Appendix A


BAKER TILLY AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 2013-15
and MAZARS 2015-16 

Baker Tilly Audit Recommendations for 2013-15
	Status
	Internal Audit Report
	Audit Report Date

	GREEN
	SEIZED AND FOUND PROPERTY (3.14/15)
	11 September 2014

	
	HIGH: 0
	MEDIUM: 1
	LOW: 0

	
	Medium Recommendation 1.1: 
As planned the Property Management Policy and Procedures should be reviewed and revised, taking into account any issues identified within this review. Given the issues identified in this review we would recommend that once the Policy and Procedures have been finalised and approved a training session is held with Property staff to ensure that they are fully conversant with requirements, especially any changes that have been made from original documents. 

Implementation Target Date: March 2015
Person Responsible: Insp Mark Zanker
Initial Management Comment: 

The review of property is now well underway and the team involved are identifying opportunities to streamline processes and increase efficiency which will be relevant to the policy and procedures. Initial work on the refresh and re-write of the policy and procedures is expected to commence in November 2014 when resources within DJD Support have the capacity. 

Update August – Baker Tilly Follow Up Audit 2015:

The policy re-write is still ongoing.  Very limited availability of staff trained to write policy and competing demands of Property managers continue. 

Sgt 4320 Simpson (CAID Support) and Julie Treen (Property Team Leader) are tasked to finalise the re-write with a timescale for completion prior to 8th June.
Update 27th August:
The policy re-write is now complete and is presented in Authorised Professional Practice format, together with an up-to-date Legislative Compliance pack. The document is going through a final checking process before being sent to COT for authorisation, published / updated on internal web-site. This will be completed imminently. Any changes in practice have been subject to internal communication both within the property department and where necessary to a wider relevant audience.

Update November 2015:

The final checking process on the rewritten policy and procedure documents has been completed. The documents were sent to D/Supt. Castle on 2nd September for his approval and submission to COT for authorisation. A progress check will be made with D/Supt Castle on his return from annual leave on the 17th November and an update provided for the next meeting.
Update January 2016:

The rewritten policy and procedure documents have been completed, authorised and published. Work continues to maintain the relevance of the new document and keep pace with Strategic Alliance and Blueprint 2020 developments but this is outside of the scope of this recommendation. For these reasons I believe the recommendation can be considered closed.
PROPOSE CLOSED



	GREEN
	FINANCIAL CONTROLS - AGRESSO SYSTEM WALKTHROUGH 
	8th April 2015

	
	CONFIRMED: 46
	CONFIRMED with minor changes: 2
	NEW PROCESS: 2

	
	Person Responsible: Ruth Gilbert Head of Finance
Baker Tilly conducted a Financial Controls audit reviewing the existing control framework in place in a number of key areas, and documenting planned changes to processes resulting from the change of Finance system from Sage to Agresso, which is planned to go live in August 2015. 

The audit consisted of walkthrough testing to confirm the control framework in place and was based on the documented processes from previous audits conducted, together with liaison between key staff during the review. 

The areas covered were:
· General Ledger, 

· Income and Debtors, 

· Procurement, Creditors and Payments, and 

· Cash, Bank and Treasury Management. 

Limited control processes relating to expenses, overtime and enhanced payments have been covered however, the review focussed on the activity completed within Finance Operations and as such did not cover the whole control framework within the Payroll Department. This team utilises a separate system and there was no expectation that there would be changes to the existing processes with the introduction of Agresso. 

The review has not covered the controls operating at the Payroll Provider as this is a separate audit and as the processes completed by the third party did not require access to the Force Finance Systems. 

Budgetary control processes remain unchanged and at the time of audit the ‘Planning’ (Budgetary Invoices) and ‘Inventories’ (Assets) modules of Agresso were not part of the current phase being rolled out in Agresso. As Baker Tilly were not informed of any planned changes to the processes with the introduction of the new Finance system these areas have not been included in the coverage of their review.
Update 27th August: The Finance Department are currently undergoing the changes associated with this audit therefore an update progress report will be provided at the next JARAP meeting.
Update November 2015: The Agresso Financial Management System went ‘Live’ on the 1st September. Mazar’s are currently undertaking the Key Financials audit which includes testing the controls identified in the Agresso System Walkthrough. Any issues identified with the operation of the key controls will be raised in the Mazar audit reports.
SUPERSEDED – PROPOSE CLOSE. Please refer to Mazars ‘Core Financial Systems’ Audit below.



	GREEN
	COLLABORATION – East Midlands Operational Support Services (EMOpSS)
	May 2015

	
	HIGH: 0
	MEDIUM: 1
	LOW: 1

	
	Medium Recommendation 3.2.1

The savings associated with the other costs that will be incurred (for example, but not limited to, transport and uniform) should be explored and incorporated within the overall efficiency savings for EMOpSS. Furthermore, capital savings should be identified and explored for inclusion within the overall savings. This could potentially be significant and we would encourage the forces to explore such areas of spend for inclusion within the identified savings.
Implementation Target Date: April 2016 

Person Responsible: C/Supt Chris Haward

Initial Management Comment:

This is part of the second phase of EMOpSS once the operational model is in place. There are existing working groups for Roads, Armed, Public Order, Dogs and Specialist Policing all of which are looking at procurement, capital savings and equipment. 

All of these meetings have been running for several months and, again, are well minuted and evidenced. 
The above is also covered in the draft Business Plan for EMOpSS which will be submitted to the Strategic Management Board for sign off in May. 

It should also be noted that the business case sets a time frame of April 2016 to realise savings and reset the budget and we are currently 1 year ahead of schedule in recouping the operational savings from the new model.

Progress Update 26th August 2015:
These issues have always been part of our considerations.  We have working groups and lead officers working on:

· Fleet (Insp Gowler - EMOpSS)

· Procurement Optimisation (Jayne Gowler - Notts)

· Uniform & Equipment (Ch. Insp. Dave Lawson - EMOpSS)

· Financial Analysis and Efficiency (Mick Robinson – Lincs)

Current projection against actual budget for EMOpSS is that a further £2m (estimated) may be saved and the budget reset for April 2016 as per project time lines.

Fleet management and change in vehicle specifications means we can now seek to purchase vehicles other than BMW X5 and 5 Series.  New vehicles available from Sept include Volvo, Audi and VW.  Savings in the hundreds of thousands of pounds are expected once this procurement framework opens up.

The Strategic Business Case for 2015/16 has a full section on driving out efficiency and this plan is being worked through by the Senior Leadership Team and the above teams.  All of this is governed through the Strategic Management Board chaired by CC Neil Rhodes.
Update November 2015:

The work detailed above continues to make good progress and papers for the November EMOpSS Strategic Management Board detail the financial forecasts for the year.  This report states:

Staff Costs – Centrally Funded (Costs in relation to the Command and Business Support element of EMOpSS and split using the Four Force funding formula) 

Details of the current centrally funded staff costs are shown at Appendix A.  Total budget is £2,890,311 with an actual spend of £2,670,589 being projected as the outturn for the 2015/16 year. The Centrally funded staff costs are showing a projected underspend (£219 k) against the proposed project assumption cost due to the business case using an average cost based on a higher rate of police officer salary.  

Should the figures remain constant then the year end position would show that Leicestershire (£83k) and Lincolnshire (£81k) would receive refunds,  against their salary costs whilst Northamptonshire and Nottinghamshire  would require to pay further contributions in order for the centralised costs to be redistributed using the four Force funding formula. (£44k and £121k respectively) 

Staff Costs – ‘In Kind’ (Costs in relation to Police Officers and Support staff resources provided to EMOpSS by the individual Forces  within the collaboration which are not recharged using the Funding formula, but are provided ‘in kind’ )

Details of the current position of the staff costs ‘in kind’ are shown at Appendix B.  The budgeted cost is £26,919,693 with a projected spend of £24,539,977 which shows a projected underspend of £2,379,716. Again the projected underspend is due to the higher than average costs been used within the initial business case.

Whilst the ‘In-kind’ costs show an underspend it was not the intention of the business case that officers and staff resources provided ‘In-kind’  would be split using the four Force funding formula but that these costs would be monitored as a ‘Cash value’ to ensure that each Force contributed the relevant resources.  Currently the ‘In-kind‘ costs still show a significant under contribution from Nottinghamshire Police, using the revised funding formula set out in the business case the equivalent  under contribution expressed as a ‘Cash value’ is £975.6k, which equates to around 18 PC’s.

Revenue (Running) Costs (Costs agreed as the associated running costs of EMOpSS, Vehicles costs etc. Split using the Four Force Funding Formula)

Within the Business Case a number of assumptions were made surrounding the EMOpSS running costs.  For example, the initial business case requested budgeted costs for ‘operational’ departments from each Force however these costings did not take into account those budgets that individual Forces have as centralised costs e.g. ‘fuel’ costs.  

The disparity between Forces budgets was clearly significant:

· Lincolnshire £230k

· Northamptonshire £233k

· Leicestershire £1.015k

· Nottinghamshire £1,877k

Work has been carried out to first identify these support/organisational costs and secondly to agree a position whereby these could be reported upon.  Agreement has now been reached between the Finance SPOCs from each Force as to what should be included to form the basic ‘running costs’ of EMOpSS.  These actual running costs will be recharged at the year-end using the four Force funding formula. 

Budget Settings Process 2016/17 – Initial meetings have been scheduled for the setting of the 2016/17 budget including the request to reduce budgets by 5% and 10% along with a three year budget plan for the PCC Board (January 2016).
Update January 2016:

In relation to the savings, work continues, but Capital Savings are being realised through the Procurement of Vehicles and a consistent approach through EMSCU – in the case of vehicles this process has completed and we await delivery of the cars, saving between £10k and £13k per vehicle. This took some time to realise, but has clearly been worthwhile. All Procurement is being directed through EMSCU and we are satisfied we are seeing the benefit of doing so. C/Insp Phil Vickers - Lincolnshire Police Specialist Operations EMOpSS. 8th February - C/Supt Ian Howick also now endorses closure.
PROPOSE CLOSED
 

	GREEN
	Low Recommendation 3.2.1

We would challenge if £50,000 is sufficient to cover the IT implementation, but accept that there is substantial funds available to fund any additional costs. However, it would be beneficial to monitor and report the actual costs associated with ICT implementation, to not only monitor the planned savings for EMOpSS but also to inform future Business Cases 

Implementation Target Date: April 2015-April 2016 

Person Responsible: ACC Torr / C/Supt Haward
Initial Management Comment:

We recognised that £50k was insufficient but the audit report fails to recognise the innovation fund bids that had been submitted to counter this – one for ANPR and one for Agile Working. 

The former has not been approved but the latter has given £650k to address the issue across EMOpSS. 

The bid was available at the time of the audit, albeit the outcome was not known at that time. A working group led by ACC Torr is now driving implementation of this. 

Audit Comment: 
Management comment is noted and agreed. 

Progress Update 26th August 2015:
There has been minimal ICT set up costs to date – the main purchase we are likely to need is approx. £8K to cover new DMS licences for Leicestershire Officers.

Primary development of ICT is through the innovation fund and contract for this has been awarded to HCL.  Progress underway and all costs for this are managed through the Project Manager Steve Handley and ACC Simon Torr in Nottinghamshire.
Update November 2015:

Innovation fund project continues – contract awarded to HCL.  Roll out of first phase expected early in 2016.
Update January 2016:

In relation to IT – the Mobile Data devices are being issued and the benefits realised. No other issue to raise, no additional funding sought at this time. C/Insp Phil Vickers - Lincolnshire Police Specialist Operations EMOpSS. 8th February - C/Supt Ian Howick also now endorses closure.
PROPOSE CLOSED


	
	End


MAZARS AUDITS 2015-16
Please note Mazars priority grade their recommendations into the following:

1. (Fundamental)

2. (Significant)

3. (Housekeeping)

	Status
	Internal Audit Report
	Audit Report Date

	GREEN
	RISK MANAGEMENT
	October 2015

	
	FUNDAMENTAL: 0
	SIGNIFICANT: 0
	HOUSEKEEPING: 3

	
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.1

Consideration should be given to formally cascading the risk management training down to staff within the individual Directorates.  This could take the form of training sessions or availability of the training material on the Force intranet. 

Awareness of this training and availability of the most recent Risk Management Procedure should be highlighted to staff across the Force.

Implementation Target Date: March 2016 

Person Responsible: Laura Saunders

Initial Management Response 29th October 2015: 

Training materials covering risk identification and the risk assessment process will be included within the intranet pages of the Risk Management Unit.

Separate risk identification sessions will be delivered to the individual directorates via the SMT structures.

The training materials and current risk management procedure will be highlighted to staff via the latest news pages of the intranet.

Update January 2016:

The risk management training material is now provided within the Risk Management intranet pages.  An article was posted onto the intranet latest news page to signpost staff to this training material and also the most recent Risk Management Procedure, which is also available on the Risk Management intranet page.  This recommendation can be closed as complete.

PROPOSE CLOSED


	AMBER
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.2

In line with the Risk Management Procedure, risk should be evidenced as a standing agenda item at each Senior Management Team meeting.
Implementation Target Date: December 2015 – Revised Target Date end of April 2016 

Person Responsible: Laura Saunders

Initial Management Response 29th October 2015: 

The Risk Management Procedure clearly states that risk should be included as a standing agenda item at each SMT Meeting.  

We will ensure that this is explicit within the individual agendas moving forwards.
Update January 2016:

It has been reiterated that risk should be included as a standing agenda item at each SMT meeting, via the risk SPOCs that attend these meetings.  Dip sampling will be completed to ensure compliance so this recommendation remains open until this work has been completed. 

	AMBER
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.3

Periodic exercises should be undertaken to provide assurance that all service areas within the Force Directorates are actively identifying risks from a formal scanning process and reporting these as a result.  If the gap analysis highlights any service area which does not have any current risks (being departmental or strategic) then confirmation with the Head of the service area should be sought to confirm there are no current identified risks within their environment.

Implementation Target Date: March 2016 – Revised Target Date end of April 2016 

Person Responsible: Laura Saunders

Initial Management Response 29th October 2015: 

Work will be undertaken with all service areas to ensure they are actively scanning for and identifying risks.  

The results of this will be shared with the directorate risk SPOCs.  Where service areas have a nil return of risks (departmental or strategic), assurance will be sought from them that there are no current identified risks within their environment.

Assurance will also be gained through dip sampling and monitoring through SORB, JARAP and the revised Performance Development Group (PDG).
Update January 2016:

A risk identification workshop has been undertaken with members of both SORB and OPCC.  This work will be followed up with separate meetings with the individual directorates to identify any new risks and gain assurance around nil returns.  This work is being overseen and tracked through the SORB meetings.  This recommendation remains open until this work is complete.

	AMBER
	CORE FINANCIAL SYSTEMS 
	November 2015

	
	FUNDAMENTAL: 0
	SIGNIFICANT: 0
	HOUSEKEEPING: 1

	
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.1
An establishment list should be obtained from HR and compared to current Agresso users and action taken to remove users where appropriate regularly.

Implementation Target Date: January 2016 – Revised Target Date end of February 2016  

Person Responsible: Ruth Gilbert

Initial Management Response 24th November 2015: 

This was previously carried out on a quarterly basis as it was only the Finance Teams who had access to the SAGE system. A secondary control is in place as access to Agresso is only available through the forces secure network and as part of the leaver processes all IT access should be removed. However considering that now everyone has access to the system it is agreed that this process should be done monthly, as part of the performance file, with the potential to reduce this check to quarterly if appropriate to do so.

Update January 2016:

Arrangements have been put in place to receive a list ‘leavers’ from Payroll on a monthly basis so that the Agresso users can be updated. 

	AMBER
	COMPLIANCE WITH THE JOINT CODE OF PRACTICE
	January 2016

	
	FUNDAMENTAL: 0
	SIGNIFICANT: 0
	HOUSEKEEPING: 1

	
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.1
The forward plan for the Strategic Assurance Board should be formalised in line with those in place for the Ethics Committee and JARAP and agreed annually by the Board to ensure that priority areas are identified and addressed by the board in line with the corporate governance framework.

Implementation Target Date: April 2016 

Person Responsible: C/Supt Steph Pandit/Sue Walsh

Initial Management Response 18th January 2016: 

This recommendation is accepted and it is in line with the Requirements in the Executive Support Service Level Agreement which is owned by the DCC.

Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP 

	AMBER
	PARTNERSHIPS 

	
	FUNDAMENTAL: 0
	SIGNIFICANT: 3
	HOUSEKEEPING: 2

	
	Significant Recommendation 4.1  Partnership Group Structure
Work to establish a Cyber Crime Board should be progressed to include identification of key partners, strategies, key priorities and actions.

Links with other partnerships should be considered when setting priorities, for example, Serious & Organised Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour, to reduce the risk of duplication and the partnership can be effective in targeting issues across the Force, in particular the progressing of crime prevention.
Implementation Target Date: June 2016 

Person Responsible: Matt Clarke OPCC

Initial Management Response 29th January 2016:

The establishment of a Cyber Crime Board as an SPB Subgroup will be proposed to the SPB Executive in March. If agreed by the SPB Exec, this action will then be implemented as per the recommendation.
Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP


	
	Significant Recommendation 4.2 Sub Group Strategies and ToR
All partnership sub groups to the Strategic Partnership Board within the hierarchy should have a strategy in place that is reviewed and refreshed on at least an annual basis. The strategies should include, but not be limited to:

· Vision

· Objectives/Priorities

· Performance Management

· Risk Management

· Roles/Responsibilities

· Action Plans

· Reporting Arrangements

Up to date terms of reference should also be in place for the partnership sub groups. These should be reviewed on at least an annual basis.
Implementation Target Date: Sept 2016 

Person Responsible: Matt Clarke OPCC

Initial Management Response 29th January 2016:

This will be tabled at the SPB Exec meeting in Mar 2016. If the recommendation is agreed by the SPB Exec, it will then be implemented as described.
Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP

	
	Significant Recommendation 4.3 Performance Management Framework
Development of the performance management framework should be progressed for the Strategic

Partnership Board. The performance framework should include:

· Objectives for the partnership

· Key performance indicators against the objectives

· Trend analysis

· Reporting arrangements

Implementation Target Date: March 2016 

Person Responsible: Mike Swanwick OPCC
Initial Management Response 29th January 2016:
The Performance Framework is under development for the Strategic Partnership Board and each of the subgroups. A self-assessment has been sent to the chair of each group to complete to begin development. Each group will consider its own information and provide an overview of progress

and report by exception to the Strategic Partnership Board and Executive Group, through the Highlight Report and/or a separate performance report if deemed necessary.
Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP

	
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.4 Value for Money
VFM assessments across the various partnerships should take place on a regular basis to confirm

the following:

· Economy: maximising cost benefit ratio

· Efficiency: the relationship between the output from goods or services and the resources to produce them – spending well; and

· Effectiveness: the relationship between the intended and actual results of public spending (outcomes) – spending wisely.
Implementation Target Date: September 2016 

Person Responsible: Mike Swanwick OPCC
Initial Management Response 29th January 2016:
The OPCC is providing capability and capacity for Social Return on Investment and Value For Money / Public Value /Social Value measurements. This work will be started alongside the development of the performance framework, and will be part of the assessment of overall performance. This will be carried out for partnership work undertaken by the group, and the level of input/output, impact and return will be assessed as part of this process.
Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP

	
	Housekeeping Recommendation 4.5 Transparency of Partnerships
All changes to partnerships should be managed in a way that new personnel are informed of the full background to the partnership and the links to the overarching partnerships and strategic priorities.
Implementation Target Date: Force February 2016 

Person Responsible: Matt Clarke OPCC & Supt Mark Newcombe Force
Initial Management Response 29th January 2016:
OPCC

It is the role of the OPCC Partnerships Manager to inform new personnel during their induction of the full background and strategic links to the relevant partnership. COMPLETE

Force

Clarity of purpose and collective understanding is accepted as a key component in maximising the effectiveness of partnership working. The thematic nature of some of our partnerships along with complexity and fluidity within the system present significant challenges in maintaining a ‘cohesive overview’ across all of our partnerships. The ongoing maintenance of this ‘overview’ which would then inform partnership managers is primarily an administrative function. Working in conjunction with the OPCC Partnership Manager an initial ‘partnership map’ is nearing completion. It is anticipated that placing the ongoing maintenance function will be completed within the next two weeks.
Update on progress to be provided at next JARAP

	
	End
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