











TCs manage their workloads. Each team is assigned a fully warranted PC to perform
an IO role and to make arrests and to provide additional police powers and
knowledge to the team’. (op cit:17)

Results from the MEP pilot — November 2004 to February 2006

According to the IES report:

‘The Volume Crime project has demonstrated that a mixed economy approach is
effective in this area. The integration of police staff into the CID teams has been
successful and has shown that all solvable crimes can be investigated. This is the
result of cases being handled more speedily and efficiently so a greater number of
investigations can be undertaken’ (op cit: 9).

It is important to note that the evaluators do not claim specifically that the MEP is
more effective or efficient than the traditional model that preceded it. In the absence
of any financial data they are unable, in fact, to cast any light on the comparative
cost of the two models. The more cautious tone of the report stands in marked
contrast with the hyperbole about the initiative in announcements from ACPO ranks
within the force; some of it made at a time when the project seemed to be failing to
fulfil its earlier promise and additional staff resources were being injected.

It is significant to note that the Accenture report on all the pilot Workforce
Modernisation pilots across England and Wales could only write about the ‘potential’
of workforce modernisation as their review of those schemes and the evaluations of
them, found that the ability to draw ‘clear, firm and comparable conclusions’ was
limited (Accenture: 2007 4).

In Surrey’s case this can be attributed to the failure to ensure that the conditions for
a robust evaluation of the Volume Crime project were satisfied and to the
performance of the Waverley pilot which appears to have failed to sustain the level of
performance achieved in the first few months of its operation.

Overview of the limitations of the evaluation

o No pre-implementation data are provided on the performance
of Waverley GO CID prior to the introduction of the MEPs. Yet
the same head count was maintained when staffing the pilot
initially, giving the impression that such a comparison was
intended.

) In the absence of these historic comparative data, Guildford
borough was used as the comparison site. The use of this site
is problematic as Guildford had been chosen for another force
MEP project on neighbourhood policing which was to be
conducted at the same time. There is no recognition in the
report of the fact that this initiative could have affected the
performance of Guildford on the dimensions used for the
comparison with Waverley. There is no discussion of why
Guildford was considered to be sufficiently similar to
Waverley, or of other factors relevant to its performance, to
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justify its selection. Detection rates are used as Pls and,
therefore, a comparison of the ‘crime mix’ in the two areas
should have been undertaken. Crime mix is known to be a
crucial determinant of detection rates: ‘Overall, detection rates
by areas reflect in large part variations in the mix of crimes
with which forces have to deal’ (Tilley et a/, 2007: 230). No
reference is made to crime mix in the evaluation report.
Although Guildford CID had more staff than Waverley, a point
that is frequently made in the report, unlike Waverley it was
not protected from abstractions during the period of the pilot.
There may have been times when the level of staff was not
only lower, but much lower, than the establishment figure
indicates. As the findings of this report confirm, this is a
reasonable assumption to make.

There were only six detectives in the Guildford office. A very
high proportion of the other twenty staff were inexperienced
probationer constables. This workforce mix needs to be kept
in mind when the comparison is made with the Waverley
office and the workforce mix there.

Performance against Pls selected for the evaluation can be
influenced by force interventions. The number of crimes
allocated is used as a Pl yet the adjustable force crime
allocation matrix determined how many crimes were allocated
to the Waverley teams and the Guildford CID.

The speed with which crimes are closed is adopted as
another PIl. Yet the decision to close a crime as undetectable
is a matter of interpretation, as is the judgement as to the
reasonableness of such a recommendation. It is important
that staff making those decisions on both sites interpreted the
criteria in a similar fashion, that they were not subject to
pressure because of the high profile pilot and that their
decisions were regularly audited; preferably by an
independent body which could not be influenced.

As noted above, detection rates are used as a performance
indicator but there are no data on how detections were
achieved and whether there was a marked difference between
typical outcomes in the two sites. The charge option is more
expensive to achieve than other sanction detection outcomes
and because of this fact, a rigorous evaluation would require
data on the proportion of detections falling in each category
for both sites. A request for this information revealed that
Surrey police only capture these data for the force as a whole
and not at the level required for this evaluation. Yet its
relevance is already suggested by the findings from the IES
evaluation. IES found that it took longer in Waverley to close
detected crimes than it did in Guildford. Such a finding is
calling out for further data on the proportion of those
detections that resulted from a charge as opposed to the other
types of sanction detections/offenders brought to justice
outcomes. The question remains unanswered as to whether a
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higher proportion of detections in Waverley was achieved
through the charge option which could help to explain why it
took longer there to close detected crimes.

o The pilot was designed to use the same head count but with a
more cost effective staff mix to achieve at least the same
performance as before, but with improved customer service
and efficiency. In fact the head count was increased in May
2006 when the extra team and other staff were added.

o The comparative performance data do not show Waverley to
be the consistently better site on all the indicators chosen by
the evaluators. Data on the performance of the MEP teams
indicates that they had not sustained the level of achievement
on the chosen performance indicators in the months
immediately preceding the evaluation.

o Variation in the performance of the MEP teams is not
investigated in sufficient depth to develop an adequate
explanation for it. Given that tasking across teams is one of
the operating principles of the new office regime it is strange
that the separate outputs of the respective teams are
considered at all, as some of those outputs should have been
the result of cooperative, cross-tasking effort.

Allocation of crimes

The report claims that more cases have been handled more speedily and efficiently
allowing a greater number of investigations can be undertaken.

'in comparison with the control borough of Guildford, the CID pilot in
Waverley, with one third fewer staff, has on average managed to
investigate as many crimes. Each person in the pilot is handling 6.0
investigations compared with 3.9 in Guildford’ (op cit: 68).

In fact the data on workloads, as measured by the number of crimes allocated in
both areas, show the pilot area in a less favourable light than in the above quotation.
The interpretation of those workload data is more complex than the more simplistic
overall averages suggest. They represent the average for the whole 16-month
period. Yet during the months from March 2005 until September 2005, the month
‘when the crime allocation returned to normal’, the number of crimes allocated to the
teams built up to such a high level that ‘team leaders were under considerable
pressure and crimes were taking longer to investigate which led to a rapidly
deteriorating situation’ (op cit:17).

To bring workloads under control the force crime allocation matrix, which assesses
crimes by type and likelihood of solving, was raised and this reduced the volume of
crimes coming into the unit to a more manageable level.

The average figure of investigations used to conclude that Waverley was the more

effective site therefore includes the months when the allocation of crimes was
acknowledged to be unrealistically high and when, it is admitted, the teams could not
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carry out investigations effectively. It would appear that the only purpose served by
hiking up the allocation was the production of an inflated average of investigations.

In addition it should be noted that the adjustment made to the crime allocation matrix
in order to bring down allocations in Waverley, indicates how the use of the number
of crimes allocated as a performance indicator has to be treated with some
considerable caution. It is not a robust and independent indicator as a management
intervention in the manner just described can determine, by fiat, the level of
performance which is then used as an indicator of effectiveness. Hypothetically,
Guildford may have been able to cope with more crime than it was allocated under
the crime allocation matrix, resulting in its performance being kept artificially lower
than its potential.

The data also show that Waverley had not been able to sustain even the more
modest level of performance it achieved after the adjustment in September 2005 and
in later months had fallen well below the levels it attained in the early months of the
initiative.

In Waverley] allocation of both Home Office and all crimes in the
most recent month of February 2006 found them at their lowest
levels since the pilot began, down from a starting point of 140 and
146 respectively to 111 and 125’ (op cit:48).

Interestingly in the light of our earlier hypothetical observation regarding the potential
for Guildford to have investigated more crimes than it was allocated the report
continues:

‘By comparison, over the same period, the proportion of all crimes
allocated in Guildford rose by 62 per cent, whilst that of HO crimes
rose by 70 per cent’ (op cit: 48).

Despite the fact that the Waverley teams had proved themselves capable of
achieving a much higher level of performance in the early months of the pilot, the
force were obviously not convinced they could return to this level of performance
because they proposed to add an extra team and additional personnel to the office in
two months' time (May 2006). This addition of seven full-time equivalent staff
represents a 26 per cent increase in head count. Presumably to maintain the basis
for the comparison Guildford was to receive a similar injection of staff resources!

This additional force intervention further compounds the problem of evaluation, as
the original intention had been to keep the head count at the level it had been prior to
the introduction of the initiative

Crimes closed

According to the report one of the major targets of the project was to increase the
speed of investigation and to ensure that more crimes were closed quickly. With the

fall in the number of allocated crimes in Waverley in September 2005 there was a
predictable corresponding decrease in the number of closed crimes. More worryingly
for the pilot project, whereas it had closed 25.2 per cent of Home Office crimes and
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28.0 per cent of all crimes allocated in February 2006, Guildford had closed 37.0 per
cent and 35.7 per cent.

3. Number of offences closed, by borough CID

——Waverley - HO crimes - - i - -Guildford - HO crimes
—&— Waverley - All crimes — X — Guildford - All crimes

Source: Surrey Police MEP, 2006 (Quoted in Hayday 2006)

Average life of crime

The evaluation report concludes that the handling of cases more speedily and
efficiently is the key to the success of the Waverley pilot. The average life of all filed
crimes in Waverley since the start of the pilot was 53.9 days compared to 65.1 in
Guildford, which means that overall, on average, it took 83 per cent of the time taken
in Guildford to resolve cases. However, once again it has to be noted that this
general figure does not provide the complete picture. Waverley proves to take longer
to file detected crimes, with an average time of 87.1 days compared to 80.6 days in
Guildford although it is quicker at closing undetected/no-crimes, which have an
average life of 42.1 days compared to 55.3 days in Guildford.

The report does not attempt to explain these findings, which is curious.

It is worth bearing in mind, before it is claimed that the Waverley pilot is an
unqualified success, that these findings suggest that if Waverley were to improve on
the number of detections it achieves, and other things remained equal, this would
result in a poorer performance on the average life of crime PI.

Detections

The filed detection rates shown for each month of the project since November 2004
reveal that there has been a gradual decline in the detection rate in Waverley since
August 2005. The average number of filed detections per CID member over the
period is actually higher in Waverley than in Guildford, at 27.1 crimes compared to
23.0, but there is evidence once more of a recent change as in February 2006 the
filed detection rate dropped substantially, falling below the 17.3 per cent in Guildford
to 12.8 per cent.

94



Team differences

The team differences revealed in the following tables are not explained adequately in
the report but they are consistent with what was learnt from the observations and
interviews conducted at Waverley as part of the present study. The performance of
Team B is worth noting on two counts. First because its performance differs from the
other teams on each Pl and secondly because its performance is the worst in terms
of the number of crimes it holds on to yet it also has the highest detection rate. The
possibility that these two aspects of its performance are connected and the question
this raises about the use of both indicators as measures of effectiveness, are not

considered in the report.

4. Average number of crimes under investigation, by team per month

Team

Average number of crimes

under investigation

A

m O O W

245
41.6
26.1
32.1
28.1

Source: Surrey Police MEP, 2006 (Quoted in Hayday 2006: 51)

5. Average life of crime in days, by team

Team

Average life of crime
days across the months

A

m O O w

47.8
58.1
451
444
41.3

Source: Surrey Police MEP, 2006 (Quoted in Hayday 2006: 56 )

No attempt has been made here to compare detected with undetected within each

team although this proved to be significant when comparing Waverley with Guildford.

6. Detection rates for all crimes and HO recorded crimes, by team (average

monthly percentage)
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All recorded HO recorded

crimes crimes
A 24.3 27.7
B 35.5 44 4
C 19.8 251
D 27.4 33.2
E 32.2 38.8

Source: Surrey Police MEP, 2006 (Quoted in Hayday 2006: 60)
The present study of the Waverley MEP pilot

Having had the experience of conducting the focus groups with GO CID detectives it
was easy to identify the changes in the organisation of the Waverley CID Office
which are likely to have made the greatest impact on the processes there. It will be
argued that most of these changes cannot be described as Work Force
Modernisation and that disentangling their impact from that of the MEP teams further
restricts the conclusions that can be drawn from the evaluation.

From the start it is important to recall that prior to the implementation of MEP the
establishment of the CID office at Waverley, ignoring the inevitable abstractions,
comprised six detectives and 20 constables, mainly probationer constables,
supervised by three detective sergeants and a detective inspector. No data are
provided on the length of service and experience of the detectives but as retention of
detectives in GO CID once they had gained experience was reported to have been a
problem, it is reasonable to assume these detectives would also have been relatively
inexperienced.

The appointment of seven experienced detective constables as Team Leaders was
one of the most significant changes introduced by MEP. The others are discussed
below.

Key features of the reorganised Waverley office

) ‘team ownership’ of crimes replaced the allocation of crimes
to individual officers

Research by the force revealed that crime allocation under the
previous system had resulted in seriously delayed investigations.
The amount of lapsed time increased because officers were absent
through rest days, leave and other abstractions, eg, court
attendance, and workload pressures meant that the attention given
to those crimes was intermittent and for relatively short periods of
time only. One area of service that suffered in consequence was
the attention given to victims: they would reportedly telephone to
speak to the officer in the case only to be told they were not
available. Victims were also not updated regularly on progress on
their crimes.
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To overcome these problems crimes are now allocated to teams
although, strictly speaking, the teams do not take ownership of
crimes. Crimes are still allocated to individual officers — the DC
Team Leaders who are the ‘officers in the case’. The difference is
that these detectives now have staff resources at their disposal and
can delegate tasks, through the Team Coordinator, to these team
members according to the level of skill and knowledge required by
the task. The detectives design the investigative strategy for each
crime and produce a set of taskings which are recorded on a data
base.

The Team Coordinator, who keeps the diaries of the team
members, then allocates the tasks. The Team Coordinators play a
vital role in the new system. They will undertake an impressive
number of the allocated tasks themselves, relieving colleagues in
the team of a substantial amount of both high and low level
administrative work: completing forms, arranging appointments with
witnesses and suspects (it is common practice in Waverley for
suspects to attend the police station following such requests),
liaising with victims and other agencies, answering the telephone
and dealing with enquiries. If a task needs to be done urgently and
no-one in their team is available at the time to do it, they will make a
request for assistance to the Coordinators of the other teams. This
cross-tasking is presented as another strength of the Waverley
system although, as will be noted below, not all the teams
cooperate. It had initially been thought that investigations could be
passed seamlessly from one team to another but only tasks, and
not cases, are shared out in this way.

o a strict performance management system was introduced with
the MEP project.

One of the scheme members commented that the performance
management system introduced with the pilot scheme is more
robust than Team Leaders had experienced in the past. Previously
performance data tended to be aggregated to a BCU level whereas
now teams and units are assessed.

What teams did wasn’t measured in the past. That was another
eye-opener for us and for the force | think. That’s what’s spurred
them on to stick with this sort of model. They used to give the whole
division’s crime rates but didn’t really get down into who’s actually
delivering what.

. in the first instance responsibility for the performance of the
team rests with the Team Leader.

With a ratio of one supervisor to four staff in each team, supervision
of the work can obviously be much closer than it was previously.
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Detective Team Leaders have hands-on knowledge of each
investigation the members of their team are involved in. They
demonstrated to the writer that they know which stage each
investigation had reached, the number of open crimes they were
handling at that time and the current detection rate of their teams.
They also knew how other teams were performing.

o detective sergeants are able to take a more holistic view of
the work of the teams.

Monitoring of the performance of the teams is made easier because
there is greater transparency within the system. The taskings and
the actions are recorded and are hence reviewable. Performance
data are collected and reported on weekly.

Before, you couldn’t get to the crime because you only had three
DS’s and 26 staff carrying 300 crimes, and that’s if you had three
supervisors but if one was away working on a major incident and
another one was on leave, you'd actually only got one supervisor
and a lot of the staff were probationers. Here, you've got a ratio of
one supervisor to four staff and then there are two DS’s so we have
got eight supervisors altogether in this office and it’s actually
increased the quality of work.

In the past detective sergeants were expected to combine
supervising a team with investigative work. As skilled investigators
they picked up the more complex crimes and although that ensured
quality investigations were done they found that it reduced the level
of supervision they were able to provide.

What do your 20 people do while you're at court for a fortnight or
while you're in the cells all weekend doing interviews. Good for the
case but what are you doing for the people you are supposed to be
supervising when you’re stuck in custody?

A detective inspector has overall responsibility for both the
Waverley and Guildford CID offices and over 60 staff, so he has to
rely upon the detective sergeants adopting a more strategic role in
the teams and communicating with the teams on his behalf.

e there is provision for a dedicated duty team each day to
interview prisoners arrested overnight and to deal with the work
that comes into the office that day.

One of the Waverley detectives explained how, under the previous
system, he would be working on his own cases and then be called
away to deal with prisoners arrested by 24/7 response officers; a
common feature of life in GO CID.

They would phone, for example, to say ‘three have just been nicked
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for a punch-up’ and you then had to ring up the witness you had an
appointment to interview and try to rearrange it. All the time you
were saying, ‘Sorry’ to people. Day after day after day we were
forever juggling and the person who suffered most was the victim at
the other end or the witness who’s been put off three times.

Now the duty team will service these requests leaving the other five
teams free to carry out their taskings and other work they have
planned in the knowledge that there would be no interruptions that
day. On the few occasions the volume of work has proved to be too
much for the duty team a DS has intervened to deploy staff from the
other teams.

° predictable abstractions, eg, for leave, rest days of DC Team
leaders and Team Coordinators are covered by the provision
afforded by the Support Team Leader and Support Team
Coordinator.

Previously the Waverley office, in common with GO CID
offices across England and Wales, would have had to meet
such abstractions without additional resources.

° the Detective Team Leaders are confident to close crimes

because they believe their experience is respected and their
decisions will be supported.

It was argued that in the past detectives have tended to hold on to
crimes for too long.

Police are crap sometimes at letting go of jobs that clearly aren’t
going anywhere, either from perceived pressure from the
organisation, which probably wasn’t there anyway, or victims’
expeclation. It’'s a case of looking someone in the eye and saying,
‘we’ve done a good job on this but this is as far as we’re going to go
with it’. If you don’t you just find jobs sticking around for months.
They're still doing a little bit here, a little bit there, but they have
been given the authority to file crime.

Knowing the organisation will support them if they make an
incorrect decision and file a crime too early, makes a significant
difference to the detective Team Leaders. One cannot
overemphasise the important difference providing this re-assurance
has made and its effect on their risk assessments.

o the Waverley CID teams are supported by other teams on the
borough.

The uniformed constables attached to the teams are available to
make arrests, execute warrants etc but the 24/7 response teams

are also used for this purpose. There is also prisoner interviewing
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as its innovatory feature.

The eight-BCU study identified several of the factors which changed with the
introduction of MEP at Waverley as conditions facilitating detection (Burrows, 2005:
117).The findings of that study suggest one would have expected the performance of
the teams to be high, independently of the work force mix. Among the factors
highlighted are:

° an active, credible and informed leadership stressing
detection and showing understanding of how it can be
achieved;

) an appropriate outcome-focused performance management
regime;

) regular and frequent facestoface as well as paper-based
supervision of officers involved in the conduct of
investigations, with feedback on activity; and

) allocation of sufficient staff.

To disentangle the effect of the MEP element, which is not possible with the
Waverley pilot, in any future study the evaluators will need to ensure that both the
experimental and control sites are as identical as possible on the detection
facilitating factors identified by Burrows et al and then compare teams using MEP
against those using sworn officers.

Crime types on the Waverley teams case loads

The open crimes on the crime loads of the Waverley teams were similar to those
which were described in the focus groups as those normally investigated in their
forces by the Volume Crime Units as opposed to GO CID. On initial inspection a
large proportion of the cases under investigation were cases where the victim and
suspect were known to each other. A substantial number involved juvenile offenders.
Typical cases were assaults involving threats, harassment and minor injuries, thefts
including shop lifting and criminal damage. If data had been provided on the crime
mix of the area in the IES evaluation report this could have been used to
contextualise these impressions. The crimes which comprise the core of GO CID
detective case loads, eg, rapes, robberies, serious assaults, sudden deaths, serial
burglaries etc did not appear to characterise the crime loads of the Waverley teams.
As one of the teams commented:

When | first joined the CID we used to spend our life on transit robberies and
shotgun robberies but generally it is not a problem for this area.

A similar comment was made about burglary.

Segmentation

Beneath the interest in the crime mix at Waverley lies the notion that the type of
organisational structure best suited to the investigation of one type of crime may not

be the one that is most suited to the investigation of another type. Hence critics of
the Waverley scheme may argue that even though mixed teams may perform well
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there, they would not enjoy the same amount of success elsewhere because the
prevailing type of crime in these other areas demands a different type of
organisational structure.

Approaching this issue from a different direction would lead us to ask how much
specialisation and task differentiation works to the benefit of the investigation
process and at which point does it become dysfunctional? Writers on organisational
theory provide timely reminders of how the benefits of pluralistic structures can be
outweighed by the inherent tendency of these structures to change into an aberrant
form — that of segmentation. One of the most serious of these dysfunctions as far as
criminal investigation is concerned is the breakdown in communication and loss of
information (see for example Kanter, 1983: 76) Burrows et al (op cit: 112) suggest
that spirals of increasing specialisation and fragmentation can develop:

high demand, which leads to
selectivity in investigation

e and division of labour in the conduct of tasks in the interests
of efficiency, which contributes to

o loss of generalised skills, which suggests

o the need for further specialisation, one result of which is
that

o sight is lost of the overall investigative process and its
outcomes, which produces
loss of morale, which is associated with
high staff turnover, which leads to

o further deterioration of the skills base, which underpins
arguments for

o the need for specialisation . . .

Some writers on organisations would claim that this is not an argument against
specialisation, task differentiation and pluralism which can bring definite advantages
(eg, Bate, 1994). It is rather a case of deciding on the amount of specialisation that is
appropriate with reference to the processes involved and of guarding against the
dysfunctional tendencies. It is debatable at the present time whether there is
sufficient documented knowledge of the processes that constitute criminal
investigation to assess the merits or otherwise of the fragmentation of an enquiry
through task specialisation. Because not all information that is acquired at the early
stage of an investigation is documented, as its relevance is not apparent at the time,
is there an advantage in having the same person involved from start to finish
because those initial impressions and observations may be crucial in interpreting a
fact that comes to light at a later stage? In how many cases has this arisen and if the
number is significant is it necessarily an argument against task differentiation?

The WFM re-engineering of tasks in certain respects resembles the classic,
mechanistic approach to organisational design that was so popular at the beginning
of the last century (Taylor, 1910). Many research studies have since demonstrated
that such models break down in practice as people chisel out areas of autonomy and
control in their work situation to achieve greater job satisfaction and promote their
own interests and those of the groups they belong to.
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In Waverley elements of this ‘resistance’ are beginning to manifest themselves in
deviations from the Standard Operating Procedure which, although they are minor,
are indicative:

e although investigations into crimes are supposed to be
allocated to the team, no one person having ownership, a
slow time job was allocated to one investigator — 'for the job
satisfaction of the personnel on the team’;

o there is some evidence that ex-detectives working as 10s
are resisting being tasked by the DC Team Leaders;

o staff are becoming frustrated in their current role and asking
about job enlargement and career progression;

e cross-tasking across the teams is meant to be one of the
strengths of the model but one team is routinely prevented
from cooperating. The diaries of members of this team are
filled up well in advance by their DC Team Leader, not the
Team Coordinator. This prevents them being put under
pressure by colleagues in other teams and ensures his
team continues to work on its own crimes; and

o the higher rate of detections attained by one of the teams is
achieved largely by ‘cherry picking' by the DC Team
Leader. Starting early in the morning he identifies reported
crimes that have high detection potential and contacts the
crime management unit to have them allocated to him.

It is to be hoped that the second round of pilots on WFM will be more carefully
studied than those in the first and that qualitative data collection methods, including
observation, will be included in the design of the evaluation.

The added bonus of any future evaluations of WFM and MEP in the area of criminal
investigation if they build upon the pioneering work of Burrows et al (op cif) is that
they will add to our understanding of the criminal investigation process: an area of
research interest that has been neglected for too many years.
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