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LINCOLNSHIRE POLICE AUTHORITY 
FINANCE AND PERFORMANCE COMMITTEE 
8TH JUNE 2010  

 
SUBJECT LINKING FINANCE AND PERFORMANCE  

REPORT BY TREASURER & CHIEF CONSTABLE 

CONTACT OFFICER JULIE FLINT, TREASURER  
TELEPHONE: (01522) 558187  
& TONY TOMLINSON, HEAD OF FINANCE 
TELEPHONE: (01522) 558187 

SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To provide an update on the early work undertaken in providing analysis of the 
consumption of financial resources and consequent impacts on performance. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 1. That the report be noted.  

2. To obtain feedback from members on the format, 
content and approach of the draft scorecard. 

 
A. SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Following the end of the Activity Based Costing regime and the commencement 
of Police Objective Analysis (POA), it was recognised that a gap existed in our 
understanding of resource allocation and performance (outcomes).   

1.2. Whilst historic cost analysis and comparisons of spend via benchmarking are 
being undertaken and will form an important part of the HMIC’s assessment of 
the Force, the linkages between resource allocation and performance outcomes 
are not being examined at a national level.  Locally, we are of the view that to 
take this one step further and look at the outcomes would be a really useful piece 
of work.  There are clear linkages in this approach to the strategic objectives in 
the policing plan1 and the work would also form evidence for the Police Use of 
Resources Assessment. 

1.3. For this reason a working group was formed of Authority and Force Finance and 
Performance staff to examine options and undertake some analysis.  It was 
recognised from the outset that this area of work had been looked at by many 
other Forces with limited success and where progress had been made in some 
instances this was with a great deal of investment. 

 
2. PROGRESS 

2.1. The group commenced meeting in November 2009 and has now met on four 
different occasions to discuss the options available.  Research has been 

                                                 
1 We will prioritise our activities and address risks by introducing an approach which demonstrates the linkage 
between performance outcomes and financial allocations. 
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undertaken looking at work done in central Government and other countries such 
as New Zealand. 

2.2. The group decided that it would be opportune to utilise the analysis groupings of 
the POA as this was becoming established and would form a meaningful basis 
for comparison across Forces as the data sets mature. 

2.3. The group looked at different ways of presenting and analysing data and whilst 
many different options were available the group decided upon a scorecard 
approach.  This scorecard should contain all relevant available information 
relating to a specific area of activity (based on POA level 1 hierarchy, see 
appendix A).    The scorecard should fit on one piece of A3 paper displaying both 
qualitative and quantitative information. 

2.4. Looking at the headings available within this analysis it was decided to 
concentrate on area 2 of the POA ‘Dealing with the public’. 

2.5. The initial version of the scorecard has been attached as appendix B to this 
report.  The scorecard is broken down into several areas: 

Area Description 

2.6. This section details what is included within each of the Level 1 POA headings.   
Departments, specific roles and supporting overheads will be listed.    

2.7. Local and National Requirements.  Any local or national requirements pertinent to 
the area will be noted here, such as Policing Pledge standards of service, 
impending or past HMIC or Audit Commission assessments and Policing Plan 
strategic objectives and priorities.  

Performance 

2.8. This section includes relevant performance indicators including but not 
exclusively the Force Service Delivery Pack and HMIC VFM Profiles.  The HMIC 
VFM indicators were published in March 20102 and provide MSF benchmarking 
information on:   

 What the police are spending their budgets on;  

 Staffing levels by grade and function; and  

 Outputs and outcomes in a comparable format. 

2.9. As a general rule, income and expenditure data relates to 2009/10 budget 
estimates, workforce (FTE) relates to the year-end position (March 2010), crime 
data relates to 2008/09 with outcomes and satisfaction based on 2008/09 data.   

2.10. In this draft scorecard, the HMIC Profiles are based on 2008/09 data; 
Lincolnshire’s equivalent 2009/10 position has been added to enable comparison 
at a Force level between the two years.  MSF information for 2009/10 is not 
publicly available. 

                                                 
2 HMIC VFM Profile: http://www.hmic.gov.uk/policeperformance/pages/valueformoneyprofiles.aspx 
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2.11. Performance indicators from the service delivery pack display performance over 
the last three years with trend lines for the last 1, 2, 3 years and the last 6 
months. 

2.12. Where appropriate some contextual narrative will be added to supplement the 
quantitative information.   This would be provided in advance in conjunction with 
the lead for the area under review.  It should be noted that during this 
developmental stage in this process there has as yet been no consultation with 
the Head of FCCC.   

2.13. It is not the working group’s intention to create new indicators outside of what is 
already available, however if there were a strong case for inclusion this would be 
considered on an individual basis. 

Finance 

2.14. This section includes the actual spend for 2008/09, 2009/10 and budget for 
2010/11 in both tabular and graphical formats.   

2.15. The 2009/10 budget by spend type (Other staff salaries, Police Officer Salaries, 
Supplies & Services, Other staff services etc.) is shown as a pie chart with 
corresponding values and percentages shown against each segment.   

2.16. In terms of benchmarking Lincolnshire with other forces only 2009/10 budget 
information is available.  The difference between Lincolnshire’s budget in 2009/10 
compared with the MSF average is shown as a waterfall chart.  The chart should 
highlight the areas where the Force is spending more or less than its 
counterparts. 

2.17. The number of FTEs and the % of the budget for the level 1 POA heading is also 
shown for Lincolnshire and its MSFs, along with the all Force average.   

HR 

2.18. The aim of this section is to capture workforce movements along with 
benchmarking information on the number of FTEs per 1000 population.  For the 
purpose of this draft scorecard, the main graph shows the number of FTEs in the 
FCCC over the period 2009-10 against the two pledge performance indicators.  
FCCC FTEs are plotted as a bar chart against the left hand axis, with 
performance data plotted against the right hand axis.  Note that neither axis starts 
at zero in order to present the trend lines more clearly. 

 
3. HEALTH WARNING 
 
3.1 It is important to stress that the data produced is for illustrative purposes of the 

approach being taken.  The data presented has not been validated and in some 
cases is fictitious and it would be unrepresentative to draw particular conclusions 
from the data.  Members are requested to consider the general approach being 
taken. 

 
 
 
 



1287 Page 4 of 5 Finance and Performance Committee  
8th June 2010th June 2010th June 2010th June 2010 

 

4. NEXT STEPS 
 
4.1 The working group is seeking feedback from members on the format, content and 

approach of the draft scorecard.  There would be variations between the 
scorecards for each POA area, as they are dependent upon what information is 
available.  Some areas may include comparisons between divisions as well as 
MSF benchmarking. 

 
4.2 The group plans also to engage with Force leads in service delivery in terms of 

establishing available information and commitment to approach. 
 
4.3 It is envisaged that there is scope to use the scorecard for multiple purposes, for 

example strategic decision-making and input into the decision conferencing 
process. 

 
B. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

These have been included in the main report.   
 
 
C. LEGAL AND HUMAN RIGHTS CONSIDERATIONS 
 

None identified. 
 
 
D. RISK MANAGEMENT 

 
The issues raised by the analysis may help to inform future risk strategies on 
the allocation of resources within the budget. 
 

E. PERSONNEL, EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES AND DIVERSITY ISSUES 
(including any impact or issues relating to Children and Young People under the Every Child 
Matters (ECM) framework.) 

 
There are no personnel, equal opportunity or diversity issues arising from this 
report. 

 
F. REVIEW ARRANGEMENTS 
 

Further progress will be reported to future meetings of the Committee. 
 
G. LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 

Date Description File 

  None  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Police Objective Analysis Level 1 Headings 
 
The level 1 headings are as follows: 
 

1) Local Policing 
2) Dealing with the Public 
3) Criminal Justice Arrangements 
4) Roads Policing 
5) Specialist Operations 
6) Intelligence 
7) Specialist Investigations 
8) Investigative Support 
9) National Policing 
10) Support Functions 
11) Police Authority 
12) Central costs 
13) Income 

 


