
BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS, ACCOUNTABILITY AND BEST VALUE
Accountability in Policing


 It could be argued that policing has not been supported by the government as much as they should be as crime is on the increase. Dodd (2017) stated Police will have £700m less a year to fight crime in the coming years, and fewer officers too, despite forces already being under “significant stress”. Due to the increasing demand for the police, the principles of accountable and best value and value of money are still valid, therefore required to meet the stakeholders needs. The purpose of this essay is to identify why accountability is important and defining the terms of ‘Best Value and Value of Money’ within the police and understanding the key principles. On conclusion to the essay, there will be three recommendations on how best value principles could be improved.

Accountability is vitally important as it means the people who work for the police upholds the values of the service, being responsible and have answers to their actions. Accountability matters in policing and the government as it promotes citizens’ confidence in their government and increases the wider legitimacy of the public sector (Guerin, B et al, 2018). If there is a concern the it will enable the public to obtain redress. As stated in the Institute for Government discussion paper, accountability is about a relationship between those who are responsible for something and others. This form of relationship can be various, firstly, it can be an oversight. Oversight means the involvement of one side overseeing the other through the reporting channel for performance purposes. Secondly being - regulation, this is about one side regulating the other through setting enforcing rules and how things are meant to be conducted. Thirdly being – inspection. Inspection means one sider inspecting the other by assessing their responsibilities are being discharged. Finally, being scrutiny which means one scrutinising the other through questioning a performers work and reporting it. 
By having forms of relationships, it will enable proper procedures, rules and correct structure which results in quality decision making. Decision making is one of the key competencies in policing, and when it is done by an officer whom carries multiple responsibilities – need to have a solid justification in his decision making as the officer is accountable for it. 

It is important to measure and manage performances as the public services are accountable for spending accordingly, the resources which they have had been used effectively and efficiently and that the resources which have been used had reach the common goal of the organisation. In regards to policy, politicians are accountable in making those decisions – then allocating them to management so they will be accountable. When announcing promises, there are ways to measuring the performance. 
According to Flynn (2001) accounting for how money is spent is not difficult however, seeing whether resources have been used efficiently requires measurement to see if the value of service has been met, therefore, this can be compared to the cost of provision. 



Accountability can be pursued through a formal structure and processes as well as other ways such as informal interpersonal dynamics. Formal accountability uses explicit performance standards and reporting relationships such as hierarchy andexternal oversight (Bovens et al, 2014).  Informal accountability would be different as it would derives from implicit norms and unofficial performances expectations. As they are both different approaches to accountability, they do face challenges. In terms of formal accountability in relation to the public services, challenges consist of multiple stakeholders, conflicting performance expectations, overlapping accountability relationships and difficulty measuring performance. Bovens et al (2014) suggests that informal accountability have challenges based on institutional features which include conflict, competition, turf battles and financial pressures. 

It has been highlighted that a difficult challenge would be the conversion of formal to informal accountability as it is believed it is ‘too much’ of what is presumably a good thing (Bovens et al, 2014). However, it is proposed that formal monitoring can undermine informal accountability, from this it means that trust plays a vital role in informal accountability, on the other hand, formal reporting in places such as social services will undermine the trust in informal interpersonal relationships. 


Direct service delivery is everywhere as it involves services that is produced internally by the government agency and delivered by public employees by the use of public funds and supervision of the government. The services which this supply is referred to public goods which means shared benefits which can not be hidden from those who do not pay for it. Examples for services which supply this are the police, ambulances, fire service, parks schools and others. Accountability arrangements in this service rely on formal supervision and oversight, also reporting on the performances which the service is providing and seeing if the standards are being met. The strength of accountability in this area lie in the potential for the consensus on definitions of performance and clear chains of responsibility and reporting relationships. (Bovens et al, 2014).

There is a legal responsibility on the police and the police officers and failure to uphold the responsibility can lead to charges of malfeasance. Malfeasance is a misconduct in the public office is an offence and triable only on indictment.  According to CPS (2018), this offence is defined as – a public officer acting as such wilfully neglects to perform his duty and/or wilfully misconducts himself to such a degree as to amount to an abuse of the public’s trust in the office holder without reasonable excuse or justification. As malfeasance is a misconduct that is triable, if found guilty, the public officer can be charge to life imprisonment which is known as the maximum sentence an individual can have in the criminal justice system in the United Kingdom (UK). In 2019, BBC NEWS released an article regarding a Metropolitan police officer who is known as Joshua Savage committed gross misconduct in 2016. The investigation was initiated as Savage attacked a mistook drug dealers’ vehicle in order to gain entry. The misconduct panel found Savage breaching the force standards as it was done without warning. In addition, Mr Savage was also found in possession carrying a knife which is part of a multi tool without permission.  
As previously mention, police have a legal obligatory to have full responsibility in their actions and to be able to justify it – it means being accountable for their actions therefore gaining trust from the public. In the document which Harvey et al (2014) published, they’ve asked the public a series of questions which related to police accountability, 44% of the public would trust senior police officers to tell the truth which is less than half, 39% of the public tend to disagree with knowing who to go to if they have a complaint. In regards to the police and crime commissioner, 68% of the public are familiar with the role and how they are elected, but, 53% of the public can not recall the elections being held in 2012. In order to raise awareness, it is required to hold events so that the public are able to attend and discuss policing issues, however, 81% stated that they are not aware of this. It is essential that improvements are being made or considered in order to amend these results. 
The current accountability structure can be simple as it is all down to the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCCs) as their purpose is to improve local accountability and increase local autonomy in policing. It is compulsory that the PCCs to ensure that their police service are meeting the demand effectively as possible, therefore, breaking barriers between the police and the public and enhance confidence and trust. The PCC will hold the Chief Constable to account for the delivery of their force and also setting and updating a police and crime plan. In addition, they set the force budget and precept and continuing to engage with the public and communities. 
The meaning of best value and value for money and understanding the key principles is important. Best value is all about that there is good governance and effective management of resources, with focus on improvement (Audit Scotland, online) and delivering outstanding outcomes for the public. The best value applies to all governing bodies which include the emergency services, councils and others. 
In 2010 the government announced that the police funding would be reduced by 20% from March 2011 to March 2015. Throughout this, HMRIC report shows 11% of the police are visible to the public and with further budget cuts the availability of the police to the public would fall more. However, the National Police Chiefs’ council (NPCC) lead for finance in 2016 stated that they are committed to ensuring value for money for the public. The lead for finance also included that funding will also go to vehicle procurement, interpreters and uniforms, further funding is being invested to strengthen the organisations work. An example of a force which is providing a good value for money according to HMIC is Thames Valleys Police. The report highlighted that the force insists on being able to reduce costs significantly while continuing tackling crime and upholding the safety of their communities. The report also contained that the force is saving £58.0 million with the duration of 2011/12-2014/15 so it can meet the financial challenge. Whilst doing well it meeting the best value for money Thames Valleys had the lowest in officers and staff compared to other forces but they had a massive reduction of crime which recognise as being the record out of 25-years.  In addition, victim satisfaction and public confidence has gone up, but unfortunately for the force, the budget should be reduced a further £38 million over a three-year period. 




The key principles for value of money include Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness and Ethics. For economy, it splits into two parts which is cost consciousness and encouraging competition. Cost consciousness is the central value for money and it requires a reasonable opportunity to reduce costs at every level of operations. Encouraging competition is all about central value for money which requires an organisation to consider and compare competing methods and partners to select the option that officers a mic of costs and benefits (Australian Government, online).
Evidence based decision making and proportionality comes under efficiency. Evidence based decision making is vitally important at all levels. Making informed decisions build on and contribute to organisational learning, improvement and effectiveness. This requires systematic, structures and rational approaches. The organisation needs to be proportionate in order to capacity and need to manage the results and to deliver better conclusions, also, to enhance efficiency. 
Under effectiveness it comes with performance and risk management, result focus and experimentation and innovation. Performance and risk management are essential to value for money and enhancing the effectiveness of investment. Contracts and investments are continuously reviewed for quality purposes therefore it is easier to measure that if the organisation is hitting their objective and delivering full potential. The organisation must focus on result and focus. Factors such as contract, investment and others are there to ensure that the organisation objectives are being met are an appropriate time and cost-effective approach. This factor is also about identifying objectives and performance targets; therefore, it will enable to organisation to have a stronger result. Principle 7 which is experimentation and innovation ties into maximising impact and creating flexible approaches to deliver. 
The final principle is accountability and transparency and this is vital in value for money as it strengthen the responsibility for results and can contribute to the continuous improvement of organisational processes (Australian Government, online) 
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