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INTRODUCTION

This paper presents the findings of a telephone suNey conducted by sraff of the Research and
Coordination Division of the Criminal Jusrice Corffnission (CJC) to ass€ss a new service delivery
policy recently trialled in the Gold Coast Police Disrrict. The policy, kqown as 'Standing Operational
Procedures for Negotiated Response to Complaints', was designed to reduce the demands being rnade
o, poljce rcsources by allowing certain minor offences to be dealt with by telephone. The t al
commenced on 22 October 1996 and was in operation until4 December 1996.

The main objectives in conducting the telephone survey werc to:

. collect information on the fype of incidents dealt with under the new policy

. assess the level of client satisfaction widr the type of police response rcceived

. provide the Queensland Police Service (QPS) with information !o assist in the formulation of
policy and procedures for implementing negotiated response.

The statutory basis for the CJC undenaking this survey de ves from sections 23(g) of the Cimi al
JuJtice Act 1989, which defines as one of the responsibilities of the CJC: 'monito ng the performance
of the police service with a view to ensuring that the most appropriate poticing methods are being
used'. The project is also in accord with a cunent CJC corporate objective to 'monitor and enhance
the professionalism, effectiveness and responsiveness of the QPS'.

The paper is organised under the following headings:

. Background Information and Policy Desc prion

. Merhodology

. Survey Findings

. Surffnary and Policy Irnplications.
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BACKGROTJND INFORMATION AND POLICY
DESCRIFTION

In late October 1996, lhe Cold Coast Police Distric! rrialled a new service delivery policy aimed ar
promoting the more efficient use of District resources. The policy, called ,standing Operational
Procedures for Negotiated Response to Complaints', was intrended for use or y in the Gold Coast
District. The development of rhe polic] was, in part, trc result of a growing concern that substantial
police resoulces were being expended to deal with relatively minor matters.

Although the new policy carne under the banner of'negotiated response', it was not desigied to
incorporate a wide range of negotiated response stmtegies, but rather focused more rrallowly on
handling relatively minor incidenrs by telephone.

The specific aims of rhe policy were ro:

. provide police with additional time to conduct inquiries and investigarions, and !o engage in
more pro-active work by reducing ihe rcquirement for police to attend to certain categories ol
minor offences

. allow calls for seflice to be prioridsed to ensure ihat ihe most serious incidents received ao
irtun€diate response

. improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the cold Coast District Comunications Centre
(ccDcc).

The types of minor offences identified by lhe QPS as n[tters that could be dealt with over the relephone
without the need for a police patrol to attend were:

. malicious telephone calls (Radio Code - 107)

. mino{ stealing offences (123)

. unlawtul use of a motol tehicle (127)

. wiltul damage/graffiti (135)

. lost/srolen properry (136).

The policy was designed to apply generally !o the offences listed above. However, there were a number
of conditions set oul in the policy that limited the circumstances under which the matter could be
handled stricdy by telephone. Fot example, maners could nor be handled using rhe new policy if:

. the value of property or loss to the victim was in excess of $5 ,000

. there was some form of violence indicated by the caller or fears for the caller's safely

. there were suspects and they were at the scene

. there appeared to be some evidentiary value in police attending the scene

. there werc suspicions that the nutter was false.
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The policy did nor impose any condilions regarding lost property, and directed that alt calls of this
nalure be dealt wirh by telephone. All orher ma[terc, including break-and-enier offences, were
specifically excluded from the policy and conrinued to be handled by police in rhe usual manner (e.g.
police patrol).

The new policy operated quite simply. When a call for service was received at fte CGDCC, ir would
be categoris€d according to the se ousness and natute ofthe incident. lf the matter was one of the
minor offences named in the policy, and after the telephone interceptor was satisfred that none of the
listed conditions applied, the cailer was informed tllat the matter would be resDonded to ar a rarer Llme
by telephone. The Comnunications Supervisor was involved in rhis initial assessment and had the
discretion to overide the policy and disparch a police patrol to the call if deemed necessary.

Once the caller was told that the matter would be handled by telephone, the relevant police station or
Police Beat Shopfront was informed of the matter by facsimile and the job was rcmoved from the
Infomation Management System (IMS) dispatch screen. The unit rcceiving rhe facsimile was then
rcsponsible for contacting rhe complainant by telephone, completing a Crime Repon and forwarding
the details of rhe incident for entry inro the Crime Repofting Information System for police (CRISP).

The new policy was in use in the Gold Coast District for about one and a half mo hs. As the result
of objections rais€d in the Queensland Parliament on 3 December 1996,r followed by criticism of the
new procedures in the media, the policy was suspended on 4 December 1996.

I
I

I QueeBland. Lcgislative Assmbly 196, HaNard, p. 4762.
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Cor r) Co^sr Dr:\ rRt(T NFco rrATtD Rrs[toNsr TRrArr SuRvEy FTNDING5 I
METHODOLOGY

DATA soURcEs

For dris srudy, the analysis was restricr€d to calls for service categodsed as prioriry 3 - Division ZZ
(Negotiated Respoose). These were matters identified by ttle CGDCC as minor offences covered under
the provisions of the new policy. Over the pe od of the trial, there were 125 calls for service
categorised in this manner, representing only 1.5 per cenr of all calls received at the CCDCC.,

Ourr,rlrn or rrn suRvEy
The suryey, which began on 19 December 1996 and ended on 9 January 199?, was administered by
telephone using CIC research staff as inte{viewers. It consisted of 17 questions. Each respondent was
asked to recall the incidenf he o( she had called the police about and whether it involved loss or damage
to property. They were asked a range of questions designed !o assess how satisfied they were with the
way rhe police handled the nrattei, and given an opportunity to cornment on how the police could
improve their seryice. (A copy of rhe survey is attached as an appendix ro this report.)

Of the 125 calls for seflice, 48 complainants could not be contacted during ihe time frame allocated
for the survey. A furthet three were not surveyed because ihey refused to participate. Of tlle remaining
74, all were interviewed but 13 were excluded from the study because their complaints were handled
by police using other negotiated response strategies (such as making arrangements for a patrol to attend
at a later time or by asking the complainant to repor-t the nattet in pemon at the local police station).
Sixry-one rcspondents (80%) had their complaints dealt wirh by telephone.

2 During the F iod 22 Ocrober io 4 December 1996. thc GCDCC Eeived 8,209 cath for snice
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G()Lr) CoAsT DISTRTCT NE@ThTED RESpoNsE TRrAL: SuRVEy FTNDTNGS

STJRVEY FINDINGS

Survey findings are presenled under the following major headings:

' characterisdcs of th€ matters repo ed by rcspondents

. Perceptions of respondents

. Levels of respondent satisfaction

. Respondents' suggesdons for improving service delivery.

Cu.q,rucrnnrsucs oF TIIE MATTERS REpoRTED By REspoNDENTS

Respondents were informed of the date on which they called drc police and were then asked if they
could recall the nature of the incident. Flglre 1 summarises the responses to this question.

It shows that all of the incidents reported by the respondents werc offences cover€d under the
provisions of the new policy. Just under half (43%) were stea.ling offences widl wilful damage making
up the second largest offerice group (28%). Petrol station drive-offs, which wete excluded from the
stealing offence category, were the third targest category and accounted for 15 per cent of all reponed
matters. Slightly less than [0 per cent of marte$ dealt with unlawtul use of a motor vehicle and a
further 5 per cent with malicious teleDhone calls.

FTGURD 1 - T\?Es oF MATTERS REFoRTED Dy RESPoMENTS

M. l i c l o ! .T r l . pho^ .  c . n .

Unrrwtul U.. orM.brV.hicl!

l. Srealing (l) excludes pet.ol snrion d.ive-offs
2.  n=61.
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In 89 per cent of all cases, the malter being reported involved loss o{ damage to propefiy. Table I
shows that a large rnajoriry (76 % ) of matrers dealt wirh by telephone involved relarively minor loss€s
of less than $1,000. Only foul matters (7%) involved a loss or damage valued berween $1,000 and
$5,000. In accordance with the requirements of the policy, there was no case, olher than for unlawful
use of a mobr vehicle, where the value of the loss or darnage to property exceeded $5,000.

TABLE I - VALUE oF Loss oR DAMAGE To pRopERTy REP0RTED By REspoNDENT

value $ Number of matters Percentage ofmatters

l - 5 0 0 32

500 1,000 t4 23

1,000 - 5,000 4 '7

l l 18

Total 6l r00

I
I
t

I

I

I

t
I

I
I

t
I
I

I
I

I
I
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1. Percentages have been rounded up.
2. Other' consis$ ofone respondent who did nor recall the value ofthe loss or damage lo propefty and six

respondenB who did nor answer $e quesrion, and includes four marrers involving incidenrs of unlawful us€ of
a motor vehicle shere the value of the loss was the replacemenr cost of fte mo(or vehicle.

PERCEPTIONS oF RESPoNDENTS

The adoption of lhe negotiated response policy marked a substantial change in the way rhar police
would respond to certain types of calls for service in the Gold Coast Disffict. To gauge the public's
attitude to the new policy, respondents werc given an opportunity to corffnent on whether they were
comfortable with ftis new style of service delivery.

Respondents were asked if they felt pressured to have rheir rnarter handled by telephone. Most (80%)
reponed that the) did nor feel pressured.

Table 2 shows the reasons given by the 20 per cent of responde s vho said they did feel pressured.
Although most rcspondents said that tlEy did not feel pressured into having their matter dealt with by
telephone, the suruey found that 65 per cent of all rcspondents (73% of pressured responden8) felt that
they were not given a choice to have the incident dealt with by some other means (e.9. police patrol).

When asked if they would be happy to have a similar malter dealt with by rclephone in drc tuture, 69
per cent of respondents said that were happy to have incidents handled in this way. Table 3 lisls the
reasons that respondents gave in support of this answer.

About 30 per cent of survey respondents (18) indicared that they would nor be happy to have a similar
matter dealt with by telephoDe in the future. Table 4 lists the main reasons given by these respondents.

t
I
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TABLE 2 - wHy RnspoNDEMs FELT pRxssuRED To HAVE THE MATTER DEALT wrrH By
TELEPIIONE

Note: Pe@ntages have been rounded up.

TABLE 3 - WHy RESPo|{DENTS woULD BE lrAppy ro ItAlaE A FUTURE MATTER DEALT wlrH By
TELEPHONE

Reasons srtated by r€spondent Number of
respondents

Percentage
of respondents

More convenient 13 33

Faster l0

Better use of scarce police resourc€s l4 36

Other 8 2l

Total 39 10{
Notes: 1- Percentages have been rounded up.

2. 'Other'included: 'I wouldn\ expect police to come for a callotthis type (5)i I don'l mind as long a5 the
police do a follow-up investigation' (l); 'Donl know wouldn t mat.ef (2).

TABLE 4 - WHy RESPoNDENTS woul-D NoT BE HAppy ro IrAvE A fr-rruRE MATTER DEALT wrrl{ By

Reasons srtated by respondent Number of
respondents

Peacentag€
of aespondents

I wasn't given an oprion. 8 73

The police sard lhar rhey wouldn r auend. 9

They didn l seem ro wanr lo bolher sending a police car. 9

Told me that it would take a long rime.

Total l l 100

TELE.PIIONE

R€asons stated by r€spondent Number of
respondents

Percentage
of respondents

Police officers should be attending !o all calls for servrce -
'it's fieir job'.

l 1 6 l

It makes a person feel better to have the police come and
sp€ak in person,

2 T I

You don't get enough infomation over rhe telephone from
police about what ihey intend to do-

4 22

Officer on the telephone was rude,

Total l8 100
Noe: Percentages have been rounded up.

7r
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LEVELS oF RESP0NDENT SATISTACTIoN

Respondents were asked if overall they were sarisfied wirh the way rilar rhe police handled the incident.
The survey found that mosr (65%) said rhat they were sarisfied. This is slightly less than the general
level ofclient satisfaction rccently recorded in a Service Users Survey conducted by the QPS Corporate
Planning Unit in 1996.r This survey found that 79.5 per cenr of respondents were sarisfied with the
response that they received from lhe police.

Figure 2 shows the main reasons given by the 30 per cent of respondents who said that they were
dissatisfied with tbe police response. lt strows that the most common reason given by respondents who
were dissatisfied with the way rhat their call was handled under the new policy was rhar police had not
informed them of the progress or finalisation of the matter (38% of respondenrs).

FIOT,TE 2 - REASoNS ToR RxsPoNDENI DIssATIsFAcIIoN

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

1 0 0  -

5 0

2 5 -

0

3

:] Potice .ot rBsponsive

tr Di66ati6fied with th6 manne.

I Policg did not ks€p m€ informed

ffi No follow-up investigation

Noter  n=16.

3 Seplembcr 1996 Client Sadsfaction Survey. QPS Corporare Ptiming U.n, Unpubtished.
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RESPONDENTS' SUGGESTIoNS FoR IMPR0VING SERVICE DELIVERY

In light of lheir recent experience, respondents were given an oppomrnity to make suggestions about
ways that police could improve the delivery of policing sewices. Table 5 surnnarises &e fypes of
suggestions put forward by rhe l8 individuals (29%) who responded to this quesrion.

TABLE 5 - REspoNDENTs, succFJTroNS ABour How FoLrcE coulD rMpRovE TIIEIR sERvtcE

Sugg€stions offered bl respondents Number of
respondents

Percentage
of respondctrts

Police officeN should show more concern for victims. 4 22

Officers should be making more efforts at keeping
respondents/victims informed.

5 2 7

The police need more resources, 4 22

Police need to focus on the teally serious matters and place
less emDhasis on minot thinss.

4 22

Donl know. I 5

Total l8 100
Nole: Pe.cenrages have been rounded up.
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ST]MMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This paper presents the findings ofa telephone survey conducted by CJC research stalf to assess a new
s€rvice delivery policy recenrly rrialled in the cold Coast Police District. The policy, known as'Sunding Operational Procedures for Negotiated Respons€ m Compiairts', was desjgned to reduce the
demands being made on police resources by allowing certain minor offences to be dealt with by
telephone.

The policy was in operation from 22 October to 4 December 1996. The telephone survey was
conducted over the period 19 December 1996 ro 9 January 1997 wirh 74 people interviewed.

. During the period that the policy was in operation, 125 incidents were dealt with by police
under the policy's provisions. This represented only 1.5 per cent of all of the calls for service
received by the Gold Coast District over the period. Of he 74 respondents interviewed, about
80 per cent (61) had matters dealr with by telephone.

. Just under half of the mafters (43 %) involved stealing offences. Wiltul damage incidents made
up the second largest group (28%), fotlowed by perrol station drive-offs (15%).

. Three-quarte$ of all the matters involved losses or danages to property valued at less than
$1,000. In accordance with the requircments of ihe policy, there were no matters, other than
unlawful use of a motor vehicle, where the value of property exceeded $5,000.

. Eighry per cent of rcspondents said that drcy had nor felt pressured by police !o have dle rratter
dealt wift by telephone. However, 65 per cent of rcspondents also stated that they had not beeri
given a choice to have the matter dealt with by some other means (attendance by a police
pauou.

. About two-thids of the respondents srared ftar dley were sarisfied with the way the police had
handled the matter, and 69 per cent said dlat drcy would be happy to have a similar rnatter dealt
with by telephone in the future. (This is somewhat lower than the level of client satisfaction
with policing sefiices recorded in a recent QPS survey.) The most common cause of
dissatisfaction was that police had llot kept respondents infomed of the actions ttrcy had taken.

The findings of this study support the coruinuarion and exrension of the trial. It is vital that police
develop ways ofusing their resources more efficiently. Handling certain types ofcalls for service by
telephone is one way of doing this. Use of this procedure not only increases efficiency, but represents
a cost saving io the QPS in the order of $75.00 a call.a However, there are several ways in which drc
policy could be improved and the risk of public controversy minimised.

. Increase the community's awareness about negotiated response as a service delivery
strategy.
Negotiated response represents a significant change in the way that police services are
delivered in a coDrmunify- It is therefore important that the public be informed about what
negotiated response involves and the reasons for its introduction.

. Offer the caller a choice of police response (€.g. telephone versus police patrol).
Some survey rcspondents expressed frustration at not being given lhe choice ofpolice response
(e.9. telephone versus attendance by police pauol). As a service delivery st{ategy, negotiated

I
I
I
t

T I
-

4 Esihated cost oa anending ave!.ge fahe ahm, eps, Unpublished.



GoLD CoAsr DIsTRtcT NEGoTTATED RESPONSE TRTAL: SuRvEy FiNDTNGS

respons€ should be designed not only to maximis€ efficiency but also to locus on client needs.
Both these objectives could be achieved by incorpomting s€veral response oprions in the policy.
One of these options might include allowing the rcspondent to choose rhe sryle of police
response they would prefer. As indicated in dle survey, even when given the choice, most
respondents would still have been happy to have rhe maner dealr wirh by telephone_

Develop a call-back procedure to keep callers informed about action taken,
The survey highlights the impo ance of police keepiDg the respondent or vicrim informed.
Several respondents spoke of the need for the QPS to establish a process whereby the police
would keep the respondent or viciim informed about ihe progrcss of the matter or, at the very
least, notified when the matter was finalised. A telephone call-back procedure, or notification
by mail, would increase public satisfacrion with the policy and the willingness of people to have
tuture calls handled in this way.
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I APPENDIX

I SDRVICE USERS SI]R}'EY
Gold Coast Police District

1996

I
I
I
I

Number

NAME oF SERI,'ICE USER

TELEPHO\E NT,MBER

DETATT^S or CALL

I

REcoRD oF TELEPEoM CALLS

Number of Calh 1 2 3

Date

Time Call Cofiunemed

Time Call CompletedI
t

APPOTNIMENT TIMES (CAIL BAcKs)

I

Date Time Comments

2

t IN.rERt'IEwlR,s ScR['r

Good aflemooi./evening. my nam€ is ................ I am a Research Officer for the Criminal Jusrice Cornrnission
a  w o u l d  l i k e  r o  s p e a l (  r o  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I f  the person is not ayai lable: Weareinterestedincontact ing.. . . . . . . . .__.. .___.. . inordertospeaktohim/her
about a recent call he/she made to rhe police that was deah wfth by way of a new policy. Pefiaps I could rilg
arcther lime?

Ifa\,ailable: The &imin i Juslice Commission is conducring a brief l0'minl]re survey jn coopemtjo! with the
Queensland Police Service to evaluate a new service delivery Dolicv recenrlv rrialled in the cold Coast police
Disirict. A rece call that you made io the Que€nsland police w;s handled by;fficers fottowing lhis new policy.
I would like fo ask ifyou were sadsfied with the way thar rhe police handled your call. Your responses lo rhis
survey will be kept strictly confidential and will only appear as starisrical surnmaries. Would you mind
panicipanng in this survey?

If no: Thank the penon for his/her time anl terminale the call.

fl'err I don't want to tale up too much of your time. h ir convenient for you to ulk to me now?
If necessary, anange for another coni/enient time and conrtm comact detaib,

t
I
I
I
I
I
I 1 3
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GoLD CoAsT DISTRJCT NEGoTIATED REspoNsE TRrAL: SuRvEy FTNDINGS I
It would like ro ralk about a call lhat you made to rhe police on

QUESTION 1

Do you recall what was the matter lhat you called the police about?

Break and Enter 1

Stealing 2

Assault 3

Wiltul Damage 4

Petrol Drive-Off 5

Traffic Accident 6

O the r . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . .  7

Don't Recall (Teminate Intefiiew) 8

Nil Response 9

QUFSTIoN 2

Did the matter you called police about involve loss or damage to propefty?

Yes

No (go Q4)

Nil Response

I

2

9

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
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QuEsrtoN 3

What was the apploximate value of the properfy?

$1 - $s00

$500 - $ 1,000

$1000, $5,000

Over $5,000

Don't recall

Nil Response

QuEsrroN 4

Did you speak with a police officer in percon, ot was the matter handled over the telephone?

In person

Telephoie (go to QB)

Nil Response

QuEsrroN 5

Did the police officer come to see you! or were you asked to go to a police station to discuss the
matter fufiher?

Police came to see me

Went to police station (8o t 07)

Other

Nil Response

I

2

3

4

8

9

I

2

9

t

2

3
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QtrBsrroN 6

How long did it take for the police to arrive?

1 (same) day

2 (next) days

3-7 days

More than a week

Still haven't afived

Nil Response

QTIESTIoN 7

Do you think the matter that you called about could have beell handled strictly over ihe telephone?

Yes (go ta Ql1)

No (go to Ql l)

Don't Know (go to Qll)

Nil Response (go to Q11)

Qr,EsrroN 8

Did the police indicate that you had a choice to have the mater handled over drc telephone ol to
have a police office attend and speak to you in person?

Yes

No

Don't Recall

Nil Response

1 6
-



APPENDIX: SERVICE USERS SURVEY

QuEsrroN 9

Did you feel pressured to have your matter dealt with over the telephone?

Yes

No (Bo to Qi 1)

Nil Response

I

2

9

QriEsrroN 10

Why did you feel pressured?

t
I
t
I
I
t
t
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

QUESTIoN 11

Would you be happy to have a similar matter dealt with over the telephone in the future?

Yes

No (go to 913)

Nil Response

I

2

9

QUESTIoN 12

fleJ - Why? Can you give me some reasons?

Qr,EsrroN 13

I//ro - Why not? Can you give me some reasons?

I 7
-



GoLD CoAsT DlsTRrcr NEGoTIATED RESPoNSE TRTAL: SuRvEy FTNDINGS

QUTS"IIoN 14

Overall, were you satisfred or dissatisfied with the way in which the police handled rlte incidenr?

S^tisfied (go to Q17)

Dissatisfied

Don't know (go to Q17)

Nil Response

I
I
I
I
I

QuEsrroN 15

Can you tell me why you were dissatisfied?

I
I
t
I
t
t

QurJlroN 16

Given this expedence with tLrc police, how could they improve fteir service?

QrEs' oN I7 - (Determine without asking)

Male

Fernale

T s coNcLUDFJ ouR sLRlrY.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICTPATION.

I
t
t
t
t
I
I
I
t

I 8
-




