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AGENDA NO: 6
ETHICS AND APPEALS SUB COMMITTEE  -  2 APRIL 2015

CRIME DATA QUALITY COMPLIANCE

REPORT BY THE CHIEF CONSTABLE

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

To provide members with a crime data quality compliance report for the period October to
December 2014.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 In order to facilitate a proactive approach to crime recording performance monitoring,
this quarterly monitoring report has been developed for the Force to provide data quality
reports to each meeting of this Committee.

1.2 The Force operates internal audit arrangements to ensure compliance with the National
Crime Recording Standard (NCRS), Home Office Counting Rules (HOCR) and the
National Standard for Incident Recording (NSIR). Audits of individual crime categories
and detections are carried out on a rotational basis throughout the year.

1.3 Auditing is strategically directed around key risks and links to the operational priorities of
the Policing Plan as identified in the priority and threat assessment.  Each category
audited is broken down and scored against the three compliance elements of victim
focus, timeliness and classification

1.4 The internal audit results are benchmarked by the following grading system:

Excellent Good Fair Poor

More than 95% 90% to 94.9% 80% to 89.9% 79.9% and below

1.5 In order to maintain continuous improvement and to address any recurrent themes, audit
failures are sent to the relevant business area managers for corrective action.
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Audit results

1.6 For reporting purposes, categories audited are reported by exception where compliance
falls below 80%.

2. CALLS FOR SERVICE

2.1 These incidents were audited to assess whether they were closed correctly as a crime or
not a crime in accordance with the National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS).

NCRS
Total

number
audited

Number
of audit
failures

Oct 14 Nov 14 Dec 14 Average
Score

Domestic Abuse 240 60 78% 73% 75% 75%

ASB Incidents 240 41 88% 85% 76% 83%

Suspicious
Circumstances 240 47 80% 79% 83% 81%

Prejudice
Incidents 60 14 85% 70% 75% 77%

2.2 The majority of failures within the categories audited were deemed to have failed
because there was insufficient information on the incident log to determine if a crime had
occurred or the incident log did not contain sufficient justification to negate a crime being
recorded under NCRS. The remainder were administration errors, whereby the incident
had been closed incorrectly.

Domestic Abuse Incidents

NCRS failures

2.3 Allegation of crime not recorded or negated (23)

Administration failures

2.4 Incident should have been closed under a crime code (37)

Prejudice Incidents

NCRS failures

2.5 Allegation of crime not recorded or negated (4)

Administration failures

2.6 CJS Investigation record incomplete (10)
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3. PRIORITY 1 OFFENCES

Home Office Counting Rules (HOCR) Crime Audits – Data Quality

3.1 The following audits form part of the Force audit timetable to ensure crimes are being
recorded in line the Home Office Counting Rules for recorded crime (HOCR).

VICTIM FOCUS TIMELINESS CLASSIFICATION

Priority 1 Offences
Number

of
records
audited

Pass Fail % Pass Fail % Pass Fail %

Serious Violence 170 166 4 98 161 9 95 146 24 86

Serious Acquisitive 95 91 4 96 92 3 97 91 4 96

Racially Aggravated 25 24 1 96 22 3 88 18 7 72

Threats to Kill 10 10 0 100 9 1 90 5 5 50

Public Order 40 39 1 98 36 4 90 34 6 85

Total 340 330 10 97 320 20 94 294 46 86

3.2 Racially Aggravated and Threats to Kill Classification failures - These failures are
not a comment on the quality of the investigation but a misunderstanding of the correct
recording practice. In all cases a crime has been recorded and an investigation into the
offence has been carried out but the recorded classification is incorrect and therefore the
quality of the data is not accurate.

4. OTHER INVESTIGATIONS (NON-CRIME)

4.1 Non-crime investigations are records which are created by specialist units to allow
officers to record investigations where, for example, a child or vulnerable adult is at risk,
but there are no allegations of crime.

4.2 If during the investigation a crime has been alleged and confirmed by the victim and
there is a failure to reclassify the investigation to the correct Home Office crime
classification within 72 hours, this is a breach of NCRS.

4.3 Non-crime investigation audits have been split into three areas of compliance: victim
focus, timeliness and classification.
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VICTIM FOCUS TIMELINESS CLASSIFICATION

Non Crime
Investigations

Number
of

records
audited

Pass Fail % Pass Fail % Pass Fail %

CP01 25 25 0 100 20 10 60 20 10 60

NN01 25 25 0 100 15 10 60 15 10 60

VA01 20 20 0 100 15 5 75 15 5 75

C1D1 10 10 0 100 8 2 80 8 2 80

Total 80 80 0 100 53 27 66 53 27 66

Non crime investigations (data sample July – September 2014)

4.4 Timeliness failures - Allegation of Crime not updated to the correct crime class within 72
hours (27)

4.5 Classification failures - Allegations of crime, investigated but not updated to the correct
Home Office classification on filing (27)

4.6 The decision to crime must be made within 3 x 24 hour periods from the time the
incident is first logged. A maximum of seven days is allowed providing the explanation
for the delay is clear on the log.

4.7 In some cases, allegations are not being recorded until the investigation has determined
evidence of an offence, which can have an impact on the timeliness of recording.

4.8 It is important to note that classification failures at audit are purely administrative and not
a comment on the quality of the investigation.  All reports and referrals are investigated
thoroughly.  The main priority of the investigation is to focus on the victim and as a result
the administration process is often deferred.

5. No Crimes

5.1 No-crime is the term used to refer to investigations that are cancelled. The criteria for a
no-crime is very specific and records audited must conform to the Home Office Counting
Rules for recorded crime.

VICTIM FOCUS TIMELINESS CLASSIFICATION

No Crimes
Number of

records
audited

Pass Fail % Pass Fail % Pass Fail %

Total 140 131 9 94 134 6 96 120 20 86
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6. Replica HMIC Crime Data Integrity Audit

6.1 In May 2014, HMIC conducted an audit of incident and crime data as part of the National
Inspection programme in relation to Crime Data Integrity. The audit assessed data
recorded on the Command and Control system and the crime / investigation system to
ensure compliance with the National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) and the Home
Office Counting Rules for Recorded crime (HOCR). HMIC found that from a sample of
88 incidents, 87 crimes were alleged and of those 87 allegations, 61 crimes were
recorded (70%).

6.2 Following the HMIC inspection, the Deputy Chief Constable requested that the further
audits are carried out to establish the Forces current position in terms of compliance with
NCRS.

6.3  Methodology - A sample of 180 incidents recorded in Oct and Nov 2014 were
downloaded from the Command & Control system. The sample consisted of 90 incidents
opened under Anti-social Behaviour and Public Safety / welfare category and 90
incidents opened under a crime related incident code (violence, criminal damage,
burglary etc.).

6.4 The call recordings for all 180 incidents were requested from Contact Management. 164
incidents did have an audio file and each call was listened to. The records for the
remaining 16 audio files could not be retrieved and so these incidents were audited
based on the incident log alone.

Overall Findings

6.5 Of the 180 incidents reviewed, there were 171 crimes alleged, of which 142 crimes were
recorded (83%). This represents an 8 percentage point increase in compliance
compared to the previous internal audit in July 2014 and a 13% increase since the HMIC
CDI Inspection.

6.6 Of the 142 crimes recorded, 128 were classified as crimes within 72 hours of the earliest
report, which is the professional standard for crime recording.

6.7 Of the 180 incidents reviewed only 3 incidents showed any supervisor intervention for
crime recording on the incident log before closure.

Question
Incidents

opened on a
crime code

Incidents opened
as ASB or Public
Safety / Welfare

Total

How many crimes should have
been recorded? 82 89 171

How many crimes were
recorded? 68 74 142

How many crimes were over
recorded? 0 1 1

How many crimes were correctly
classified? 61 68 129
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Audit Observations

6.8 In the overall sample there were 11 allegations of Rape. 2 reports were crimes
committed out of county and were correctly recorded as CRI’s with the other forces
reference number. 5 were correctly recorded within 72 hours, and 4 were correctly
recorded within 7 days after the initial report, with a full rationale which explained the
reasons for delay.

6.9  Allegations of crime should be opened using the corresponding opening code on the
command and control system. This will trigger the in-built NCRS safeguard and ensure a
person resulting and closing an incident uses the appropriate +R function. This in turn
will generate a prompt for the person to provide a rationale for not recording a crime (e.g.
+R 692 Credible evidence to the contrary). If call handlers open logs using the crime
codes, this will help to identify those incidents where the call for service is in relation to
crime and will assist in the identification and management of those victims that are at risk
of harm.

6.10 The audit revealed that there is a misunderstanding of what constitutes an NCRS
compliant rationale. Frequently, officers do not negate the initial call for service. The
approach taken is that, if a victim does not want to take any action or pursue a complaint,
they will not record a crime. However NCRS is quite clear that if a crime is confirmed by
the victim but they do not wish to make a complaint, the crime should be still be
recorded. Officers must understand that the allegation is made at the point of contact and
any crime recording decision making process should be made on all available first
contact information.

6.11 There is currently no quality assurance of incident logs and the audit only identified 3
incidents that were subject to supervision for crime recording. In order to minimise risk to
victims and improve compliance, there should be a dedicated resource responsible for
the scrutiny of high risk incidents (rape, robbery, child protection, domestic).

6.12 The standard of call handling varied. Out of the 164 calls listened to there were 7 calls
where the operator was very good and displayed the polite, helpful and professional
competencies expected. However were 3 calls where the operator did not meet the
expected standard and 13 other calls where the caller gives information that is not
documented on the incident log. There were also 6 calls where call handler is new to the
role and training.

7. MONITORING

7.1 The audit findings are presented to the Strategic Performance Board on a quarterly basis
which is chaired by the Deputy Chief Constable, this meeting is also attended by the
PCC.

7.2 The Force Crime and Incident Registrar has regular monthly meetings with DCC, the
Head of Public Protection and the Head of CID to discuss the compliance issues and also
attends regular meetings with the Head of Contact Management and the PCC.
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8. RISK/THREAT ASSESSMENT

Financial/Resource/Value for Money Implications

8.1 The report has no financial / resource implications.

Legal Implications

8.2 There are no legal implications regarding this report. This is an internal audit to inform the
Ethics Committee on Force compliance with regard to data quality.

Implications for Policing Outcomes

8.3 Accurate and ethical recorded crime data is essential to any meaningful crime reduction
strategy to ensure effective and professional operational, tactical and strategic decisions
are made and the best use of resources are assured.
Consistent and comparable incident and crime data is at the heart of public accountability
and effective mechanisms to demonstrate data quality is key to ensuring that the public
has confidence in crime and incident data.

Equality

8.4 There are no implications in relation to the Equality Duty.

9.        RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 Members are RECOMMENDED to note the report.

Emma Houston (6983)
Force Crime & Incident Registrar
Professional Standards
March 2014

Members’ Enquiries to: Mr John Jones, Assistant Chief Officer (01305) 223710
Press Enquiries to:  Public Relations Officers (01305) 223780/3640


