, the 
responsible authorities are required to work in partnership with a range of other local 
public, private, community and voluntary groups and with the community itself. 

The purpose of section 17 is simple: the level of crime and its impact is influenced by the 
decisions and activities taken in the day-to-day activities of local bodies and 
organisations.   The responsible authorities are required to provide a range of services in 
their community including policing, fire protection, planning, consumer and 
environmental protection, transport and highways.   They each have a key statutory role 
in providing these services and, in carrying out their core activities, can significantly 
contribute to reducing crime and improving the quality of life in their area.   Section 17 is 
aimed at giving the vital work of crime and disorder reduction a focus across the wide 
range of local services and putting it at the heart of local decision-making. 
 
Section 15 (1) of the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 states; 

“It is the duty of a local authority to initiate and, having done so, to maintain and 
facilitate a process (in this Act, called "community planning") by which the public 
services provided in the area of the local authority are provided and the planning 
of that provision takes place.” 
 
Section 16 (1) places a duty on local authorities, Health Boards, Chief Constables, Fire 
Services, etc to participate in community planning 
 
The two main aims of community planning can be described as; 
 

• Making sure people and communities are genuinely engaged in the decisions 
made on public services which affect them; allied to, 

• A commitment from organisations to work together, not apart, in providing better 
public services. 

 
The proposed “Community Planning” Legislation for NI will require all public sector 
bodies to consult and prepare an overall plan for the provision of public services.   This 
will be based on council areas (after the Review of Public Administration) with the 
councils taking the lead.   The legislation is based on the model used in Scotland 
(through the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003) and has similarities with the 
Crime and Disorder Act 1998 used in England and Wales.   Work is continuing on the 
legislation (subject to any changes from a re-commencement of the NI Legislative 
Assembly) with consultation planned for 2007 and primary legislation in 2008.   It is 
proposed to hold pilot schemes prior to the new councils commencing in 2009. 
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Findings: Recommendation 7 
 
Following focused consultation, all of the partners spoken to agreed that police input 
was seen as vital to the partnerships success, their absence would mean that 
information regarding, for example, drug trends would be lost as would the community 
advice and the support role they provide.  Police themselves also see their attendance 
adding benefit not least in the area of public confidence and support. 
 
That said, it is the time spent at meetings that is an issue. Police officers can sit through 
a DACT meeting that can last anything from 2 – 4 hours with little of what is discussed 
being relevant to policing. Police input should therefore be specific to policing based 
objectives at the DACT’s, with perhaps specific agenda items for police to deal with and 
leave if necessary. 
 
This would also address some concerns raised by partners that there was no input from 
police at the meetings. 
 
As a result of time constraints and workload the Drug Squad Superintendent now only 
attends the Strategic meetings delegating the DACT’s to Inspecting ranks.  In addition 
officers from Criminal Justice Department, Operational Support Department and Drugs 
Squad represent the PSNI on three of the four drugs partnership advisory groups. 
 
At DACT meetings most of the issues raised about policing are at DCU level and, as 
Drugs Squad officers do not work at this level, officers from the DCU’s involved are best 
placed to address them. It is important that Drugs Squad maintain a role at DACT level 
through liaison with DCU officers and, perhaps, attending DACT meetings once or twice 
a year. 
 
Partners spoken to stated the person attending should be of the right seniority, not too 
strategically high or low, and knowledgeable about drugs issues in the DCU’s covered 
by the DACT.  
 
Recommendation 7: 
 
Police input to DACT’s should be more specific and timely. 
 
Local DCU representatives should therefore attend DACT meetings to 
address local issues and provide any trends, statistics, etc. provided by Drugs 
Squad at present.  
 
Drugs Squad officers should attend only as required by DCU Commanders. 
 
Benefits: 
 
1. Better use of police resources 
(more efficient and effective) 
 
 

Risks:  
 
1. Possible loss of contact between 
DACT partners and Drugs Squad 

Cost Horizon:  
 
Low costs to implement / agree 
 
Potential low-medium savings (time and travel) 
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Findings: Recommendation 8, 9 & 10 
Focused consultation showed that Drugs education was accomplished by two methods. 
 
¾ As part of the Citizen And Safety Education (CASE) programme run by 

Community Safety (to schoolchildren by qualified, DCU based officers). 
¾ To all other groups by one Drugs Squad Education officer. 
 
Delivery of CASE is carried out by police officers, rather than civilians, because; 

o Schools request officers to do so, 
o It is hoped early and continued contact with children and young people will 

lead to more positive relations with police, 
o Police make use of their experience of the legislation and the whole criminal 

justice system.   This includes the impact on victims, children and young 
people, their families, the community, attending court, etc.   Specific and local 
examples can be used to illustrate these, 

o The officers delivering CASE are local operational officers and deal with the 
children and young people outside school. 

 
There has been no formal evaluation or cost/benefit analysis of CASE (including Drugs) 
and none is planned.   However some of the feedback that takes place is as follows; 

o Evaluation sheets completed at the end of lessons by students and teachers, 
o All principals complete a return about CASE each year, 
o Statistical return of all lessons delivered, schools attended, etc for each DCU 

made each term. 
 
Some problems exist when DCU officers are not released to deliver lessons, often due 
to resource issues   These officers are DCU resources and not under the control of 
Community Safety.   Community Safety is responsible for assisting with creating policy 
and support in relation to training, lesson plans, etc only.   The post of Community 
Safety Education Advisor has been a rolling 2-year secondment for the last 12 years 
has been made permanent from September 2006. 

In general there is little publicity of the CASE programme and its successes.   There are 
statistics available for number of lessons delivered, schools involved, etc per DCU but 
these are used mostly internally within Community Safety and with senior command.   
Use of a “roadshow” (as used by police in GB, including use of comedy, quizzes, local 
sports personalities, radio, etc) has not been considered though the PSNI does provide 
some funding for an event called “Rock Challenge” (through an organisation in England 
that involves students in a long-term commitment to running a musical/theatrical show) 
that is running in several schools in NI. 
 
The Drugs Squad Education officer delivers lessons to police (and student) officers and 
gives talks, presentations, etc to statutory, organisations, voluntary bodies and local 
communities upon request.   There has been no formal evaluation but feedback is 
obtained verbally and from letters.   There is no requirement for use of police powers 
but experience and training are required. 
 
Currently this officer does not provide any input on misuse of alcohol but he has access 
to such (through the health Promotion Agency and local DACTs) and sees no difficulty 
in including such in his lessons, presentations, etc. 
 
There is no direct link between CASE, training by the Drugs Squad Education officer 
and the new Drugs Strategy or the regional DACT objectives. 
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There was comparison with the Essex Police award winning “2 Smart 4 Drugs” initiative 
(a substance misuse education programme, including a “roadshow” and web site, for all 
school pupils in Year 7 in every school in the County of Essex with follow up class work 
by teachers).   Funding is mostly from Essex police though there are sponsored prizes 
as incentives for schools providing feedback e.g. through a local radio station. 

The initial aim was to entertain and educate but has moved to specific targets regarding 
drug crime figures.   There is commitment from DACTs, charities and residents groups 
(with Service Level Agreements (SLAs) across each agency according to their input and 
commitment to the project) through various meetings and written feedback direct from 
pupils involved.   In addition there have been two external evaluations. 

Other local initiatives include; 

o A “Drugs Awareness” day, conducted by a Community Safety Constable in 
Carrickfergus DCU.   This consisted of a number of workshops about drugs 
education in a local secondary school for 14 and15 year-old pupils and 
involved a number of partners.   Pupils and teachers evaluated it and the 
school is to send a report is to the local Education and Library Board to have 
something similar introduced in all areas.   Carrickfergus police are 
investigating the possibility of linking with the NI Prison Service initiative 
below. 

o A “Prison Me, No Way” input by the NI Prison Service carried out in schools 
giving some experience of what it is like to be in prison. 

 
Other findings showed: 
 

o The Delivery of CASE can be inconsistent across DCUs. 
o There is no measurement of the impact of CASE or training delivery by Drugs 

Squad education officer. 
o CASE requires invitation into schools for delivery. 
o There is no direct link between CASE and training by Drugs Squad Education 

officer. 
o There is no direct link between DACTs, local communities and CASE. 

 
 
 
Recommendation 8: 
 
The provision of all training in the misuse of Alcohol and Drugs should be 
promoted by one branch e.g. Community Safety.   The following issues should 
be included; 
¾ Training in the misuse of Alcohol and Drugs should be included in 

DACT objectives, linked to Tier 1 services. 
¾ There should be a formal evaluation of all such training using 

outcomes/impact assessments. 
¾ Consider including an Alcohol and Drugs misuse “Road-show” as part 

of the training program. 
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Recommendation 9: 
ACC Criminal Justice should advise Regional ACCs as to the output results of 
the “misuse of alcohol and drugs” training to ensure uniformity of delivery 
(supporting the PSNI Policing with Children and Young People Strategy). 
 
Recommendation 10: 
PSNI should initiate negotiation to transfer the lead in training, currently 
undertaken by Drugs Squad, to the Health Service within a 3-year timeframe 
Action 3: 
Drugs Squad should review the need for the post of Drugs Squad Education 
officer 
Benefits: 

1. More consistent delivery of 
training among DCUs. 

2. Full evaluation of training in the 
consequences of misuse of 
Alcohol and Drugs. 

3. Direct link between CASE, 
training by Drugs Squad 
Education officer and with 
DACTs, local communities, 
etc. 

4. Transfer responsibility for 
some education committments 

 

Risks:  
1. Potential to lose link with 

Drugs Squad. 
2. Health Service may not 

undertake/continue with 
education and this may reflect 
on PSNI. 

 

 
 

Cost Horizon:  
Low - Medium: Due to costs for evaluation of training  
 
Low to Medium savings if Drugs Squad education role transferred to Health 
Service. 
 
Potential Low to Medium Savings for removal/civilianisation of Drugs Squad 
Education officer post. 
 
 
Findings: Actions 4 & 5 
 
Funding for the DACT’s is made available to the Southern Health and Social Services 
Board from the Drugs and Alcohol Strategy Team of the Department of Health, Social 
Services and Public Safety NI on an annual basis. The allocation for 2006 – 2008 being 
£1.5 million. A sum is then allocated for a “Small Grants Initiative”, for example £20k is 
processed through the SDACT. 
This funding is allocated to initiatives and projects through the Regional Supplies 
Services (Government Tendering Process). 
 
Focused consultation has shown that the way projects are currently funded which is for 
a maximum of three years is not helpful.  At the end of that timeframe when projects are 
up and running (many extremely successfully), they have to cease. If they wish to 
continue to receive funding they must start up again under a different name. 
 
An additional issue, for at least one DACT, was the allocation of funding on a monthly 
basis. Though it assisted accountability some projects had difficulty funding initial start-
up costs (often several times the monthly allocation) even though overall funding was 
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adequate.   However another DACT allocated 40% of funding at the start, a further 40% 
after evaluation and 20% when project finished. 
 
Action 4: 
 
The PSNI to engage with the Department of Health, Social Services and 
Public Safety NI to look at the possibility of ending short term funding for 
D.A.C.T. projects, in favour of an “Evaluation based” continuation of funding 
approach (i.e. as long as a given partnership is meeting its objectives and 
remains strategically important, it may continue to receive funding in its 
current format without having to close down and re-open in order to re-
tender). 
 
Action 5: 
The PSNI to engage with the Department of Health, Social Services and 
Public Safety NI to enable DACTs to select the most appropriate funding 
method for each project e.g. monthly allocation, 40%/40%/20%. 
 
 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Projects have stability and the 
ability to plan ahead 

 
2. No re-branding issues or costs 

due to re-tendering process 
 

3. Flexible budgets allow for a 
more effective “start-up” 
process 

 

Risks:  
 

1. Projects continuing beyond 
their useful “lifespan” 
(evaluation needs to be robust) 

 
2. Over-spending up-front 

resulting in funding deficits by 
the end of the year 

Cost Horizon:  
 
No costs for re-branding nor for re-tendering 
 
Findings: Action 6 
 
As a result of focused consultation and observing two DACT meetings in operation it is 
acknowledged there is some excellent work ongoing. Meetings are chaired well and 
minutes taken, minutes are also circulated well in advance of the meetings.  
 
However it was found that although decision-making at DACT meetings is by discussion 
and consensus of opinion the majority of decisions could have been reached more 
quickly with perhaps better time management. Local DACT forum meetings can take 
from 2 - 4 hours to conclude.  
 
Issues were raised around the use of mobile phones and people walking in and out of 
the meeting throughout.  These interruptions add to the already long timeframe meaning 
in some cases all the items on the agenda do not get addressed.  
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This is not an effective use of the partners time and the longer the meetings become the 
less likely people are willing to attend. This is borne out in the fact there are statutory 
agencies that do not attend any meetings. 
 
One partnership had an information pack for all members outlining aims, objectives, 
roles, conduct of meetings, contact details, etc. 
 
 
Action 6: 
 
The PSNI to engage with the Department of Health, Social Services and 
Public Safety NI to develop and agree a Code of Conduct to outline protocols 
for those partners attending DACT meetings.   To be developed along the 
lines of the draft version currently being worked on by the eastern DACT. 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. All those attending DACT 
meetings at all levels know 
what is expected of them 
administratively. 

 
2. More effective time 

management at meetings.  
 

3. Attendance at meetings may 
improve 

Risks:  
 

1. Resistance to a more 
formalized meeting structure 

Cost Horizon:  
 
Low – only for time to agree and document the Code of Conduct 
 
 
Findings Recommendation 11:  
Whilst it was pointed out that the PSNI is not a ‘partner’ as such within District Policing 
Partnerships (being partnerships between local District Councils and the community), 
the DCU Commanders provide evidence of police performance via statistics. The 
counting procedures led to some confusion, and possible mistrust. For example, if a 
Commander states that the figures this quarter show a reduction in domestic burglaries 
compared with the same time last year, this may be challenged if a person present has 
seen an increase in burglaries in their area. In some cases there is a difficulty 
maintaining a ‘strategic approach’. In one case it was stated that the counting 
procedures had been changed but the DPP members were unaware of this until the 
public meeting and were still operating under the previous system. As regards problem 
solving, it is acknowledged that this is not the main purpose of a DPP. Community 
Safety Partnerships were seen as the forum for this. However, this could mean that 
members of the public (especially) could ‘air’ a police related problem at a DPP meeting 
and never see any ‘action’ on it even if they attend a subsequent meeting of that DPP. 
 
Recommendation 11: 
The Northern Ireland Policing Board and the PSNI to engage in relation to 
joint training programs for DCU Commanders and DPPs. The Policing Board 
to take lead responsibility. 
Benefits: Risks:  
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1. Improved understanding of 
how figures are arrived at. 

 
2. Improved trust through 

openness and transparency. 
 
3. Better informed questioning of 

statistics. 
 
4. Ultimately remove need for 

regular explanation by 
Commanders of ‘how’ statistics 
compiled. 

 
5. Community better served 

through joint problem solving. 
 

6. Increased accountability on 
part of DPP itself. 

 

 
1. As police are not regarded as 

‘partners’, may encounter 
resistance from others 
regarding training. 

 
2. Risk of DPP becoming 

involved in non-police related 
problems. 

Cost Horizon:  
Medium – in conjunction with Northern Ireland Policing Board 
 
Findings Action 7: 
It became clear, at an early stage, that there are a number of partnerships, at local 
level, that the PSNI are involved in, which, although having different titles, have similar 
‘goals’. eg. ‘Beat Forum’, ‘Community Police Forum’, ‘Community Police Liaison 
Committees’ etc. This is not peculiar to the PSNI as the Policing Board, in ‘DPP News’ 
(Autumn 2006), make reference to - ‘an integration of Community Safety Partnerships 
and DPP’s’ - as a way forward.  

It was also found that in both Lancashire and Kent police areas a similar problem was 
encountered. In Lancashire, local partnerships retained their individual identities but 
were brought under one heading – ‘Police And Community Together’ (PACT) whilst in 
Kent they all form part of the ‘Kent Agreement’. The former force having been given an 
‘excellent’ grade in 2006 by HMIC for its approach to Neighbourhood Policing and 
PACT. Good practice was identified and applied to each partnership within the PACT 
program. 
 
Action 7: 
PSNI to engage with NIPB to consider branding for community engagement 
partnerships carrying out similar functions in DCU’s e.g. DPP, Community 
Police Liaison Committees, Community Beat Forums, Residents Groups etc. 
 
Benefits: 

1. Promote/capture best practice. 
 
2. Promote information sharing 

leading to improved problem 
solving. 

 
3. Remove uncertainty of 

Risks:  
1. Local partnerships may 

resist the ‘change’ process 
and fear loss of identity. 
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partnerships roles. 
 
4. Standardise quality of delivery 

regardless of DCU. 
 
Cost Horizon:  
Low/Medium will require publicity 
 
Note: this is included in an option paper within the policing with the community 
programme.  
 
 
Findings Recommendation 12: 
 
There appears to be inconsistencies in the setting up and subsequent running of Anti 
Social Behaviour (ASB) partnerships within DCU’s. Although a recent Service Order has 
been circulated in respect of Anti Social behaviour Orders (ASBO’s) and Acceptable 
Behaviour Contracts (ABCs) there appears to be no policy in existence giving a target 
date by which each DCU should have such a partnership running. This is quite 
understandable as it is a tri-partite agreement between the PSNI, Northern Ireland 
Housing Executive (NIHE) and each local District Council, therefore it is not within the 
‘gift’ of the PSNI to set these up alone. 
  
Whilst there was a willingness on the part of the NIHE and PSNI to work together in 
establishing ASB units it was indicated that, in some areas, the council were finding 
difficulty with this. The absence of any comparable legislation to the Crime and Disorder 
Act was cited as a stumbling block in this area although the NIHE and PSNI have 
information sharing protocols in place, local councils do not. There is currently a draft 
protocol aimed at addressing this – the first has recently been signed by Belfast City 
Council, PSNI & NIHE, it is hoped others will follow. The current arrangement therefore 
is ad hoc.  
 
The PSNI were seen as the main stakeholder in respect of bringing ASBO’s to court 
and subsequently meeting the cost. Although there are three partners there is no single 
budget for the ‘partnership’ - unlike Anti Social Behaviour Units in England which have 
representatives of the main partner agencies who also work from one office on one of 
the partners premises. There is presently a PSNI Sergeant on secondment to the NIHE 
who, together with his counterpart, is driving this forward, this appears to be working 
very well. 
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Findings: Recommendation 13 
 
¾ The Literature Review and Comparison Stages revealed; 

o That few, if any, public sector organisations knew the number and extent 
of partnerships with which they were involved. 

 
¾ In the Initial and Focused Consultation Stages it was found that; 

o PSNI staff wanted a database listing all partnerships that could be broken 
down by DCU/Department. 

o The absence of information on the number and type of partnerships in 
which the PSNI is involved leads to duplication of effort and difficulty 
assessing effectiveness, risks, costs and value for money. 

o Comparing the effectiveness and efficiency of DCUs/Departments in 
partnership working is difficult. 

 
Recommendation 13: 
 
The PSNI to establish and maintain an electronic Partnership Database.   This 
should provide a strategic level schematic diagram and list all partnerships by; 
¾ Type e.g. Road Safety, 
¾ Level e.g. Local Managerial, 
¾ DCU/Dept. 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Ready access to details of all 

Risks:  
 

1. Partnership details may be 

Recommendation 12: 
PSNI to share good practice on Anti Social Behavior issues with the Northern 
Ireland Housing Executive and Local Councils in lieu of more formal 
legislative arrangements.  
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Improved efficiency in ASBO 
proceedings. 

 
2. Expertise gained 

 
3. Better information sharing & 

possible sharing of cost (or 
budget allocation from Govt.) 

 
4. A precursor to a standardized 

Anti Social Behavior process. 
 
 
 
 

Risks:  
1. Possible resistance from 

some partners in the absence 
of Legislation. 

Cost Horizon:  
Medium – personnel costs. 
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partnerships with PSNI. 
2. Easier to assess and compare 

effectiveness and efficiency of 
partnership working. 

3. Better access to good practice. 

disclosed inappropriately. 
2. Database may not be updated. 
 

Cost Horizon:  
Medium: Due to costs to set up and maintain the system. 
 
Potentially Medium to High savings in terms of more efficient and effective 
use of resources. 
 
 
Findings: Action 8 
 
At the strategic level of road safety in Northern Ireland, partners appear to be working 
well together achieving their aims and objectives, with decisions being implemented 
effectively. 
 
Through focused consultation and also observing a local committee in action, it is 
acknowledged there is some excellent work being carried out to address road safety in 
the Province.  However poor attendance (by some statutory agencies) and the difficulty 
in recruiting new members are hampering the amount of work committees would like to 
carry out. There can be a reliance on the PSNI to keep the committee updated about 
Department of the Environment (DOE) / Department of Regional Development (DRD) 
actions, plans, etc. 
 
Some partnerships (particularly at local level) were reliant on a few individuals and 
found it difficult to encourage others to join or take up responsibilities. 
 
The reliance on a few members to run meetings and events is not sustainable in the 
long term, though the Road Safety Council has supported a drive to increase 
membership of committees. 
 
Another issue found during research was the fact there are no local committee issues 
available on the Roads Council website. 
 
These issues are addressed, for example, by the Victoria Police in Australia by being 
innovative with simple ideas such as encouraging the community submit their thoughts 
on road safety. They also have difficulty achieving good attendance and have found it 
helpful to plan key messages for the meetings and alert (and indeed invite) the local 
press so that in essence the meeting can be accurately reported to the wider 
community.  
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Action 8: 
PSNI to engage with the DOE /DRD to address their attendance at local road 
safety committees.   Also to increase awareness of local road safety issues 
and achievements by way of a targeted marketing campaign. The possibility 
of incentives may also be explored. 
 
The aim of these initiatives is to generate awareness of Road Safety issues 
and build capacity in the community by getting them involved in partnership 
working e.g. through joining Road Safety Committees 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. More of the community and 
statutory bodies involved in 
road safety issues. 

 
2. Increased awareness of Road 

Safety issues 

Risks:  
  

1. Resistance by DRD / DOE with 
respect to attending Road 
Safety Committee meetings 

 
2. Lack of budget for marketing 

strategy / program 
Cost Horizon:  
 
Low to medium (based on opportunity costs, using websites, local press & 
media, and possibly one-off events) 
 
Findings: Action 9 
 
The Northern Ireland Road Safety Strategy sets targets for reducing the number of 
deaths and serious injuries on our roads. At this strategic level there is evidence that the 
Northern Ireland Road Safety Strategy 2002 – 2012 is achieving its targets. 
 
At the next level the Road Safety Council of Northern Ireland, which is a voluntary 
organization, operates through 31 local road safety committees. They organise a 
program of road safety events (campaigns, competitions and conferences) throughout 
the year. As the result of focused consultation it was identified that there are no targets 
set for these local committees. 
 
However at this local level their role is to highlight road safety problems and raise local 
awareness on road safety issues. Our findings have also shown that there are generally 
several local committees in a DCU area which are having to use DCU level figures 
which are not specific to the area they represent. Local committees use DCU statistics 
and their knowledge of local issues to make informed decisions when setting objectives 
for the year ahead e.g. targeting activities at specific road users.  
 
For this reason and the fact they then have no control of what happens on roads outside 
their local committee’s area it may be that specific Road Safety targets are not suitable 
at this local level.  Setting targets around highlighting road safety problems would be of 
greater benefit and more in line with their Objectives, for example, number of leaflet 
drops or issues raised with the DOE, PSNI, local press, schools etc. 
 
In Victoria, Australia their equivalent is the Community Road Safety Councils (CRSC’s) 
who are the key advocates for road safety practices in local communities. They are not 
target (in terms of specific Road Safety measures) driven but are rather involved in local 
road safety initiatives and campaigns such as pedestrians, cyclists and fatigue related 
road safety issues etc.  
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Action 9: 
The PSNI to engage with the DOE to consider setting targets for local 
voluntary Road Safety committees. These targets should not weigh down 
committees with regional targets over which they would have little control. 
Targets should be set around highlighting road safety problems and raising 
local awareness on road safety issues. 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Targets could be measured 
and would be meaningful and 
linked to actual Road Safety 
Committee objectives 

Risks:  
 

1. Output rather than outcome 
based metrics – may be seen 
as “soft” objectives 

Cost Horizon:  
 
Low to redesign the metrics 
 
 
Findings: Actions 10 & 11 
 
As the result of focused consultation it was found that local Road Safety Committees 
request their funding a year in advance from the DOE, however once this funding is 
allocated it cannot be transferred from one event to another and any surplus must be 
returned to the DOE. This gives no flexibility when running events and makes the job of 
the Committees more difficult than necessary. 
 
It was also found that some Road Safety Committee events are constrained by funding. 
 
The lack of flexibility also causes problems if the Committee’s wish to run short notice 
events or respond to changing circumstances. 
 
Research however has shown that in the UK, the funding for their road safety 
partnerships is currently undergoing a process of change. For example, the 
Northumbria Safety Camera Partnership historically had the fine revenue from safety 
cameras available to reinvest in the partnership. This, however, is ending in March 2007 
and will be replaced by grant funding from the Dept for Transport through the Local 
Transport Plans. This money will be paid to the Local Authorities and is not “ring fenced” 
in any way for road safety.  
 
Funding has robust accountability however there is a perception that (at a strategic 
level) some projects receive funding based on political issues rather than on supporting 
priority objectives, etc. 
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Action 10: 
 
The PSNI to engage with the DOE to consider the option of more flexible 
budgets for local Road Safety Committees to give them the means to respond 
to changing circumstances and run short notice events.  
 
Action 11: 
The PSNI to engage with the DOE to put a mechanism in place to ensure all 
projects that receive funding are supportive of the priority Road Safety 
objectives, etc. 
 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. Local Committees would be 
able to respond to changing 
events more quickly 

 
2. Funding will be allocated to 

events which are directly linked 
to Road Safety objectives 

Risks:  
 

1. There may be a learning curve 
for committees in terms of 
financial management – i.e. to 
ensure that funds do not “run-
out” due to virement 

 
2. There may be “friction” around 

which events receive funding 
(to avoid this, the funding 
mechanism must be objective 
and transparent) 

Cost Horizon:  
 
Low – just costs to develop and agree the new funding mechanism 
 
 
Findings Action 12: 
 It is recognised that Neighbourhood Watch is still in its infancy in Northern Ireland. At 
local level there was little evidence of setting of Aims and Objectives or targets although 
there was a general ‘understanding’ of what the scheme was about. The latter (targets) 
it was thought would prove difficult at this level, as there was seen to be no apparent 
need.  
 
At strategic level the partners were the Northern Ireland Office (NIO), Northern Ireland 
Policing Board (NIPB) and PSNI. Their objectives were given as: 

1. Setting up Neighbourhood Watch schemes and  
2. Promoting Neighbourhood Watch,  

However as with local level programs, there were no firm targets set.  
 
The partnership is restricted to the PSNI, NIO and NIPB at strategic level and involves 
the PSNI, DPP and Community Safety Partnerships (CSP’s) and local residents at local 
level (with the NIHE and Local Councils assisting with signage). However, meetings are 
generally conducted between the PSNI and local residents. 
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Action 12: 
PSNI to engage with the NIPB, NIO and other partners to widen the remit 
(aims & objectives) of Neighbourhood Watch Schemes to better reflect local 
community safety issues. Consideration should be given to an annual 
conference to facilitate the sharing of best practice (NIPB to take the lead for 
the annual conference). 
Benefits: 
 

1. Wider aims & objectives at 
both strategic & local level that 
reflect the true nature of local 
community safety. 

 
2. Increased participation of other 

agencies 
 
3. Annual conference which will 

help disseminate best practice. 
 

Risks:  
 

1. May not be able to meet 
these – difficult to measure. 

 
2. More rigour may 

discourage public 
volunteers. 

 
3. Increased workload in 

managing group if other 
partners do not play equal 
part. 

 
4. An expectation for PSNI to 

contribute to the costs of 
the conference 

 
 

Low/Medium – To establish objectives and targets and monitor performance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: The NIPB, NIO (Community Safety Unit), & PSNI have commissioned research 
into Neighbourhood Watch Schemes in Northern Ireland.  
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Section 4: REJECTED RECOMMENDATIONS 
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10. Rejected Recommendations 
 
Following a Challenge session with the PSNI Chief Officer group on the 16th February 
2007, some recommendations raised by the Project Board were rejected. 
 
Table 1 below details the rejected recommendations and the reasons for rejection. 
 

Recommendation Reason for rejection 
Use of Section 1 of the Partnership Self 
Assessment (PSA) should be compulsory 
as follows; 
¾ When setting up a partnership, 
¾ Every 1-3 years (depending on level 

of partnership). 

It was felt that compulsory use of the 
model may be too restrictive for some 
partnerships, particularly at the start up 
phase (before clear aims and objectives 
are known or where there are initial 
difficulties in establishing the partnership 
itself eg in cases where engagement is 
difficult it is often enough to begin talking 
and later build a program from what 
develops). As a consequence it was 
decided to make the use of the PSA 
voluntary 

The PSNI to develop and install an 
electronic Information Sharing system 
(hub) that is accessible by all partners.   
This should contain a section on good 
practice 

It was felt that this recommendation was 
slightly premature. It would be prudent to 
focus on getting more robust partnerships 
up and running before using more 
sophisticated mechanisms such as the 
hub. Additionally the installation of such a 
hub may require multi-agency agreement / 
funding 

Internal Audit staff to undertake a 
cost/benefit analysis on a representative 
sample of partnerships from each 
DCU/Department annually.   This exercise 
is to identify financial good practice and 
should include; 
¾ Attending meetings, 
¾ Associated administrative work, 

Including, running, evaluating, etc 
partnership initiatives and activities. 

It was felt that this exercise was at too low 
a level for Internal Audit to consider. The 
Chief Officer Group felt that the PSA tool 
would provide a means for Senior Officers 
to measure the costs of partnerships within 
their own sphere of operation, and as such 
this recommendation would simply be a 
duplication of effort albeit at a finer level of 
detail. 

The PSNI Police College should conduct a 
Training Needs Analysis (TNA) for PSNI 
officers and support staff involved in 
partnership working. 
The PSNI Police College should consider 
providing training in partnership working 
for partner organisations through external 
training providers e.g. similar to the 
proposed Citizens Course. 

It was felt that specific partnership training 
would not feature high enough on the list 
of prioritized training programs – ie such 
training would be cost prohibitive. 
It was however maintained that aspects of 
generic partnership skills such as: 
influencing people, negotiation skills, 
report writing etc form parts of other 
programs already in place for Police staff 

Restricted 46  



Restricted 47  

The PSNI Police College should introduce 
appropriate training for those involved in 
partnership working (as identified by the 
TNA) e.g.  

• Community Beat Officer Course (or 
its replacement) 

• Leadership Development Programs, 
etc. 

and Officers. It was therefore felt that 
these recommendations were adequately 
covered at present. 

The roll out of PPS liaison officers at 
District level should be progressed and 
consider 

• Co-location of staff 
• Joint training 
• Secondments 

This recommendation is to be dealt with by 
the Delays Action Team and the CORE 
group. 

The PSNI to engage with the Public 
Prosecution Service on the introduction of 
a joint charging policy similar to that 
currently in operation in England 

This recommendation is to be dealt with by 
the Delays Action Team and the CORE 
group. 
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Criteria A Criteria B Criteria C Criteria D  Criteria E Criteria F
Weighting x5 Weighting x3 Weighting x3 Weighting x3 Weighting x3 Weighting x2

Impact on results Impact on Objectives Impact on Stakeholders Expenditure HR implications Improvement activity
Partnerships 4 5 4 2 3 3 68

Policing Plan Targets Fundamental to Critical to drive Limited to eg Limited to eg Some activity but 
not achieved how Service works involvement meetings meetings limited impact to date

Custody 4 3 3 4 3 3 65
Policing Plan Targets Important to Average impact on society High ref locations Average resources Some minor activity - yet

not achieved achieve some obj eg logistics / human rights and processing compared to whole service to realise massive gains
Victim Support 4 3 4 2 3 3 62

Policing Plan Targets Important for public Public are the key Limited to some Encompasses only a Some minor activity - yet
not achieved confidence measures stakeholder - BIG visits/letters/walk home small part of daily activity to realise massive gains

Outsourcing 4 3 2 1 1 4 49
Policing Plan Targets Key for financial Can achieve results but Very few resources Very few H/resources None yet to realise

not achieved measures on P/Plan open to abuse/inconsistency involved involved in process any benefits
Interpreting services 4 2 2 1 2 2 45

Linked to key hate Small number of Small number of Very Limited costs Modest amount of Was a review which led
crime metrics associated cases associated cases at present people involved in service to change in provider

Topic
SCORE 
(sum)

Hertfordshire Constabulary Theme Selection Matrix.  
(This tool is used to identify those areas of business, which have the greatest potential to impact on organizational objectives as well as the 
greatest potential for improvement. It achieves this by considering how a given theme impacts on organizational results ie metrics, 
objectives and stakeholders, within the context of expenditure, human resource implications as well as considering recent improvement 
activities such as inspections and reviews in the thematic area. The theme with the highest cumulative score is considered the most 
appropriate for Review). 
 



APPENDIX 2 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Best Value Review of Police involvement in Partnerships 
 (Revision 3: Modified following the appointment of the Project Board on 09/05/2006) 

 
1. To introduce Best Value and Continuous Improvement to the areas detailed in 

Appendix G of the NIPB and PSNI Policing Plan 2005-2008 in relation to 
Partnerships. 

 

2. The review team shall challenge with whom, how, where and why the PSNI is 
involved in particular partnerships.  

 

3. The following areas are excluded from the Partnership Review:- partnerships 
related to covert police activities and internal partnerships not impacting on front 
line activity.  Where applicable / requested, the identity of partners may be 
withheld, to ensure their anonymity and ongoing relations. In such cases, generic 
terms will be used for reporting purposes. Partnerships where a clear baseline 
cannot be established are also excluded. 

 

4. Partnerships shall be prioritised in terms of impact on the NIPB/PSNI Policing 
Plan and local communities. This prioritisation methodology has identified the key 
partnerships, which are to be within the scope of this review. These partnerships 
are contained in the Project Scope. 

 

5. The review shall investigate operating arrangements within partnerships 
including: legislation or service level agreements, mechanisms for determining 
the accountable/lead organisation, as well as partnership governance, 
resourcing, effectiveness measures and termination arrangements. 

 

6. The main aim of this Best Value Review is to improve the PSNI’s service to the 
public by examining and improving existing and new partnership working 
arrangements. 

 

7. The review shall consider the impact of the Review of Public Administration 
(RPA) on partnerships. 
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8. ACC Operational Support is responsible for delivering the Best Value Review 
program and will form a Project board. 

 

9. The Project board will comprise: 

� Project Executive: 

o  ACC Operational Support 

� Senior Users:  

o NIPB Director of Planning  

o NIPB Member Representative 

o C. Supt Criminal Justice 

o Supt Roads Policing 

o Supt Drugs Squad 

o Inspector Policing with the Community 

o Supt DCU Commander 

� Senior supplier: 

o Head of Corporate Development 

Project Management Team: 

� Project Manager: Head of Inspection and Review 

� Project Assurance (TBD) 

� Team Managers (Inspection and Review Inspectors x2) 

 

10. The Policing Board will nominate a liaison officer to assist the Project team in the 
“Challenge” aspect of the review process as outlined in the review methodology. 

 

11. Head of Inspection and Review shall prepare a Project Initiation Document (PID) 
for review by the NIPB Resources and Improvement Committee in June 2006. 

 

12. The Project team shall consult widely with user groups and stakeholders to 
establish requirements and expectations. 

 



13. The Project team shall compare within the PSNI and externally with other service 
providers to understand:- 

a. How well the PSNI is performing compared with others 

b. The different levels of service provided by others 

c. Alternative ways of providing the service 

d. How others may obtain the service (if they do not deliver it themselves). 

 

14. Home Office guidance states that core-policing activities do not need exposed to 
competition.  However, where police involvement in a particular partnership is 
deemed “not core policing” the Project team will consider whether the service 
could be provided in a different (more effective/ efficient) way. 

 

15. A fundamental Challenge Panel  (NIPB members, senior management, staff, 
members of the community and third party members who can provide an external 
perspective) shall be assembled at a neutral venue to comment on the challenge 
aspect of the review and improvement options. 

 

16. The Project team shall provide improvement statements and options for change.  
Interim Highlight reports shall be submitted to the NIPB on progress and where 
appropriate any immediate improvements shall be highlighted in the form of 
“Early Recommendations” to the Project board for immediate review and 
implementation. 

 

17. The Project team shall assess improvements and then progress as “preferred 
options” to the Project board. 

 

18. The Project board shall select recommendations for presentation to the Top 
Team. 

 

19. Recommendations shall be presented to the Top Team for internal agreement in 
principle and assignation. 

 

20. The Accountable Officers shall be identified for each recommendation and will 
then have responsibility for generating the Action Plans via Implementation 
Officers. 
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21. ACC Operational Support will prepare a final report on the review for 
presentation by the Chief Constable to the NIPB Resources and Improvement 
Committee by 31st March 2007. 

 

22. The NIPB Resources and Improvement Committee shall review and ratify 
recommendations and action plans from the Project board. 

 

23. Where appropriate, recommendations to be included in departmental or branch 
plans including risk registers and be monitored via TCG meetings. 

 

24. The ACC Operational support shall submit a formal Project Closure document to 
the NIPB Chief Executive for formal project sign off. 

 

25. NIPB post implementation review team shall conduct reality checks on 
recommendations post implementation. 

 
 

 
Signatories: - 
 
 
ACC Operational Support                          ………………………………… 
 
 
Policing Board                                             ………………………………… 
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APPENDIX 4 

Focused Consultation List 
 
 
Criminal Justice: 

• Assistant Director 
Policy  
Public Prosecution Service NI 
Belfast Chambers 
 

• Assistant Director  
Southern & Western Regions 
Public Prosecution Service NI 

 
• Business Support Unit  
     Northern Ireland Court Service 

           Bedford House, Belfast 
 

• PSNI -Public Prosecution Service Liaison Officer 
Belfast Chambers 
93 Chichester Street 
 

• PSNI– Causeway Project  
Lisnasharragh 
 

• PSNI – Criminal Justice Department 
Knocknagoney 
 
 
 

Road Safety: 
• Road Safety Council of Northern Ireland 

 
• Department of Regional Development 

Roads Service Department 
Clarence Court 
Adelaide Street, Belfast 

 
• PSNI – Roads Policing 

Lisnasharragh 
 

• DOE Road Safety 
Clarence Court 
Adelaide Street, Belfast. 
 

• DOE Local Government Department 
 

• Northern Ireland Office 
 

• Donaghadee Road Safety Committee 
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• PSNI Representative on the Lisburn Road Safety Committee 
 
 
 

Drugs: 
• Senior Drugs & Alcohol Co-ordinator  

Eastern Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Team 
1 Cromac Quay 
Gasworks, Belfast 
 

• Chairperson  
Eastern Drug and Alcohol Coordination Team 
ASCERT 
Bridge Street, Lisburn 

 
• Senior Drugs & Alcohol Co-ordinator  

Southern Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Team 
Arderys Lane, Banbridge 

 
• Chairperson 

Southern Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Team 
Breakthru Project 
Killymeal Road, Dungannon 
 

• Drugs Co-ordinator 
Southern Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Team 
St Lukes Hospital, Armagh 
 

• Treasurer 
Southern Drugs and Alcohol Coordination Team 
SHSSB 
Tower Hill, Armagh 
 

• Community Safety Officer 
Civic Centre 
Craigavon Borough Council 
 

• Senior Project Worker 
Drugwise 
Enniskillen 
 

• PSNI Drugs Squad 
 

• Assistant Director of Social Services 
EHSSB 
Champion House 
Linenhall Street, Belfast 
 

• BELB 
40 Academy Street, Belfast 
 

• Representative 
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Lisburn YMCA 
28 Market Square 
Lisburn  

 
• Inspector Omagh DCU 

Local DACT Representative 
 

• Sergeant Newtownards DCU 
 
• Sergeant Ballymoney DCU 

 
• Constable Down DCU 

 
• Sergeant Armagh DCU 

 
 
Community Safety: 
 

• Northern Ireland Office Community Safety Unit Representative. 
 
• Representative from Northern Ireland Housing Executive – Newtownabbey 

ASBO Forum 
 

• Lisburn Representative (PSNI)  - ASBO Working and Steering Group 
 

• Representative from Carrickfergus DCU Community Safety Unit 
 

• Inspector – PSNI Community Safety Branch 
 

• Northern Ireland Policing Board Representative – Strategic Neighbourhood 
Watch Steering Group 

 
• Northern Ireland Office Representative - Strategic Neighbourhood Watch 

Steering Group 
 

• PSNI Community Involvement Representative - Strategic Neighbourhood Watch 
Steering Group 

 
• Co-ordinator North, West & South Belfast – Old Coach Neighbourhood Watch 

Scheme 
 

• PSNI Representative – Lisburn Road Neighbourhood Watch  
 

• Representatives Larne ASBO Forum 
 

• Community Safety Manager – Northern Ireland Housing Executive 
 

• PSNI - NIHE Community Safety Liaison Sgt 
 
 

Public Interface: 
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• Director of Development – Craigavon Council Representative on District Policing 
Partnership. 

 
• PSNI District Commander – Antrim District Policing Partnership 

 
• PSNI Commander – Strabane District Policing Partnership 

 
• PSNI Commander Foyle – Hate Crime Partnership 

 
• Vice Chairperson – Antrim District Policing Partnership 

 
• Chairperson – Antrim District Policing Partnership 

 
• DPP Manager – Antrim District Policing Partnership 

 
• Vice Chairperson – Holywood Community Policing Forum 

 
• Chairperson – Holywood Community policing Forum 

 
• PSNI Sgt - Holywood Community policing Forum 

 
• Vice Chairperson – Strabane District Policing Partnership 

 
• DPP Manager – Strabane District Policing Partnership 

 
• PSNI Sgt – Enniskillen Community Police Liaison Committee (CPLC) 

 
. 
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APPENDIX 5 

Comparison List 
 
Criminal Justice: 
� Northumbria Police 

� Greater Manchester Police 

� Northumbria Crown Prosecution Service 

� Greater Manchester Crown Prosecution Service 

 
Drugs: 
� Warwickshire Drug Action Team 

� Drugs Liaison Officer - Kent Police Force 

� Leeds Schools Drugs Group 

� Substance Misuse Co-ordinator – Essex Police 

 
Road Safety: 
� Road Safety Scotland 

� Road Safety – Victoria Police, Australia 

� Nexus – Victoria Police, Australia 

� Northumbria Safety Camera Partnership 

� West Midlands Casualty Reduction Partnership Linconshire Road Safety 

Partnership 

� Norfolk County Council Road Casualty Reduction Group 

 
Community Safety: 
 

• Inspector, Victoria Police, Australia – NEXUS Programme (Crime Prevention and 
Neighbourhood Watch) 

 
• Crime Prevention Coordinator & Drugs Education Coordinator, Nacka 

Community Safety Group – Sweden 
 

• Inspector, Community Mobilization Unit Toronto Police Department - Canada 
 

• Inspector, Corporate Planning Branch & Neighbourhood Empowerment Team, 
Edmonton Police Service, Canada 
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• Sgt, Diversity & Race Relations, Ottawa Police Service, Canada 
 

• Community Development Manager – Brecklands Council, Norfolk 
 

• Representative Camden Council, London – Youth Inclusion Project 
 

• Representative ‘The Safety Net’ – Private sector Crime Agency 
 
• Representatives Bexley Council, London – Community Safety Partnership 

 
• Representatives Kent & Medway Crime Reduction Unit 

 
• Representatives Gavle Police Neighbourhood Watch Programme – Sweden 
 

 
 
 
Public Interface: 

• Community Beat Manager, Lancashire Constabulary ‘Police & Community 
Together’ (PACT) programme. 

 
 
General: 

• Representative Gloucestershire Council – Multi Agency Information Data 
Exchange Network (MAIDEN) Information sharing Team 
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