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Interpretation Of The Boston Box

Appendix 1 (cont)

2.
Above-average
performance but in
decline

KEY

1.
Above-average
performance and
improving

4.
Below-average
performance and
declining

3.
Below-average
performance but
improving

The vertical axis shows performance during the 2001/02 planning year (1) or Apr/May 2002
(2). This is shown as % JDs per 100 officers. Average MPS performance is used to position
the horizontal axis and those boroughs performing better than the MPS average are shown in

either section 1. or 2. (ie above the horizontal axis).

The horizontal axis (trend) shows how last year compared with the year before (ie %

increase/reduction in number of JDs in 2001/02 compared with 2000/01).

Those boroughs

whose performance has improved in the last year are shown in either section 1. or 3. (ie to the

right of the vertical axis.)



Arrest Referral Monitoring
2001/02 planning year

Borough

Barking & Dagenham (1)
Barnet (1.5)

Bexley (1)

Brent (2)

Bromley (1)

Camden (2)

Croydon (1)

Ealing (2)

Enfield (1.5)

Greenwich (2)

Hackney (1.5)
Hammersmith & Fulham (1.5)
Haringey (2)

Harrow (1)

Havering (1)

Hillingdon (1.5)

Hounslow (1)

Islington (2)

Kensington & Chelsea (1.5)
Kingston - Upon Thames (1)
Lambeth (4)

Lewisham (2)

Merton (1)

Newham (2)

Redbridge (1)

Richmond - Upon Thames (1)
Southwark (2.5)

Sutton (1)

Tower Hamlets (1.5)
Waltham Forest (1)
Wandsworth (1.5)
Westminster (6.5)

MPS

() = drug worker establishment

18-Jun-02

Total

49
120
96
898
116
642
533
455
315
147
1064
699
285
161
110
236
410
559
788
502
562
554
980
139
159
72
418
314
472
130
101
3208

0.3%
0.8%
0.6%
5.9%
0.8%
4.2%
3.5%
3.0%
2.1%
1.0%
7.0%
4.6%
1.9%
1.1%
0.7%
1.5%
2.7%
3.7%
5.2%
3.3%
3.7%
3.6%
6.4%
0.9%
1.0%
0.5%
2.7%
2.1%
3.1%
0.9%
0.7%
21.0%

15294 100.0%

Contact only Assessed
44  0.4% 3 02%
76 0.8% 9 0.5%
17 02% 38 2.3%
785 8.0% 19 1.1%
23 02% 27 1.6%
418 42% 58 3.5%
309 31% 96 58%
91 09% 160 9.7%
192 19% 63 3.8%
16 02% 12 0.7%
917 93% 54 3.3%
526 53% 83 5.0%
218 22% 15 0.9%
38 04% 76 4.6%
48 05% 29 1.7%
200 2.0% 16 1.0%
143 15% 141 8.5%
256 2.6% 77 4.6%
525 53% 37 22%
437 44% 20 1.2%
153 16% 76 4.6%
281 2.8% 58 3.5%
826 84% 81 4.9%
72 07% 26 1.6%
148 1.5% 5 0.3%
42 04% 10 0.6%
159 16% 32 1.9%
222 23% 49 3.0%
228 23% 120 7.2%
105 1.1% 5 0.3%
56 06% 20 1.2%
2291 23.2% 143 8.6%

9862 100.0% 1658 100.0%

Assessed and
referred

2 0.1%
35 0.9%
41 1.1%
94 2.5%
66 1.7%
166 4.4%
128 3.4%
204 5.4%
60 1.6%
119 3.2%
93 2.5%
90 2.4%
52 1.4%
47 1.2%
33 0.9%
20 0.5%
126 3.3%
226 6.0%
226 6.0%
45 1.2%
333 8.8%
215 57%
73 1.9%
41 1.1%
6 0.2%
20 0.5%
227 6.0%
43 1.1%
124 3.3%
20 0.5%
25 0.7%
774 20.5%
3774 100.0%
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