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Meeting of the Joint, Audit, Risk and Assurance Committee on 17 
December 2013 at 10am, in the Reception Room, Police HQ, 
Ripley. 
 
AGENDA:  Reports attached 
 
ITEM SUBJECT 

 
Presented 

by 
1  APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 
LIZ KELLY 

2  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (IF ANY) 
 

ALL 

3  MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JARAC HELD 
ON 26 September 2013 

CHAIR 

4  EXTERNAL INSPECTION   
4A HMIC Inspection Activity TERRY 

NEAVES 
5  RISK  
5A 
5B 

Force Risk Management 
Report of attendance at the Force Strategic  
Risk Management Board – VERBAL UPDATE/TO 
FOLLOW 

TERRY 
NEAVES 

SAM  HART 

6  EXTERNAL AUDIT  
6A 
 

External Audit Progress Report HELEN 
BOFFY/ 

EXTERNAL 
AUDIT  

7  FINANCIAL REPORTING   
7A Annual Audit Letter 

 
HELEN 
BOFFY/ 

EXTERNAL 
AUDIT 

8  INTERNAL AUDIT   
8A 
8B 
8C 
8D 
 
8E 
 
8F 
 

Internal Audit Charter 
Internal Audit Progress Report 
Audit Report: Financial Governance Report 
Audit Report: Commissioner Grant Scheme – Crime 
Prevention 
Audit Report: Collaboration Governance & Financial 
Framework 
Follow up of Previous Internal Audit Recommendations 
 

HELEN 
BOFFY/ 

INTERNAL 
AUDIT 

9  INTERNAL CONTROL AND GOVERNANCE   
9A Extension of Appointment of Internal Auditors to March 

2015 
HELEN 
BOFFY  

10  DATA QUALITY  
10A NCRS and NSIR Compliance Report   TERRY 

NEAVES 
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MINUTES of a meeting of the JOINT, AUDIT, RISK AND ASSURANCE 
COMMITTEE held at the Derbyshire Police Headquarters, Butterley Hall, Ripley 
on 26 September 2013 

 
P R E S E N T 

 
Miss K Alcock (in the Chair)  

 
Mr M Carrington, Mr S Cook, Ms S Hart and Mr A Salt 
 
No apologies for absence received.  
 
OPCC Present:  Mrs H Boffy, Mrs L Kelly,  
ACPO Present:  Mr T Neaves  
Internal Audit:  Mr P Green, Ms A Ward 
External Audit:  Mr J Cornett, Ms T Enticott 
 

 
17/13 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

17.1 No declarations of interest were declared.  
 

 RESOLVED: 
1. To note that no members declared any personal or prejudicial 
 interests.  

 
18/13 MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JARAC HELD ON 20 JUNE 

2013 
 

18.1 The minutes of the meeting of the JARAC held on 20 June 2013 
were available for members to confirm.  

 
18.2 At minute 06.6, Mr Carrington asked whether the inclusion of 

succession planning on the risk register had been investigated.  It 
was agreed that this would be covered upon discussion of the risk 
register at agenda item 5A. 

 
 RESOLVED: 

1. That the Minutes of the meeting of the JARAC held on 20 June 2013 
be confirmed by the Committee  

 
Mr Mark Euerby, Corporate Risk Manager, was in attendance to provide 
members with verbal assurance on the management of the risk register.  To 
allow Mr Euerby to contribute and then leave the meeting it was agreed that 
the agenda be re-ordered to receive Agenda Item 5A ‘Force Risk 
Management 2013-14 Mid Year Review’ as the first agenda item.  
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19/13 FORCE RISK MANAGEMENT  - 2013-14 MID YEAR REVIEW  
 

19.1 Following the last meeting of the Risk Management Board which met 
in August 2013, the key risks facing the Force were assessed.  The 
Force currently face 1 risk with high (red) residual scores, 21 with 
medium (amber) residual scores and 36 with low (green) residual 
scores, as detailed within the report.  

 
19.2 Mr Euerby provided members with an overview of the Risk 

management process to reassure members on the oversight of risk 
and the controls in place to mitigate risk.  

 
19.3 A discrepancy was noted; the Risk Management Board meet every 4 

months, however, the minutes from the previous meeting state 
‘quarterly’.  The minutes will be amended to accurately reflect that 
the Board meet every 4 months.  

 
19.4 Mr Euerby explained that the Force use Orchid Software to manage 

risk and risk owners are provided with training to be able to manage 
their risks using this system.  Mr Euerby further informed members 
that any print out of the Risk Register does not provide a full picture 
as much more detail, narrative and information sits behind each 
control, layered within the Orchid System.   

 
19.5 Members requested some reassurance that the Risk Management 

Board are able to drill down through the layers and are provided a 
high level of detail.  This reassurance was provided and to add 
further reassurance one member of the committee was invited to 
attend the next meeting of the Board in an observational capacity.   

 
19.6 Members questioned the possibility of using one Risk Register for 

both the Commissioner and the Chief Constable.  Mrs Boffy 
explained that this had previously been examined, but would be re-
visited again as other Commissioner’s Officers are now using this 
system successfully.  

 
19.7 To provide a deeper understanding of the complexities of policing 

and to appreciate how the Force operates, Mr Neaves invited all 
members to attend the Risk and Threat Seminar taking place in 
November. Mr Neaves will arrange the invitations.  

 
19.8 Members were informed that the Risk Strategy is a key document 

which clearly explains the risk process.  It was agreed that a copy of 
the Strategy be sent to members under separate cover.  Mrs Kelly to 
arrange this.  

 
19.9 Noting the re-scored risks detailed in the report, members queried 

the significant re-scoring of ‘Community Engagement’ – previous 

 
 

2 



AGENDA ITEM 3  
JOINT, AUDIT, RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE 

17 DECEMBER 2013 
score ‘red’, rescored to ‘green’ (para 4.4 of the report).  The 
committee was informed that this risk had been considered in depth 
by the Board, receiving inputs from the Community Safety 
Partnerships and the Divisional Commanders and after considerable 
debate had agreed to refine the risk and split into two, with the new 
risk examining specifically a lack of confidence and engagement with 
New and Emerging Communities (para 4.12).  

 
19.10 The new risk (considering New and Emerging Communities) had 

also been scored green and Mr Neaves provided some explanation 
of the risk matrix which determines the risk scores, adding that sight 
of the risk matrix could give members a clearer understanding and 
oversight of how a risk score is developed.  

 
19.11 Despite the explanations and reassurances, members could take 

limited assurance that risks were being managed effectively. 
Members requested more detail to be able to understand the 
rationale for any significant changes and to also understand the 
scoring process.  It was agreed that the Chair, Miss Alcock would 
discuss with Mrs Boffy and Mr Neaves outside of the meeting an 
appropriate method of providing the committee with enough 
information to enable them to take assurance on the management of 
risk.  

 
19.12  In considering the Officer recommendation members could take 

limited assurance that key risks were being pro-actively identified, 
managed and monitored as the committee felt they did not have the 
depth of understanding of the process at present.  It was agreed 
therefore to amend the recommendation as follows:  “That the 
committee members’ note the mid year review report and take some 
assurance that the key risks are being proactively identified, 
managed and monitored.”  
In addition, a second Officer recommendation was proposed and 
agreed:  
“More detailed information was requested on paragraph 4.4 of the 
report to give more detailed information on how risks are assessed 
and scored.  In addition, to gain a deeper understanding of the 
process members requested the opportunity to observe the meeting 
of a Risk Management Board.”  
 

 RESOLVED: 
1. That the committee members’ note the mid year review report and 

take some assurance that the key risks are being proactively 
identified, managed and monitored.   

2. More detailed information was requested on paragraph 4.4 of the 
report to give more detailed information on how risks are assessed 
and scored.  In addition, to gain a deeper understanding of the 
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process members requested the opportunity to observe the meeting 
of a Risk Management Board. 

 
20/13 HMIC INSPECTION ACTIVITY  

 
20.1 The committee were updated on a range of inspection activity since 

the last report on 20 June 2013, an update on the following was 
provided at the meeting:   

 
20.2 HMIC Stop and Search Powers:  ‘Are the police using them 

effectively and fairly’ 
The HMIC made 10 recommendations in their national report, 
attached at Appendix A.  All the reports were aimed at a national 
level and there were no direct recommendations for Derbyshire 
Constabulary. 
 

20.3 Policing in Austerity – Rising to the Challenge 
The individual force report showed satisfaction with the plans in 
place noting that performance had not suffered as a consequence.  
As noted within the report the HMIC felt more could be achieved in 
relation to business transformation and collaboration which 
members’ queried as it was understood that Derbyshire had been 
praised on their collaboration efforts.  Mr Neaves informed members 
that the HMIC assessment includes out-sourcing as a measure and 
as Derbyshire Constabulary do not out-source Derbyshire would 
have scored low, in addition some other Forces are close to 
merging.  Derbyshire Constabulary delivered savings and 
maintained performance and the savings were made in a measured 
and gradual way, whilst this approach has delivered good 
performance it may not have been considered ‘transformational’.  

 
RESOLVED  
1. To note the content of the report.   

 
21/13 ANNUAL GOVERNANCE REPORT    
 

21.1 The Annual Governance Report, marked to follow on the agenda, 
had been sent electronically to members and a hard copy was 
available at the meeting.  

 
21.2 Mr J Cornett external auditor presented the report and highlighted 

the key messages set out on page 3 of the report.  Mr Cornett 
congratulated the finance team in producing an excellent set of 
working papers, he commended their efforts set against a back drop 
of inadequate and contradictory guidance and praised their 
professionalism to work around this.  
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21.3 The Auditor gave his Value for Money conclusion on the 

arrangements for securing economy, efficiency and effectiveness in 
the use of resources which is informed by their work to assess 
performance against criteria specified by the Audit Commission.  The 
Auditor concluded that there are no matters arising from the VFM 
work in 2012/13. 

 
21.4 Miss K Alcock, thanked Mr Neaves, the finance team and Mrs Boffy 

for their work in preparing the accounts.  
 

RESOLVED:   
1. The Annual Governance Report was received and its contents 

discussed.  
 

Members agreed to receive the Statement of Accounts as the next item on 
the agenda.  
 
22/13  STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2012/13 

 
23.1 The Statement of Accounts for the financial year ended 31 March 

2013 marked to follow on the agenda, had been sent electronically to 
members and a hard copy was available at the meeting.  

 
23.2 It was highlighted that this was the first year that these accounts had 

been produced in this format following the inception of Police and 
Crime Commissioners in November along with the creation of a 
separate Chief Constable organisation sole.  There had been a lack 
of national guidance in producing the accounts, and auditors had 
only reached a view on certain presentational matters after the 
accounts had been prepared.  This meant that finance staff had to 
make some minor presentational changes that did not impact on the 
underlying figures within the accounts. 

 
23.3 Since the review in June of the draft accounts and annual 

governance statements of the Chief Constable and the 
Commissioner some minor changes had been made and these 
minor amendments were highlighted and explained. 

 
23.4 Following the meeting, the Chief Constable and the Commissioner 

will sign the accounts, prior to the external auditors issuing their 
opinion by the end of the month.  The Statement of Accounts must 
then be published on the Commissioner’s and the Chief Constable’s 
website on 30 September.  

 
RESOLVED: 
1. Members were provided with a final overview of the Statement of 

Accounts as set out within the report to provide assurance to the 
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Chief Constable and the Police and Crime Commissioner prior to 
them signing their statements of accounts.  

 
23/13   LETTERS OF REPRESENTATION 

 
22.1 The Letters of Representation for the Police and Crime 

Commissioner (Appendix A) and the Chief Constable (Appendix B) 
marked to follow on the agenda, had been sent electronically to 
members and a hard copy was available at the meeting for members 
to note.  

 
22.2 As contained within the report the Letter of Representation confirmed 

that:- 
 

 All appropriate processes have been followed in compiling the 
accounts.  

 There have been no significant post balance sheet (ie post 
31/3/2013) events that impact on the financial position set out 
within the accounts.  

 That the auditors have been given full access to accounting 
records and other associated information during their audit.  

 That all relevant disclosures have been made as part of the 
process i.e., of any fraudulent activity.  

 
 22.3 Following the meeting, both the Police and Crime Commissioner and 

the Chief Constable will sign these letters along with their respective 
Chief Finance Officer.  

 
 RESOLVED: 

1. The Letters of Representation for the Police and Crime 
Commissioner (Appendix A) and Chief Constable (Appendix B) were 
noted. 

 
24/13 INTERNAL ADUIT PROGRESS REPORT   
 

24.1 The latest progress report for September 2013 was attached at 
Appendix A to the report. 

 
24.2 As detailed within the report, a high level review of the Agresso 

system upgrade had been undertaken.  The Opinion was advisory 
(satisfied that actions are taking place) due to a number of software 
issues experienced with the upgrade.   

 
24.3 Mr Neaves explained that some software problems remain and a 

healthcheck review of the Agresso system has been scheduled to 
take place in October and negotiations will take place to reduce any 
costs incurred through system support.   
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24.4 A review of all audit reports will be provided to members at the next 

meeting of the committee in December.  
 
 RESOLVED: 
 1. The presentation and progress report was received and the auditors 

were questioned as appropriate.  
 
Mr P Green and Ms A Ward left the meeting 
 
25/13 VERBAL REPORT ON INTERNAL AUDIT CONTRACT 
 

25.1 Mrs Boffy explained to members that six Police Authorities (formerly) 
/ PCC Offices share RSM Tenon under a regional contract (five East 
Midlands Forces, plus Bedfordshire).  As the Lincolnshire contract 
expires one year later than the other five contracts, it was proposed 
to extend the Derbyshire contract for one year so that it can go out 
for a renewal of regional contract in 2015. 

 
 RESOLVED: 
 1. The verbal update was noted.  
 
26/13 NCRS AND NSIR COMPLIANCE REPORT  
  

26.1 The report provided members with an overview of two key data 
measures; NSIR and NCRS contained at Appendix A and Appendix 
B explained why and how Derbyshire Constabulary assesses 
compliance with the standards in a proportionate risk based manner.  

 
26.2 Data was contained within appendices C, D and E which outlined the 

main results of audits conducted on crime and incident data for April 
to June 2013 (not January to April 2013, as contained within the 
report).  

 
RESOLVED:  
1. To note the report.  
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JOINT AUDIT, RISK AND ASSURANCE BOARD 
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF CONSTABLE 
 

4A:    HMIC INSPECTION ACTIVITY 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
1.1 To provide an update to Committee members on Her Majesty’s Inspectorate 

of Constabulary (HMIC) inspection activity undertaken since the last report to 
the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner on 26 September 2013.  

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 
2.1 Members will be aware that a series of HMIC inspections occur throughout 

the year and are carried out to measure the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
Force. 

 
2.2 These reports play an important role in helping this Committee assess how 

the Force is responding to and managing both the operational and business 
risks that it faces.  It also alerts the Committee to new and additional risks 
faced by the Constabulary. 

 
Joint HMIC/HM Inspectorate of Prisons- Report on an inspection visit to 
police custody suites within Derbyshire 

 
2.3  This report was published on the 26 September 2013 as a result of the joint 

inspection of Derbyshire Constabulary custody on the 7-11 May 2013 as 
reported in a previous update. 

2.4 The 31 recommendations are attached at Annex A for the information of 
members and form an action plan being overseen by the Head of Criminal 
Justice. 

           HMIC Internet Related Child Sexual Exploitation Inspection 
2.5 As part of a broader programme of child protection inspections, HMIC have 

conducted a thematic inspection of Internet Related Child Sexual Exploitation 
(CSE).As a result of a data collection request to all forces, and the 
subsequent analysis, Derbyshire Constabulary was selected, as one of a 
number of forces, for the fieldwork part of the inspection.   

2.6 A documentation return was also completed prior to the 3 day in-force 
inspection which took place on 4-6 November 2013.This involved an initial 
Force presentation, followed by interviews with key CSE leads and focus 
groups with the specialist investigation teams. A hot debrief was provided to 
the ACPO Lead, Head of Crime Support and the PCC Chief Executive at the 

Section B           
For Publication  
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end of the inspection. A thematic report will be published shortly, with no 
separate Force reference or feedback. 

HMIC Strategic Policing Requirement Inspection 
2.7 Following completion of the first stage of the evidence gathering process in 

relation to the Strategic Policing Requirement (SPR) inspection, namely the 
documentation review and data analysis, Derbyshire was anticipating the 
fieldwork inspection to take place on 22-23 October 2013.However shortly 
after completing the timetable of in-force events, notification was received that 
Derbyshire’s visit was cancelled due to another more urgent regional force 
visit in relation to the SPR. There is an expectation that HMIC will make future 
arrangements to visit Derbyshire in 2014.    

           
          HMIC Thematic Inspection of Undercover Policing 
 
2.8 The Home Secretary has commissioned HMIC to conduct a national thematic          

inspection into the effectiveness of the undercover policing arrangements in 
all forces in England and Wales together with all regional and national policing 
units. This report is expected by the end of May 2014 and fieldwork 
inspections are to take place between November 2013 and February 2014.No 
dates have been received as yet, for our Force or our regional hub.   

 
2.9 The fieldwork element of the inspection will involve interviews with Chief 

Officer Leads, authorising officers, Senior Investigating Officers (SIO’s), 
heads of covert units, advanced and foundation undercover officers as well as 
covert internet investigators. A data collection table has already been 
completed, and once the fieldwork is finalised, individual force feedback will 
be provided alongside a thematic report. 

 
 
 HMIC-Working Together-A review of the arrangements for collaboration 

between the five East Midlands police forces, commissioned by the 
police and crime commissioners for the region. 

 
2.10 As a result of the commissioned review reported on previously, HMIC 

published their report on 12 November 2013.The five recommendations are 
attached at Annex B for the information of members. 

 
 HMIC-Domestic Abuse Inspection 
 
2.11 The Home Secretary has commissioned HMIC to conduct a thematic review 

of the police response to domestic violence and abuse across England and 
Wales and to report in April 2014. The inspection will be victim focused and 
based around four elements, namely the identification of domestic violence 
and abuse victims, the effectiveness of the response to victims, the impact on 
victims and the management of any future risk.  
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2.12 The programme of work will include data collection, public survey work and in- 
force inspections, leading to an analysis and assessment of the findings and 
publication of 43 individual force public facing reports and a thematic report. 

 
2.13 The fieldwork will run from October to December, with Derbyshire being 

visited from 2-5 December 2013. It included interviews with the Chief Officer 
Lead, domestic abuse specialists, focus groups with staff and partners. Views 
of victims of domestic abuse were also being sought. The fieldwork 
commenced with a presentation and discussion which outlined the Force’s 
strategic approach to domestic abuse. A separate presentation option by the 
PCC was also accepted.   

3. RECOMMENDATION 
3.1 The JARAC receives the report to gain direct assurance that this area of 

business is being managed efficiently and effectively. 

4. IMPLICATIONS 
4.1 Legal/Personnel and Environmental Considerations 
 
 HMIC operates under a legal framework set out within the Police Act 1996 

and is the primary body that informs parliament and the public about the state 
of policing in the UK. Chief Officers and the Police and Crime Commissioner 
are obligated to plan policing to meet nationally established standards. The 
Home Secretary has reserved powers to deal with persistently under-
performing forces.    

 
4.2 Financial Considerations 
 
 Recommendations from any inspection activity can carry financial 

considerations. Internal inspections have regard to issues of efficiency, 
effectiveness and economy. 

 
All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be 
contained within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of 
the author  
LOW – no narrative required 
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 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
Crime & Disorder x   
Environmental x   
Equality & Diversity x   
Financial  x  
Health & Safety x   
Human Rights x   
Legal  x  
Personnel x   

 
Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Chief Superintendent Gary Knighton  
External telephone number: 0300 122 4039 
Email address: sgbenquiries@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Appendix  A 
Appendix  B 
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 Recommendation Red Amber Green 

Main Recommendations 
1. As a priority, chief officers should resolve the inadequacies of the custody IT 
system to ensure outcomes for detainees are not adversely affected. 
 

 

2. Custody staff should only use safety clothing following a risk assessment, and its 
use should be monitored for rationale and justification and to identify any staff 
training needs. 
 

 

3. Strip searching needs to be authorised and justified. Custody staff should be 
monitored for rationale and justification and to identify any staff training needs. 
 

 

4. Custody staff should review the use of a breathalyser as the only determining 
factor for assessing someone’s suitability for interview. Risk assessments should 
consider the detainee’s demeanour and understanding. 
 

 

5. The meaning and standard of level three observations should be explained to all 
custody staff. 
 

 

6. The use of form F142 should be reviewed, and the detainee should be present 
when the arresting officer explains the reason for their arrest to the custody 
sergeant. 
 

 

Recommendations 
Strategy 
7. The Police and Crime Commissioner or chief officer group should discuss with 
local authority partners at a strategic level how to address the lack of local authority 
accommodation for children and young people refused bail at police stations. 
 

 

8. The sample of custody records quality assured at the busier suites should be 
increased. 
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Treatment and Conditions 
9. Custody sergeants at Derby should maintain better control of the number of staff 
waiting in the booking-in area. 
 

 

10. Custody suites should be accessible to detainees with disabilities, and booking-
in areas should be fitted with hearing loops and custody staff know how to use them. 
 

 

11. Staff should carry anti-ligature knives at all time. 
 

 

12. Detainees should only be handcuffed in holding areas when a risk assessment 
indicates this is necessary for the safety of staff and others. 
 

 

13. Only custody staff should visit cells or, if necessary, accompany such visits. 
 

 

14. Suitable alternative clothing for detainees should be available in all the custody 
suites at all times. 
 

 

15. Detainees, particularly those held for more than 24 hours, should be offered 
exercise and a shower. 
 

 

Health Care 
16. All staff should have access to clinical supervision. 
 

 

17. All medical equipment should be checked regularly. 
 

 

18. Detainees' documented consent should be obtained for all clinical interventions. 
 

 

Housekeeping Points 
Strategy 
19. The force should review custody procedures against the College of Policing 
authorised professional practice (APP) custody policy. 
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20. Senior managers in custody should reinforce the weekly briefing with staff. 
 

 

Treatment and Conditions 
21. Hygiene packs should be routinely offered to female detainees. 
 

 

22. Custody staff should record on the pre-release risk assessment all information 
considered and action taken before releasing a detainee. 
 

 

23. Stained mattresses and pillows should be replaced. 
 

 

24. Toilet paper should be routinely provided in each cell. 
 

 

25. There should be a suitable range of reading material for detainees, including 
young people, non-English speakers and those with limited literacy. 
 

 

Individual Rights 
26. Information about detainees’ rights and entitlements should always be offered to 
all detainees, and be available in a range of formats to meet specific needs. 
 

 

27. There should be sufficient double-handset telephones in all suites to facilitate 
telephone interpreting for non-English speaking detainees. 
 

 

28. The reasons why detainees decline the offer of legal advice should be recorded 
in the custody record. 
 

 

29. During reviews, detainees should be asked if they want to make any 
representations. 
 

 

30. Detainees whose continued detention is reviewed while they are asleep should 
be told of the review on waking. 
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Health Care 
31. There should be a three-way phone in the clinical rooms for health care staff to 
use for interpreting with detainees who do not speak English. 
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Recommendations  
 
1.  Develop a clear and integrated vision and programme of work for 

collaboration in the East Midlands, which builds on the current 
successful collaboration. This should set out how collaborated 
services will be configured, when they will be in place, and how and 
where there is scope for forces to offer different levels of service to 
their public within the collaborated arrangement. In so doing PCCs 
and Chief Constables should have specific regard to their duties as 
described in the legal framework for collaboration.  

 
2.  Create a detailed, overarching business plan, which sets out the 

functions, costs and benefits of collaboration, and articulates a 
commitment to joint working across an identified range of functions. 
This plan should include information on the benefits for and impact on 
the public, local policing, collaborated policing functions and staff.  

 
3.  Develop services that are truly integrated, rather than simply shared. 

This may require difficult decisions about where services are situated, 
for example as to the location of force control rooms or major crime 
hubs. However, the current desire for every force to retain a footprint 
in the provision of regional services risks the effectiveness of the 
collaboration as a whole.  

 
4.  Address some of the variance in the underlying infrastructure which 

should support joint working (such as ICT, employment terms and 
conditions, and finance and budgeting approaches).  

 
5.  Continue to ensure the skills of the collaboration business change 

team reflect the complexity and breadth of the overall programme.  
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JOINT AUDIT, RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF CONSTABLE 
 

5A: FORCE RISK MANAGEMENT  

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
1.1 To assure the Joint Audit, Risk and Assurance Committee (JARAC) of the 

arrangements in place with regards to the management of risk. 
 
2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 
 
2.1 The Chief Constable is responsible for the management of the Force’s 
 operational and strategic business risks and is supported by an executive 
 team  which determines the Force’s appetite for risk, this is carried out as an 
 ongoing monitoring process dictated by climate and operational 
 circumstances. 
 
2.2 Effective risk management will also assist the PCC in achieving his vision and 

strategic objectives, optimising the quality and efficiency of our service delivery 
and upholding and enhancing our reputation.  The way the Force manages its 
risk will impact substantially on the PCC and the reverse is true for the way the 
Commissioner manages his risks.  In a lot of cases many of the risks are 
shared jointly. 

 
2.3 The PCC’s duties for risk management are two fold. Firstly, the Commissioner 

has a responsibility for putting in place arrangements to manage risks he 
faces, separate from those of the Force. Secondly, he has responsibility for 
ensuring that the Force itself has adequate arrangements for risk management 
in place. The management of risk is highlighted as a key factor of all 
successful organisations, both within the public and private sector.  

 
2.4 The Force recognises that well managed risk taking is desirable where it offers 

opportunities to provide an effective policing service in a more cost effective 
manner. It is also a key element of good corporate governance and contributes 
to an effective focused organisation that has an understanding of the 
challenges it faces. 

 
2.5 No organisation can function without taking risks. The key issue however, is 

whether they are aware of the risks that they are taking and have taken steps 
to mitigate these risks. 

 
2.6 A copy of the Force’s Strategic Risk Register is attached at Appendix A.  This 

sets out the strategic risks that the Force faces and ranks those risks on the 

Section B           
For Publication  
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basis of a matrix that assesses both impact of the risk and the likelihood that it 
will occur.  The ranking for each risk is also shown on the risk register.  This 
helps to focus attention on the key red and amber risks that present the 
biggest challenge to the Force.   

 
2.7  A regular review of the Force’s Strategic Risk Register is performed to ensure 

 that our Senior Officers have a record of the principal risks faced by the Force 
 including the controls and actions planned to mitigate them.  The review is also 
 important to check on whether any risks have increased, often due to external 
 circumstances beyond our control or indeed have reduced, due to any 
 mitigation we have taken. 

 
2.8  The remainder of this report focuses on changes that have been made in the 

 latest review of the Force’s business risks. 
 
3. RISK MANAGEMENT BOARD 
 
3.1 Our Force Risk Management Board meets every four months and is chaired 

by the Deputy Chief Constable (DCC), with the most recent meeting taking 
place in December 2013. 

 
3.2 Following the latest review of the Strategic Risk Register the Board considered 

updates of high priority (red risks) provided by nominated risk owners; deciding 
whether any re-prioritisation/rescoring was necessary and whether both 
existing and planned controls in response to high priority risks are both 
sufficient and controlled as far as is practicable.  

 
 
4.        STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER REVIEW – UPDATE 
 
4.1 All risk owners have reviewed their risks via a software solution known as 

Orchid. The relevant senior officers have also been mandated by the DCC to 
consider each risk under their control and in full consultation with their 
respective Command or Senior Management teams. 

 
4.2 The key risks including those operational risks with a strategic impact facing 

the Force have been assessed, analysed and rescored using the risk matrix. A 
total of 58 risks now exist following the latest review and in light of information 
obtained from our risk owners. Currently, there are 3 risks with high (Red) 
residual scores, 16 with medium (Amber) residual scores and 39 risks with low 
(Green) residual scores. The latest review provided an opportunity to our risk 
owners to archive certain strategic risks. Based on discussion and updates 
from risk owners, Board members were satisfied with present scorings of the 
Force’s high level risks although some risks can be rescored based on 
updates provided by board members. The rescored and archived risks are 
briefly outlined as below: 
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4.3 Reduction in Funding and Uncertainty of funding Levels in Future Years 
– Risk reviewed by Head of Strategic Finance.  

 
Finance  
STR1192 

Previous Score 
9 (Red) 

Revised Score 
9 (Red) 

Movement 

 
  
 The funding cuts are less than we had anticipated and coupled with the fact 
 that our usable reserves have built up to help cover the austerity measures 
 it places the Force in a favourable position. However, the actual grant 
 settlement for 2014/15 will not be known until late December 2013;  therefore I 
 have taken the decision to maintain the score at 9 (red). 
 
4.4 Reliance on External Grants/Funding Streams - Risk reviewed by Head of 

Strategic Finance. 
 

Finance 
STR1193 

Previous Score 
8 (Amber) 

Revised Score 
9 (Red) 

Movement 

 

 
 The risk description and existing controls have been updated making 
 reference to the OPCC’s role for governance and scrutiny. In addition, 
 further government  austerity measures on funding partners may lead to 
 reductions in external funding so I have taken the decision to marginally 
 increase the risk score from (8) amber to (9) red. 
  
  
4.5 Corruption of Force Employees – Risk reviewed by Head of Professional 

Standards.  
 

Knowledge 
Management  
PRO1051 

Previous Score 
8 (Amber) 

Revised Score 
8 (Amber) 

Movement 

 
 
 The rollout of the Management Vetting (MV project) for designated posts has 
 recommenced following the recent appointment of a Force Vetting Manager. 
 The project had to be halted earlier this year due to acute staffing shortages 
 within  our Vetting Unit. Given the latest review of this risk and the staff 
 appointment I still feel the score should remain at 8 (amber) until significant 
 progress has been  made in vetting senior posts. 
 
4.6 High Profile Incident Impacting on Public Confidence - Risk reviewed by 

Head of Corporate Services 
 

Operational 
STR1086 

Score 
6 (Amber) 

Score 
6 (Amber) 
 

Movement  

 
3 
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Two force projects are now well established with good progress being made, 
the projects are geared towards making an overall improvement on the quality 
of investigations including our intelligence processes. Given the work being 
undertaken I am satisfied to maintain the risk score at 6, however I anticipate 
that we should see a reduction in scoring as these projects progress. 

 
4.7 Poor Information Management – Risk reviewed by Head of Corporate 

Services 
 

Political and 
Compliance 
STR1104 
 

Previous Score 
6 (Amber) 

Revised Score 
6 (Amber) 

Movement 

 

  
 The Force is currently conducting review of Force compliance with ACPO 
 Security Standards - actions emanating from the review may include improved 
 measures for staff training and awareness. In addition, a Force review of MoPI 
 compliance is scheduled. Our Digital Data Strategy has also now been agreed, 
 however, an implementation group has yet to be established to overview 
 development. Until further compliance work has been achieved there is no 
 change to the risk score. 
  
4.8 Inadequate Fire Safety Procedures - Risk allocated to Head of Assets 
 

STR1100 
Infrastructure  
and Assets   
 

Score 
8 (Amber) 

Score 
4 (Green) 

 Movement 
 

   
 Work concerning emergency lighting and our fire detection systems at B and C 
 Division is now complete. Other fire safety works at FHQ is also complete with
 the exception of the Admin and Exec blocks which are to be either refurbished 
 or demolished (work is to commence in 2014). The remainder of the fire safety 
 works on Section Stations is now 80% complete. Therefore, given the work 
 being undertaken I have taken the decision to decrease the risk score from (8) 
 amber to (4) green.   
 
4.9  Collaboration may Conflict with Priorities and Austerity Plans - Risk 

 allocated to Director of Finance and Administration.  
 

STR1742  
Leadership and 
Strategic 
Planning  

 
- 

Score 
6 (Amber) 

NEW RISK 
  

  
 From a Derbyshire perspective, a regional force could mean that policing 
 resources are taken from the County to address even greater policing risk 
 elsewhere within the region. Far from managing any austerity cuts, this would 
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 worsen the position even further for Derbyshire. However, the Force faces a 
 more manageable funding challenge than most other forces in the region. A 
 financial assessment of our collaborative risks has already been undertaken 
 including an assessment of the benefits and risks of both current and political 
 collaborations; this information has been requested by our Chief Constable. 
 Derbyshire’s  engagement with the PCC Board also provides an opportunity for 
 the Chief Constable to influence the development of a regional collaborative 
 strategy.  
  
4.10 Failure of ANPR System - Risk allocated to ACC Crime and Territorial 

Policing.  
 

STR1607 
Operational   
 
 

Score  
2 (Green) 

Score 
4 (Green) 

Movement 

  
 
 Recent outages of the ANPR system have made the active management of 
 this risk more important as it impacts on the Force’s intercept, investigative 
 and  intelligence gathering capability when the system fails. Whilst there are         
 no immediate opportunities to introduce further risk control measures options 
 are actively being considered and costed. Therefore, given the work being 
 undertaken I have taken the decision to marginally increase the risk score from 
 (2) green to (4) green.   
 
4.11 IT Case Management System (Anti-Social Behaviour) – Risk allocated to 

Head of Corporate Services   
 

STR1490 
Community 
Engagement 
and Partnership  

Score 
4 (Green) 

Score 
4 (Green) 

 

 
 The system has gone 'live' on C Division with focus groups and evaluations 

held. It is disappointing to report that many reactive staff see it as a SNT issue 
and have not fully engaged, with resistance encountered in using the system. 
The Head of Community Safety and Partnerships is aware of the problem and 
is addressing the issue. A training evaluation has also been undertaken with 
changes agreed to aid understanding and ease the workload of front-line staff. 
Funding has also been secured for another year. An emerging issue is Derby 
City who have few staff to champion or lead this piece of work through their 
organisation. The City are currently using the FLARE software system and 
may consider using ECINS as their core system.   

 
4.12 Force Payroll Provider (Ceases Trading) – Risk allocated to Head of 

Strategic Finance 
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STR1581 
Finance 

Score 
6 (Amber) 

Score 
3 (Green) 
 

 

 
 

Appointed contractor had experienced financial difficulties, which had resulted 
in the company being de-listed from the Stock Exchange and then being sold 
to another company. Contract has now been extended for a further 12 months. 
The due diligence process provided the necessary re-assurance that the new 
company could meet its contractual obligations. Therefore, given this 
assurance I have taken the decision to decrease the risk score from (6) amber 
to (3) green.   

 
4.13 Partnerships Representation – Risk allocated to Head of Corporate Services 
 

COMM1020 
Community  
Engagement 
and Partnership  

Score  
2 (Green) 

Score 
2 (Green) 

 

 
In light of the control measures already in place and our effective history of 
partnership working arrangements around the County this risk has maintained 
low scoring. However, I am mindful that with our Moving Forward 4 
programme and further budget cuts this may well impact on the risk and its 
future scoring.   

  
4.14 Police and Crime Commissioner (Transition Governance) – Risk allocated 
 to Head of Corporate Services  
  

STR1349 
Political and 
Compliance 

Score  
6 (Amber) 

Revised Score 
1 (Green) 

 
 
 The Force and OPCC have reviewed the on-going working arrangements a 
 year  after transition and there has been no significant working issues 
 identified. Therefore, given the work being undertaken and the outcome of 
 the review I have taken the decision to decrease the risk score from (6) 
 amber to (1) green.   
 
4.15 Force Data Rooms – Workplace H&S Inspections have highlighted poor 

housekeeping standards and an increase fire risk in these areas. 
 

IS1657 
Infrastructure 
and Assets 

 
- 

Score 
6 (Amber) 

Risk Closed and 
Archived 
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A programme of workplace inspections of all Force data rooms across the 
County was completed with IS Departments receiving a report for each 
Division detailing issues identified and recommendations for improvement. In 
June, a number of re-inspections were carried across a selection of data 
rooms and it was evident that safety standards had significantly improved. The 
H&S Section will carry out a number of re-inspections in 2014 to ensure 
standards are being maintained. Update acknowledged by the Board including 
acceptance to close the risk.     

 
4.16 SNT Locations (Finance Agreements) – Provision of Safety Neighbourhood 

Team (SNT) locations finance agreements without a funding base.   
 

SE1040 
Infrastructure 
and Assets 

 
- 

Score 
4 (Green) 

Risk Closed and 
Archived 

 
 As part of our Moving Forward 4 programme and Priority Based Budgeting for 
 2014-15 all SNT locations will be reviewed and funding identified where 
 appropriate. Update acknowledged by the Board including acceptance to close 
 the risk.  
 
5. FORCE SECURITY COMMITTEE  
 
5.1 The Force Security Committee met on 4th November when the group 

reviewed its Terms of Reference with new members joining the committee.  
Meeting dates for 2014 have been set in advance of the Risk Management 
Board (RMB) meetings so any corporate security risk issues can be referred to 
the next RMB meeting for consideration.   

 
5.2 Areas discussed include:-  
 

• Government Protective Marking Scheme (GPMS) 
• Information Assurance Maturity Model (IAMM) 
• Security Incidents   
• Physical Security 
• Risk Register 
• Technical Issues 

 
6. RISK MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2013-15 (Amendment)  
 
6.1 The recent review of the Force’s Risk Management Strategy was conducted to 

ensure that the current processes described within it are still valid, and that it 
fully reflects practice across the Force. The review confirmed that the content 
of the strategy was still valid. However, the review did highlight the need to 
incorporate the following minor amendment: 

 
• Inclusion of a statement on Information Assurance within the 

Organisational Risk Management section   
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  The document has been updated accordingly with a revised copy placed on 
our risk management web-page on the Force intranet. 

 
7. STRATEGIC RISK SEMINAR 2013 
 
7.1 On 8th November the Force hosted its annual Risk Seminar, the Police and 
 Crime  Commissioner, the Chief Constable and senior police officers, police 
 staff and representatives from partner agencies met to determine next year’s 
 priorities. A strategic risk briefing presented an intelligence assessment  
 outlining the eight areas which are seen as having the greatest impact on the 
 county and city. 

 Delegates discussed all the recommendations within the assessment and 
 suggested ways to improve them. The risk assessment will be used as a 
 template to focus the efforts of the police and other agencies. 

 The priorities are: 

• Safeguarding children  
• Drugs  
• Alcohol-related harm  
• Safeguarding adults  
• Domestic abuse  
• Acquisitive crime and offender management  
• Cyber crime  
• Organised crime groups 
Delegates also considered the concept of taking action to improve quality of 
life and reduce crime on geographical areas. This would involve highlighting 
the areas within the city and county that needs the highest amount of support 
and policing.  Resources would then be deployed appropriately to tackle the 
problems faced by the communities in those areas. 

8. COMMUNICATION OF RISK MANAGEMENT INFORMATION  
 
8.1  In order to improve the communication of risk management information to both 

 police officers and staff there is now a dedicated web-page accessible through 
 the Force intranet. The new web-page enables direct access to the Strategy, 
 RMB minutes, Risk Management JARAC reports, ORCHID User Guide 
 including relevant risk and governance documents. In addition, the site also 
 includes where appropriate reports carried out by the Force’s insurers or 
 appointed inspectorate bodies such as our internal auditors.   

9. RECOMMENDATIONS 
9.1 The JARAC receives the report to gain direct assurance that this area of 

business is being managed efficiently and effectively. 
  
10. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
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HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 

 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
Crime and Disorder X   
Environmental  X  
Equality and Diversity X   
Financial X   
Health and Safety  X  
Human Rights X   
Legal  X  
Personnel  X  

 
 Legal and legislative compliance is a necessity, which if infringed can damage 

the reputation of our organisation. Therefore, all risks that have a direct impact 
on the service delivery of the Force are addressed in order to minimise losses. 
Risk management is also an integral component of the Audit Commission’s 
Police Use of Resources (PURE) assessment.  

 
Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Chief Superintendent Gary Knighton   
External telephone number: 0300 122 4039  
Email address: sgbenquiries@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk 
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Reference No Risk Title Priority Rating Risk Status Responsible Officer 
STR1192 
 

Reduction in Funding and Uncertainty of 
Funding 

9 Controlled Head of Strategic Finance  

STR1193 Reliance on External Grants and Funding 
Streams 

9 Controlled Head of Strategic Finance 

STR1741 
Confidential Risk 

Concerns regarding functionality of Northgate 
Case & Custody System  

9 Awaiting Control ACC (Operational Support) 

PRO1051 Corruption of Force Employees  8 Awaiting Control  Head of Professional Standards 
STR1422 High Staff Turnover  8 Controlled  Head of H.R. 
SE1035 Building and Property Portfolio 6 Controlled Head of Assets 
STR1742 Collaboration may conflict with priorities and 

austerity plans   
6 Awaiting Control  Director of Finance 

PRO1088 Corruption or Inappropriate Actions of Police 
Officers & Staff 

6 Controlled Head of Professional Standards  

STR1033 Data, IT and Communications Integrity 6 Controlled Head of I.S. 
STR1057 Failure to meet Police & Crime Plan Priorities 6 Controlled  Head of Corporate Services 
STR1048 Failure to Support Decision Making  6 Controlled  Head of I.S. 
STR1219 Financial Stress – Police Officers & Staff  6 Controlled Head of H.R. 
STR1086 High Profile Incident impacting on Public 

Confidence 
6 Controlled  Head of Corporate Services 

STR1061 Inappropriate Management Decision Making  6 Controlled  Head of H.R. 
STR1104 National Agenda towards Police Integrity 6 Controlled Head of Corporate Services  
STR1023 PFI owned building  6 Controlled  Head of Assets 
STR1046 Poor Information Management  6 Controlled  Head of Corporate Services 
STR1091 Reduced Availability of Fleet Resources  6 Controlled Head of Assets 
STR1098 Staff Resource Loss via Personnel Absence 6 Awaiting Control  Head of H.R. 
STR1029  Budget Plans 4 Controlled  Head of Corporate Services 
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STR1095 Capacity and Resilience Weaknesses of  

Senior Command Officers 
4 Controlled  Head of H.R. 

STR1105 East Midlands Police Collaboration 4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1028 Environmental Targets 4 Controlled  Head of Assets 
STR1607 Failure of ANPR System 4 Controlled ACC (Crime & Territorial 

Policing) 
STR1050 Failure to comply with MoPI 4 Awaiting Control Head of Corporate Services 
STR1099 High Staff Turnover 4 Controlled Head of H.R. 
STR1100 Inadequate Fire Safety Procedures  4 Controlled  Head of Assets  
STR1490 IT Case Management (Anti-Social Behaviour) 4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
CRIMJ1687 JDR Emergency Extraction of Detainees 4 Controlled  Head of Criminal Justice  
STR1199 Legislative Compliance 4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1190  Loss of Confidence & Engagement with Local 

Communities 
4 Controlled  Head of Corporate Services 

STR1677 Loss of Confidence & Engagement with New 
and Emerging Communities 

4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 

STR1093 Operational or Support Resource Availability  4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1019 Public Fear of Crime 4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1094 Reduced Redeployment Opportunities 4 Controlled Head of H.R. 
STR1092 Sharing of Information with Partner Agencies 4 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
SE1087 Vehicle Compound Exposure 4 Controlled Head of Assets 
STR1575 
Confidential Risk 

Counter Terrorism Funding  3 Controlled Director of Finance  

IS1032 Force IT Systems 3 Controlled Head of I.S. 
STR1581 Force Payroll Provider (Ceases Trading) 3 Controlled Head of Strategic Finance  
STR1062 Industrial Action 3 Controlled  Head of H.R. 
STR1060 Ineffective Performance Management System 3 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1039 Loss of Key Building, Facility or Specialist 3 Controlled  Head of Assets  
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Support Vehicles 
OPS1090 Major Disasters and/or Civil Emergencies 3 Controlled  Ops Support Div Commander  
STR1089 Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery 3 Controlled Ops Support Div Commander 
STR1555 Continuity of Procurement Expertise  2 Awaiting Control  Director of Finance  
SE1025 Environmental Compliance in Service Delivery  2 Controlled Head of Assets 
STR1063 Failure of NMIS to supply data to Home Office  2 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1059 Failure to Combat Serious & Organised Crime 2 Controlled Head of Crime Support  
STR1026 Hazardous Waste 2 Controlled Head of Assets 
SE1041 Loss of Lease for Key Building Stock  2 Controlled Head of Assets 
COMM1020 Partnerships Representation  2 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
PRO1101 Staff Drug and Alcohol Misuse  2 Controlled Head of Professional Standards 
CRIMJ1285 Transfer of Commissioning for Detainee 

Healthcare 
2 Awaiting Review Head of Criminal Justice  

STR1106 Being Declared a Failing Force by HMIC 1 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1052 Cross Border Information Sharing  1 Awaiting Control  Head of Crime Support  
STR1064 Force undertaking too many Projects 1 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 
STR1349 Police & Crime Commissioner Transition 

Governance 
1 Controlled Head of Corporate Services 

 
 
High Priority (Red 9 – 16)  Comprehensive controls, Frequent monitoring and reporting, Immediate action and comprehensive 

contingency plans  
Medium Priority (Amber 6 – 8) Cost effective controls, Regular monitoring and reporting, Necessary action and outline contingency 

plans 
Low Priority (Low 1 – 4)  Low cost controls, Occasional monitoring and reporting, Sporadic action and contingency plans not 

essential  
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REPORT OF THE EXTERNAL AUDITOR  

6A: EXTERNAL AUDIT PROGRESS REPORT 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive a progress report from the external auditors on their work to date 

this during this financial year. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

Progress report  

2.1 As part of the management of the external audit process, a progress report is 

provided to each meeting of the JARAC.  Attached at APPENDIX A to this 

report is the latest progress report for December 2013.  

2.2 The report shows in particular the new requirements for 2013/14 for Police 

and Crime Commissioners and Chief Constable’s to be audited on their 

having proper arrangements in place for securing financial resilience and 

arrangements for challenging how they secure economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness.  

2.3 Officers have taken this into account, and suggest that the JARAC may wish 

to focus its March meeting on Value for Money, as part of its assurance role 

ahead of the 13/14 audit.  To support this proposal, attached at APPENDIX B. 

for information and consideration in slow time, is a copy of HMIC October 

2013 VFM Profiles. 

 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

i. That the Committee receives the report and  

ii. To inform its assurance responsibilities agrees to a focus on Value for 

Money at its March 2014 meeting. 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk    

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A. External Audit Progress Report December 2013 

Appendix B. HMIC VFM Profiles October 2013 
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Derbyshire Police and Crime Commissioner and The Chief Constable of 
Derbyshire  
Joint Audit Risk and Assurance Committee Progress Report 

Headlines 

Introduction We are currently in the process of undertaking our planning work to support the detailed 
Audit Plan for 2013/14.  

This progress report provides a high level summary of the work we plan to undertake for the 
2013/14 audit year, together with a high level assessment of the risks that we have 
considered as part of this initial planning process.  

We will present our detailed Audit Plan 2013/14 to meeting of JARAC in March 2014. 

 

Scope of our audit Our audit work is governed by: 

■  Audit Commission Act 1998 

■ Audit Commission Cod e of Audit Practice 

■ International Standards on Auditing 

We provide:  

■ An opinion  on the financial statements of the Police and Crime Commissioner and the 
Chief Constable 

■ A value for money conclusion 

 
The scope of our work is clarified further in the Audit Commission’s ‘ Statement of roles and  
responsibilities of auditors and of audited bodies’. 
 
 Further information in relation to the scope of our work to support the value for money 
conclusion is available on the Audit Commission’s website at http://www.audit-
commission.gov.uk/technicaldirectory/vfm1314/ 

Proposed timing of 
audit work 

The timing of our audit work will follow a similar pattern to 2012/13. 

■ Interim  audit visit – review  financial systems  (working with Internal Audit), understand 
financial performance to date, identify key risks for the audit of the financial statements, 
undertake the initial work to support our value for money conclusion. This visit will take 
place in late March / early April.  

■ Final accounts visit - audit of the financial statements and the Annual Governance 
Statement. This visit will take place in August. Our work will be complete before 30 
September 2014, in line with statutory deadlines. 

 
We will continue our ongoing communication with the finance team during the year to 
ensure early resolution of any technical issues raised. We will provide feedback to JARAC 
on any potential risk areas arising during year. 

Potential risks for the 
2013/14 Audit Plan 

At this stage, we have highlighted two potential risks for the Audit Plan: 

■ Format, content and presentation of the financial statements 

■ Value for money conclusion. 

Details are set out on the following page. 

http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/technicaldirectory/vfm1314/
http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/technicaldirectory/vfm1314/
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Derbyshire Police and Crime Commissioner and The Chief Constable of 
Derbyshire  
 Joint Risk and Assurance Committee Progress Report 

Headlines 

Potential accounts risk Members of the JARAC will recall that in last year’s audit plan, we highlighted the format, 
content and presentation of the financial statements as a potential risk. The key challenge 
faced by the PCC and CC in the accounts production was the format of the accounts, as the 
Code guidance had not been sufficiently detailed to provide a full framework on which to 
base the two sets of financial statements and the group financial statements. The PCC and 
CC made good progress in compiling the financial statements to ensure that they complied 
with existing code requirements, available guidance and were prepared within the statutory 
timescales.  

There is still no clear guidance on the expected format and content of financial statements 
for police bodies.  

We will continue to work with your finance staff to discuss this issue on an ongoing basis. 

 

Potential value for 
money risk 

For the year ended 31 March 2014, the auditors of PCCs and Chief Constables police and 
crime commissioners are required to give their statutory conclusion on arrangements to 
secure value for money conclusion value for money based on the two criteria specified by 
the Audit Commission.  
 
This is a change from 2012/13, when the criteria were disapplied for PCCs police and crime 
commissioners and chief constables outside London. This was to reflect the transition to 
new governance arrangements introduced by the Police Reform and Social Responsibility 
Act 2011. This will be the first year that we have applied the specified criteria to what are 
still relatively new organisations. This will be a common risk for all police bodies. 
 
The specified criteria are: 
 

■ The organisation has proper arrangements in place for securing financial resilience. The 
organisation has robust systems and processes to manage financial risks and 
opportunities effectively, and to secure a stable financial position that enables it to 
continue to operate for the foreseeable future. 

■ The organisation has proper arrangements for challenging how it secures economy , 
efficiency and effectiveness. The organisation is prioritising its resources within tighter 
budgets, for example by achieving cost reductions and by improving efficiency and 
productivity 

 

Actions The Joint Audit, Risk and Assurance Committee is asked to:  

■ Note progress to date 

■ Note that there have been no significant audit findings to date 

Contacts The contacts in relation to our audit are: 

John Cornett 
Director 
0116 256 6064 
John.Cornett@KPMG.co.uk 

Trudy Enticott 
Manager 
0115 945 4478 
Trudy.Enticott@KPMG.co.uk 

mailto:John.Cornett@KPMG.co.uk
mailto:Trudy.Enticott@KPMG.co.uk


HMIC Value for Money Profile 2013

Derbyshire Constabulary
compared with all forces in England & Wales

The forces in the most similar group can be identified
 in the charts in this section by using the key below

Derbyshire a Derbyshire
Staffordshire b Staffordshire
Avon & Somerset c Avon & Somerset
Cheshire d Cheshire
Northamptonshire e Northamptonshire
Essex f Essex
Kent g Kent
Wiltshire h Wiltshire
0
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Introduction

Introduction
 
Your force data can 
never reveal all there is 
to know.  Insight comes 
from putting your data 
side by side with other 
similar data, so that the 
differences reveal 
themselves. The 
purpose of HMIC’s 
Value for Money profiles 
is to compare a force’s 
performance, and the 
costs of achieving it, 
with other forces .

Each profile has two 
parts: a separate 
summary profile and 
this more detailed 
profile, (both available 
on our web site). They 
are designed as an 
investigative tool to 
draw your attention to 
large and possibly 
unexplained differences 
in costs or 
performance. An initial 
investigation of the facts 
may focus attention on 
a few, less easily 
explained differences.  

Data from your police force can never reveal all there is to know.  The insight comes from putting your force's data side by side with other similar data, so that the differences 
can be revealed. The purpose of HMIC’s Value for Money (VfM) profiles is to allow you to compare a force’s performance, and the costs of achieving it, with other forces. 

Each profile has two parts: a summary (published separately), and this more detailed profile. Both are available on our website. They are designed to be investigative tools to 
draw attention to large, and possibly unexplained differences in costs or performance. These should be followed up to confirm whether resources are being used efficiently and 
effectively. 

A tool should be easy to use and well designed for the task. The task of the profiles is to clearly identify unusual or unexpected differences in order to carry out further 
investigation. To do this well, we must provide the reader with  the details. The profiles include around 85 pages of detailed information, limited to the main crime types and 
expenditure headings. Clearly, too many details can confuse people, so we only provide them where they add value. 
  
How do I use the profiles? 
The profiles are designed to prompt questions, rather than to provide judgements on forces. They are not league tables. They are produced each autumn to help inform 
budget decisions for the following year. A recent survey of users of the profiles by HMIC showed that around 90 percent of respondents (20 forces responded) were using 
them for this purpose.
 
Most of the data is presented as bar charts, so you can see the range of forces and where your force sits.  Your force is highlighted in black with similar forces in dark blue. 
Similar forces are considered to be forces most comparable to yours, sharing similar demographics. Your ‘most similar group’ of forces (MSG) makes for a more meaningful 
comparison than with others. (More details about the MSGs can be found below.) Finally, a horizontal line runs across each bar chart, and represents the average across 
forces. 
 
The profiles are presented as ‘logic trees’ with the data broken down progressively from left to right. By following the branches of the logic tree, you can identify the reason(s) 
for differences between your force and others.  For example, is a force spending more on police officers because there are more of them (officers per population), because 
they are more expensive (cost per officer), or because they are spending more on overtime?
 
The tables you will find on most pages include the most important data presented in the charts, as well as some additional comparisons. Reading from left to right they show: 
 - a short description of the function (or crime type);
 - the volumes (e.g. staff numbers/costs or numbers of crimes);
 - the ratio for comparison (such as your force’s cost per head of population); and
 - the average costs per head of population. 

To the right of the main table, we show how much more, or less, it is costing your force as a result of the difference from the average. The appearance of chevrons ('<<') 
against these highlight if the indicator puts the force in the highest or lowest ten per cent and the effect of the difference is greater than £1 per head of population.  For crimes 
or outcomes, the different values give the number of additional or fewer crimes/outcomes your force has compared to the average rate.  

An example is shown on the following page.
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Guidance page - How to read the profiles
How much do officers in the force cost compared with others? How much overtime do they receive?

Averages Diff* £m

Officer costs £/head All MSG All MSG

All pay exc. overtime 127.7 99.0 121.0 16.0 3.7

Overtime 2.2 3.0 3.4 -0.4 -0.7

Total 129.8 102.0 124.4 15.5 3.0

Averages Diff* £m

Officer overtime as a % salary % sal All MSG All MSG

Total 1.7% 3.0% 2.9% -0.9 -0.8 <<
** Figure is flagged as outliers where the two differ by more than 5%

Averages Diff* £m

Number of officers and cost per officer All MSG All MSG

FTE per 1,000 population 2.54 1.93 2.40 17.2 3.8 <<

Cost per FTE (£000s) 50.3 51.3 50.4 -1.4 -0.1 

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

3. ...equating to a difference 
of £15.5m to national (all) 
average.

N.B Outliers are highlighted with blue chevrons, and 
represent the values that are in the highest and lowest 10% 
of values across all force and, where appropriate, have a 
value of more than £1 per head.

7. The cost of 
individual officers in 
the force is relatively 
low. 

Officer cost per head of population

£0

£20

£40

£60

£80

£100

£120

£140

£160

b dca e f

Police officer cost (exc OT) per pop

£0
£20
£40
£60
£80

£100
£120
£140
£160

b cda e f

Number of police officers (FTEs) 
per 1,000 pop

0

1

2

3

b cad e f

Police officer cost (exc OT) per 
FTE 

£40k
£42k
£44k
£46k
£48k
£50k
£52k
£54k
£56k

df cea b

Officer overtime as % of salary

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

d f b e c a

2013/14, £ per head of population
Police officer costs are split into salary and overtime (OT). OT costs are also shown as a 
percentage of the overall salary costs.  To compare force, national policing is excluded.

Budgeted FTE numbers for the year 2013/14 from POA  are also presented with the Home 
Office published  FTE figures (ADR502), which are a snapshot taken at 31st March 2013. 
The two figures are not directly comparable.

4. This chart shows a 
breakdown of the previous 
chart, revealing overtime has 
little bearing on officer costs.

2.  The force has some of the highest 
officer costs per head of population 
nationally...

1. The profiles use 'logic trees' to take each area and 
break it down (from left to right) into component parts. 
For each breakdown, you can see how the force 
compares to other forces in its most similar group, as 
well as all forces in England and Wales.

6. The force has 
more officers per pop 
than national 
average, equating to 
a difference in cost of 
£17.2m (see table). 

5. The force spends 
little (as a proportion) 
on overtime.
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What checks have been applied to the data?
The data presented in the profiles are subject to a systematic checking process:
 - The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) apply arithmetic and reconciliation checks to the financial  data provided to them from forces. 
 - Each force is asked to check their statistical outliers (where their costs are significantly different from the national average and/or from  their return for the previous year).
 - Each force receives a draft profile to check the figures before publication. This year HMIC and CIPFA ran two workshops, attended by  about 50 staff, to discuss the 
findings in the draft profiles, identify anomalies and suggest improvements.
 
Each year forces identify some anomalies or inconsistencies, which HMIC attempts to resolve. Some require forces to make changes to their data, but not all are able to do 
so in time.  A handful of inconsistencies are harder to resolve prior to publication, because they require broader changes and agreement. These were discussed at the 
workshops, where a number of issues were identified to resolve for next year. They include, for example, variation in the treatment of transport costs. These costs represent 
around three percent of expenditure, although it is likely to be higher in some, more rural forces. Forces with large scale, transport intensive collaborations are also affected. 
We also comment on the broader accounting issues involved in collaborations below.   
  
What has changed since last year? 
We aim to keep the profiles up to date and make improvements - many suggested by our users. The main changes this year are: 

Greater consistency by comparing the costs of policing and excluding national policing costs from the early summary pages. We have also aligned the profiles with HMIC’s 
Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge report (July 2013) which defined police functions as front line (visible and non-visible), operational support or business support.  
Lastly, we have tightened the definitions for income this year.

Updated information - The use of the Home Office’s new MSGs  and the Office of National Statistics’ new crime classifications. More details of the latter are given on page 
58.

Better signposting – To aid navigation around the profiles, the titles of each page are expressed in the format: ‘Main heading – Sub-heading 1 – Sub-heading 2’. We also 
include some questions which the page may help to answer.  

Removal of some data sets – We have removed an analysis of workforce numbers by function compared with MSG averages. This decision followed a request by forces 
within collaborations who felt this could be misleading. Where workforce numbers are considered by function, they are compared with the force’s values from last year. We 
have also removed last year’s ‘ribbon charts’ which were intended as a one-off.

Expansion of some data sets – We have included an analysis of cautions by crime type, as this subject has attracted some concerns publicly about the possible inappropriate 
use of cautions for more serious crimes. We have also compared the changes between this year’s budget with last year’s across the main objective cost headings and set 
these changes against the MSG average. Analysis of roads policing has been expanded.

Addition of Police and Crime Commissioner / Local Policing Bodies page which provides a brief analysis of expenditure.

As the use of community resolutions / restorative justice has not been adopted by all forces, we have not included this data. Our intention is to follow the Home Office and 
make this information available next year.
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Frequently asked questions
 
What is the purpose of the most similar group comparison? 
The MSG was designed to offer a fairer comparison of levels of crime between forces, rather than unit costs such as local labour market costs. MSG comparisons do not 
entirely take account of the fact that some areas have higher costs than others. However, they are still useful as a cost comparison because forces in a high crime MSG 
(such  as large urban forces) are likely to have more resources such as more officers, staff and PCSOs. 

While most forces share very similar demographics with the rest of their group, there are a few that are less closely aligned. In particular, these are: the Metropolitan Police 
Service, Dyfed-Powys Police, Surrey Police and the City of London Police. Apart from the City of London (which has its own group), the remaining forces are still included 
with a most similar group, but their appearance as an outlier means they need to be treated with more caution. 

The MSG groups have been updated this year following the 2011 Census. The new groupings have resulted in some forces’ MSG changing considerably.  This will impact 
on how the costs and performance relative to the MSG average compare to last year. 
  
Which population figures are used? 
The profiles use mid-2011 population estimates (the latest available) to align with Home Office publications, especially crime rates. 
  
Which workforce figures are used? 
The profiles include staff numbers drawn from two data sets: the Home Office annual data return (ADR 502), which is a snapshot from 31 March 2013 of full time 
equivalent staff in post, and the Police Objective Analysis (POA) which counts the average, budgeted, full time equivalent staff. Given the differences between the two, you 
would not expect the two figures to align completely. 

In general the profiles use POA budgeted staff numbers to make detailed financial comparisons between forces. However, POA is a relatively recent invention and, prior to 
2011/12, it was not checked by HMIC. Consequently, it cannot provide a series long enough to show changing trends over time.  In contrast, ADR has been checked over 
several years, so is used to present overall staff trends to police officers, PCSOs and police staff as well as more detailed data on workforce which is not available from 
POA. 
  
Which crime figures are used? 
The VfM profiles include national crime statistics which were published by the Office for National Statistics on 18 July 2013, and contain data for the 12 months to March 
2013. Sanction detection and no crime data used in the profiles come from the Home Office and also cover the period of the 12 months to March 2013. The alignment of 
crime and detection outcomes occurs annually, so using more up to date crime data would break that relationship and would not show much difference between force 
rankings in any case. 
  
What types of average are used? 
Unless stated otherwise, the simple average of all and MSG forces are used. Except for their own profiles, the City of London Police and the Metropolitan Police Service 
are omitted from the averages and the charts because they are outliers in most categories.
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How has collaboration been taken into account?
For the majority of forces that are not involved in significant or large scale collaborations, the use of net expenditure should provide an adequate comparison. However, as the 
use of collaboration increases in scale, the current accounting arrangements will increasingly become detached from the realities. In particular, the lack of more detailed 
guidance for premises costs and the variation in how some forces have dealt with transport costs reduces comparability. A national CIPFA policy on the reporting of 
collaboration costs will hopefully be available for next year's profiles.
  
Final remarks 
Many forces have been very engaged throughout the production of the VfM profiles, and we are grateful to those that provided us with detailed feedback and comments. 

HMIC is always keen to hear from users how the profiles can be improved. If you have any suggestions, or any analysis which you think might be useful to include, please 
contact me: Lawrenceroy.morris33@hmic.gsi.gov.uk or 0203 513 0517.
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Section One – Costs, workforce and demand/performan ce

This section looks at how a force deploys its workforce and the associated costs for each of the 12 headline categories within the Police Objective Analysis (POA). POA 
subcategory information on costs is also presented. 
POA 2013/14 estimates are used for all cost and workforce data unless stated otherwise. These data are taken as a snapshot as at 22 October. Any updates to the data 
made after this time will not be reflected in the profile. Home Office Annual Data Requirement (ADR) data is used where relevant POA data is not available. Examples 
include officers by rank, sickness rates, restricted/recuperative duty rates, officers' length of service and leavers/joiners.

With the exception of special constables, workforce data comprises full-time equivalent (FTE) figures. In POA estimates these are calculated as the number of staff 
budgeted for each staff type. Police workforce figures published by the Home Office are based on those in-post as of 31 March and 30 September of each year. The two 
sets of figures are not, therefore, directly comparable.

Key to the data and calculations

Net revenue expenditure: The profiles use a different calculation for net revenue expenditure to the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA); it is 
calculated as total expenditure minus earned income to show the total cost of policing to the taxpayer.

Earned income: Where earned income is referred to, this covers partnership income, sales fees charges and rents, special police services, reimbursed income and 
interest. 
Averages: All averages in this section (unless otherwise stated) are simple, unweighted England and Wales averages, including the force in question. As the Metropolitan 
Police and City of London Police data distorts the chart scales, they have been excluded from all charts and averages except for those in their own profiles.

Difference to most similar group (MSG) / All force: Differences are calculated on standardised data, as opposed to absolute values.
Calculation is as follows: (Force cost per head - MSG cost per head) multiplied by population = absolute cost of difference

Police officer as spend % of gross expenditure: We have chosen to show the proportion of spend on officers (including overtime) by function. 
Calculation is as follows: (Police officer spend + Police officer overtime) / Gross Revenue Expenditure (GRE) = police officer spend as % of GRE.

National policing: To more accurately compare forces, national policing is not included in totals of spend and workforce (unless stated otherwise).

Operational front line, frontline support and business support: In HMIC's Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge  (July 2013), ADR data was used to split the police 
workforce into these three groups. Here, we map these categories using POA data for consistency with the rest of the profile. Since counter-terrorism/special branch is a 
national policing function, we do not include this as a front line role (for the reason given above). Due to this, and the previously described differences between the ADR and 
POA workforce data, the totals and proportions may not match those published elsewhere. The list of POA categories and their classifications are given in Annex 3.

Please note that, throughout the profiles, rounding may cause apparent d iscrepancies between totals and the sums of the parts.

How to use this section

Users may wish to focus on those charts where the force is an outlier, i.e. where they are significantly different from the average. Outliers are highlighted with blue chevrons 
and indicate that the force falls within the highest or lowest 10% and, where applicable, the financial value is greater than £1 per head.  They should consider exploring the 
reasons for any differences by looking at the force as a whole, using relevant local knowledge. Staffing levels should also be considered in the context of workforce 
modernisation, collaboration efforts and the outsourcing of services.
Please note that, in some cases, not all plots are given; room is given to those areas with the highest costs. Further, throughout the profiles the chart scales vary and as a 
result the differences shown may not be as significant as they first appear.
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Income and expenditure - Overview
How much does the force spend in each area of business compared with others? How much does it earn in income?

Population 1020k

£m £/head All MSG All MSG

Police officers 98.5 96.6 101.7 93.7 -5.2 2.9

Police staff 32.3 31.6 38.6 36.8 -7.1 -5.3 <<

PCSOs 5.1 5.0 7.5 6.3 -2.5 -1.3 <<

Workforce 135.9 133.2 147.8 136.8 -14.8 -3.6 

Non-staff costs 41.6 40.8 42.5 38.0 -1.7 2.9

Earned income -6.2 -6.1 -6.3 -5.5 0.2 -0.6 

Net revenue exp. 171.3 168.0 184.0 169.3 -16.3 -1.4 

National policing** 9.8 9.6 3.8 4.3 6.0 5.4 <<

Total inc nat. pol. 181.1 177.6 187.8 173.6 -10.3 4.1

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Note that national policing has been included in the table for reference so that the totals reconcile to the financing totals on page 14.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

          Averages Diff* £m
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The profiles calculate net revenue expenditure (NRE) as total expenditure minus 
earned income to show the total cost of policing to the taxpayer. Note that this is 
different from NRE as reported in the raw POA data.

To compare forces, national policing functions (such as counter-terrorism/special 
branch) are excluded from the data analysis and charts.
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Income and expenditure - Spend by function

All MSG

  Visible 66.1 40.0% 40.4% 39.9% 0.2

  Non-visible 51.8 31.4% 31.0% 32.0% -1.0

Operational front line 118.0 71.4% 71.4% 71.9% -0.8

Frontline support 16.2 9.8% 8.9% 8.7% 1.9

Business support 31.0 18.7% 19.7% 19.4% -1.1

Other* 6.1

Total (NRE) 171.3 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

* Functions classified as Other  do not fit into any of the three categories. They are not included in the percentage figures. See Annex 3 for details.

** Net cost of the difference in proportion spent in each category compared to the average of MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

What proportion of spend is on the front line or in business support compared with others? What proportion is spent in visible functions?

Averages MSG Diff** 
£m
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2013/14, cost per head of population
Police workforce roles are split into three categories: operational front line, frontline support and 
business support. The front line is further broken down into visible and non-visible roles (see 
Annex 3 for a breakdown by POA category). These plots show the NRE in each category.  To 
compare forces, national policing functions are excluded.

Collaboration and outsourcing affect workforce numbers so costs, rather than FTE figures, are 
presented. 

Note that in Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge  (July 2013), HMIC define frontline 
support as operational support . Since this is the name of a POA category, frontline support  is 
used here to avoid confusion.
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Income and expenditure - Workforce costs - Officers
How much do officers in the force cost compared with others? How much overtime do they receive?

FTE police officers 1,890 (exc national policing functions)

Averages Diff* £m

Officer costs    £m £/head All MSG All MSG

All pay exc. overtime 95.9 94.0 98.7 91.2 -4.8 2.9

Overtime 2.6 2.6 3.0 2.5 -0.4 0.1

Total 98.5 96.6 101.7 93.7 -5.2 2.9

Averages Diff* £m

Officer overtime as a % salary % sal All MSG All MSG

Total 2.7% 3.0% 2.7% -0.3 0.0

** Figure is flagged as outliers where the two differ by more than 5%

Number of officers and cost per officer Averages Diff* £m

Force All MSG All MSG

FTE per 1,000 population ###### 1.85 1.94 1.78 -4.3 4.0

Cost** per FTE (£000s) ###### 50.7 51.1 51.4 -0.7 -1.3 

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Cost excludes overtime

Source: POA 2013/14 estimates Derbyshire
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Police officer costs are split into salary and overtime (OT). OT costs are also shown as a 
percentage of the overall salary costs.  To compare forces, national policing functions 
are excluded.
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Income and expenditure - Workforce costs - Police s taff and police community support officers (PCSOs)

Police staff

Police staff FTE 1,051 (exc national policing functions)

Averages Diff* £m
£m £/head All MSG All MSG

32.3 31.6 38.6 36.8 -7.1 -5.3 <<

Including overtime costs

Averages Diff* £m

All MSG All MSG

FTEs per 1,000 pop 1051 1.03 1.19 1.13 -4.9 -3.2

Cost** per FTE (£000s) 1051.4 30.7 32.9 32.5 -2.3 -1.9 <<

PCSOs

PCSOs FTE 181 (exc national policing functions)

Averages Diff* £m

£m £/head All MSG All MSG

5.1 5.0 7.5 6.3 -2.5 -1.3 <<

Including overtime costs

Averages Diff* £m

  Force All MSG All MSG

FTEs per 1,000 pop 181.00 0.18 0.25 0.20 -2.1 -0.8 <<

Cost** per FTE (£000s) £181.0k 28.4 29.9 31.1 -0.3 -0.5

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Cost includes overtime

Source: POA 2013/14 estimates Derbyshire

How much do police staff and PCSOs cost in the force compared with others?
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Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff costs for certain forces and that national policing 
functions are excluded.  
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Income and expenditure - Non-staff costs
Apart from on the workforce, where else is the force spending money compared with others?

Force workforce costs £136m

% w'force Averages Diff*** £m

    £m costs All MSG All MSG

Supplies and services* 16.3 12.0% 14.1% 13.1% -2.9 -1.5

Premises related expenses 8.5 6.3% 5.1% 5.3% 1.6 1.4

Transport related expenses 4.6 3.3% 3.1% 3.1% 0.3 0.3

Force collaboration payments 6.1 4.5% 1.5% 1.8% 4.1 3.7 <<

Restructure, training and conference 0.5 0.4% 0.6% 0.6% -0.3 -0.3

Other employee expenses** 2.4 1.7% 2.0% 2.1% -0.4 -0.5

Non-staff costs 38.3 28.2% 26.4% 25.9% 2.4 3.1

Capital financing 3.3 2.4% 2.8% 2.0% -0.5 0.6

Total inc capital financing 41.6 30.6% 29.2% 27.9% 2.0 3.7

* Includes 3rd party payments excluding collaboration

** Including temporary and agency staff, injury and ill health costs

*** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average percentage of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire
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Workforce costs include officer, staff and PCSO salary and overtime costs only. Temporary and 
agency costs are classified as non-staff. To compare forces, national policing functions are excluded.

Non-staff costs are broken down into specific types of running costs.  They are shown as a 
percentage of workforce costs as they are largely dependent on the size of the workforce. Note that 
collaboration and outsourcing will affect the figures for some forces.
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Income and expenditure - Financing

Population 1,020k

All MSG

  Formula funding* 110.1 108.0 119.9 108.3 -0.3

  Specific grants 13.3 13.0 7.4 7.2 5.9

  Council tax freeze grant 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.6 -0.3

Central funding 124.7 122.3 128.4 117.1 5.3

  Council tax support grant 7.3 7.2 5.3 6.7 0.5

  Council tax 48.4 47.5 54.0 49.7 -2.2

  Reserves 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.5

Local funding 56.4 55.3 59.3 56.5 -1.2

Net revenue expenditure 181.1 177.6 187.8 173.6 4.1 Council tax Yield of

* Sum of police grant, non-domestic rates and revenue support grant      Band D tax rate All MSG  £/head £1 c. tax All MSG

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of MSG forces £167 £169 £162 £47 £0.28 £0.32 £0.31

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

How much money does the local policing body receive in funding compared with others and from where? What is the level of council tax in the force and how does that compare with others?

Averages

Averages       Averages

£m £/head Diff** 
£m

2013/14, funding per head of population
Central funding is broken down into formula-based funding*, and government grants, 
which are not formula based. Local funding is comprised of council tax, use of reserves 
and council tax support grants. 

Note: forces in Wales did not receive an increase in government grant for agreeing to 
freeze or reduce council tax but did receive a four year grant from the Welsh Assembly 
Government for an additional 500 PCSOs across Wales. 

To show a typical council tax payment in the force, Band D tax rates (from CIPFA 
estimates) have been included . The yield shows the amount, from every £1 of council 
tax collected, that goes to the local policing body.
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Income and expenditure - Earned income
How much money does the force earn compared with others and from where does it receive it?

Population

Averages Diff* £m

£m £/head All MSG All MSG

 Sales, fees, charges and rents 4.5 4.4 2.2 3.0 2.2 1.4 <<

Reimbursed income

 - From collaboration 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.1 -1.3 -0.1

 - Excluding collaboration 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.2 -0.1 -0.5

 Partnership income 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.5 -0.7 -0.2

 Special police services 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.4 -0.5 -0.1

 Interest 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Total earned income 6.2 6.1 6.3 5.5 -0.2 0.6

* Net cost of the difference in earnings to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Earned income is removed from GRE in order to calculate NRE and does not 
include government grants.

To compare forces, national policing functions have been excluded.
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Income and expenditure - Funding trends
How has the local policing body's income changed over time compared with others?

   

Change
09/10-13/14

Central funding* 130.4 134.3 127.8 121.9 121.0 -7%

Council tax freeze grant 1.3

Council tax support grant 7.2

Council tax 51.4 52.8 53.3 53.5 47.5 -8%

Reserves -2.0 -11.6 -7.3 1.5 0.6

Total funding 179.8 175.5 173.7 177.0 177.6 -1%

Change

09/10-13/14

Central funding* 140.8 144.2 139.8 128.9 127.2 -10%

Council tax freeze grant 1.2

Council tax support grant 5.3

Council tax 55.0 56.5 55.2 58.9 54.0 -2%

Reserves 0.4 -3.6 -4.4 1.3 0.1

Total funding 196.2 197.1 190.6 189.1 187.8 -4%

Band D tax rate £161 £164 £164 £164 £167

Average £157 £162 £162 £166 £169

* Here, central funding does not include council tax freeze grant since that features in 2013/14 only.

Source: POA data Derbyshire
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Please note that estimates of reserves are unreliable and that these figures are not adjusted for inflation. The change over time is, therefore, a nominal and not a real change.

The Band D council tax rates are from CIPFA estimates.

Note: change for 09/10 to 13/14 for reserves has not been given due to values crossing zero, with the potential for false negatives.
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Income and expenditure - Total costs by function
How does the force apportion its spend across the different functions compared with others? How has this changed since last year?

Population 1,020k

Budgeted Spend per head, £ Diff from % of total** % Officers** *

spend £m Force MSG Av MSG £m* Last year Force MSG Av Force MSG Av

Neighbourhood policing 13.0 12.7 23.4 -10.9 0.6 8% 14% 57% 67%

Incident (response) management 38.8 38.0 27.3 11.0 1.1 23% 17% 96% 98%

Local investigation/prisoner processing 14.2 14.0 13.2 0.8 2.6 9% 8% 95% 95%

Other local policing 6.5 6.4 6.2 0.2 -1.4 4% 4% 56% 61%

Local policing 72.5 71.1 70.1 1.1 2.9 44% 43% 85% 84%

Dealing with the public 9.2 9.0 10.7 -1.7 -1.1 6% 7% 16% 17%

Road policing 4.5 4.4 4.3 0.1 -1.2 3% 3% 68% 72%

Operational support 7.0 6.8 7.2 -0.4 0.5 4% 4% 88% 81%

Intelligence 6.2 6.0 6.6 -0.6 -1.4 4% 4% 68% 61%

Investigations 16.6 16.3 14.2 2.1 -1.6 10% 9% 74% 71%

Investigative support 4.3 4.2 4.7 -0.4 -0.9 3% 3% 2% 5%

Custody 3.8 3.8 4.5 -0.8 -1.5 2% 3% 49% 56%

Other criminal justice arrangements 7.8 7.6 7.0 0.6 1.2 5% 4% 1% 6%

Criminal justice arrangements 11.6 11.4 11.6 -0.2 -0.2 7% 7% 17% 26%

ICT 6.5 6.4 7.3 -1.0 0.5 4% 4% 0% 1%

Human resources 2.2 2.2 2.2 -0.1 0.0 1% 1% 4% 3%

Training 3.0 2.9 3.1 -0.2 0.3 2% 2% 46% 53%

Other support functions 21.6 21.1 21.0 0.1 1.8 13% 13% 18% 16%

Support functions 33.2 32.6 33.8 -1.2 2.6 20% 21% 13% 11%

Police and Crime Commissioner 1.0 1.0 1.3 -0.3 -0.1 1% 1% 0% 0%

Total exc national policing and central costs 166.1 162.9 164.4 -1.5 -0.3 100% 100% 55% 54%

National policing 9.8 9.6 4.3 5.4 3.8

Central costs 5.1 5.0 4.9 0.1 -2.8

Total 181.1 177.6 173.6 4.1 0.6

## 71%

Note that workforce under the heading of 'local investigation' are included within 'local policing' not 'investigation' as in POA

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of MSG forces.

*** Cost of police officers as % of total gross cost by function

Source: POA estimates 2012/13 and 2013/14

Derbyshire

** Percentage of budgeted spend (excluding on national policing and central costs) by function
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Summary

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m

£m £/head All MSG All MSG

Local policing** 72.5 71.1 75.1 70.1 -4.1 1.1

Dealing with the public 9.2 9.0 11.3 10.7 -2.3 -1.7 <<

Criminal justice arrangements 11.6 11.4 12.6 11.6 -1.2 -0.2

Road policing 4.5 4.4 5.4 4.3 -1.0 0.1

Operational support*** 7.0 6.8 7.7 7.2 -0.9 -0.4

Intelligence 6.2 6.0 7.4 6.6 -1.4 -0.6

Investigations 16.6 16.3 15.0 14.2 1.3 2.1

Investigative support 4.3 4.2 4.9 4.7 -0.6 -0.4

Support functions 33.2 32.6 36.9 33.8 -4.4 -1.2

Police and Crime Commissioner 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.3 -0.3 -0.3

Central costs 5.1 5.0 6.4 4.9 -1.4 0.1

Total exc national policing 171.3 168.0 184.0 169.3 -16.3 -1.4

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Note that workforce under the heading of 'local investigation' are included within 'local policing' and not 'investigation' as in POA.

*** Note that this is the POA category, not the workforce descriptor used in Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge  (July 2013).

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

What does the force spend across the different functions compared with others?
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Local po licing (including local investigation/prisoner proc essing)
What does the force spend on the different areas within local policing compared with others?

fte/1000 £

Exp

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head All  MSG All  MSG Off** Average

Neighbourhood policing 13.0 12.7 25.2 23.4 -12.7 -10.9 << 57% 67%

Incident (response) management 38.8 38.0 29.9 27.3 8.3 11.0 96% 98%

Local investigation/prisoner processing 14.2 14.0 13.1 13.2 0.8 0.8 95% 95%

Specialist community liaison 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.1 48% 52%

Command team and support overheads 1.9 1.9 2.4 1.7 -0.6 0.1 75% 84%

Local policing 72.5 71.1 75.1 70.1 -4.1 1.1 85% 84%

Total exc local investigation 58.3 57.2 62.0 56.9 -4.9 0.3 83% 82%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Local po licing (including local investigation/prisoner proc essing) - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within local policing compared with others?
Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.  

FTE per
Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 1,244    1.22            1.25         1.18        -29 43

PCSOs 181        0.18            0.25         0.20        -73 -26

Police staff 60          0.06            0.07         0.06        -16 -6

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 62.4 61.2 63.2 59.8 -2.1 1.4

PCSOs 5.1 5.0 7.5 6.3 -2.5 -1.3

Police staff 1.6 1.6 2.3 1.9 -0.7 -0.3

Non-staff costs 4.2 4.1 3.2 3.1 0.9 1.0

Earned income -0.9 -0.9 -1.0 -1.0 0.2 0.2

Total cost 72.5 71.1 75.1 70.1 -4.1 1.1

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £50k £51k £51k -0.6 -0.7

PCSOs £28k £30k £31k -0.3 -0.5

Staff £27k £30k £29k -0.2 -0.1

 * Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Dealing with the public
How does the force spend its money within dealing with the public compared with others?

Population 1,020k

Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head   All MSG    All MSG  Officer** Average

Central communications unit 4.3 4.2 7.6 6.8 -3.5 -2.7 << 16% 15%

Local call centres/front desk 1.0 1.0 2.2 2.5 -1.2 -1.5 << 0% 14%

Contact management units 3.4 3.4 1.2 1.2 2.2 2.2 16% 14%

Command team and support 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 45% 51%

Dealing with the public 9.2 9.0 11.3 10.7 -2.3 -1.7 << 16% 17%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Dealing with the public - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within dealing with the public compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.  

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 24 0.02        0.04      0.03      -16 -8

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 246 0.24        0.26      0.26      -22 -23

Expenditure £m £/head   All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 1.5 1.5 2.2 1.8 -0.8 -0.4

Police staff and PCSOs 7.6 7.5 8.5 8.3 -1.1 -0.9

Non-staff costs 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.6 -0.4 -0.5

Earned income 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0

Total cost 9.2 9.0 11.3 10.7 -2.3 -1.7

Cost/FTE Force   All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £62k £56k £58k 0.1 0.1

Police staff and PCSOs £31k £32k £31k -0.4 -0.1

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Criminal  justice arrangements
What does the force spend on the different areas within criminal justice arrangements compared with others?

Population 1,020k

   Averages Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head    All MSG   All MSG Off** Average

   Custody 3.8 3.8 5.1 4.5 -1.4 -0.8 << 49% 56%

   Police doctors / nurses and surgeons 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0% 0%

   Interpreters and translators 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0% 0%

   Other custody costs 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 -0.2 0.0 0% 0%

Custody subtotal 5.3 5.2 6.8 6.0 -1.6 -0.8 << 36% 42%

Criminal justice 4.3 4.2 3.4 3.4 0.8 0.8 0% 11%

Police national computer 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.1 -0.3 -0.3 0% 1%

Criminal records bureau 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 -0.3 -0.2 0% 0%

Property officer / stores 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0% 0%

Coroner assistance 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 -0.2 -0.2 n/a 0%

Fixed penalty scheme 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 -0.2 -0.2 0% 0%

Command team and support 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 27% 41%

Criminal justice arrangements 11.6 11.4 12.6 11.6 -1.2 -0.2 17% 26%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

Note that not all charts are included.
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Criminal  justice arrangements - Use of resources

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 32                0.03        0.06      0.05         -30 -20

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 272              0.27        0.21      0.22         59 50

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 2.1 2.1 3.6 3.1 -1.5 -1.0

Police staff and PCSOs 7.5 7.3 5.9 6.2 1.4 1.1

Non-staff costs 2.8 2.8 3.6 2.7 -0.9 0.0

Earned income -0.8 -0.8 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 -0.3

Total cost 11.6 11.4 12.6 11.6 -1.2 -0.2

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £66k £59k £60k 0.2 0.2

Police staff and PCSOs £27k £28k £28k -0.3 -0.3

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain 
forces. 

How does the force spend its money within criminal justice arrangements compared with 
others?
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Road pol icing
What does the force spend on the different areas within road policing compared with others?

Note that not all charts are included.

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m    % MSG

£m  £/head    All MSG   All MSG Off** Average

Traffic Units 4.0 4.0 5.3 4.2 -1.4 -0.2 96% 90%

Traffic wardens / PCSOs - Traffic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 n/a 0%

Vehicle Recovery 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0%

Casualty Reduction Partnership 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 17% 10%

Command Team and Support 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 68% 69%

Road policing 4.5 4.4 5.4 4.3 -1.0 0.1 68% 72%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Road pol icing - Use of resources

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 83         0.08        0.10       0.07       -16 9

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police Staff 24         0.02        0.02       0.02       0 -1

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 4.3 4.2 5.1 3.9 -0.9 0.3

Police staff and PCSOs 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0

Non-staff costs 1.3 1.3 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6

Earned income -1.8 -1.8 -1.1 -1.1 -0.7 -0.7

Total cost 4.5 4.4 5.4 4.3 -1.0 0.1

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £52k £52k £54k -0.1 -0.2

Police staff and PCSOs £31k £31k £31k 0.0 0.0

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire

How does the force spend its money within road policing compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain 
forces. 
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Operatio nal support

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head All MSG All MSG Off** Average

Firearms unit 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.1 -0.1 -0.4 99% 96%

Dogs section 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 -0.3 -0.1 91% 91%

Lev 1 adv public order 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.0 0.3 99% 84%

Air operations 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.8 -0.1 0.0 25% 33%

Civil contingencies 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.2 98% 53%

Specialist terrain 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 n/a 31%

Mounted police 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 n/a 15%

Airports and ports policing unit 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 -0.1 -0.2 n/a 31%

Command team and support 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 -0.2 -0.2 67% 72%

Operational support 7.0 6.8 7.7 7.2 -0.9 -0.4 88% 81%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

What does the force spend on the different areas within operational support compared with 
others?

Note that not all charts are included and that operational support used here is the POA 
cateogry, not the workforce descriptor used in HMIC's Policing in Austerity: Rising to the 
Challenge  (July 2013).

Operational support cost per population

£0

£2

£4

£6

£8

£10

£12

£14

£16

£18

c ge hd ab f

Central operations command team 
and support overheads

£0.0

£0.2

£0.4

£0.6

£0.8

£1.0

£1.2

£1.4

f g c d a b h e

Air operations

£0

£1

£2

£3

h d ae c f bg

Dogs section

£0

£1

£2

£3

h bg c de a f

Firearms unit

£0

£1
£2

£3

£4

£5
£6

£7

e h d fc b a g

Level 1 advanced public order

£0

£1

£2

£3

£4

g c a b e h f d

page 27HMIC



Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Operatio nal support - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within operational support compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 120        0.12           0.13      0.12       -8 -2

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 5            0.00           0.01      0.01       -6 -4

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 6.2 6.0 6.8 6.5 -0.7 -0.5

Police staff and PCSOs 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.4 -0.2 -0.3

Non-staff costs 0.7 0.7 1.4 1.2 -0.7 -0.5

Earned income 0.0 0.0 -0.8 -0.9 0.8 0.9

Total cost 7.0 6.8 7.7 7.2 -0.9 -0.4

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £51k £54k £55k -0.3 -0.4

Police staff and PCSOs £30k £35k £44k 0.0 -0.1

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Intellig ence
What does the force spend on the different areas within intelligence compared with others?

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head All MSG All MSG Off** Average

Intelligence gathering 1.9 1.9 3.7 3.7 -1.8 -1.9 << 66% 72%

Intelligence analysis / threat assessments 4.0 3.9 3.4 2.6 0.5 1.3 70% 34%

Command team and support 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 -0.1 -0.1 46% 82%

Intelligence 6.2 6.0 7.4 6.6 -1.4 -0.6 68% 61%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Intellig ence - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within intelligence compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 85          0.08 0.09 0.08 -4 8

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 46          0.05 0.07 0.06 -30 -20

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 4.3 4.2 4.6 4.0 -0.4 0.2

Police staff and PCSOs 1.4 1.4 2.3 2.0 -1.0 -0.6

Non-staff costs 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 -0.1 0.0

Earned income -0.2 -0.2 -0.3 -0.1 0.0 -0.2

Total cost 6.2 6.0 7.4 6.6 -1.4 -0.6

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £51k £53k £53k -0.2 -0.2

Police staff and PCSOs £30k £31k £31k 0.0 0.0

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Investig ations (excluding local investigation/prisoner proc essing)

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m % Average
£m  £/head     All MSG     All MSG Off** MSG

Public protection 7.2 7.1 7.0 6.8 0.1 0.3 85% 79%

Major investigations unit 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.0 -0.1 0.2 76% 60%

Serious and organised crime unit 4.0 4.0 2.5 2.2 1.4 1.8 58% 75%

Economic crime 1.4 1.4 1.0 0.9 0.4 0.4 76% 54%

Specialist investigation units 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 -0.3 -0.5 n/a 19%

Command team and support overheads 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.8 -0.2 -0.1 55% 82%

Investigations 16.6 16.3 15.0 14.2 1.3 2.1 74% 71%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

What does the force spend on the different areas within investigations compared 
with others?

Note that local investigation/prisoner processing is under local policing.
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Investig ations  (excluding local investigation/prisoner pro cessing) - Use of resources

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 234        0.23        0.21 0.18 21 50

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00      0.00 0 0

Police staff 63          0.06        0.08 0.08 -14 -18

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 13.3 13.1 11.8 10.3 1.3 2.8

Police staff and PCSOs 1.8 1.8 2.3 2.6 -0.6 -0.8

Non-staff costs 2.9 2.9 1.4 1.7 1.5 1.2

Earned income -1.4 -1.4 -0.5 -0.4 -0.9 -1.0

Total cost 16.6 16.3 15.0 14.2 1.3 2.1

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £57k £57k £57k 0.1 -0.1

Police staff and PCSOs £28k £30k £32k -0.1 -0.2

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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How does the force spend its money within investigations compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Investig ative support

Note that not all charts are included.

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m %
£m  £/head   All MSG   All MSG Off**

External forensic costs 1.2 1.2 1.5 1.4 -0.3 -0.2 0%

Scenes of crime officers 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0%

Fingerprint/internal forensic 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.2 0%

Photographic image recovery 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0%

Other forensic services 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.8 -0.4 -0.4 0%

Command team and support 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 39%

Investigative support 4.3 4.2 4.9 4.7 -0.6 -0.4 2%

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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What does the force spend on the different areas within investigative support compared with 
others?

Investigative support costs per population

£0

£1

£2

£3

£4

£5

£6

£7

£8

b c g e d h f a

External forensic costs

£0

£1

£2

£3

£4

h g e b c f a d

Scenes of crime officers

£0

£1

£2

£3

£4

e cda b f g h

Fingerprint / internal forensic costs

£0.0

£0.2

£0.4

£0.6

£0.8

£1.0

£1.2

£1.4

c d f a b g h e

page 33HMIC



Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Investig ative support - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within investigative support compared with others?

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.

FTE per

Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 1           0.00       0.00      0.00    -4 -4

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 45         0.04       0.08      0.07    -33 -25

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 -0.2 -0.2

Police staff and PCSOs 1.9 1.9 2.8 2.6 -1.0 -0.7

Non-staff costs 2.4 2.3 1.9 1.9 0.4 0.4

Earned income 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0

Total cost 4.3 4.2 4.9 4.7 -0.6 -0.4

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £100k £54k £52k 0.0 0.0

Police staff and PCSOs £42k £37k £37k 0.2 0.2

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Support functions

See page 37 for more details.

Population 1020k

   Averages Diff* £m

£m  £/head All MSG All MSG

Estates / central building 9.0 8.9 8.5 7.6 0.3 1.3

ICT 6.5 6.4 8.3 7.3 -1.9 -1.0

Training 3.0 2.9 3.6 3.1 -0.7 -0.2

Fleet services 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.1 -0.4 0.0

Administration support 1.5 1.4 2.4 2.3 -1.0 -0.9 <<
Human resources 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 0.0 -0.1

Finance 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.1 -0.2 -0.1

Performance review 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.0 0.3 0.2

Professional standards 1.7 1.7 1.2 1.2 0.5 0.5

All other support functions 2.9 2.8 4.0 3.8 -1.2 -1.0 <<

Support functions 33.2 32.6 36.9 33.8 -4.4 -1.2

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 Derbyshire

What does the force spend on the different areas within support functions 
compared with others?
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Support functions - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within support functions compared with others?

See page 37 for more details.

FTE per
Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 67          0.07         0.06 0.06 1 4

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 272        0.27         0.37 0.33 -101 -63

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.0 0.1 0.3

Police staff and PCSOs 8.8 8.7 12.6 11.5 -4.0 -2.9

Non-staff costs 20.7 20.3 21.9 19.7 -1.6 0.7

Earned income -0.7 -0.6 -1.7 -1.4 1.1 0.8

Total cost 33.2 32.6 36.9 33.8 -4.4 -1.2

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £65k £64k £65k 0.1 0.0

Police staff and PCSOs £32k £34k £35k -0.5 -0.7

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff costs for certain forces.
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Cost per FTE % NRE

POA 2013/14 estimates

(including national policing functions)

Total FTE 3,210 (Officers, staff and PCSOs)

Officer FTE 1,922

Total NRE (£m) 181.1

All

Avg

Human resources 2.2 £684 £642 0.1

Finance 1.0 £320 £356 -0.1

ICT 6.5 £2,025 £2,435 -1.3

Training 3.0 £931 £1,052 -0.4

Estates 9.0 £2,819 £2,497 1.0

All

Avg

Human resources 1.2% 1.2% 0.1

Finance 0.6% 0.6% -0.1

ICT 3.6% 4.4% -1.5

Training 1.7% 1.9% -0.5

Estates 5.0% 4.5% 0.8

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all 
forces.
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% NRE Diff* £m
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2013/14 estimates
These charts provide a detailed breakdown of support service 
functions as a cost per FTE and a percentage of total NRE.

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff/non-staff 
costs for certain forces.
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - National  policing
What does the force spend on the different areas within national policing compared with others?

Population 1,020k

Averages Diff* £m % MSG

£m  £/head All MSG All  MSG Off** Average

Counter terrorism/special branch 9.8 9.6 3.2 4.0 6.5 5.7 << 24% 71%

Other national policing requirements 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 -0.4 -0.2 n/a 41%

Hosting national services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28% 16%

Secondments (out of force) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 92% 66%

ACPO projects / initiatives 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 n/a 0%

National policing 9.8 9.6 3.8 4.3 6.0 5.4 << 28% 71%

Specific grants -9.1 -9.0 -3.0 -3.6 -6.1 -5.5 <<

Cost net of grants 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 -0.1 -0.1

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

** Officer salaries and overtime as % of gross expenditure

Source: POA estimates 2013/14
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - National  policing - Use of resources
How does the force spend its money within national policing compared with others?

FTE per
Staffing 1000 pop    All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 32       0.03 0.06 0.05 -27 -16

PCSOs 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Police staff 56       0.05 0.02 0.02 33 36

Expenditure £m £/head All MSG    All MSG

Police officers 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.1 -0.4 -0.1

Police staff and PCSOs 2.1 2.0 0.8 0.7 1.3 1.4

Non-staff costs 5.6 5.5 1.0 1.0 4.6 4.5

Income exc grants -0.9 -0.9 -1.4 -0.5 0.5 -0.3

Total cost 9.8 9.6 3.8 4.3 6.0 5.4

Specific grants -9.1 -9.0 -3.0 -3.6 -6.1 -5.5

Cost net of grants 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 -0.1 -0.1

Cost/FTE Force All MSG    All MSG

Police officers £94k £59k £65k 1.1 1.0

Police staff and PCSOs £37k £34k £35k 0.2 0.1

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

 Derbyshire

FTE

* Net difference in the number of staff/officers compared to if the force had the average number of 
FTEs per head of all/MSG forces.
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Income and expenditure - NRE by function - Police a nd Crime Commissioner/Local policing bodies
What is the expenditure of the local policing body on its own office?

Population 1,020k

Averages
£m  £/head All MSG All  MSG

Cost of PCC/Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.01 -0.01

Office of PCC/MOPAC 0.65 0.64 0.84 0.89 -0.20 -0.26

Other costs 0.14 0.14 0.26 0.19 -0.13 -0.05

PCC/Local policing body 0.97 0.95 1.26 1.26 -0.31 -0.32

* Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14
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Broadly, cost of Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) includes salary and associated 
costs (including expenses and training) of the PCC, deputy PCC and any appointed 
deputies and special advisors.  For the Metropolitan Police Service, this relates to the 
Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime and similar staff and associated costs. 
 
Office of the PCC (or the Mayor's Office of Policing and Crime (MOPAC) for the 
Metropolitan Police Service) includes salary and associated costs of the Chief Executive, 
Chief Finance Officer and any other staff employed to directly support the PCC/Deputy 
Mayor as well as office-running costs.
 
Other costs include local policing body costs not incorporated above e.g. external audit and 
council tax leaflets.

Note that HMIC do not inspect expenditure incurred by local policing bodies/PCCs.
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Income and expenditure - Criminal justice costs
How much does the force spend per charge compared with others? What is the size of its workforce that deals with criminal justice?

Charges 8,975

Per 100 Averages
Force charges All MSG

Criminal justice FTE 178 2.0 1.2 1.3 57 *

Criminal justice cost £4.3m £47k £35k £38k £0.8m **

 * Net difference in the number of FTEs compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of MSG forces

** Net cost of the difference in spend to the average per head of all/MSG forces.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 (costs/FTE) and Home Office Crime Statistics 2012/13 (charges)
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These charts show the NRE cost of criminal justice (as 
opposed to criminal justice arrangements) per 100 
charges. 
FTE within the criminal justice function is then shown 
per 100 charges.

Note that charges data is from 2012/13 whereas FTE 
and cost figures are from 2013/14 estimates.
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Workforce - Summary
How big is the force's workforce compared with others? What is the number of officers, staff, PCSOs and special constables per 1,000 population?

Population 1,020k

FTE All
per 1,000 Avg Diff* FTE Force Avg

Police officers 1,922 1.89 1.99 -111 60% 58%

PCSOs 181 0.18 0.25 -74 6% 7%

Sub-total 2,103 2.06 2.24 -185 66% 65%

Police staff 1,107 1.09 1.21 -126 34% 35%

Total 3,210 3.15 3.45 -312 100% 100%

Special constables (HC) 291 0.29 0.29 -8

Contractors 8 0.01 0.05 -41

 * Net difference in the number of officers compared to if the force had the average number of FTEs per head of all forces

Source: POA estimates 2013/14, ADR 502 for special constables headcount and contractors FTE 2012/13.
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2013/14 Estimates
Figures in the charts give the total number (including those within national policing) of FTEs  (or 
head count for special constables)  per 1,000 population.

All data, except for special constables and contractors, is from POA. Special constables data 
comes from ADR and is a head count (since not all forces provided this in their POA return), and 
contractors data comes from ADR and is FTE. Both special constables and contractors is 2012/13 
data.
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Workforce - Officers
How are officers in the force apportioned across operational front line, frontline support and operational support?

Police officers

All MSG

  Visible 1,126 59.6% 61.1% 61.0%

  Non-visible 621 32.9% 32.5% 33.1%

Operational front line 1,747 92.4% 93.6% 94.1%

Frontline support 102 5.4% 4.0% 3.3%

Business support 41 2.2% 2.4% 2.6%

Other** 32

Total 1,922 100% 100% 100%

** Officers are classified as Other  if their role does not fit into any of the three categories. They are not included in the percentage figures. See Annex for details.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

                                Derbyshire
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2013/14 estimates
HMIC split police workforce roles into three categories using the 
ADR601 functions: operational front line (including visible and non-
visible), frontline support* and business support. 

We have mapped the ADR601 categories to the POA data for use here. 
For consistency to elsewhere in the profile, we have removed counter 
terrorism/special branch (a national policing function) from the front line.  
Due to this, and the fact that ADR601 data deals with officers in post as 
of 31 March whereas POA data is of budgeted posts for the whole 
financial year, proportions will not necessarily match to other published 
figures. Annex 3 shows a list of POA functions and their classification.

* In Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge  (July 2013), HMIC 
define this role as operational support. Since this is the name of a POA 
category, frontline support is used here to avoid confusion.
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Workforce - Police staff
How are police staff in the force apportioned across front line, frontline support and operational support?

Police staff Averages
All MSG

  Visible 54 5% 5% 5%

  Non-visible 435 42% 42% 43%

Operational front line 489 47% 47% 49%

Frontline support 277 27% 23% 23%

Business support 268 26% 30% 28%

Other** 73

Total 1,107 100% 100% 100%

** Staff are classified as Other  if their role does not fit into any of the three categories. They are not included in the percentage figures. See Annex 3 for details.

Source: POA estimates 2013/14
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2013/14 estimates
HMIC split police workforce roles into three categories using the ADR601 
functions: operational front line (including visible and non-visible), frontline 
support* and business support. 

We have mapped the ADR601 categories to the POA data for use here. For 
consistency to elsewhere in the profile, we have removed counter 
terrorism/special branch (a national policing function) from the front line.  
Due to this, and the fact that ADR601 data deals with officers in post as of 31 
March whereas POA data is of budgeted posts for the whole financial year, 
proportions will not necessarily match to other published figures. Annex 3 
shows a list of POA functions and their classification.

Note that PCSOs are not included here as they, almo st exclusively, 
work in visible frontline roles.

* In Policing in Austerity: Rising to the Challenge (July 2013), HMIC define 
this role as operational support. Since this is the name of a POA category, 
frontline support is used here to avoid confusion
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Workforce - Officers/PCSOs by rank

Supervision ratio

Officers and PCSOs FTE % All Avg

ACPO ranks 4 0.2% 0.2%

Chief superintendents 6 0.3% 0.3%

Superintendents 11 0.5% 0.6%

Chief inspectors 22 1.1% 1.2%

Inspectors 82 4.1% 4.5%

Sergeants 264 13.1% 14.2%

Constables 1,438 71.6% 68.2%

PCSOs 183 9.1% 10.7%

Force total 2,010 100.0% 100.0%

Supervision ratio Force All Avg msg

Constables per sergeant 5.4            4.8             

Constables and PCSOs per sergeant 6.1            5.6             

Source: ADR 502 March 2013

Derbyshire

How are officers in the force split amongst the ranks compared with other forces? 
What is the supervisory ratio of sergeants to constables (and PCSOs) compared 
with others?
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March 2013
Charts show the proportion of the total officer/PCSO workforce at each rank. The chart 
for superintendents includes chief superintendents, and the chart for inspectors 
includes chief inspectors. Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) are officers above 
the rank of chief superintendents.
Two further charts show numbers of constables (and PCSOs) per sergeant giving an 
indication of the average supervision requirement for each sergeant. 
Note that this is ADR data for all officers and so totals will not match the POA data given 
elsewhere.
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Workforce - Mix of officers/staff

Police Police Diff* Police Police Diff*
officers Staff FTE Off officers Staff FTE Off Force All avg

Criminal justice 0 150 100% 89% -16 0 178 100% 91% -16 0.2 2.1

Central communications unit 22 110 83% 83% -1 11 113 91% 83% -10 7.7 0.9

Intelligence analysis 70 38 35% 62% 28 58 42 42% 63% 21 6.4 1.3

Administration support 9 69 88% 97% 7 0 50 100% 98% -1 11.6 0.6

Local call centres / front desk 0 40 100% 92% -3 0 39 100% 93% -3 0.0 0.8

Training 27 19 41% 46% 2 29 11 27% 46% 7 -13.9 0.3

Intelligence gathering 29 5 14% 26% 4 26 4 14% 30% 5 -0.4 3.6

Custody 31 51 62% 44% -15 30 50 63% 43% -16 0.1 -0.9

Human resources 3 51 94% 98% 2 1 36 97% 96% 0 3.0 -1.7

Scenes of crime officers 0 40 100% 95% -2 0 37 100% 97% -1 0.0 1.3

Total (of above functions) 191 572 75% 72% 5 155 559 78% 73% -14 3.3 0.9

* Net difference in the number of officers if the force had the average proportion of staff of all forces

Source: POA estimates 2013/14 & 2012/13

Derbyshire

In functions where officers and staff can fulfil similar roles, what proportion of these functions are made up of police staff compared with other forces? How has that changed over the past year?

Percentage point change 
(2012/13 to 2013/14)

2013/14 Estimates

% Staff

2012/13 Estimates

% Staff All AvgAll Avg

2013/14 and 2012/13 estimates
Data shows the proportion of workforce who are staff 
across the functions outlined below. To show the 
comparison between two years, data for 2012/13 and 
2013/14 is given.

The categories below have been chosen since they 
highlight areas where civilianisation is occurring.

Care should be taken when examining functions with a 
small workforce. Exclamation marks are used to indicate 
categories which have fewer than 20 FTE officers and 
staff in total.

Note that collaboration/outsourcing will affect staff 
numbers for certain functions in some forces.
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Workforce - Workforce numbers by function

Population 1,020k

Workforce FTE Workforce FTE  Diff from 

2013/14 2012/13 last year, FTE

Neighbourhood policing 343 345 -2

Incident (response) management 766 764 2

Local investigation / prisoner support* 283 219 64

Other local policing 93 111 -18

Local policing 1,485 1,439 46

Dealing with the public 270 277 -7

Road policing 107 129 -22

Operational support 125 115 10

Intelligence 131 143 -11

Investigations 297 322 -25

Investigative support 46 88 -41

Custody 80 82 -2

Other criminal justice arrangements 224 211 13

Criminal justice arrangements 304 292 12

Information communication technology 56 51 5

Human Resources 37 54 -17

Finance 24 21 2

Other support functions 223 242 -19

Support functions 339 368 -29

Police and Crime Commissioner** 17 9 8

Total exc national policing and central costs 3,122 3,181 -59

Central costs 0 0 0

National policing 88 92 -3

Total 3,210 3,273 -62

* Note that workforce under the heading of 'local investigation' are included within 'local policing' not 'investigation'

** Previously called Police Authority/Crime Commissioner in 2012/13 POA

Source: POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire

What are the numbers of police officers, staff and PCSOs across various functions? How has this changed since last year?
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Workforce - Leavers
What proportion of the workforce left the force last year and how does that compare with other forces? 

Police officers 1,819

Leaving force 74 4.1% 5.0%

Transfers 3 0.2% 0.3%

Exc transfers 71 3.9% 4.6% 3.6

PCSOs 171 18 10.5% 9.3% 0.5

Police staff 1,082 102 9.4% 8.2% 3.1

Force total 3,071 191 6.2% 6.2% 7.2

* as at 31 March 2012

** Salary calculated using leaver FTE multiplied by average officer/staff/PCSO cost excluding overtime (POA data)

Source (leavers): ADR531 (as at 31 March 2013). Source (strength): ADR502 (as at 31 March 2012). Source (salary): POA estimates 2013/14.
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These charts show the number and percentage of the workforce (FTEs) that left 
the force between 31 March 2012 and 2013 using 31 March 2012 as the 
baseline. 
Officers are broken down into those who transferred or left the service.  We have 
costed the salary impact of the workforce leaving the service to give some context. 
However, PCSOs leaving forces may return as police officers. 
Note that this is ADR data and so workforce totals will not match the POA data 
given elsewhere.
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Workforce - Joiners
What proportion of the workforce joined the force last year and how does that compare with others? 

Police officers 1,819 81 4.5% 2.6%

PCSOs 171 32 18.8% 9.7%

Police staff 1,082 94 8.7% 7.1%

Overall 3,071 207 6.7% 4.7%

* as at 31 March 2012

Source (joiners): ADR521 (as at 31 March 2013).  Source (strength): ADR502 (as at 31 March 2012).
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These charts show the number and percentage of the workforce 
(FTEs) that joined the force between 31 March 2012 and 2013 
using 31 March 2012 as the baseline. 

Note that this is ADR data and so totals will not match the POA 
data given elsewhere.
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Workforce - Sickness and recuperative/restricted du ty
Long-term sickness Short and medium term sickness

All

Avg

 Officers 1,827

Long-term sickness 20 1.1% 1.5%

Short/medium sickness 40 2.2% 1.6%

PCSOs 183

Long-term sickness 4 2.1% 1.5%

Short/medium sickness 3 1.6% 2.2%

Staff 1,022

Long-term sickness 17 1.6% 1.3%

Short/medium sickness 31 3.1% 1.6%

Long-term sickness during 2012/13 Q4  

All

Avg

 Officers 1,827

Recuperative duty 90 4.9% 2.6%

Restricted duty 137 7.5% 4.1%

* as at 31 March 2013

Note that ADR 554 figures (restricted and recuperative duty) are headcount not FTE

Source: ADR 502 (strength and short/medium term sickness); 551 (long term); and 554 (recuperative/restricted duty) - as at 31 March 2013.
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What proportion of the force's workforce are absent and what proportion 
of officers are on restricted/recuperative duty? How do these rates 
compare with other forces?
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March 2013
These charts show sickness broken down into short and medium 
term (28 days and less) and long term (more than 28 days). 
 
Officers on restricted duties (i.e. officers who, because of a disability 
or other factors, are unable to undertake the full range of operational 
duties) and recuperative duties (officers returning to work in a 
phased way after injury or illness) are  included separately. 

Note that the gaps towards the left of some charts indicate that data 
is not available or has not been included; absence above 12% of the 
workforce and zero absence have been excluded as it is likely to be 
due to data inaccuracies.

Note also that this is ADR data and so workforce totals will not 
match the POA data given elsewhere.
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Workforce - Officers' length of service

All officers

Total

Headcount 195 406 474 219 286 290 1,870

Officers with 25 years' service or more - Projected  retirement

Total

Headcount 36 51 39 50 61 53 290

Salary cost** £1.8m £2.6m £2.0m £2.5m £3.1m £2.7m £14.7m

* Please note that typically officers cannot retire until they have completed 30 years service.

** Headcount multiplied by average salary cost per FTE excluding overtime

Source (officer head count): ADR582 (31 March 2013); Source (salary): POA estimates 2013/14.

Derbyshire

What is the age profile of officers in the force compared with others? How many officers are projected to retire over the next few years and what are the estimated savings from them doing so?

March 2013
The projected number of retirees is shown for officers with 25-30 years' service.* The estimated saving of them 
retiring is also provided, calculated from the average cost of a police officer. This does not take into account 
replacements.  Data is given as headcount.
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Demand - Crime trends
How is the number of crimes and charges per officer changing over time in the force and how does this compare with others?

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13

Police officers 2,049 2,095 2,137 2,074 2,021 1,819 1,827

Police staff 1,250 1,312 1,422 1,359 1,245 1,082 1,022

All crime excl fraud 78,344 75,309 71,689 65,988 63,776 59,672 50,286

Charges 10,021 11,411 11,318 9,734 10,626 10,442 8,975

Crimes/officer 38.2 36.0 33.6 31.8 31.6 32.8 27.5

All average 38.8 36.1 33.7 31.1 30.4 30.5 28.1

Charges/officer 4.9 5.4 5.3 4.7 5.3 5.7 4.9

All average 5.2 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.0

Source: ADR 502 March 2013;  Home Office (charges) / ONS (crime) statistics 2012/13.
Derbyshire
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Total crimes (excluding fraud) is included but not broken down into the different crime-types to ensure there is sufficient data to show.
Note that PCSOs are not included and officer/staff numbers are given in FTEs. This data is from ADR and so will not match the POA data given elsewhere.

To enable the trends data series to be plotted together, each series has been indexed to 100%, i.e values are expressed as a percentage of the 2006/07 value.
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Demand - Recorded crimes per visible officers
How does the number of crimes per visible police officer in the force compare with others?

no

Visible police officers 1,126

Recorded crime All MSG

Victim-based 45,565 40.5 42.6 46.3 -5.8

Other crimes against society 4,721 4.2 5.3 5.0 -0.8
Crimes (exc fraud) 50,286 44.7 47.9 51.3 -6.6

* Net difference in the number of crimes per visible officer compared to if force had the MSG average.
Source: ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13; POA estimates 2013/14

Derbyshire
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March 2013 workforce, 2012/13 crime
While police officers are not just dealing with crime, the numbers of crimes per visible police officer  
gives some indication of how the crime workload for this force's visible officers compares with 
other forces.

Note that PCSOs are not included. Visible roles are defined in Annex 3.
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Demand - Sanction detections and charges

Visible police officers 1,126

All crime 50,286

Per

Force vis officer All MSG

Sanction detections 13,573 12.1 13.7 13.6 -1.6

Charges 8,975 8.0 8.4 8.3 -0.3
* Net difference in the number of sanction detections/charges per visible officer compared to if force had the MSG average.

Sources:  Detection data: Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13, Visible officers: POA 13/14 estimates, Crime data: ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

Averages

How does the force respond to crimes compared with others? What are the number of charges per visible police officer?

MSG 
Diff*

2013/14 workforce estimates; 12/13 detections and c harges
The latest (2012/13) detection data has been used. 

See page 59 for definitions of sanction detections.
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Demand - 999 calls
Central communications unit and front desk

Population 1,020k FTE workforce 124 FTE workforce 163

Calls received 117k Gross cost £4.3m Gross cost £5.3m

msg

FTE/1000 pop 0.12 0.18 FTE/1000 pop 0.16 0.25

Calls per FTE 947 754 Calls per FTE 719 533 -57

Calls per 1000 pop 115 126 126.45 Calls per 1000 pop 115 126 -11,448

Cost per call £36 £54 Cost per call £45 £75

Sources: Calls: ADR 441, Cost and workforce: POA estimates 2013/14
Derbyshire

What is the level of demands on the force from 999 calls 
compared with others? How much does dealing with these 
calls cost compared with others and what is the level of 
workforce required to deal with them?  

Central communications unit only 

MSG 
Avg

Diff*

* Net difference in number of FTEs/999 calls compared to if force had the 
average of MSG forces

MSG 
Avg
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Costs and workforce levels are calculated across 
central communications units (CCU) and also within 
CCU and front desk combined to account for 
differences in force structure.

Note that, for consistency with elsewhere in this 
section, the horizontal lines in the bar charts 
represent the average of all forces, not the MSG 
average.
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Demand - Emergency and priority incidents
What is the level of emergency and priority calls in the force compared with others?

Population 1,020k

Incidents Averages      Differences*

per 1000 pop All MSG All MSG

ASB incidents 37,728 37.0 21.7 23.8 15,650 13,452

Crimes 28,439 27.9 24.0 24.6 3,932 3,330

Other incidents 138,242 135.6 87.3 86.6 49,219 49,935

Total emergency and priority incidents 204,409 200.5 133.0 135.0 68,802 66,718

* Net difference in the number of incidents compared to if the force had the average number per head of all/MSG forces

Source: ADR 342
Derbyshire
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Call grading and target arrival times vary by force. Most forces have a target of within 15/20 
minutes in urban/rural areas for emergency calls and within 60 minutes for priority ones. 
However, force differences may make comparisons between some forces misleading.

The calls are separated into anti-social behaviour (ASB) incidents, crimes and other 
incidents. Exact definitions are ASB incidents , notifiable, classified command and control  
crimes  and other command and control incidents.
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Performance - Victim satisfaction
How satisfied are victims of crime with the service they receive from the police?

Force All Avg

Satisfaction 87.0% 85.6%

Confidence interval 1.5% 1.5%

Source: Victims of Crime Survey 2012/13

Derbyshire

2012/13
Data shows the views of surveyed victims who have had contact with the police in connection with burglary, vehicle crime and 
violent crime. The figures represent the percentage of these victims who are satisfied (fairly, very or completely) with the overall 
service provided by the police (whole experience) .

The confidence intervals about the survey results are also given. Note that forces' results cannot definitely be said to be different 
from each other if the confidence intervals overlap.
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Section two - Offences and outcomes

The ONS crime tree
Homicide

Violence against the person Violence with injury

Violence without injury

Rape
Sexual offences

Other sexual offences

Robbery of business property
Robbery

Robbery of personal property
Victim-based crime

Burglary in a dwelling
Burglary

Burglary in a building other than a dwelling
Vehicle offences

Theft from the person
Theft offences

Bicycle theft

Shoplifting

Crimes All other theft offences

Criminal damage
Criminal damage and arson offences

Arson

Trafficking of drugs
Drug offences

Possession of drugs

Possession of weapons offences
Other crimes against society

Public order offences

Fraud Miscellaneous crimes against society

Introduction

This section focuses on criminal offences recorded by each force and resulting outcomes. The Office for National Statistics (ONS) has developed a new approach to 
presenting crime statistics to help ensure a clearer, more consistent picture on recorded crime for the public. The new crime “tree” (the crime types organised into a logic 
tree format, see below) has been devised and used here to present recorded crime, sanction detections and the change in recorded crime over time.
The intention is to differentiate between crimes that are victim-based, and those that are driven by police activity.
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-

-

-

- Changes over time for crimes and sanction detections are measured against a baseline of 2009/10.

-
-

Sanction detections

A sanction detection means that a recorded crime has been resolved by means of a sanction detection. The types of sanction detections are:
-
-

-
-

-

Data is shown as offences per 1,000 population (using mid-2011 estimate).

To note:

Note that, in this section, horizontal lines in the  plots show the MSG average and not the average of all forces.

Caution  - police have identified a suspect and issued them with a caution which is officially recorded against their name.
Fixed penalty notice  for disorder - a fine issued by the police for anti-social behaviour, as well as shoplifting, criminal damage and possession of cannabis which are 
recorded on the police national database.
Charge summons  - the suspect has been charged and/or brought to court.
Taken into consideration (TIC)  - offences which are considered in conjunction with other offending, often more serious offences. TICs can include crimes that have 
not previously been recorded, providing the victim confirms that the offence occurred.

The Home Office is introducing a new way of classifying the results of police investigations. In due course new classifications called ‘outcomes’ will be associated with all 
recorded crimes, and from that information a much more detailed picture of how the police are dealing with investigations will emerge. It will, for example, include the full 
range of possible disposals including community resolutions. Note that this year, forces implementing community resolutions / restorative justice will have reduced sanction 
detection rates since the data are not currently published. Data for these will be available in next year's profile. 

Please note that the sanction detection rate can be above 100% where sanction detections and crimes are recorded in different time periods. This can be particularly 
noticable where crimes are proactively found or have very small numbers. For display purposes all sanction detection graphs have been capped at 100%.

Cannabis warning  - specific warning recorded for cannabis use.

Fraud is excluded from all crime to make comparisons between forces more meaningful. It is a deceptive crime, often targeted at organisations rather than individuals, 
is inherently difficult to measure and, in particular, to assess where it has originated.

Definitions of offences in each category can be found in Annex 1.

Outliers are not included for the crime data. A force may, broadly, be considered an outlier if it is in the highest or lowest 10% of values and there is considerable variation 
between forces. 

Expected sanction detections, charges and cautions are calculated by modelling how many the force would have if they aligned to the national average. Here, 
weighted average is used so that the national average is closer to 100%

MSG (simple, unweighted) averages are generally used in this section. The exception is noted in the following bullet.
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Offences and outcomes - Crimes (excluding fraud) - Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for crimes (excluding fraud) in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

Recorded MSG
offences Avg

Victim-based crime 45,565 44.7 49.9 -5,324 -12%

Other crimes against society 4,721 4.6 5.4 -777 -16%

Crimes (excl fraud) 50,286 49.3 55.3 -6,101 -12%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative 
difference means the force has a lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded 
offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.

page 60HMIC



Offences and outcomes - Crimes (excluding fraud) - Sanction detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for all crime (excluding fraud) in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG

Avg

Victim-based crime 45,565 9,650 21% 21% 122

Other crimes against society 4,721 3,923 83% 81% -8

Crimes (excl fraud) 50,286 13,573 27% 27% 114

Actual % expected 96%

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a higher number of 
sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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The actual % expected figures shows the actual sanction detections divided by the number 
of sanction detections the force would achieve if it was performing in line with the average 
of  all forces for each crime type. Hence if above/below 100%, you are achieving 
more/fewer detections than the average. 
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 2012/13 
divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important information on 
understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative justice, 
taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and community 
resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Crimes (excluding fraud) - 2009/10 to 2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate compare with four years ago and how does the change compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Victim-based crime 60,661 45,565 -25% -15%

Other crimes against society 5,327 4,721 -11% -12%

Crimes (excl fraud) 65,988 50,286 -24% -15%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Victim-based crime - Record ed crime
What is the recorded crime rate for victim-based crime in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Violence against the person 9,820 9.6 10.6 -938 -10%

Sexual offences 802 0.8 0.9 -109 -14%

Robbery 529 0.5 0.5 0 0%

Theft offences 25,659 25.2 28.3 -3,220 -13%

Criminal damage and arson 8,755 8.6 9.6 -1,057 -12%

Victim-based crime 45,565 44.7 49.9 -5,324 -12%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means the force has a 
lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of 
recorded offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.
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Offences and outcomes - Victim-based crime - Sancti on detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for victim-based crime in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG

Avg

Violence against the person 9,820 3,653 37% 35% 200

Sexual offences 802 242 30% 28% 20

Robbery 529 162 31% 29% 6

Theft offences 25,659 4,433 17% 18% -70

Criminal damage and arson 8,755 1,160 13% 14% -33

Victim-based crime 45,565 9,650 21% 21% 122

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a higher number of 
sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative 
justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and 
community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Victim-based crime - 2009/1 0 to 2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate for victim-based crime compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Violence against the person 12,543 9,820 -22% -10%

Sexual offences 1,101 802 -27% 5%

Robbery 840 529 -37% -24%

Theft offences 31,645 25,659 -19% -10%

Criminal damage and arson 14,532 8,755 -40% -30%

Victim-based crime 60,661 45,565 -25% -15%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Violence against the person  - Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for violence against the person in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Homicide 11 0.01 0.01 2 22%

Violence with injury 5,343 5.2 5.4 -206 -4%

Violence without injury 4,466 4.4 5.1 -734 -16%

Violence against the person 9,820 9.6 10.6 -938 -10%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means 
the force has a lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded offences 
per 1000 population  for 2012/13.

Note that, since homicide numbers are so small, care should be taken when 
making comparisons between forces. For this reason, a plot has not been 
included for homicide.
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Offences and outcomes - Violence against the person  - Sanction detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for violence against the person in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG

Avg

Homicide 11 12 109% 96% 1

Violence with injury 5,343 1,980 37% 36% 31

Violence without injury 4,466 1,661 37% 33% 167

Violence against the person 9,820 3,653 37% 35% 200

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a higher 
number of sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative 
justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and 
community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.

Note that, since homicide numbers are so small, care should be taken when making 
comparisons between forces.  For this reason, a plot has not been shown for homicide. 
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Offences and outcomes - Violence against the person  - 2009/10 to 2012/13

Force MSG Avg

Homicide 2 11 450% 67%

Violence with injury 8,752 5,343 -39% -20%

Violence without injury 3,789 4,466 18% 6%

Violence against the person 12,543 9,820 -22% -10%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

How does the recorded crime rate for violence against the person compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?
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These graphs show the recorded crime rates for violence against the person 
offences compared to four years ago.

Note that since homicide numbers are small, care should be taken when making 
comparisons between forces or over time. For this reason a comparison of homicide 
rates between two time periods has not been shown in graph form as the small 
numbers involved would result in large variations in rates and could be visually 
misleading.

page 68HMIC



Offences and outcomes - Sexual offences - Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for sexual offences in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Rape 259 0.25          0.27     -20 -8%

Other sexual offences 543 0.53          0.62     -88 -16%

Sexual offences 802 0.79          0.89     -109 -14%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means 
the force has a lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded 
offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.

Please note: due to the complex nature of these crimes, particularly 
rape, care should be taken when comparing crime rates across forces 
as there are many factors which can affect the level of recorded crime. 
For example, victims being encouraged to report crimes or cultural 
differences.
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Offences and outcomes - Sexual offences - Sanction detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for sexual offences in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG

Avg

Rape 259 56 22% 22% -2

Other sexual offences 543 186 34% 30% 22

Sexual offences 802 242 30% 28% 20

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a 
higher number of sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably 
restorative justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously 
recorded and community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on 
SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Sexual offences - 2009/10 t o 2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate for sexual offences compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Rape 307 259 -16% 17%

Other sexual offences 794 543 -32% 1%

Sexual offences 1,101 802 -27% 5%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Robbery - Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for robbery in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Robbery of 

 -  business property 65 0.1 0.1 0 1%

 -  personal property 464 0.5 0.5 -1 0%

Robbery 529 0.5 0.5 0 0%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

Difference*
per 

1000

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means the force has 
a lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of 
recorded offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.
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Offences and outcomes - Robbery - Sanction detectio n rates
What is the sanction detection rate for robbery in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG

Avg

Robbery of 

 -  business property 65 26 40% 50% -6

 -  personal property 464 136 29% 27% 12

Robbery 529 162 31% 29% 6

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

SDsOffences %  

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a 
higher number of sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative 
justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and 
community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Robbery - 2009/10 to 2012/1 3
How does the recorded crime rate for robbery compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Robbery of 

 -  business property 83 65 -22% -15%

 -  personal property 757 464 -39% -25%

Robbery 840 529 -37% -24%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Theft offences - Recorded c rime
What is the recorded crime rate for theft offences in the force and how 
does this compare with others?

* Burglary in a building other than a dwelling

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Burglary

 - in a dwelling 2,855 2.8 3.2 -454 -16%

 - other than a dwelling 4,110 4.0 4.2 -124 -3%

6,965 6.8 7.4 -579 -8%

Vehicle offences 5,170 5.1 5.9 -889 -17%

Bicycle theft 1,154 1.1 1.3 -179 -16%

Theft from the person 671 0.7 0.8 -178 -26%

Shoplifting 4,930 4.8 5.5 -707 -14%

All other theft offences 6,769 6.6 7.3 -689 -10%

Theft offences 25,659 25.2 28.3 -3,220 -13%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

Offences
per 

1000
Difference*

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average 
per 1,000 population. A negative difference means the force has a lower recorded crime 
rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded 
offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.
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Offences and outcomes - Theft offences - Sanction d etection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for theft offences in the force
and how does this compare with others?

* Burglary in a building other than a dwelling

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Burglary

 - in a dwelling 2,855 557 20% 16% 108

 - other than a dwelling 4,110 285 7% 7% -22

6,965 842 12% 11% 86

Vehicle offences 5,170 501 10% 10% -1

Bicycle theft 1,154 38 3% 5% -19

Theft from the person 671 22 3% 4% -5

Shoplifting 4,930 2,422 49% 52% -157

All other theft offences 6,769 608 9% 9% 26

Theft offences 25,659 4,433 17% 18% -70

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs),

              ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime) Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the 
force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a higher number of sanction 
detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG 
forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably 
restorative justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously 
recorded and community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on 
SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Theft offences - 2009/10 to  2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate for theft offences compare
with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

    * Burglary in a building other than a dwelling

Force MSG Avg

Burglary

 - in a dwelling 3,772 2,855 -24% -14%

 - other than a dwelling 5,244 4,110 -22% -13%

9,016 6,965 -23% -13%

Vehicle offences 7,373 5,170 -30% -18%

Bicycle theft 1,381 1,154 -16% -14%

Theft from the person 1,085 671 -38% -8%

Shoplifting 4,574 4,930 8% 3%

All other theft offences 8,216 6,769 -18% -7%

Theft offences 31,645 25,659 -19% -10%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Criminal damage and arson -  Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for criminal damage and arson in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Criminal damage 8,445 8.3 9.3 -1,024 -12%

Arson 310 0.3 0.3 -34 -11%

Criminal damage and arson 8,755 8.6 9.6 -1,057 -12%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means the force has a 
lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded 
offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.

page 78HMIC



Offences and outcomes - Criminal damage and arson -  Sanction detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for criminal damage and arson in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG

Avg

Criminal damage 8,445 1,117 13% 14% -40

Arson 310 43 14% 12% 7

Criminal damage and arson 8,755 1,160 13% 14% -33

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference indicates a higher 
number of sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 2012/13 divided by 
the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important information on understanding sanction 
detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative justice, taken 
into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and community resolutions. 
Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.
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Offences and outcomes - Criminal damage and arson -  2009/10 to 2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate for criminal damage and arson compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Criminal damage 13,897 8,445 -39% -30%

Arson 635 310 -51% -39%

Criminal damage and arson 14,532 8,755 -40% -30%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Other crimes against societ y - Recorded crime
What is the recorded crime rate for other crimes against society in the force and how does this compare with others?

Population 1,020k

MSG
Avg

Trafficking of drugs 462 0.5 0.4 64 14%

Possession of drugs 2,203 2.2 2.3 -166 -8%

Drug offences 2,665 2.6 2.7 -102 -4%

Public order offences 1,205 1.2 1.7 -571 -47%

Possession of weapons 284 0.3 0.3 -15 -5%

Misc crimes against society 567 0.6 0.6 -89 -16%

Other crimes against society 4,721 4.6 5.4 -777 -16%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of offences compared to if the force had the MSG average per 1,000 population. A negative difference means the force has 
a lower recorded crime rate than the MSG average.
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Recorded crime rate  (per 1000) refers to the number of recorded 
offences per 1000 population  for 2012/13.
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Offences and outcomes - Other crimes against societ y - Sanction detection rates
What is the sanction detection rate for other crimes against society in the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG
Avg

Trafficking of drugs 462 359 78% 92% -67

Possession of drugs 2,203 2,128 97% 94% 49

Drug Offences 2,665 2,487 93% 94% -18

Public order offences 1,205 782 65% 63% 23

Possession of weapons 284 243 86% 91% -15

Misc crimes against society 567 411 72% 72% 2

Other crimes against society 4,721 3,923 83% 81% -8

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

* Net difference in the number of outcomes (sanction detections) compared to if the force had the MSG rate. A positive difference 
indicates a higher number of sanction detections for this force than expected based on the detections reported by MSG forces.
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Sanction detection rate (%)  refers to the number of sanction detections (SDs) in 
2012/13 divided by the number of recorded offences for 2012/13. For important 
information on understanding sanction detections see page 59.

SDs do not cover all types of outcomes used by some forces, most notably restorative 
justice, taken into considerations (TICs) from crimes not previously recorded and 
community resolutions. Differences in forces' policies will impact on SD rates.

Please note that the SD rate can be above 100% where sanction detections and crimes 
are recorded in different time periods. This can be particularly noticable where crimes 
are proactively found or have very small numbers. For display purposes all sanction 
detection graphs have been capped at 100%
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Offences and outcomes - Other crimes against societ y - 2009/10 to 2012/13
How does the recorded crime rate for other crimes against society compare with four years ago and how does this compare with others?

Force MSG Avg

Trafficking of drugs 480 462 -4% 0%

Possession of drugs 1,817 2,203 21% 10%

Drug offences 2,297 2,665 16% 8%

Public order offences 1,847 1,205 -35% -28%

Possession of weapons 361 284 -21% -23%

Misc crimes against society 822 567 -31% -16%

Other crimes against society 5,327 4,721 -11% -12%

Source:  ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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Offences and outcomes - Change in sanction detectio n rates
How does the sanction detection rate compare with four years ago for all crime types and how does this compare with others?

% point MSG

change Avg

Victim-based crime 18% 21% 3.3 -1.0

Other crimes against society 77% 83% 5.7 -2.7

Crimes (exc fraud) 23% 27% 4.3 -0.9

% point MSG % point MSG

Violence against the person change Avg change Avg

Homicide* 150% 109% -40.9 5.2

Violence with injury 37% 37% 0.5 -3.6 Trafficking of drugs 90% 78% -12.1 0.6

Violence without injury 29% 37% 7.8 -4.0 Possession of drugs 94% 97% 2.4 -3.9

Violence against the person 34% 37% 2.8 -3.9 Drug Offences 93% 93% 0.0 -3.4

Sexual offences

Rape 24% 22% -2.2 -3.7 Possession of weapons offences 85% 86% 0.5 -2.7

Other sexual offences 30% 34% 4.3 0.3 Public order offences 60% 65% 5.0 -9.2

Sexual offences 28% 30% 1.9 -1.1 Misc crimes against society 69% 72% 3.8 -0.8

Robbery

Robbery of business property 20% 40% 19.5 19.2 Other crimes against society 77% 83% 5.7 -2.7

Robbery of personal property 24% 29% 5.1 3.1

Robbery 24% 31% 6.8 4.8

Theft

 Burglary in a dwelling 16% 20% 3.3 -1.4

 Burglary in a building other than a dwelling 8% 7% -0.7 -1.7

Burglary 11% 12% 0.9 -1.8

Vehicle offences 10% 10% -0.1 -1.9

Bicycle theft 5% 3% -1.6 -0.9

Theft from the person 3% 3% 0.3 0.5

Shoplifting 49% 49% 0.5 -6.7

All other theft offences 7% 9% 1.8 -0.4

Theft offences 15% 17% 2.6 -1.3

Criminal damage and arson

Criminal damage 10% 13% 3.7 0.2

Arson 9% 14% 5.1 2.5

Criminal damage and arson 10% 13% 3.7 0.3

Victim-based crime 18% 21% 3.3 -1.0

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)

Derbyshire

2012/132012/132009/10

2009/10 2012/13

2009/10

Note: Please be aware that community resolutions / restorative justice 
may impact on changes in sanction detection rates. 

* Since homicide numbers are small, care should be taken when making comparisons between forces. Further, the SD rate can be greater than 100% 
where a detection is recorded for a crime which occurred in a previous year.
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Offences and outcomes - Sanction detections by type
How are different sanction detection types used by the force and how does this compare with others?

MSG
Avg

Charge summons 66% 62%

Cautions 16% 21%

Penalty notices 5% 5%

Cannabis warnings 7% 6%

Taken into consideration (TIC) 6% 6%

Total 100% 100%

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13

Derbyshire
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These charts show  the proportion of usage for different 
types of sanction detections in 2012/13 alongside the 
average proportions for the MSG.

Charge summons refer to when an offender is charged 
with a crime and can be summoned to court.

Cautions refer to when an offender receives a caution 
which is officially recorded against their name.

Fixed penalties refer to financial penalties which are 
recorded on the police national database.

Taken into Considerations (TICs)  refer to offences which 
are considered in conjunction with other offending, often 
more serious offences. TICs can include crimes that have 
not previously been recorded, providing the victim 
confirms that the offence occurred. 

Cannabis warnings refer to  specific warnings recorded 
for drugs (cannabis use).

Note that 'Sanction detections' do not cover all  
detections such as restorative justice, TICs for cr imes 
not previously recorded and community resolutions.

Cannabis warnings
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Offences and outcomes - Charges
What proportion of offences result in charges for all crime types and how does this compare with the other forces?

Victim-based

Homicide 11 12 109% 96% 1

Violence with injury 5,343 1,510 28% 25% 154

Violence without injury 4,466 1,231 28% 23% 210

Rape 259 56 22% 22% -1

Other sexual offences 543 159 29% 25% 24

Robbery of business property 65 26 40% 49% -6

Robbery of personal property 464 118 25% 25% 0

Burglary in a dwelling 2,855 278 10% 9% 26

Burglary in a building other than a dwelling 4,110 210 5% 5% 11

Vehicle offences 5,170 312 6% 6% 24

Bicycle theft 1,154 29 3% 3% -6

Theft from the person 671 15 2% 3% -5

Shoplifting 4,930 1,628 33% 32% 31

All other theft offences 6,769 454 7% 5% 82

Criminal damage 8,445 862 10% 9% 108

Arson 310 40 13% 10% 10

Other crimes against society

Trafficking of drugs 462 310 67% 76% -40

Possession of drugs 2,203 640 29% 26% 62

Possession of weapons offences 284 175 62% 66% -12

Public order offences 1,205 542 45% 42% 35

Miscellaneous crimes against society 567 368 65% 58% 37

Crimes (excluding fraud) 50,286 8,975 18% 16% 746

* Net difference in the number of charges compared to if the force had the MSG rate.

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime)
Derbyshire

The level of expected charges is based on national average charges rates for each 
crime-type.
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The term charges relates to recorded offences processed by means of charge or summons.

These charts and tables show the charge rates for all crime types for 2012/13 compared with the MSG.

The charges % expected plot shows your actual charges divided by the number of charges you would achieve if you were 
performing in line with all forces for each crime type. Hence if above/below 100%, you are achieving more/fewer charges than 
the average. Here a weighted average of forces is used. 
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Offences and outcomes - Cautions
How are different sanction detection types used by the force and how does this compare with others?

Victim-based

Homicide 11 0 0% 0% 0

Violence with injury 5,343 470 9% 11% -121

Violence without injury 4,466 429 10% 11% -41

Rape 259 0 0% 0% -1

Other sexual offences 543 22 4% 4% -1

Robbery of business property 65 0 0% 0% 0

Robbery of personal property 464 3 1% 1% 0

Burglary in a dwelling 2,855 9 0% 0% -5

Burglary in a building other than a dwelling 4,110 9 0% 0% -10

Vehicle offences 5,170 22 0% 1% -19

Bicycle theft 1,154 3 0% 1% -6

Theft from the person 671 1 0% 1% -5

Shoplifting 4,930 232 5% 7% -113

All other theft offences 6,769 117 2% 2% -36

Criminal damage 8,445 222 3% 4% -97

Arson 310 3 1% 2% -3

Other crimes against society

Trafficking of drugs 462 48 10% 16% -27

Possession of drugs 2,203 343 16% 23% -167

Public order offences 1,205 116 10% 11% -15

Possession of weapons offences 284 67 24% 25% -4

Miscellaneous crimes against society 567 41 7% 13% -32

Crimes (excluding fraud) 50,286 2,157 4% 6% -701

* Net difference in the number of cautions compared to if the force had the MSG rate.

Source:  Home Office Detections Statistics 2012/13 (SDs), ONS Crime Statistics 2012/13 (Crime) Derbyshire

Diff*

The level of expected cautions is based on national average caution rates for each crime-
type.
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The term cautions  refers to a recorded offence where the offender receives a caution officially recorded against their name.
 
These charts and tables show the caution rates for all crime types for 2012/13 compared with the MSG average. The difference values show what the 
force would have achieved if it had matched their MSG average for each crime type.
 
The cautions % expected plot shows your actual cautions divided by the number of cautions you would achieve if you were performing in line with all 
forces for each crime type. Hence if above/below 100%, you are achieving more/fewer cautions than the average. Here a weighted average of forces 
is used.
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Offences and outcomes - No crime
What proportion of crimes initially recorded are subsequently ‘no crimed’ where it is judged by the police that no crime actually took place or was recorded in error 
and how does this compare for different crime types and to other forces?

Force All Avg

Violence against the person 3% 3% 3% 2% 3%

Burglary 4% 3% 3% 3% 2%

Theft from the person 12% 11% 8% 4% 5%

Rape 8% 13% 12% 16% 9%

Other sexual offences 5% 6% 5% 4% 5%

Shoplifting 4% 4% 3% 3% 2%

Source:  Home Office 'No crimes' data 2012/13
Derbyshire
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These charts show the 'no crime rate ' (number of 'no 
crimes ' divided by the number of recorded crimes and 
the number of 'no crimes' added together) for the last 
four years. The average no crime rate refers to the  
2012/13 average of all forces. 
 
This information gives a more rounded picture of a 
force’s crime recording practises.
 
A crime could be no crimed where it is considered to 
have been recorded in error or where, having been 
recorded, additional verifiable information becomes 
available that determines that no crime was committed.

Please note:  

The proportion of ‘no crimes’ does not in itself infer high or low compliance with the overall requirements of the Home 
Office Counting Rules. Levels of ‘no criming’ are particularly susceptible to local recording practice and the IT systems 
in use. A police force having a high level of ‘no crimes’ may be indicative of that force having a local recording process 
that captures all reports as crimes at the first point of contact and before any further investigation has taken place to 
consider the full facts. Note that forces have a 72-hour window in which to record a crime once the balance of probability 
says a crime has been committed.
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Annex 1 - Crime Codes
Offences included in each category

1. Victim-based crime

1.1. Violence against the person
1.1.1. Homicide

1       Murder 4.10    Corporate manslaughter
4.1     Manslaughter 4.2     Infanticide

1.1.2. Violence with injury
2       Attempted murder
37.1    Causing death by aggravated vehicle taking 5D      Assault with intent to cause serious harm
4.3     Intentional destruction of a viable unborn child 5E      Endangering life
4.4     Causing death by dangerous driving 6       Endangering railway passengers (outcomes only)
4.4/6   Causing death by dangerous or careless driving (inc under influence) 7       Endangering life at sea (outcomes only)

4.4/6/8 Causing death by dangerous or careless driving (inc. under influence 
of drink/drugs)

8A      Less serious  wounding

4.6     Causing death by careless driving under influence of drink or drugs 8D      Racially or religiously aggravated less serious  wounding

4.7     Causing or allowing death of child or vulnerable person 8F      Inflicting grievous bodily harm without intent (outcomes only)
4.8     Causing death by careless or inconsiderate driving 8G      Actually bodily harm and other injury outcomes only)
4.9     Causing death by driving: unlicensed drivers etc. 8H      Racially or religiously aggravated inflicting grievous bodily harm 

without intent (outcomes only)
5       Wounding or other act endangering life 8J      Racially or religiously aggravated actual bodily harm and other 

injury (outcomes only)
5A      Wounding or carrying out an act endangering life (outcomes only) 8K      Poisoning or female genital mutilation (outcomes only)
5B      Use of substance or object to endanger life (outcomes only) 8N      Assault with injury
5C      Possession of items to endanger life (outcomes only) 8P      Racially or religiously aggravated assault with injury

1.1.3. Violence without injury
104     Assault without injury on a constable 3       Threat or conspiracy to murder
105A    Assault without injury 36      Kidnapping
105B    Racially or religiously aggravated assault without injury 3A      Conspiracy to murder
11      Cruelty to and neglect of children (outcomes only) 3B      Threats to kill
11A     Cruelty to children/young persons 8C      Harassment
12      Abandoning child under two years (outcomes only) 8E      Racially or religiously aggravated harassment
13      Child abduction 8L      Harassment
14      Procuring illegal abortion 8M      Racially or religiously aggravated harassment
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1.2. Sexual offences
1.2.1. Rape

19A     Rape of a female 19E     Rape of a female child under 13

19B     Rape of a male 19F     Rape of a male aged 16 and over
19C     Rape of a female aged 16 and over 19G     Rape of a male child under 16
19D     Rape of a female child under 16 19H     Rape of a male child under 13

1.2.2. Other sexual offences
139     Indecent exposure 23      Incest or familial sexual offences
16      Buggery 25      Abduction of female
17      Indecent assault on a male 70      Sexual activity etc with a person with a mental disorder
17A     Sexual assault on a male aged 13 and over 71      Abuse of children through prostitution and pornography
17B     Sexual assault on a male child under 13 72      Trafficking for sexual exploitation
18      Gross indecency between males 73      Abuse of position of trust of a sexual nature
20      Indecent assault on a female 74      Gross indecency with a child
20A     Sexual assault on a female aged 13 and over 88A     Sexual grooming
20B     Sexual assault on a female child under 13 88B     Other miscellaneous sexual offences
21      Sexual activity involving a child under 13 88C     Other miscellaneous sexual offences
22      Unlawful sexual intercourse with a girl under 16 88D     Unnatural sexual offences
22A     Causing sexual activity without consent 88E     Exposure and voyeurism
22B     Sexual activity involving child under 16

1.3. Robbery
1.3.1 Robbery of business property

34A     Robbery of business property

1.3.2 Robbery of personal property
34B     Robbery of personal property

1.4. Theft offences
1.4.1. Burglary

1.4.1.1. Burglary in a dwelling
28      Burglary in a dwelling 28C     Distraction burglary in a dwelling
28A     Burglary in a dwelling 28D     Attempted distraction burglary in a dwelling
28B     Attempted burglary in a dwelling 29      Aggravated burglary in a dwelling

1.4.1.2 Burglary in a building other than a dwelling
30      Burglary in a building other than a dwelling 30B     Attempted burglary in a building other than a dwelling
30A     Burglary in a building other than a dwelling 31      Aggravated burglary in a building other than a dwelling

1.4.2. Vehicle offences
126     Interfering with a motor vehicle 45      Theft from vehicle
37.2    Aggravated vehicle taking 48      Theft or unauthorised taking of motor vehicle

1.4.3. Theft from the person
39      Theft from the person

1.4.4. Bicycle theft
44      Theft or unauthorised taking of a pedal cycle

1.4.5. Shoplifting
46      Shoplifting

1.4.6. All other theft offences
35      Blackmail 43      Dishonest use of electricity
40      Theft in a dwelling other than from an automatic machine or meter 47      Theft from automatic machine or meter
41      Theft by an employee 49      Other theft
42      Theft of mail 49A     Making off without payment

page 90HMIC



1.5. Criminal damage and arson

1.5.1. Criminal damage
58A     Criminal damage to a dwelling 58F     Racially or religiously aggravated criminal damage to a building 

other than a dwelling (outcomes only)
58B     Criminal damage to a building other than a dwelling 58G     Racially or religiously aggravated criminal damage to a vehicle 

(outcomes only)
58C     Criminal damage to a vehicle 58H     Racially or religiously aggravated other criminal damage (outcomes 

only)
58D     Other criminal damage 58J     Racially or religiously aggravated criminal damage
58E     Racially or religiously aggravated criminal damage to a dwelling 

(outcomes only)

1.5.2. Arson
56      Arson 56B     Arson not endangering life
56A     Arson endangering life

2. Other crimes against society
2.1. Drug offences

2.1.1. Trafficking of drugs
92A     Trafficking in controlled drugs

2.1.2. Possession of drugs
92B     Possession of controlled drugs 92D     Possession of controlled drugs (excl. Cannabis)

92C     Other drug offences 92E     Possession of controlled drugs (Cannabis)

2.2. Possession of weapons offences
10A     Possession of firearms with intent 81      Other firearms offences
10B     Possession of firearms offences 8B      Possession of weapons
10C     Possession of other weapons 90      Other knives offences
10D     Possession of article with blade or point

2.3. Public order offences
62      Treason (outcomes only) 65      Violent disorder (outcomes only)
62A     Violent disorder 66      Other offences against the State or public order
63      Treason felony (outcomes only) 9A      Public fear, alarm or distress
64      Riot (outcomes only) 9B      Racially or religiously aggravated public fear, alarm or distress

2.4. Miscellaneous crimes against society
15      Concealing an infant death close to birth 76      Aiding suicide
24      Exploitation of prostitution 78      Immigration Acts (outcomes only)
26      Bigamy 79      Perverting the course of justice
27      Soliciting for the purposes of prostitution 80      Absconding from lawful custody
33      Going equipped for stealing, etc 802     Dangerous driving
33A     Making, supplying or possessing articles for use in fraud 814     Fraud, forgery etc associated with vehicle or driver records
38      Profiting from or concealing knowledge of the proceeds of crime 82      Customs and Revenue offences (outcomes only)
53H     Making or supplying articles for use in fraud (outcomes only) 83      Bail offences
53J     Possession of articles for use in fraud (outcomes only) 84      Trade descriptions etc (outcomes only)
54      Handling stolen goods 85      Health and Safety offences (outcomes only)
59      Threat or possession with intent to commit criminal damage 86      Obscene publications etc
60      Forgery or use of false drug prescription 87      Protection from eviction (outcomes only)
61      Other forgery 89      Adulteration of food (outcomes only)
61A     Possession of false documents 91      Public health offences (outcomes only)
67      Perjury 94      Planning laws (outcomes only)
68      Libel (outcomes only) 95      Disclosure, obstruction, false or misleading statements etc
69      Offender Management Act offences 99      Other notifiable offences
75      Betting, gaming and lotteries (outcomes only)

page 91HMIC



3. Fraud offences
51      Fraud by company director (outcomes only) 53D     Fraud by false representation: other frauds (outcomes only)
52      False accounting (outcomes only) 53E     Fraud by failing to disclose information (outcomes only)
53A     Cheque and credit card fraud (pre Fraud Act 2006) 53F     Fraud by abuse of position (outcomes only)
53B     Preserved other fraud and repealed fraud offences (pre Fraud Act 

2006) (outcomes only)*
53G     Obtaining services dishonestly

53C     Fraud by false representation: cheque, plastic card and online bank 
accounts (not PSP) (outcomes only)

55      Bankruptcy and insolvency (outcomes only)

* At March 2013 ONS publication crime code 53B was categorised under fraud offences.
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Annex 2 – POA Categories
POA data are split into 12 categories, which sub-divide into headings as follows: 

1) Local policing 5) Operational support
a. Neighbourhood policing a. Central operations command team and support overheads 

b. Incident (response) management b. Air operations 

c. Local investigation * c. Mounted police 

d. Specialist community liaison d. Specialist terrain 

e. Local command team and support overheads e. Dogs section 

f. Level 1 advanced public order 

2) Dealing with the public g. Airport and ports policing unit 

a. Local call centres / front desk h. Firearms unit 

b. Central communications unit i. Civil contingencies and planning 

c. Contact management units 

d. Dealing with the public command team and support overheads 6) Intelligence 
a. Intelligence command team and support overheads 

3) Criminal justice arrangements b. Intelligence analysis / threat assessments 

a. Custody c. Intelligence gathering 

b. Police doctors/nurses and surgeons

c. Interpreters and translators 7) Specialist investigations 

d. Other custody costs a. Investigations command team and support overheads 

e. Criminal justice b. Major investigation unit 

f. Police national computer c. Economic crime (including regional asset recovery team) 

g. Criminal record bureau d. Specialist investigation units 

h. Coroner assistance e. Serious and organised crime unit 

i. Fixed penalty schemes (central ticket office) f. Public protection 

j. Property officer / stores 

k. Criminal justice arrangements command team and support overheads 8) Investigative support 
a. Scenes of crime officers 

4) Road policing b. External forensic costs 

a. Traffic units c. Fingerprint / internal forensic costs

b. Traffic wardens / police community support officers - traffic d. Photographic image recovery 

c. Vehicle recovery e. Other forensic services 

d. Casualty reduction partnership f. Investigative support command team and support overheads 

e. Road policing command team and support overheads

9) National policing 11) Crime Commissioner
a. Secondments (out of force) a. Cost of Police Crime Commissioner 

b. Counter terrorism / special branch b. Office of Police Crime Commissioner 

c. ACPO projects / initiatives c. Other costs 

d. Hosting national services 

e. Other national policing requirements 

10) Support functions 12) Central costs 
a. Human resources a. Revenue contribution to capital 

b. Finance b. Capital financing 

c. Legal c. Pensions and exit costs 

d. Fleet services 

e. Estates / central building costs 

f. Information communication technology 

g. Professional standards 

h. Press and media 

i. Performance review / corporate development 

j. Procurement 

k. Training 

l. Administration support 

m. Force command 

n. Support to associations and trade unions 

o. Social club support and force band 

p. Insurance / risk management 

q. Catering 

* Local investigation is included here under local policing rather than investigation
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Annex 3 - Coding of POA categories

Local policing Operational support National policing
V Neighbourhood policing F Command team and support overheads X Secondments (out of force)
V Incident (response) management F Air operations X Counter terrorism / special branch
V Specialist community liaison V Mounted police X ACPO projects / initiatives
V Local command team and support overheads F Specialist terrain X Hosting national services

V Dogs section X Other national policing requirements
Dealing with the public F Level 1 advanced public order

F Local call centres / front desk F Airports and ports policing unit Support functions
F Central communications unit V Firearms unit B Human resources
F Contact management units S Civil contingencies B Finance
F Command team and support overheads B Legal services

Intelligence B Fleet services
Criminal justice arrangements S Command team and support overheads B Estates / central building costs

F Custody S Intelligence analysis / threat assessments B Information communication technology
F Police doctors / nurses and surgeons F Intelligence gathering S Professional standards
F Interpreters and translators B Press and media
F Other custody costs Investigations B Performance review / corporate development
S Criminal justice F Command team and support overheads B Procurement
S Police national computer F Major investigations unit B Training
S Criminal records bureau F Economic crime (including regional asset recovery team) B Administration support
S Coroner assistance F Specialist investigation units S Force command
S Fixed penalty schemes (central ticket office) F Serious and organised crime unit B Support to associations and trade unions
B Property officer / stores F Public protection B Social club support and force band
S Command team and support overheads F Local investigation/ prisoner processing B Insurance / risk management

B Catering
Road policing Investigative support

V Traffic units F Scenes of crime officers Police and Crime Commissioner
V Traffic wardens / PCSOs - traffic S External forensic costs X Cost of police crime commissioner
F Vehicle recovery S Fingerprint / internal forensic costs X Office of police crime commissioner
F Casualty reduction partnership S Photographic image recovery X Other costs
F Command team and support overheads S Other forensic services

S Command team and support overheads Central costs
V = Visible operational front line X Revenue contribution to capital
F = Non-visible front line X Capital financing
S = Frontline support X Pensions and exit costs
B = Business support
X = Excluded (not coded)
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AGENDA ITEM 7A 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE EXTERNAL AUDITOR  

7A: ANNUAL AUDIT LETTER 2012/13 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review the Annual Audit Letter from the External Auditor 

KPMG for 2012/13 and to take assurance as to the adequacy of financial 

management, arrangements for value for money and external reporting. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 The Audit Commission's Code of Audit Practice requires auditors to prepare 

an annual audit letter and issue it to each audited body. The purpose of 

preparing and issuing annual audit letters is to communicate to the audited 

body and external stakeholders, including members of the public, the key 

issues arising from auditors' work, which auditors consider should be brought 

to the attention of the audited body. The annual audit letter covers the work 

carried out by auditors since the previous annual audit letter was issued. 

2.2 The draft Annual audit letter, addressed to the Police and Crime 

Commissioner and the Chief Constable, has been discussed with the 

Treasurer and the Director of Finance & Business Services. A copy is 

attached at Appendix A to this report.  It will be presented to the Committee 

by the Auditor.  

2.3 The AAL summaries the key messages to the audited bodies including 

reporting an unqualified audit opinion on the 2012/13 financial statements and 

that there are adequate arrangements for securing economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness. It details the reports issued, and the fee charged.  

3. RECOMMENDATION 

3.1 It is recommended that the Committee receive the Annual Audit Letter for 

2012/13 and can take assurance that once again the arrangements by 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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AGENDA ITEM 7A 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

Derbyshire police for financial reporting, value for money and external 

reporting were satisfactory.  

4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS: NONE 

ATTACHMENTS 

APPENDIX A: Annual Audit Letter 2012/13 October 2013 KPMG  
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Annual Audit Letter 
2012/13 

Derbyshire Police and Crime 
Commissioner and Derbyshire Chief 
Constable 
 
October 2013 
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Contents 

This report is addressed to the Derbyshire Police and Crime Commissioner and the Derbyshire Chief Constable and has been prepared for the sole use of the Derbyshire 
Police and Crime Commissioner and the Derbyshire Chief Constable . We take no responsibility to any member of staff acting in their individual capacities, or to third 

parties. The Audit Commission has issued a document entitled Statement of Responsibilities of Auditors and Audited Bodies. This summarises where the responsibilities 
of auditors begin and end and what is expected from the audited body. We draw your attention to this document which is available on the Audit Commission’s website at 

www.auditcommission.gov.uk. 

External auditors do not act as a substitute for the audited body’s own responsibility for putting in place proper arrangements to ensure that public business is conducted 
in accordance with the law and proper standards, and that public money is safeguarded and properly accounted for, and used economically, efficiently and effectively. 

If you have any concerns or are dissatisfied with any part of KPMG’s work, in the first instance you should contact  John Cornett, the appointed engagement lead to the 
Authority, who will try to resolve your complaint. If you are dissatisfied with your response please contact Trevor Rees on 0161 246 4000, or by email to 

trevor.rees@kpmg.co.uk, who is the national contact partner for all of KPMG’s work with the Audit Commission. After this, if you are still dissatisfied with how your 
complaint has been handled you can access the Audit Commission’s complaints procedure. Put your complaint in writing to the Complaints Unit Manager, Audit 
Commission,  3rd Floor, Fry Building, 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF or by email to complaints@audit-commission.gsi.gov.uk. Their telephone number is 

03034448330. 

The contacts at KPMG  
in connection with this  
report are: 

John Cornett 
Director 
KPMG LLP (UK) 

Tel: 0116 256 6064 
john.cornett@kpmg.co.uk 

Trudy Enticott 
Manager 
KPMG LLP (UK) 

Tel: 0115 945 4478 
trudy.enticott@kpmg.co.uk 

Cathie Clarke 
Assistant Manager 
KPMG LLP (UK) 

Tel: 0115 945 4489 
cathie.clarke@kpmg.co.uk 

 

 

 

 

 Page 

Report sections 

■ Headlines 2 

Appendices 

1.    Summary of reports issued 

2.     Audit fees 

 

4 

5 

mailto:trevor.rees@kpmg.co.uk


2 © 2013 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership, is a subsidiary of KPMG Europe LLP and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative, a 
Swiss entity. All rights reserved. This document is confidential and its circulation and use are restricted. KPMG and the KPMG logo are registered trademarks of KPMG International Cooperative, a Swiss entity.  

Section one 
Headlines 

This report summarises the 
key findings from our 
2012/13 audit for the 
Derbyshire Police and Crime 
Commissioner (PCC) and for 
the Derbyshire Chief 
Constable (CC). 

Although this letter is 
addressed to the Derbyshire 
Police and Crime 
Commissioner and the 
Derbyshire Chief Constable, 
it is also intended to 
communicate these issues 
to key external stakeholders, 
including members of the 
public.  

This report relates to the 
findings arising from our 
audit of the 2012/13 financial 
statements and the 2012/13 
VFM conclusion for both the 
PCC and CC. 

 

 

VFM conclusion We issued unqualified value for money (VFM) conclusions for 2012/13 for both the PCC and CC on 30 September 
2013.   

This means we are satisfied that both bodies have proper arrangements for securing financial resilience and 
challenging how they secure economy, efficiency and effectiveness. 

To arrive at our conclusion we looked at the processes that both bodies have for financial governance, financial 
planning and financial control, together with the arrangements for prioritising resources and improving efficiency and 
productivity.  

VFM risk areas Our initial risk assessment took into account the key business risks facing the PCC and CC which are relevant to our 
VFM conclusion. We considered the actions being taken by both bodies to meet ongoing financial pressures. We 
were satisfied that sufficient work in relation to this risk was being carried out by the PCC and CC to mitigate the audit 
risks for our VFM conclusion. We concluded that we did not need to carry out any specific additional work ourselves. 

Audit opinion We issued an unqualified opinion on the financial statements of each of the PCC and CC on 30 September 2013.  
This means that we believe that both sets of financial statements give a true and fair view of the financial position of 
the respective body and of their expenditure and income for the year.  

Financial statements 
audit 

We reported the significant matters arising from the financial statements audit to the Joint Audit, Risk and Assurance 
Committee in our Report to those Charged with Governance. We did not need to report any significant audit 
differences to the Committee.  

Annual Governance 
Statement 

We reviewed the Annual Governance Statements for the PCC and CC and concluded that they were consistent with 
our understanding of the respective governance arrangements. 
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Section one 
Headlines (continued) 

All the issues in this letter 
have been previously 
reported. The detailed 
findings are contained in the 
reports we have listed in 
Appendix 1. 

 

 

 

Whole of Government 
Accounts 

We reviewed the consolidation pack prepared to support the production of Whole of Government Accounts by HM 
Treasury. We reported that the pack was consistent with the audited financial statements.  

Certificate We issued our certificates on 30 September 2013.  

The certificates confirms that we have concluded the two audits for 2012/13 in accordance with the requirements of 
the Audit Commission Act 1998 and the Audit Commission’s Code of Audit Practice.  

Audit fee The total audit fee for the two bodies for 2012/13 was £66,000, excluding VAT. This is in line with the planned fee.  
Further detail  is contained in Appendix 2. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Summary of reports issued 

This appendix summarises 
the reports we issued this 
year. 

 

2013 
 

January 
 

February 
 

March 
 

April 
 

May 
 

June 
 

July 
 

August 
 

September 
 

October 
 

November 

Audit Fee Letter (April 2013) 

The Audit Fee Letters set out the proposed audit 
work and draft fees for the 2013/14 financial year 
for each of the PCC and CC. 

Auditor Reports (September 2013) 

The Auditor’s Reports included our audit opinion on 
the financial statements, our VFM conclusion and 
our certificate for each of the PCC and CC. 

Annual Audit Letter (October 2013) 

This Annual Audit Letter provides a summary of the 
results of our 2012/13 audit for both the PCC and 
CC. 

External Audit Plan (March 2013) 

The Audit Fee Letters issued in August 2012 set 
out the proposed audit work and draft fees for the 
2012/13 financial year. 

The External Audit Plan set out our approach to the 
audit of the financial statements and to work to 
support the VFM conclusions. 

Report to Those Charged with Governance 
(September 2013) 

The Report to Those Charged with Governance 
summarised the results of our 2013/13 audit work 
for the PCC and CC including key issues and 
recommendations raised as a result of our 
observations. 

We also provided the mandatory declarations 
required under auditing standards as part of this 
report. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 2: Audit fees 

To ensure openness between KPMG and your Audit Committee about the extent of our fee relationship with you, we have 
summarised the outturn against the 2012/13 planned audit fee. 

External audit 

Our final fee for the 2012/13 audit of the PCC and the CC was £66,000, split as follows: 

•    Police and Crime Commissioner         £46,000 

•    Chief Constable                                   £20,000 

This compares with a fee of £75,900 for the 2011/12 audit of the Derbyshire Police Authority and represents a total fee 
reduction of 14 percent compared to 2011/12. The 2012/13 fee reflects the reductions that the Audit Commission has been 
able to make to its scale fees following the market testing of audit services. 

The final fee is the same as the planned fee and we have not needed to submit any additional fee requests to the Audit 
Commission. 

 

 

 

 

 
Element of the audit  

2012/13 
(planned) (£) 

2011/12 
Element of the audit  

(actual) (£) 

 

This appendix provides 
information on our final fees 
for 2012/13. 
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AGENDA ITEM 8A 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  

8A: INTERNAL AUDIT CHARTER 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review a copy of the draft Internal Audit charter and authorise 

the Chair of the Joint Audit Risk and Assurance Committee to sign the 

charter, prior to its signing by the Police and Crime Commissioner and the 

Chief Constable. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 The charter has been prepared in order to support an effective internal audit 

service and to meet the requirements of Professional Internal Auditing 

Standards and Baker Tilly’s Internal Audit Manual. 

2.2 From 1 April 2013, internal auditors in the public sector are required to work to 

the Public Sector Internal Audit Standards (PSIAS), which are based on the 

International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing 

published by the Institute of Internal Auditors and which also adopt the 

institute’s definition of internal auditing and code of ethics. 

2.3 It details how internal audit carry out their work with a view to reviewing and 

evaluating the risk management, control and governance arrangements that 

the organisation has in place, focusing in particular on how these 

arrangements help the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and the 

Chief Constable of Derbyshire Constabulary to achieve its objectives. 

2.4 The charter details the responsibilities of the Head of Internal Audit and the 

relationships between the Head, the Chair of the JARAC and the two 

corporations sole.  It also specifies the authorisations granted to Internal Audit 

for access to information and reporting rights. 
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     For Publication  
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AGENDA ITEM 8A 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

2.5 Full details are contained in the copy of the charter attached at Appendix A to 

the report 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

i. That the Committee receive the Internal Audit Charter, question  the auditors 

to satisfy itself as to the contents and  

ii. that the Chair of the JARAC sign the Internal Audit Charter.   

4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   
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BACKGROUND PAPERS: NONE 

ATTACHMENTS 

APPENDIX A Internal Audit Charter RSM Tenon(/Baker Tilly) 2013  

3 
 
S:\HQ\OPCC\JARAC\2013-12-17\Agenda Item 8A Internal Audit Report Charter Dec 171213 fv.doc 



© 2013 RSM Tenon Limited 

The term "partner" is a title for senior employees, none of whom provide any services on their own behalf. 
RSM Tenon Limited is a subsidiary of Baker Tilly UK Holdings Limited. RSM Tenon Limited (No 4066924) is registered in 
England and Wales. Registered Office 66 Chiltern Street, London W1U 4GB. England 

Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and 
Derbyshire Constabulary 

Internal Audit Charter 

September 2013 

APPENDIX A 
AGENDA ITEM 8A
JARAC
17 DECEMBER 2013



Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner  
for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary 1 Internal Audit Charter 

1 The Internal Audit Charter 

1.1 This Charter establishes the purpose, authority and responsibilities for the internal audit service 
for Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary. 

1.2 The internal audit service is provided by RSM Tenon. Your key internal audit contacts are as 
follows: 

Head of Internal Audit Client Manager 

Name Patrick Green Angela Ward 

Telephone 07768807469 07966 091471 

Email address Patrick.Green@RSMTenon.com Angela.Ward@RSMTenon.com 

1.3 The Charter has been prepared in order to support an effective internal audit service and to meet 
the requirements of Professional Internal Auditing Standards and RSM Tenon’s Internal Audit 
Manual. 

1.4 From 1 April 2013, internal auditors in the public sector are required to work to the Public Sector 
Internal Audit Standards (PSIAS), which are based on the International Standards for the 
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing published by the Institute of Internal Auditors and which 
also adopt the institute’s definition of internal auditing and code of ethics. 

1.5  In line with these requirements, we perform our internal audit work with a view to reviewing and 
evaluating the risk management, control and governance arrangements that the organisation has 
in place, focusing in particular on how these arrangements help Office of the Police & Crime 
Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary to achieve its objectives. The opinion 
may also be used by the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) and the Chief Constable, to 
support their Annual Governance Statement. This is achieved through a risk-based plan of work, 
agreed with management and approved by the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee. 

1.6  The requirements for internal audit, and for audit committees, for both PCCs and Chief 
Constables, are set out within the Financial Management Code of Practice published by the 
Home Office. To support this, RSM Tenon deliver a joint audit plan to the PCC and Chief 
Constable which maps each assurance assignment to the PCC, the Chief Constable, or reflects 
where an assurance may be of particular benefit to both. 
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2 Role and Definition of Internal Audit 

2.1 Internal Audit is a key part of the assurance cycle for Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner 
for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary and, if used appropriately, can assist in informing 
and updating the risk profile of the organisation. Internal Audit provides management with 
assurance on whether the organisation’s risk management, control and governance processes 
are adequate and operating effectively. 

2.2 As public sector organisations, both the PCC and Chief Constable are required to have an 
internal audit service in place which conforms with the Public Sector Internal Audit Standards. 

3 Independence and Ethics 

3.1 To provide for the independence of Internal Audit, its personnel report direct to the Head of 
Internal Audit. The independence of the Head of Internal Audit is assured by him reporting to the 
PCC and Chief Constable, with further reporting lines to the Chief Finance Officer, Director of 
Finance and Chair of the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee. 

3.2 The Head of Internal Audit has unrestricted access to the Chair of Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance 
Committee, to whom all significant concerns relating to the adequacy and effectiveness of risk 
management activities, internal control and governance are reported. 

4 Responsibilities 

4.1 The Head of Internal Audit has a responsibility to: 
� Develop a flexible and risk based internal audit strategy with more detailed annual audit

plans. The plan will be submitted to the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee for review
and approval each year before work commences on delivery of that plan.

� Implement the audit plan as approved, including any additional tasks requested by
management and the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee.

� Ensure the internal audit team consists of professional audit staff with sufficient knowledge,
skills, and experience.

� Establish a Quality Assurance and Improvement Program to ensure the quality and effective
operation of internal audit activities.

� Perform advisory activities where appropriate, beyond internal audit’s assurance services, to
assist management in meeting its objectives. Examples may include facilitation, process
design and training.

� Bring a systematic disciplined approach to evaluate and report on the effectiveness of risk
management, internal control and governance processes.

� Evaluate and assess significant merging or consolidating functions and new or changing
services, processes, operations within the organisation.

� Highlight control weaknesses and required associated improvements together with corrective
action recommended to management based on an acceptable and practicable timeframe.

� Undertake follow up reviews to ensure management has implemented agreed internal control
improvements within specified and agreed timeframes.

� Provide a list of significant measurement goals and results to the Joint Audit, Risk &
Assurance Committee.

� Liaise with the external auditor for the purpose of providing optimal audit coverage to the
organisation.

“Internal Audit is an independent, objective assurance and consulting activity designed to add 
value and improve an organisation’s operations. It helps an organisation accomplish its 
objectives by introducing a systematic, disciplined approach in order to evaluate and improve 
the effectiveness of risk management, control, and governance processes.” 

Public Sector Internal Audit Standards 
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5 Reporting  
 

5.1 The Head of Internal Audit shall issue progress reports to the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance 
Committee and management summarising outcomes of audit activities, including follow up 
reviews. These will be presented at every Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee. 

5.2 As your internal audit provider, the assignment opinions that RSM Tenon Ltd provides the 
organisation during the year are part of the framework of assurances that assist the Board in 
preparation of an informed statement on internal control. 

5.3 As the provider of the internal audit service to Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for 
Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary we are required to provide the PCC, the Chief 
Constable, and the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee with an opinion on the adequacy 
and effectiveness of the organisation’s governance, risk management and control arrangements. 
In giving our opinion it should be noted that assurance can never be absolute. The most that the 
internal audit service can provide is a reasonable assurance that there are no major weaknesses 
in risk management, governance and control processes. The annual opinion will be provided to 
the organisation by RSM Tenon Ltd at the financial year end. 

 

6 Authority 
 

6.1 The Head of Internal Audit and internal audit staff are authorised to: 
� Have unrestricted access to all functions, records, property and personnel which it 

considers necessary to fulfil its function. 
� Have full and free access to the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee. 
� Allocate resources, set timeframes, define review areas, develop scopes of work and apply 

techniques to accomplish the overall audit objectives. Resources will be agreed with the 
Audit Committee each year as part of the agreement of the annual internal audit plan. 

� Obtain the required assistance from personnel within the organisation where audits will be 
performed, including other specialised services from within or outside the organisation. 

 
 

6.2 The Head of Internal Audit and internal audit staff are not authorised to: 
� Perform any operational duties associated with the organisation 
� Initiate or approve accounting transactions on behalf of the organisation. 
� Direct the activities of any employee not employed by RSM Tenon unless specifically 

seconded to internal audit. 
 

7 Data Protection 
 

7.1 Internal audit files need to include sufficient, reliable, relevant and useful evidence in order to 
support our findings and conclusions. Personal data is not shared with unauthorised persons 
unless there is a valid and lawful requirement to do so. We are authorised as providers of internal 
audit services to our clients (through the firm’s Terms of Business and our engagement letter) to 
have access to all necessary documentation from our clients needed to carry out our duties. 

 
7.2 Personal data is not shared outside of RSM Tenon. The only exception would be where there is 

information on an internal audit file that external auditors have access to as part of their review of 
internal audit work or where the firm has a legal or ethical obligation to do so (such as providing 
information to support a fraud investigation based on internal audit findings.) 

 
7.3 RSM Tenon has a Data Protection Policy in place that requires compliance by all of our 

employees. Non-compliance will be treated as gross misconduct. 
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8 Fraud 
 

8.1 The Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee, the PCC and the Chief Constable recognise that 
management is responsible for controls to reasonably prevent and detect fraud. Furthermore, the 
Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee recognises that internal audit is not responsible for 
identifying fraud, however it will assess the risk of fraud and be aware of the risk of fraud when 
planning and undertaking any internal audit work. 
 
 

 
 
Signature ____________________________________ Date ________________ 
  Ms K Alcock  
 Chairman of the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee. Derbyshire Police 

 

 

Signature ____________________________________ Date ________________ 
  Alan Charles  
  Police and Crime Commissioner, Derbyshire 

 

 

Signature ____________________________________ Date ________________ 
  Mick Creedon  
  Chief Constable, Derbyshire Constabulary 

 

  18 September 2013 
Signature ____________________________________ Date ________________ 
  Patrick Green  
  Head of Internal Audit, RSM Tenon Ltd 
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Appendix A: Overview of the Internal Audit Process 
 

 

 

Planning the Assignment 

Each audit will be planned individually to ensure that the scope 
addresses the risks facing your organisation, and is therefore a useful 
source of assurance, providing assurance on the controls that you rely 
on to manage your risks and deliver your objectives.  We will meet with 
appropriate staff to understand the area under review and will then send 
you an Assignment Planning Sheet for your comment and sign off, so 
that we can discuss and agree the scope of each review; this provides 
the Audit Sponsor with an opportunity to comment on the scope of each 
audit. We will agree the audit date at the start of the year and you will 
receive a planning sheet at least two weeks before the audit 
commences. 

 

Undertaking the Audit 

Once the scope has been agreed, our audit fieldwork is carefully 
planned to ensure that we thoroughly test the right controls.  Should we 
identify any major issues during the audit, we will bring these to the 
attention of management straight away.  We will keep you informed 
through the audit, and our team will be happy to answer any questions 
you may have. We will provide a list of information we will need when 
we issue the planning sheet so that you can prepare for the audit. 

 

Reporting our Findings 

Before the internal audit team leaves site, we will hold a debrief meeting 
to discuss our findings and recommendations with you. 

Therefore, there will be no surprises when you receive the draft internal 
audit report, and you have an opportunity to comment on the report 
before it is issued for wider circulation. 

Each formal assurance report will contain a clear opinion, so you know 
instantly if your risk management of this area is effective. 

 

Agreeing Actions for Improvement 

Every internal audit report contains an action plan which is completed 
by management. Once the action plan is completed the report is issued 
as a final report. This provides the Audit Committee with a clear view of 
management’s response to each recommendation, and also enables 
recommendation tracking.  We will undertake follow up work to provide 
the Audit Committee with an overview of progress in implementing 
actions that management have agreed. 

 

 
 



AGENDA ITEM 8B  
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  

8B: INTERNAL AUDIT PROGRESS REPORT 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive a progress report from the internal auditors on their work to date 

this during this financial year. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

Progress report  

2.1 As part of the management of the internal audit process, a progress report is 

provided to each meeting of the JARAC.  Attached at APPENDIX A to this 

report is the latest progress report for December 2013.  

2.2 The report shows a summary of progress against the Internal Audit plan, 

including the status of the assignment, the opinion issued and the actions by 

priority, categorised into high, medium or low. The report will be presented by 

a representative from Baker Tilly.  JARAC Members will then have the 

opportunity to question the internal auditor. 

2.3 There is an opportunity to review the content of the audit plan to ensure it 

continues to be fit for purpose. 

2.4 In addition, for information, attached at APPENDIX B, is a Fraud Alert about 

mitigating the risks of fraudulent changes to supplier bank details.  This is not 

new advice, but presented at the request of Internal Audit. 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee takes assurance that the internal audit plan addresses 

relevant matters and is being delivered as expected. 
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4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk    

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

1. Internal Audit Plan 2013/14  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A. Internal Audit Progress Report 17 December 2013 

Appendix B. Fraud Alert: changes to bank details. 
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Introduction 

The internal audit plan for 2013/14 was approved by the Joint Audit, Risk & Assurance Committee on 14 

March 2013.  This report provides an update on progress against that plan and summarises the results of our 

work to date. 

Summary of Progress against the Internal Audit Plan 

Assignment 

Reports considered 
today are shown in 
italics 

Status Opinion 

Actions Agreed (by 
priority) 

   High        Medium      Low  

Audits to address specific risks 

Post Implementation 
– Agresso 

Completed Advisory - - - 

HR Transactional 
Hub 

Feb 2014 – However, 
refer to comments below 
in Other Matters 

    

Governance and 
Delivery of Police & 
Crime Plan 

Refer to comments below 
in Other Matters 

    

Governance – 
Financial 
Governance 

Final Report Green - - - 

ICT Resilience 
TBC – However, refer to 
comments below in Other 
Matters 

    

Grant Scheme Final Report Green - - 4 

Procurement Scoping meeting booked     

Estate Management Work is ongoing     

Governance structure 
Refer to comments below 
– Other Matters 

    

Regional 
Collaboration - 
Governance 

Final Report Amber Red    

Risk Management 

Scoping meeting booked 
– However, refer to 
comments below in Other 
Matters 

    

Budgetary Control  
Quarter 4 – Refer to 
comments below in Other 
Matters 

    

Process Maps 
Ongoing – Refer to 
comments below in Other 
Matters 

    

General Ledger 
Work completed – Draft 
report to be issued 

    

Creditors 
Work completed – Draft 
report to be issued 
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Training Completed - - - - 

Follow Up Final Report Good Progress - - 3 

  

Other Matters  

Planning and Liaison:  

We had a meeting on 4
th
 December with Management and as part of that meeting we reviewed the current 

Internal Audit Plan, to determine if it remained relevant or whether any changes were required due to 

changing priorities.  As a result of that discussion the following changes were agreed; 

 An allocation had originally been included for HR Transactional Hub.  However, due to the 

uncertainties around the timings of this, it was proposed that a more useful review would be to focus 

on the communication and processing linkages between HR, Mouchel (Pensions) and Leicestershire 

Police (Payroll). As part of this we would also consider whether there are any inefficiencies or 

duplication within the current arrangements and provide assurances over the roles and 

responsibilities of all parties. 

 An allocation for a joint ICT Resilience review with Nottinghamshire Police was originally proposed, 

but due to uncertainties around this, it would be beneficial to complete an ICT Resilience audit, just for 

Derbyshire. 

 Originally our Risk Management allocation was to focus on the OPCC.  However, it is considered 

useful to extend this to include the Constabulary and provide assurances that the Risk Management 

arrangements remain in place and operating, as expected.  In addition, we will work with Management 

in assisting both the OPCC and Constabulary in developing and implementing their Assurance 

Framework. 

 We had an allocation for a review of Governance – Delivery of the Police & Crime Plan.  It is 

suggested that this be deferred until 2014/15. 

 We had an allocation for a review of Governance Structure, however this was considered towards the 

end of 2012/13 and is therefore not required at this time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire & Derbyshire Constabulary | 3 

 

 
 

 

Key Findings from Internal Audit Work  

Assignment: Governance – Financial Governance Opinion:  

 

 

This review focused on elements of the Good Governance Framework and Financial Management Code of Practice. 
The Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England and Wales details the required 
financial governance arrangements within the Force and the Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner. 

The PCC and Force is complying with the following ten key areas of the Financial Management Code of Practice:  

 The identification of Chief Finance Officer roles within the Force and the Office of the PCC.  

 Compliance with the requirements of public reporting responsibilities.  

 Communication and openness.  

 Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Chief Finance Officer of the PCC.  

 Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Police Force Chief Finance Officer.  

 Use of an Information Sharing Protocol.  

 Preparation and approval of a scheme of consent.  

 Preparation and approval of Financial Regulations and Standing Orders on Contracts.  

 PCC policy on reserves and provisions.  

 Financial planning and budget setting arrangements.  

 
We have highlighted one area with regards to the design of the control framework, which is in the area of 
introducing a Shared Information Protocol. The purpose being to document the required information - the details of 
this should be set in a locally agreed Information Sharing Protocol, to be agreed by both Chief Finance Officers, in 
consultation with the Chief Executive. 
 
Furthermore, the Scheme of Delegation will need to be revised post April 2014, to take into account the 
implications of the Stage 2 transfer.  Both the PCC and Force are aware of this requirement.  
 

No recommendations were made as a result of the audit. 

 

Assignment: Follow Up Opinion:  Good Progress 

We have undertaken a review to follow up progress made by the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and 

Derbyshire Constabulary to implement previous internal audit recommendations made within the following reviews; 

 Risk Management (03.11/12) 

 Follow Up (11.10/11) 

 Fleet Management (01.10/11) 

 Performance Management (06.10/11) 

 CCMC – IT Disaster Recovery (07.10/11) 

 Payroll (01.11/12) 

 Agresso Application (02.12/13) 

 PCC Governance Arrangements (03.12/13) 
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The 13 recommendations considered in this review comprised of 2 ‘medium’ and 11 ‘low’ recommendations. 

In our opinion the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary has demonstrated 

good progress in implementing actions agreed to address internal audit recommendations. Our review has 

confirmed that both medium and 8 low recommendations had been fully implemented.  

The 3 remaining low priority recommendations are in the process of being implemented and all relate to Fleet 
Management – Hire of Vehicles.  It is noted that the recommendations should be fully implemented as part of the 
Priority Based Budgeting exercise that is currently being rolled out across the Constabulary. 

 

Action Responsible Officer Date 

Annual cost benefit analysis amongst other reviews of 

the hiring of vehicles should be provided within finance 

briefs that are presented to the Strategic Governance 

Board. (Low) 

Fleet Manager March 2014 

Consideration should be given to grouping together pool 

vehicles, thus providing a greater level of control and 

knowledge in relation to the vehicle usage knowledge. 

(Low) 

Fleet Manager July 2014 

Consideration should be given to reviewing the location 

and need for pool cars, with pool cars being considered 

as the most cost effective method going forward. (Low) 

Fleet Manager July 2014 

 

Assignment: Grant Scheme – Crime Prevention Opinion:  

 

The Commissioner has invited the public sector, community groups and third sector organisations to work with him to 
deliver his Police and Crime Plan objectives through the Crime Preventions Scheme. The budget for the Crime 
Prevention Scheme for 2013/14 is £250k.  The budget was reported to the Strategic Governance Board in January 
2013.The funding is to provide for innovative projects to assist in reducing crime and anti-social behaviour, protect 
victims and vulnerable people and support witnesses.  There are three opportunities throughout the year for 
applications for either a small grant (upto £5,000) or a large grant (between £5,000 and £25,000). 

We found appropriate information on the website around the purpose and the process of grant applications, 
together with detailed guidance notes. Our testing of grant applications from all three rounds did not identify any 
issues with compliance, all were linked to PCC priorities and there was clear decision making (notably improved 
for rounds 2 & 3).  Where the grant was approved and deliverables agreed, a signed grant agreement was in 
place. 

We have made four low priority recommendations in relation to the design of the current framework. The 
recommendations are included in the action plan below.   

Action Responsible Officer Date 

Written procedures should be in place that document 

the processes around receipt of applications, review, 

consideration and approval of applications.  

Furthermore, there should also be a written process for 

the monitoring of projects, once they are up and 

running. (Low) 

Mary Bosworth 31 March 2014 
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For those grants that have been agreed, prior to formal 

approval, the Organisation should receive assurances 

from partners that are included within the application 

that they have agreed their involvement in the proposed 

project.  It is considered that this will strengthen the 

governance around the complete grant application 

process. (Low) 

Mary Bosworth 31 March 2014 

For a transparent and consistent approach for the 

management of grant agreements and payments it is 

advised that specific milestones are included within the 

grant agreement.  This will provide clarity over 

responsibilities and expectations for both the PCC and 

project officers. (Low) 

Mary Bosworth 31 March 2014 

It is considered to be beneficial to introduce a 

programme of unannounced visits to projects, 

throughout the year.  This will provide an opportunity for 

the Organisation to receive assurance that the project is 

running as intended and is maintaining the necessary 

documentation to support the delivery and operation of 

the project. (Low) 

Mary Bosworth For the 2014/15 grants 

round. 

 

Assignment: Regional Collaboration – Governance & 
Financial Framework 

Opinion:  

 

Collaborative policing has been operating in the East Midlands for more than a decade.  Over that time and with 

support from successive governments and partner agencies, it has developed and grown in order to achieve its 

strategic vision which is; 

• To improve public safety. 
• To make better and more productive use of police resources. 
• To increase public confidence in policing. 

 

Collaborative policing in the East Midlands can be divided into two distinct areas; 

• East Midlands Special Operations Unit (EMSOU) – leads the fight against serious organised crime 
and domestic extremism and terrorism, and investigates major crime, including homicide and 
kidnap. 
 

• East Midlands Police Collaboration Programme (EMPCP) – identifies those areas of policing 
which could be delivered jointly between forces to maximise effectiveness and to achieve 
efficiencies. 

The audit resulted in a number of recommendations, a number of which had been already been recognised by the 
Region and some work had begun to address these areas.   

• The principles of collaborative activity should be reviewed to ensure that they remain appropriate, 
given the governance changes and funding cuts that have taken place, within the sector, over the 
last few years.  Ideally, there should be some measurable objectives and outcomes for 
collaborative activity, in order for the achievement of the unit to be transparent and for the 
regional forces to clearly understand the benefits that have been received, by collaboration.  As 
the forces across the region, as indeed nationally, have developed local policing plans, there 
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should be something similar for the collaboration.  The document could be used to include the 
Vision, Values, Priorities (opportunity to link to the regional objectives set by Commissioners and 
any other objectives) and Delivery (sets out how reporting will take place, performance against 
outcomes and effective actions). 

• There are a number of recommendations around the Business Cases that are presented.  We 
selected 3 business cases as part of the audit (Occupational Health Unit, Major Crime & Legal 
Services) and each business case was of a different format, thus making it difficult to confirm that 
the required information was included.  Often the performance outcomes were not specifically 
included within the business case – therefore it would be and indeed is, difficult to ascertain and 
measure how successful the project will be.  Costings are included, but these need to be more 
specific in their detail and robustness and provide clarity of what makes up the costs, in addition to 
obtaining assurances that all forces are using the same approach. Furthermore, as part of this 
consideration, it may be beneficial to review the funding formula that is used as part of the 
business case and confirm that it remains appropriate.  Other forces utilise a formula that also 
considers the demand impact and this may be something that could be considered and reviewed, 
moving forward. 

• In September 2013 a Performance Report was presented to the PCC Board, and it is recognised 
that this is work in progress – however this is very much needed and it is welcomed.   

• The financial performance monitoring has developed significantly over recent months and detailed 
information is provided.  However, it does report back on the information included within the initial 
business plans and therefore the issue of costs and savings being robustly challenged at that 
initial business plan stage is key.  As part of the audit, we confirmed the accuracy of the data that 
was being reported – i.e. traced some of the lines in the finance report back to source data.  No 
issues were found. 

• Other forces that we work with, that collaborate, have devised and introduced a specific 
overarching collaboration agreement setting out the legal and governance framework for the 
provision of specific services (for example joint protective services).  It enables the efficient sign 
off to collaborative projects, rather than having individual collaboration agreements for each 
service. This may be something that the Regional forces may wish to consider, moving forward.   

 

Action Responsible Officer Date 

The principles of collaborative activity should be 

reviewed to ensure that they remain appropriate, given 

the governance changes and funding cuts that have 

taken place within the sector, over the last few years.  

Ideally, there should be specific outomes for 

collaborative activity, in order for the achievement of the 

unit to be transparent and for the regional Forces and 

Police and Crime Commissioners to clearly understand 

the benefits that have been received, by collaboration. 

As the forces across the region, as indeed nationally, 

have developed local policing plans, there should be 

something similar for the collaboration.  The document 

(Corporate Plan) could be used to include the Vision, 

Values, Priorities (opportunity to link to the regional 

objectives set by Commissioners and any other 

objectives) and Delivery (sets out how reporting will take 

place, achievement of outcomes and effective actions). 

Phil Whiteley December 2013 

  The same format should be used for each Business   

Case, clearly stating the author, to assist consistent 

scrutiny and challenge.  The Business Plan should 

include specific objectives and priorities of the project.  

For each objective the following should be detailed; 

a) Details / Purpose (why / high risk on risk registers) 

Phil Whiteley March 2014 
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b) Cost improvements  
c) Capital Funding 
d) Key risks and management (taken from key risks) 
e) Summary financial plan 
f) Impact on Workforce 
g) Summarised  capacity plans 

 

The Business Plan, sections e, f & g need to be 

completed by the individual forces, using a set definition 

for all costings and savings, to ensure there is consistent 

approach in reporting the comparative data.  The data 

that is included should be robustly verified to provide 

assurance that the basis for the Business Plan or project 

is robust, to benefit all those involved in the collaboration. 

The benefits that are included within the Business Plan 

should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant 

and Timely.  There should be specific measurable 

deliverables, with a target date to be able to ascertain if 

the benefit originally identified has been realised. 

Phil Whiteley March 2014 

  The actual costs that are recorded within the Business 

Case should be broken down to provide clarity and 

transparency.  Furthermore, it would be useful to include 

a definition of the costs that are being collated, to 

ensure consistency and understanding across all the 

forces to provide assurances that each force is including 

the correct cost requirements.  In addition, the costs that 

are included within the Business Plan should be robustly 

checked and confirmed. This check and confirmation 

should be documented as part of the process. 

  Furthermore, as part of this consideration, it may be 

beneficial to review the funding formula that is used as 

part of the business case and confirm that it remains 

appropriate.  Other forces utilise a formula that also 

considers the demand impact and this may be 

something that could be considered and reviewed, 

moving forward. 

Phil Whiteley March 2014 

  The responsibilities outlined in section 3 of the s23   

agreements, around the previous EMPAJC, should be 

reviewed and assurances sought that the responsibilities 

listed remain appropriate, given the changes to the 

sector and are being captured elsewhere within the 

governance framework and structure. 

Phil Whiteley 31 December 2013 

   It is considered to be beneficial to establish an 

overarching collaboration agreement, with a specific 

governance reporting framework for the collaborative 

projects.  Other forces that we work with, that 

collaborate, have devised an overarching agreement that 

enables the efficient sign off to collaborative projects. 

Phil Whiteley Ongoing 
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It is an essential part of the project management process 

to complete a final closure report, ultimately a 12 month 

review.  The report will provide assurances that the 

project has met its original objectives and continues to 

provide for an effective and efficient approach. Where 

this is not the case, the report provides the opportunity 

to highlight any issues and provides the option to 

reassess and realign operations (including officers in 

kind) accordingly. 

Phil Whiteley Implemented 

Consideration should be given to reporting on the 

various outcomes that have been highlighted as 

beneficial for inclusion, within the main body of our 

report, within the East Midlands PCC Performance 

Report.  This will provide clear linkage to the Business 

Case measures to ensure success can be effectively 

measured. 

  The Performance Report could also be adapted to 

include linkage with any overarching objectives and 

outcomes, for the Collaborative Unit, as a whole.  

Phil Whiteley March 2014 

 

Information and Briefings: We have issued the following update since the last meeting: 

 GEN 05/13 – Fraud Alert – Supplier Details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during our internal audit work and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement 

of all the weaknesses that exist, or of all the improvements that may be required.  Whilst every care has been taken to ensure that the information provided in 

this report is as accurate as possible, based on the information provided and documentation reviewed, no complete guarantee or warranty can be given with 

regard to the advice and information contained herein.  Our work does not provide absolute assurance that material errors, loss or fraud do not exist.   

This report, together with any attachments, is provided pursuant to the terms of our engagement. The use of the report is solely for internal purposes by the 

management and Board of our client and, pursuant to the terms of the engagement, it should not be copied or disclosed to any third party or otherwise 

quoted or referred to, in whole in part, without our written consent. No responsibility to any third party is accepted as the report has not been prepared, and is 

not intended for any other purpose. 

© 2013 Baker Tilly Business Services Limited 

The term "partner" is a title for senior employees, none of whom provide any services on their own behalf. 

Baker Tilly Business Services Limited (04066924) is registered in England and Wales.  Registered office 25 Farringdon Street, London, EC4A 4AB. 
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Fraud Alert – Changing Supplier Bank Details 

4 September 2013 

CB Gen 05.13 

During 2012 we issued a series of briefings which focussed on fraudulent attempts to alter legitimate suppliers’ 

bank account details with the aim of illegally diverting funds. Since then, scams of this nature have continued to 

be witnessed within the NHS, the private sector, and more recently within local authorities and the education 

sector. The fraud itself is rudimentary, so it is worrying that the perpetrators often succeed in their deception; 

however, application of simple controls can prevent organisations being affected. 

The Fraud 

 Impostors, falsely representing genuine suppliers, approach target organisations with a request to change

bank account details held on file. Where the fraudster’s request is successful, often falsified invoices are

then subsequently paid by the target organisation into the fraudster’s bank account.

 Often, the fraudsters approach the target organisation some time before to change the supplier’s contact

details in order to ‘legitimise’ the change of bank details at a later date. Fraudsters have been known to do

this via email, telephone, in writing using faked headed stationery, and also in person.

As fraudsters continually develop and apply new methods to circumvent controls, it is essential for organisations 

to assess the effectiveness of those in place in relation to administration procedures for changing both supplier 

contact and bank account details in order to address any weaknesses.  

Further help and advice 

To discuss your organisation’s controls in relation to suppliers and Accounts Payable please approach your 

usual Baker Tilly contact in the first instance. Alternatively, contact Baker Tilly’s Fraud Solutions team. 

David Foley  Director               07721 977 523 david.foley@bakertilly.co.uk 

Actions organisations can take to protect themselves and their suppliers 

 Seek verification of authenticity for all requests to change details held for a supplier.

 Ensure that confirmation of authenticity is sought from a known source or reliable contact, preferably

through the original supplier contact, before any changes are made.

 Have requested changes to bank account details reviewed by a senior member of the Finance team.

 Ensure the process for amending supplier bank account details is documented and that the Accounts

Payable team are aware of the procedures.

 Ensure the Finance team are fully aware of the nature of this fraud as well as the controls required to

mitigate the risks.
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AGENDA ITEM 8C 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  

8C: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT ON GOVERNANCE: FINANCIAL 
GOVERNANCE 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review a report from the Internal Auditors on a planned review 

of Financial Governance, and having considered the report (there is no action 

plan), to take assurance as to the adequacy of the internal controls. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 This review focused on the organisations’ approach to implementing the 

CIPFA Good Governance Framework and the Home Office Financial 

Management Code of Practice and was undertaken as part of the periodic 

plan for 2013/14.  

2.2 The aim was to  

• evaluate the adequacy of risk management and control within the system 

and the extent to which controls had been applied, with a view to 

providing an opinion, and  

• confirm that control activities are put in place to ensure that risks to the 

achievement of the organisations’’ objectives are managed effectively. 

2.3 The full report, attached at APPENDIX A, states that the Police and Crime 

Commissioner and the Chief Constable can take substantial assurance that 

the controls upon which the organisations rely to manage this area are 

suitably designed, consistently applied and effective.   

2.4 There were no recommendations as a result of the audit. However, two items 

were noted, being the lack of a formal Information Sharing Protocol between 

the two CFO’s and the need to address governance post Stage 2 transfer. 

 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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3. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that  

i. the Committee can take assurance that the requirements of the Financial 

Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England and Wales is 

being addressed 

ii. the Committee notes that an information sharing protocol will be developed 

and the scheme of delegation and consent governance will be reviewed in 

readiness for Stage 2 transfer.  Each policy will be reported to the Committee 

in due course. 

 

4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   
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Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

1. Delivering Good Governance in Local Government: Guidance note for Police, 

CIPFA, 2012 

2. Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England and 

Wales, Home Office, 2011 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A. Internal Audit Report on Governance – Financial Governance 

6 December 2013 
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The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during our internal audit work and are not necessarily a 
comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist, or of all the improvements that may be required.  Whilst every care has been 
taken to ensure that the information provided in this report is as accurate as possible, based on the information provided and 
documentation reviewed, no complete guarantee or warranty can be given with regard to the advice and information contained herein.  
Our work does not provide absolute assurance that material errors, loss or fraud do not exist.   
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report has not been prepared, and is not intended for any other purpose. 
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1 Executive Summary 
1.1 Introduction 

An audit of Governance – Financial Governance was undertaken as part of the approved internal 
audit periodic plan for 2013/14. 

This review focused on elements of the Good Governance Framework and Financial Management 
Code of Practice. 

The Police and Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire was elected on 15 November 2012 and took up 
office on 22 November 2012.  The Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act (2011) outlines the 
changes as a result of the introduction of PCC’s across England and Wales, for example, the Act 
details the role of the PCC to produce a Police and Crime Plan. 

The Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England and Wales details 
the required financial governance arrangements within the Force and the Office of the Police & 
Crime Commissioner. 

1.2 Conclusion 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Police and 
Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire 
Constabulary can take substantial assurance that the 
controls upon which the organisation relies to manage this 
area are suitably designed, consistently applied and 
effective.   

 

 

The above conclusions feeding into the overall assurance level are based on the evidence obtained 
during the review. The key findings from this review are as follows: 

 
The PCC and Constabulary is complying with the following ten areas of the Financial 
Management Code of Practice:  

• The identification of Chief Finance Officer roles within the Force and the Office of the PCC.  

• Compliance with the requirements of public reporting responsibilities.  

• Communication and openness.  

• Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Chief Finance Officer of the PCC.  

• Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Police Force Chief Finance Officer.  

• Use of an Information Sharing Protocol.  

• Preparation and approval of a scheme of consent.  

• Preparation and approval of Financial Regulations and Standing Orders on Contracts.  

• PCC policy on reserves and provisions.  

• Financial planning and budget setting arrangements.  

We have highlighted one area with regards to the design of the control framework, which is in the 
area of introducing a Shared Information Protocol. The purpose being to document the required 
information - the details of this should be set in a locally agreed Information Sharing Protocol, to 
be agreed by both Chief Finance Officers, in consultation with the Chief Executive. 

 
Furthermore, the Scheme of Delegation will need to be revised post April 2014, to take into 
account the implications of the Stage 2 transfer.  It is noted that the Constabulary and the PCC 
are currently working on the revisions. 
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1.3 Scope of the Review 

The scope of this review was to: 

• Evaluate the adequacy of risk management and control within the system and the extent to 
which controls have been applied, with a view to providing an opinion; and 

• Confirm that control activities are put in place to ensure that risks to the achievement of the 
organisation’s objectives are managed effectively.   

 
We will assess compliance with the “Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police 
Service of England and Wales” including the following:  

• The identification of Chief Finance Officer roles within the Force and the Office of the PCC. 

• Compliance with the requirements of public reporting responsibilities.  

• Communication and openness.  

• Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Chief Finance Officer of the PCC as set out in 
section 4.1 of the Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England 
and Wales.  

• Delivery of the statutory responsibilities of the Police Force Chief Finance Officer as set out in 
section 4.2 of the Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of England 
and Wales.  

• Use of an Information Sharing Protocol.  

• Preparation and approval of a scheme of consent.  

• Preparation and approval of Financial Regulations and Standing Orders on Contracts as set 
out in section 6 of the Financial Management Code of Practice for the Police Service of 
England and Wales.  

• PCC policy on reserves and provisions.  

• Financial planning and budget setting arrangements.  

 

Limitations to the scope of the audit: 

• This audit covered only those areas listed above.  

• We did undertake testing to confirm that Financial Regulations and Standing Financial 
Instructions were in place. 

• Our work does not provide any guarantee against material errors, loss or fraud or provide an 
absolute assurance that material error, loss or fraud does not exist.  

The approach taken for this audit was a System-Based Audit. 

1.4 Recommendations Summary 

We have not made any recommendations as a result of the audit.  The detailed findings included at 
section 2 include those areas which are fully compliant and highlight to Management those areas 
where some further work is required post April 2014. 
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2 Findings  

 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

1 Every PCC outside London is required to 
appoint a person to be responsible for the 
proper administration of the commissioner’s 
financial affairs, referred to as the Chief 
Finance Officer.  

The Police & Crime Commissioner (PCC) for Derbyshire has 
a Treasurer.  On review of the job description it was 
established that the key responsibilities are; 

 Contributing to Corporate Management 

 Financial Administration and Stewardship 

 Delivering services and providing information to 

members of the public and the community 

 Supporting and advising the Commissioner 

Compliant 

No proposed change. 

2 Chief Constable 
The Chief Constable is required to appoint a 
person to be responsible for the proper 
administration of the Chief Constable’s 
financial affairs, referred to as the police 
force’s Chief Finance Officer. 

Derbyshire Constabulary has a Director of Finance (Chief 
Finance Officer) 
 
Compliant 

No proposed change. 

3 Chief Finance Officer of the PCC 
The Chief Finance Officer of the PCC is 
responsible for:  
- ensuring that the financial affairs of the PCC 
are properly administered and that financial 
regulations are observed and kept up to date; 
- ensuring regularity, propriety and Value for 
Money (VfM) in the use of public funds; 
- ensuring that the funding required to finance 
agreed programmes is available from Central 
Government and Welsh Government funding, 
precept, other contributions and recharges; 
- reporting to the PCC, the Police and Crime 

On review of the job description for the Treasurer, it was 
confirmed that the key responsibilities, as listed, are 
appropriately included.  Further details are provided at 
number four below. 
The Scheme of Delegation which was approved by the PCC 
in November 2012 confirms that the Chief Finance Officer is 
responsible for the following; 

 To prepare, from time to time, draft Financial 

Regulations and Contract Standing Orders, in 

consultation with the Director of Finance, for 

approval by the PCC. 

 To ensure that managers at all levels are aware of 

Scheme of Delegation will need to be 
revised to take into account Stage 2 
transfer. 
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Panel and to the external auditor any unlawful, 
or potentially unlawful, expenditure by the 
PCC or officers of the PCC;  
- reporting to the PCC, the Police and Crime 
Panel and to the external auditor when it 
appears that expenditure is likely to exceed 
the resources available to meet that 
expenditure;  
- advising the PCC on the robustness of the 
budget and adequacy of financial reserves;  
- ensuring production of the statements of 
accounts of the PCC;  
- ensuring receipt and scrutiny of the 
statements of accounts of the Chief Constable 
and ensuring production of the group 
accounts;  
- liaising with the external auditor; 
- advising the PCC on the application of value 
for money principles by the police force to 
support the PCC in holding the Chief 
Constable to account for efficient and effective 
financial management; and  
- advising, in consultation with the Chief 
Executive, on the safeguarding of assets, 
including risk management and insurance. 

their responsibilities in relation to these Financial 

Regulations and adhere to them. 

 To assist the PCC in seeking to obtain the best value 

for money. 

 To sign grant applications and grant claims for 

external funding on behalf of the PCC. 

  To administer the PCC’s financial affairs. 

 To advise the PCC on financial propriety. 

 To approve the arrangements for securing and 

preparing the PCC Group Accounts and seek 

assurances that there are appropriate arrangements 

in place for the preparation of the Derbyshire 

Constabulary Accounts. 

 To advise on risk management and insurance 

relating to the PCC. 

Compliant 

4 Chief Finance Officer of the PCC 
The Chief Finance Officer of the PCC has 
certain statutory duties which cannot be 
delegated, namely, reporting any potentially 
unlawful decisions by the PCC on expenditure 
and preparing each year, in accordance with 
proper practices in relation to accounts, a 
statement of the PCC‟s accounts, including 
group accounts. 

On review of the Job description for the Treasurer it was 
established that includes the following main tasks; 

 Ensuring in conjunction with the Office of the Police 

and Crime Commissioner’s external auditors that the 

financial statements meet the requirements of the 

law and the of accounting standards 

 Ensuring that other accounts and grant claims meet 

the requirements of the law and other requirements 

No proposed changes. 
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and are accurate, complete and timely. 

Furthermore, the job description includes the following 
responsibility; 

 Reporting to the Commissioner any potentially 

unlawful expenditure decision of the Commissioner 

or the Force 

Compliant 

5 Chief Finance Officer of the PCC 
The Chief Finance Officer of the PCC is the 
PCC’s professional adviser on financial 
matters. To enable them to fulfil these duties 
and to ensure the PCC is provided with 
adequate financial advice the Chief Finance 
Officer of the PCC:  
- must be a key member of the PCC’s 
Leadership Team, working closely with the 
Chief Executive, helping the team to develop 
and implement strategy and to resource and 
deliver the PCC’s strategic objectives 
sustainably and in the public interest;  
- must be actively involved in, and able to 
bring influence to bear on, all strategic 
business decisions, of the PCC, to ensure that 
the financial aspects of immediate and longer 
term implications, opportunities and risks are 
fully considered, and alignment with the PCC’s 
financial strategy;  
- must lead the promotion and delivery by the 
PCC of good financial management so that 
public money is safeguarded at all times and 
used appropriately, economically, efficiently 
and effectively; and 
- must ensure that the finance function is 

The Treasurer attends the Senior Management Team 
meetings that are held every Monday, which are also 
attended by; 

 Police & Crime Commissioner 

 Deputy Police & Crime Commissioner 

 Chief Executive 

Furthermore, the job description for the Treasurer includes 
the following key tasks; 

 Ensuring that effective arrangements are in place to 

provide accurate, complete and timely advice to 

support strategy development proposals and 

resource requests for front line services 

 Formulating an overall financial strategy in 

conjunction with the Chief Constable’s Director of 

Finance that meets policy and service objectives and 

ensures the best use of the Commissioner’s 

available capital and revenue resources and 

partnership opportunities. 

 Providing timely, accurate and impartial advice and 

No proposed changes. 



Police and Crime Commissioner for 
Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary 
 

Governance – Financial Governance 
3.13/14 

      

Page | 6 
 

 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

resourced to be fit for purpose. information to ensure that the Office of the PCC 

meets its policy and service objectives, promotes 

innovation and provides effective stewardship of 

public money and value for money in it use 

 Establishing a strong working relationship with the 

Commissioner, the Chief Constable’s senior 

management team and other officers and the 

Commissioner’s partners based on mutual respect 

and trust and a clear understanding of roles and 

responsibilities 

Compliant 

6 The Police Force Chief Finance Officer 
The Police Force Chief Finance Officer is 
responsible for:  
- ensuring that the financial affairs of the force 
are properly administered and that financial 
regulations drawn up by the PCC (developed 
in close consultation with the Chief Constable, 
the two Chief Finance Officers and the Chief 
Executive), are observed and kept up to date; 
- reporting to the Chief Constable, the PCC 
and the external auditor, any unlawful, or 
potentially unlawful, expenditure by the Chief 
Constable or officers of the Chief Constable;  
- reporting to the Chief Constable, the PCC 
and the external auditor when it appears that 
expenditure of the Chief Constable is likely to 
exceed the resources available to meet that 
expenditure;  
- advising the Chief Constable on value for 
money in relation to all aspects of the force’s 
expenditure; 

Upon review of the Scheme of Delegation we can confirm 
that the following are assigned to the Director of Finance; 

 To work closely with the Treasurer for the PCC to 

make proposals for the Financial Regulations and 

the delegation limits within which Derbyshire 

Constabulary will operate. To ensure that managers 

at all levels are aware of their responsibilities in 

relation to these Financial Regulations and adhere to 

them. 

 Ensuring that the financial affairs of the Derbyshire 

Constabulary are properly administered having 

regard to probity, legality and appropriate standards. 

 To ensure effective control of financial planning, 

budgeting and monitoring within a devolved budget 

framework in respect of all Derbyshire Constabulary 

income and expenditure. Nominated budget holders 

within the Force will have responsibility for that part 

No proposed changes. 



Police and Crime Commissioner for 
Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary 
 

Governance – Financial Governance 
3.13/14 

      

Page | 7 
 

 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

- advising the Chief Constable and the PCC 
on the soundness of the budget in relation to 
the force;- liaising with the external auditor 
(see section 11.1.2 of this document);  
- producing the statement of accounts for the 
Chief Constable; and  
- providing information to Chief Finance 
Officer of the PCC as required to enable 
production of group accounts. 

of the budget allocated to them. 

One of the overall aims of the scheme is to; 
‘The scheme is intended to ensure that the decision-making 
process provides good value for money.’ 
 
Compliant 

7 Police Force Chief Finance Officer 
The Police Force Chief Finance Officer has 
certain statutory duties which cannot be 
delegated, namely, reporting any potentially 
unlawful decisions by the force on expenditure 
and preparing each year, in accordance with 
proper practices in relation to accounts, a 
statement of the Chief Constable” accounts. 
The Police Force Chief Finance Officer will 
need to observe the locally agreed timetable 
for the compilation of the group accounts by 
the PCC. 

The Scheme of Delegation states; 
‘The Director of Finance is the Chief Constable’s Chief 
Finance Officer and financial advisor for the Force, who has 
a statutory responsibility to carry out the functions of the CFO 
as set out in the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 
2011 and Section 114 of the Local Government Act 1988, 
ensuring that the financial affairs of the Derbyshire 
Constabulary are properly administered having regard to 
probity, legality and appropriate standards.’ 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 

8 Information Sharing 
Chief Constable must give the relevant PCC 
such information on policing matters that the 
body may require. As a result the Chief 
Finance Officer of the PCC must have full 
access to all relevant financial information. 
The details of this should be set in a locally 
agreed Information Sharing Protocol (ISP)to be 
agreed by the two Chief Finance Officers in 
consultation with the Chief Executive. Wherever 
possible, any duplication of work and data 
collection by the finance functions of the two 
corporations sole should be minimised. Where 
possible it is recommended that the two 
corporations sole share a financial system. 

It was established that an Information Sharing Protocol is not 
currently in place. 
 
Not currently compliant 

An Information Sharing Protocol should 
be developed and shared appropriately. 
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9 Scheme of Consent 
A scheme of consent should be prepared by 
the PCC, advised by the Chief Finance Officer 
of the PCC in consultation with the Chief 
Executive, the Chief Constable and the Police 
Force Chief Finance Officer, at the start of 
each financial year. This Scheme should be 
reviewed and amended as appropriate. 
The purpose of this Scheme is to set out the 
extent of, and any conditions attaching to, the 
PCC‟s consent to the Chief Constable’s 
exercise of the powers to enter into contracts 
and acquire or dispose of property. 
The Scheme should as a minimum, set out 
how:  
- the PCC expects the funds provided to the 
Chief Constable for policing to be applied; 
 - the PCC will hold the Chief Constable to 
account for the day to day management of 
those funds;  
- the Chief Constable will carry out their duty 
to assist in the exercise of the PCC‟s 
functions;  
- the Chief Constable will exercise their power 
to do anything calculated to facilitate the 
exercise of their own functions; and  
- the PCC will exercise their power to delegate 
the exercise of their functions to their own 
staff. 

We can confirm that a Scheme of Delegation is in place. This 
was approved by the PCC and Chief Constable in November 
2012.  
The Scheme of Delegation informs that the Chief Constable 
is required to; 

 Supporting the PCC in the delivery of the strategic 

and objectives set out in the Police and Crime Plan. 

 Having day to day responsibility for financial 

management of the force within the framework of the 

agreed budget allocation and levels of authorisation 

issued by the PCC. 

 The Chief Constable is responsible for maintaining 

the Queen’s peace, and has the direction and control 

over the Force’s officers and staff.  

 The Chief Constable is accountable to the law for the 

exercise of police powers, and to the PCC for the 

delivery of efficient and effective policing, 

management of resources and expenditure by the 

police force. 

Compliant 

The Scheme of Delegation will need to be 
revisited and revised following the Stage 
2 Transfer. 
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10 Financial Regulations and Standing orders 
Each PCC should draw up and adopt a single 
set of standing orders relating to contracts as 
well as detailed financial regulations. 
The financial regulations and standing orders 
relating to contracts should contain provisions 
for the purchase and disposal of property, 
including estate, land and other assets. 

Upon review we can confirm that the Financial Regulations 
which were produced in November 2012 cover both the PCC 
and the Constabulary. The standing order process is 
documented. 
The Capital Programme is covered in section 2.3 and informs 
that ‘Capital expenditure involves acquiring or enhancing 
fixed assets with a long term value to Derbyshire Police such 
as land, buildings, and major items of plant, equipment or 
vehicles.’ 
Section 3.5 is entitled ‘Assets’ states that it is the 
responsibility of the Chief Constable ‘to dispose of assets at 
the appropriate time and at the most advantageous price with 
consent of the PCC.’   
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 

11 Reserves and Provisions 
The PCC should establish a policy on 
reserves (including how they might be used by 
the Chief Constable) and provisions in 
consultation with the Chief Constable. This 
should have due regard to the need to ensure 
the ongoing funding of policing activities and 
the requirement to meet exceptional or 
extraordinary policing operations. General 
reserves should be held by the PCC and 
managed to balance funding and spending 
priorities and to manage risks. This should be 
established as part of the medium-term 
financial planning process 
Locally agreed financial regulations and 
schemes of consent should:  
- contain full details of how the reserves and 
provisions policy will operate locally;  
- ensure that the annual budget (see section 
8.2 of this document) includes a realistic 

The Budget and Reserves Strategy 2013/16 was included 
within the ‘Revised Budget, Financial Projections Update and 
Fees and Charges’ report that was presented to the Strategic 
Governance Board at their meeting on 14

th
 December 2012.  

The key aim of the strategy is to enable the Constabulary 
and the Commissioner to achieve stable and sustainable 
finances that are directed at meeting the policing risks within 
the county as set out within the Police & Crime Plan.  The 
strategy sets out the key principles; 
 

 Maintain a prudent level of balances in line with 

Audit Commission guidelines.  This suggests that 

Derbyshire Constabulary should retain a general 

reserve equivalent to at least 2 if its net revenue 

budget, this equates to £3.3m. 

 Ensure that an operational funding reserve is 

maintained to offset any shortfall in funding for at 

No proposed changes. 
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amount of operational contingency that is 
available to the Chief Constable for 
operational priorities without the need for 
additional approval; and  
- make provision for budgets to be carried 
forward from one financial year to the next. 

least 2 years. 

 Seek opportunities to minimise the loss of police 

officers by providing medium term funding from 

reserves 

 Maintain and invest to save reserve to meet the 

costs of further change and to invest in schemes that 

generate future savings. 

 Consider using reserves to fund capital projects.  

This will help reduce/avoid the long term revenue 

financing costs associated with prudential borrowing 

Compliant 

12 Medium term financial strategy 
The PCC in consultation with the Chief 
Constable should agree a medium term 
financial strategy which includes funding and 
spending plans for both revenue and capital. 
The strategy should take into account multiple 
years, the inter-dependencies of revenue 
budgets and capital investments, the role of 
reserves and the consideration of risks. It 
should have regard to affordability and also to 
CIPFA‟s Prudential Code for Capital Finance 
in Local Authorities. The strategy should be 
aligned with the Police and Crime Plan. 

The Revenue Budget and Precept Report 2013/14 was 
presented to the Strategic Governance Board in February 
2013.  
Upon review we can confirm that the Commissioners Chief 
Financial Officer has provided assurance that ‘the MTFP is 
produced in line with the Prudence Code and the CIPFA 
Treasury Management Code.’ 
The budget does report that the ‘Operational Funding 
Reserve is sufficient to cover the shortfall for at least three 
years, the position in 2015/16 gives cause for concern.’ 
 
Compliant 
 

No proposed changes. 

13 Budget Preparation 
The PCC should consult with the Chief 
Constable in planning the overall annual 
budget which will include a separate force 
budget. This will take into consideration 
funding from government and from other 

The budget for policing Derbyshire in 2013/14 has been set 
at £171.4m, which takes into account a 1.96% increase in 
the amount of council tax paid towards policing. This is 
equivalent to an additional £3.21 per year for a Band D 
householder, which overall will raise about £1m, which could 
sustain funding for more than 20 police officers in line with 

No proposed changes. 
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sources, and balance the expenditure needs 
of the policing service against the level of local 
taxation. This should meet the statutory 
requirements to achieve a balanced budget 
(Local Government Act 2003) and be 
completed in accordance with the statutory 
timeframe.  
The impact of the annual budget on the 
priorities and funding of future years as set out 
in the Police and Crime Plan and the medium 
term financial strategy should be clearly 
identified. 
The PCC must obtain the views of the local 
community on the proposed expenditure 
(including capital expenditure) in the financial 
year ahead of the financial year to which the 
proposed expenditure relates. 

the feedback from local people.  
As a result of Government funding cuts, without the increase 
it would be impossible to keep the current level of police 
officer numbers in the future which could compromise the 
level of protection Derbyshire Constabulary offers its 
communities. 
The Police and Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire 
approved the Revenue Budget and Precept Report 2013/14 
in January 2013 and was agenda item 9B at the Strategic 
Governance Board meeting held 21 January 2013. 
The final version of the Police and Crime Plan 2012-2017 
was approved for publication at the Strategic Governance 
Board meeting dated 18 February 2013 and stated; 
‘The budget for policing Derbyshire in 2013/14 has been set 
at £171.4m, which takes into account a 1.96% increase in 
the amount of council tax paid towards policing.  This is 
equivalent to an additional £3.21 per year for a Band D 
householder, which overall will raise about £1m, which could 
sustain funding for more than 20 police officers in line with 
the feedback from local people.  
As a result of Government funding cuts, without the increase 
it would be impossible to keep the current level of police 
officer numbers in the future which could compromise the 
level of protection Derbyshire Constabulary offers its 
communities.’ 
The increase in council tax was also approved by the Police 
and Crime Panel up of 13 elected representatives 
(councillors) from each local authority (unitary, county and 
districts) within the force area and two independent co-
optees.  
 
Compliant 
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14 Asset Management 
The PCC will initially own and fund all assets 
regardless of whether they are used by the 
PCC, by the force or by both bodies. However, 
with consent from the PCC, Chief Constables 
can acquire property (other than land or 
buildings)and this should be set out in the 
scheme of consent. 

Section 3.4 in the Scheme of Delegation states; 
‘The PCC is the legal contracting body and owns all assets 
and liabilities.’  
Section 9.11 informs; 
‘The PCC will initially own and fund all assets regardless of 
whether they are used by the PCC, by the Force or both 
bodies. However, with consent from the PCC, the Chief 
Constable can acquire assets (other than land or buildings) 
and this will be set out in this scheme of consent/ delegation 
should such consent be requested and granted. 
 
Compliant 

This will change following the Stage 2 
Transfer and therefore the Scheme of 
Delegation will need to be amended to 
reflect the decisions made and agreed. 

15 Contracts and Procurement 
The standing orders relating to contracts 
should cover procedures for procurement, 
tenders and contracts. The single set of 
standing orders relating to contracts should 
include tender thresholds and authorisation 
levels. These should comply with statutory 
requirements including EU procurement rules 
and comply with the statutory regulations for 
the provision of certain equipment and 
services for police purposes. Ensuring value 
for money should be a key consideration. 

Tenders need not be invited for contracts estimated to have 
a value of £25,000 or less but written quotations shall be 
obtained wherever possible. For contracts estimated to have 
a value of more than £5,000 but not exceeding £25,000 three 
written quotations shall be obtained unless 5.5.2 or 5.5.3 
apply.  
The requirement for written quotations shall not apply where 
the services comprise the: -  
• seeking the advice of counsel;  

• services of counsel by way of representation;  

• services of an expert witness; or  

• engagement of temporary locum staff.  

Quotations are also not required if part of an agreed pre-
tendered framework agreement. 
The EU Public Procurement directives must be adhered to in 
relation to standards specified within contracts with a value 
which exceed the EU Public Procurement thresholds.  
Unless otherwise approved by the Director of Finance the 
selection of organisations to be invited to quote or tender 
under these Contract Regulations shall be based on a 
combination of technical capacity, quality and financial 
standing, in accordance with the principles of the EU 
directives.  

No proposed changes. 
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Additionally the PCC has close scrutiny on tendering 
arrangements. This can be demonstrated through the 
decision making record on the PCC website which details the 
decisions around which contracts have been awarded. In 
January 2013 the PCC approved the awarding of the criminal 
justice healthcare service. Detailing the decisions made 
provides an open and transparent process to the public.    
 
Compliant 

16 Virements 
The financial regulations of the PCC should 
cover the extent to which the Chief Constable 
may vire money, including for emergency 
operational requirements, along with 
arrangements for how this should be 
controlled and monitored. 

On review of the Financial Regulations it was confirmed that 
the Chief Constable is responsible for the day to day financial 
management of the Force within the framework of the 
budget, rules of virement and reporting arrangements. In 
operating day to day financial management, the Chief 
Constable shall comply with the approved policies and 
framework of accountability.  
Budget holders may authorise individual virement requests 
up to the value of £10,000 from within their devolved budget 
heads in consultation with the Director of Finance or the 
Treasurer as appropriate.  
The Chief Constable and the Director of Finance may vire 
between budget heads under their responsibility up to a 
value of £100,000; sums above this figure to be approved by 
the PCC.  
Where significant changes in policy are necessary, PCC 
approval must be sought irrespective of the amounts 
involved.  
As part of the review and in discussion with the Treasurer it 
was established that virement activity is to be included within 
the Finance Monitoring report, moving forward.  No 
recommendation is made at this time. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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17 Banking 
The financial regulations should cover banking 
arrangements and the Chief Finance Officer of 
the PCC should be responsible for these. For 
reasons of VfM and to minimise duplication, it 
is recommended that the PCC and Chief 
Constable have shared banking arrangements 
for their main banking requirements.  

On review of the Financial Regulations it was confirmed that 
the document includes banking activities and that they are 
controlled by a single contract which aims to provide a wide 
range of complex and specialist banking services to 
Derbyshire Police departments, establishments and staff. A 
consistent and secure approach to banking services is 
essential in order to achieve optimum performance from 
Derbyshire Police bankers and the best possible value for 
money.  
Responsibilities of the Treasurer  

 To have overall responsibility for the banking 

arrangements for Derbyshire Police.  

 To produce a policy on the establishment and 

maintenance of bank accounts, in consultation with 

the Director of Finance.  

 To authorise the opening and closing of all 

Derbyshire Police bank accounts. No other 

employee shall open a bank account unless they are 

performing a statutory function (e.g. treasurer of a 

charitable body) in their own right.  

 To determine signatories on all Derbyshire Police 

bank accounts, in conjunction with the Director of 

Finance.  

Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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18 Loans and Investments 
The PCC is directly responsible for loans, 
investments and for borrowing money as 
he/she holds the Police Fund. 
Within the policy agreed locally, the Chief 
Finance Officer of the PCC should decide 
what investments are to be made and approve 
any borrowing. Through the locally agreed 
financial regulations and scheme of consent, 
the daily management of loans and 
investment work could be undertaken by the 
Police Force Chief Finance Officer. 

A weekly report is produced by the Treasury Manager and 
issued to the Director of Finance and copied to the Treasurer 
and Head of Strategic Finance. 
The treasury management activity is agreed, via the 
Strategic Governance Board.  At the Strategic Governance 
Board meeting in January 2013, a report of the ‘Prudential 
Indicators, Minimum Revenue Provision, Treasury 
Management and Investment Strategy’ was considered and 
approved.  The decision record is held on the PCC internet. 
The Commissioner fulfils four key legislative requirements 
when setting prudential indicators and setting out the 
expected treasury operations which includes the Treasury 
Management Strategy, which; 

 Sets out how the Organisation intends to finance its 

capital programme.  It shows how the treasury 

service will support the capital decisions, the day to 

day treasury management and the limitations on 

activity through treasury prudential indicators.  The 

key indicator is the Authorised Limit, the maximum 

debt the organisation can afford in the short terms 

but which would not be sustainable in the long term. 

Within the report the Commissioner approves £28.1m as the 
Authorised Limit for 2013/14. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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19 Corporate Governance 
The PCC and the Chief Constable should 
ensure that the principles of good governance 
are embedded in the way in which the PCC 
and the force operate. This should be set out 
in an annual governance statement published 
with the Statement of Accounts. 

The Annual Governance Statement for the PCC and the 
Annual Governance Statement for the Constabulary was 
reported to the Joint Audit & Risk Committee at their June 
2013 meeting. 
 
The format of the Annual Governance Statement for both the 
PCC and Constabulary includes the principles of good 
governance. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 

20 Internal Audit 
PCCs and Chief Constables should look to 
minimise duplication and bureaucracy and to 
maximise VfM when designing their internal 
audit arrangements. PCCs and Chief 
Constables are therefore recommended to 
have a shared internal audit service which 
would cover both bodies. The details of audit 
arrangements should be agreed locally. The 
Head of Internal Audit should draw up the 
audit plan in consultation with the PCC and 
the force for consideration by the Audit 
Committee 

Baker Tilly (previously RSM Tenon)provide the internal audit 
services and provide coverage for both the PCC and Chief 
Constable. 
The internal audit plan was prepared jointly and the plan 
reflects those audits that are PCC or Constabulary focused. 
The audit plan was approved by the Joint Audit Committee in 
March 2013. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 

21 Audit Committee 
The Audit Committee should comprise 
between three and five members who are 
independent of the PCC and the force.  
The Audit Committee should establish formal 
terms of reference, covering its core functions, 
which should be formally adopted and 
reviewed on an annual basis. Best practice 
principles should be considered in determining 
the activities of the Audit Committee. 

The Joint, Audit, Risk and Assurance Committee (JARAC) is 
a non-executive Committee and has no executive powers, 
other than those specifically detailed in the Terms of 
Reference.  
The purpose of the JARAC is to provide independent 
assurance of the adequacy the following:  

• The risk management and the internal control 

framework operated by the Police and Crime 

Commissioner and the Chief Constable.  

• The effectiveness of their respective governance 

arrangements including providing for value for 

No proposed changes 



Police and Crime Commissioner for 
Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary 
 

Governance – Financial Governance 
3.13/14 

      

Page | 17 
 

 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

money services.  

• Appointment, support and keep under review the 

work of internal and external auditors as they provide 

assurance on risk management, internal controls 

and the annual accounts through their work.  

• The financial reporting process. 

The independent members include: 
• Ms K Alcock (Chair)  

• Mr M Carrington  

• Ms S Hart  

• Mr A Salt  

• Mr S Cook 

The Terms of Reference were formally agreed on the 17 
November 2012. 
 
Compliant 

22 Value for Money 
The Chief Constable has a specific statutory 
duty under section 35 of the Police Reform 
and Social Responsibility Act 2011 to secure 
that they and the persons under their direction 
and control secure good value for money in 
exercising their functions. The PCC is required 
by section 1(8) and 3(8) of the 2011 Act to 
hold the Chief Constable to account, in 
particular, for their compliance with this duty. 
Achieving value for money bears on nearly all 
aspects of deployment of public resources: 
procurement, asset management, disposals, 
administrative systems and financing 
arrangements. It means finding solutions 
which achieve the best mix of quality and 
effectiveness for least outlay. This may not 
always mean choosing the immediately 

Within the Financial Management Code of Practice there are 
eight principles which have been set to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirement.  We discussed each of the 
principles with the Treasurer and it was evident that there are 
mechanisms and arrangements in place throughout the 
Constabulary and OPCC to demonstrate compliance. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

cheapest option since, for instance, it may be 
more cost effective to buy a more reliable 
service or a better quality asset with lower 
maintenance costs and a longer operating life. 

23 Transparency 
PCCs are required to publish the information 
that they consider necessary to enable the 
local public to assess their performance and 
that of the Chief Constable. In addition they 
are required to publish particularly information 
specified by the Home Secretary in the 
Elected Local Policing Bodies (Specific 
Information) Order 2011 and in regulations 
issued under section 11 of the Police Reform 
and Social Responsibility Act 2011. 

The PCC website contains a decisions record which records 
all the decision made by the PCC and the Strategic 
Governance Board during that year.  This is considered to be 
transparent and good practice. 
Additionally a section of the website is entitled ‘How Your 
Money is Spent’ were the public can view the following 
information; 

 Expenses claimed 

 Statement of Accounts and Audit information 

 The Precept and Council Tax Information 

 Financial handbook 

 Total budget and proposed expenditure of the Police 

and Crime Commissioner 

 Investments and anticipated revenue 

 Assets 

 Information as to any item of expenditure exceeding 

£500. 

Compliant  

No proposed changes. 
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 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

24 Gifts, loans, sponsorships and trust funds 
Gifts, loans and sponsorship can be accepted 
from any source which has genuine and well 
intentioned reasons for wishing to support 
specific projects. In return, the provider may 
expect some publicity or other 
acknowledgement. It is acceptable to allow the 
provider to display the organisations name or 
logo on publicity material, provided this does 
not dominate or detract from the purpose of 
the supported project. The financial 
regulations should include further details on 
the conditions in which gifts, loans and 
sponsorship are acceptable and the ways in 
which these would be administered 

The Financial Handbook states ‘In accordance with the 
Police Act 1996, the PCC may decide to accept gifts of 
money and gifts of loans of other property or services (e.g 
car park spaces) if they will enable the Police either to 
enhance or extend  the service which they would normally be 
expected to provide. The terms on which gifts or loans are 
accepted may allow commercial sponsorship of some Police 
force activities. 
Gifts, loans and sponsorship can be accepted from any 
source which has genuine and well intentioned reasons for 
wishing to support specific projects. In return, the provider 
may expect some publicity or other acknowledgement. It is 
acceptable to allow the provider to display the organisations 
name or logo on publicity material, provided this does not 
dominate or detract from the purpose of the supported 
project. 
The total value of gifts, loans and sponsorship accepted, 
should not exceed 1% of the Derbyshire Police gross 
expenditure budget annually.’ 
It is the responsibility of the Director of Finance to ‘maintain a 
central register of all sponsorship incentives and agreements 
including the true market value, and to provide an annual 
certified statement of all such initiatives and agreements. The 
register will be made available to the Treasurer, who shall 
satisfy themselves that it provides a suitable account of the 
extent to which such additional resources have been 
received.’ 
 
During 2012/13, £1,400 sponsorship was received from 
Police Federation (£1,000) and Unison (£400) towards the 
Award Ceremony. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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 Key elements from Financial Management 
Code of Practice 

 

Position - Pre April 2014 Actions Required – 
Post April 2014 

25 Bribery Act 
PCCs and Chief Constables are responsible 
for ensuring that adequate procedures exist to 
comply with the requirements of the Act. 

Through discussion with the Detective Inspector in the 
Counter Corruption Unit it was established that the 
department used the relevant threat assessment 2010, which 
covers all areas of the Bribery Act. 
The Counter Corruption Unit informed there is a standard 
agenda item at the monthly meeting with Procurement, 
Assets and Strategic Finance to highlight counter corruption. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 

26 Income Generation 
The PCC and Chief Constable should adopt 
the ACPO national charging policies and 
national guidance when applying charges 
under section 25 of the Police Act 1996. It 
should keep in mind that the purpose of 
charging for special services is to ensure that, 
wherever appropriate, those using the 
services pay for them. 
PCCs should ensure that there are 
arrangements in place to ensure that expected 
charges are clearly identified in their budgets 
and that costs are accurately attributed and 
charged. 

On review of the decision record and associated reports it 
was confirmed that the ACPO national guidance has been 
applied and are appropriately reported within budgets. 
 
Compliant 

No proposed changes. 
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JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  
 

8D: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT: GRANT SCHEME – CRIME PREVENTION  

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review a report from the Internal Auditors on a planned review 

of the Commissioner’s Crime Prevention Grant Scheme and having 

considered the report and the action plan arising, to take assurance as to the 

adequacy of the internal controls. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 The scope of the review of the Commissioner’s Crime Prevention Grant 

Scheme was to evaluate the adequacy of risk management and controls to 

ensure that risks to the achievement of the objectives are managed effectively 

and the extent to which controls have been applied.  

2.2 The full report, attached at APPENDIX A, states that taking account of the 

issues identified, the Police and Crime Commissioner can take substantial 

assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies to manage this 

risk are suitably designed, consistently applied and effective.   

2.3 There were 4 low priority recommendations as a result of the audit, which 

address the risk that grant funding is allocated inappropriately resulting in 

damaged reputation and failure to deliver objectives. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that  

i. the Committee can take assurance as to the design and application of the 

control framework  

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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ii. the committee notes that the 4 low priority matters identified in the action plan 

relating to the design of the control framework have been accepted by 

management and will be addressed by March 2014. 

3. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS: NONE 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A. Internal Audit Report on Grant Scheme – Crime Prevention 

6 December 2013 
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The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during our internal audit work and are not necessarily a comprehensive 
statement of all the weaknesses that exist, or of all the improvements that may be required.  Whilst every care has been taken to ensure that the 
information provided in this report is as accurate as possible, based on the information provided and documentation reviewed, no complete 
guarantee or warranty can be given with regard to the advice and information contained herein.  Our work does not provide absolute assurance that 
material errors, loss or fraud do not exist.   
 
This report is prepared solely for the use of Board and senior management of Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire. Details may be made 
available to specified external agencies, including external auditors, but otherwise the report should not be quoted or referred to in whole or in part 
without prior consent.  No responsibility to any third party is accepted as the report has not been prepared, and is not intended for any other 
purpose. 
 
© 2013 Baker Tilly Business Services Limited 
 
The term "partner" is a title for senior employees, none of whom provide any services on their own behalf. 
 
Baker Tilly Business Services Limited (No 04066924) is registered in England and Wales. Registered Office 25 Farringdon Street, London, EC4A 
4AB. 
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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

An audit of Grant Scheme – Crime Prevention was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic 
plan for 2013/14. 

The Commissioner has invited the public sector, community groups and third sector organisations to work with 
him to deliver his Police and Crime Plan objectives through the Crime Preventions Scheme. The budget for the 
Crime Prevention Scheme for 2013/14 is £250k.  The budget was reported to the Strategic Governance Board in 
January 2013.The funding is to provide for innovative projects to assist in reducing crime and anti-social 
behaviour, protect victims and vulnerable people and support witnesses.  There are three opportunities 
throughout the year for applications for either a small grant (upto £5,000) or a large grant (between £5,000 and 
£25,000). 

The audit was designed to assess the controls in place to manage the following objectives and risks: 

Objective 

To aid communities in delivering the PCC priorities, at a low level, for public 
sector, community groups, third sector and charitable organisations, to 
assist in reducing crime and anti-social behaviour, to protect victims and 
vulnerable people and support witnesses. 

Risk 
Grant funding is allocated inappropriately resulting in damaged reputation 
and failure to deliver objectives. 

1.2 Conclusion 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Police & Crime 
Commissioner for Derbyshire can take substantial assurance that 
the controls upon which the organisation relies to manage this 
risk are suitably designed, consistently applied and effective. 

 

 

The above conclusions feeding into the overall assurance level are based on the evidence obtained during the 
review. The key findings from this review are as follows: 

 

Design& Application of control framework 

 We found appropriate information on the website around the purpose and the process of grant applications, 
together with detailed guidance notes. Our testing of grant applications from all three rounds did not identify 
any issues with compliance, all were linked to PCC priorities and there was clear decision making (notably 
improved for rounds 2 & 3).  Where the grant was approved and deliverables agreed, a signed grant 
agreement was in place. 

 We have made four low priority recommendations in relation to the design of the current framework.  In 
summary they relate to; 

o Producing specific procedural documentation for the receipt, review and consideration of applications. 
Furthermore, the documentation should include the processes to follow for the monitoring of project 
deliverables and outcomes. 

o The governance arrangements should be strengthened around the verification of partners that are 
included within any approved applications.  It is important to receive assurances from the partners 
that they are aware of and approve inclusion on any application.  This is particularly important in the 
event of any third party challenge. 

o Although the grant agreement makes reference to payment timeframes and milestones, these are not 
particularly detailed and it is recommended that these are more specifically detailed, to maintain a full 
understanding around expectations, of all parties. 

o Furthermore, it would be beneficial to introduce a programme of unannounced visits to projects, 
throughout the year. 
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1.3 Scope of the Review 

To evaluate the adequacy of risk management and control within the system and the extent to which controls 
have been applied, with a view to providing an opinion. Control activities are put in place to ensure that risks to 
the achievement of the organisation’s objectives are managed effectively.  When planning the audit, the following 
limitations were agreed: 

Limitations to the scope of the audit: 

 The audit will not form an opinion on the value of the grants awarded, just that there is a transparent 
approach to the decision making. 

 Our work does not provide an absolute assurance that material errors, loss or fraud do not exist. 

The approach taken for this audit was a Key Controls Audit. 

1.4 Recommendations Summary 

The following tables highlight the number and categories of recommendations made.  The Action Plan at Section 
2 details the specific recommendations made as well as agreed management actions to implement them. 

Recommendations made during this audit: 

Our recommendations address the design and application of the control framework as follows: 

 
Priority 

High Medium Low 

Design of control framework 0 0 4 

Application of control framework 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 4 

The recommendations address the risks within the scope of the audit as set out below: 

Risk 
Priority 

High Medium Low 

Grant funding is allocated inappropriately 
resulting in damaged reputation and failure 
to deliver objectives. 

0 0 4 

Total 0 0 4 
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2 Action Plan 

 The priority of the recommendations made is as follows: 

Priority Description 

High 

Recommendations are prioritised to reflect our assessment of risk associated with the control weaknesses. Medium 

Low 

Suggestion These are not formal recommendations that impact our overall opinion, but used to highlight a suggestion or idea that management may 
want to consider. 

 

Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

1.2 Written procedures should be in place 
that document the processes around 
receipt of applications, review, 
consideration and approval of 
applications.  Furthermore, there should 
also be a written process for the 
monitoring of projects, once they are up 
and running. 

Low Y Agreed 31 March 2014 Mary Bosworth 

1.4 For those grants that have been agreed, 
prior to formal approval, the Organisation 
should receive assurances from partners 
that are included within the application 
that they have agreed their involvement in 
the proposed project.  It is considered that 
this will strengthen the governance 
around the complete grant application 
process. 

Low Y Agreed: the application form and 
guidance will be amended to 
require applicants to evidence 
partners support.  

31 March 2014 Mary Bosworth 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

  1.8 a For a transparent and consistent 
approach for the management of grant 
agreements and payments it is advised 
that specific milestones are included 
within the grant agreement.  This will 
provide clarity over responsibilities and 
expectations for both the PCC and project 
officers.   

Low Y To be agreed with applicant as 
part of the approval process: 

31 March 2014 Mary Bosworth 

1.8 b It is considered to be beneficial to 
introduce a programme of unannounced 
visits to projects, throughout the year.  
This will provide an opportunity for the 
Organisation to receive assurance that 
the project is running as intended and is 
maintaining the necessary documentation 
to support the delivery and operation of 
the project. 

Low Y Agreed, subject to available 
resources (to be addressed) 

For the 2014/15 
grants round. 

Mary Bosworth 
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3 Findings and Recommendations 

This report has been prepared by exception. Therefore, we have included in this section, only those areas of weakness in control or examples of lapses in 
control identified from our testing and not the outcome of all audit testing undertaken. 

 Controls (actual and/or 
missing) 

Adequate 
Design 
(yes/no) 

Test Result / Implications 

 

Recommendation Categorisation 

 Risk 1: Grant funding is allocated inappropriately resulting in damaged reputation and failure to deliver objectives. 

1.2 The website includes information 
around the application process 
and timeframes for crime 
prevention grants.  Furthermore, 
there are specific guidance 
information notes regarding the 
purpose of the grants and the 
application process. 

Yes On review of the website it was confirmed that there 
is a specific section for Crime Prevention grants, 
including the application process and the 
timeframes.   The guidance information notes 
provide specific details on the application process 
and the expectations of those successful grant 
applicants in terms of submitting monitoring and 
performance information.  

It was noted that there are no specific documented 
procedures, within the team, that detail the 
processes around receipt of applications, review, 
consideration and approval of applications.  
Furthermore, there should also be a written process 
for the monitoring of projects, once they are up and 
running. 

Written procedures 
should be in place that 
document the processes 
around receipt of 
applications, review, 
consideration and 
approval of applications.  
Furthermore, there 
should also be a written 
process for the 
monitoring of projects, 
once they are up and 
running. 

Low 

1.4 The purpose of the grant funding 
should be clearly linked to the 
PCC objectives.  Within the 
application form there is a priority 
section which requests the 
applicant to ensure that the 
proposal relates to at least one of 
the priorities, as listed;  1) 
Protecting Victims of Crime 2) 

Yes We selected a sample of 15 grants (both successful 
and unsuccessful) to confirm that the priority section 
had been appropriately completed.  Testing 
confirmed;   

- In all cases the priority section on the application 
form had been appropriately completed.  No 
problems were identified.   

Included at 1.13 within the application form there is 

For those grants that 
have been agreed, prior 
to formal approval, the 
Organisation should 
receive assurances from 
partners that are included 
within the application that 
they have agreed their 
involvement in the 

Low 
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 Controls (actual and/or 
missing) 

Adequate 
Design 
(yes/no) 

Test Result / Implications 

 

Recommendation Categorisation 

Helping those vulnerable to Crime 
3) Tackling anti-social behaviour 
4) Tackling drug and alcohol - 
related crime and harm 5) 
Tackling domestic abuse 6) 
Supporting Witnesses  

a section that requires details, where applicable, of 
partners involved in the project delivery.  The 
section states;  

‘Please only include partners if they have agreed to 
be involved in the project.’ 

It is advised that this section be strengthened and 
evidence of approval from partners should be 
provided at either submission or verification 
following recommended approval of the application. 
This is considered to be good governance and 
provides assurance to the PCC that the application 
is robust.  

proposed project.  It is 
considered that this will 
strengthen the 
governance around the 
complete grant 
application process. 

1.8 The Grant Agreement includes 
deliverables and specific terms 
and conditions. 

Yes From our sample of successful grants it was 
confirmed that in five cases the deliverables were 
included within the grant agreement.  For the 
remaining five cases, the deliverables were still 
being agreed between the project and the PCC.   
On review of the terms and conditions that are 
included within the grant agreement, it was noted 
that on occasion there is a need to be more specific.  
For example; 

 - At point 3 in the grant agreement it states 
that ‘Monitoring and grant claim forms must be 
completed and returned to the Office of the PCC 
within 10 working days of the due date in 
accordance with Schedule 2’  However on review of 
Schedule 2 it was noted that it doesn’t detail specific 
dates, only the month.  It is advisable to ensure 
absolute transparency that a specific date is 
included, therefore enabling the applicant to 
understand their requirements in submitting the 

a) For a transparent and 
consistent approach for 
the management of grant 
agreements and 
payments it is advised 
that specific milestones 
are included within the 
grant agreement.  This 
will provide clarity over 
responsibilities and 
expectations for both the 
PCC and project officers.   

b) It is considered to be 
beneficial to introduce a 
programme of 
unannounced visits to 
projects, throughout the 
year.  This will provide an 
opportunity for the 
Organisation to receive 

Low 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Low 
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 Controls (actual and/or 
missing) 

Adequate 
Design 
(yes/no) 

Test Result / Implications 

 

Recommendation Categorisation 

required monitoring and grant claim forms. 

 - At point 24 in the grant agreement it states 
that ‘The Organisation shall be responsible for 
maintaining and for submitting monitoring 
information at agreed milestones and at the end of 
the project. Failure to submit monitoring information 
could lead to the withdrawal or suspension of the 
grant.’ Similarly, the agreed milestones are not 
specifically documented within the grant agreement.  

- At point 25 in the grant agreement it states 
that ‘Payment of grant monies will normally be made 
in staged payments at each agreed milestone 
following the timely submission of monitoring 
information that sufficiently demonstrates and 
evidences clear delivery of the agreed outcomes.’  
Similarly, the milestones are not specifically listed.   

assurance that the 
project is running as 
intended and is 
maintaining the 
necessary documentation 
to support the delivery 
and operation of the 
project.  
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JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  

8E: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT: COLLABORATION GOVERNANCE AND 
FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review a report from the Internal Auditors on a planned review 

of collaboration governance and the financial framework, and having 

considered the report and the action plan arising, to take some assurance as 

to the adequacy of the internal controls, but risks have been identified. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 The scope of the review of the arrangements for collaboration was to evaluate 

the adequacy of risk management and controls to ensure that risks to the 

achievement of the objectives are managed effectively and the extent to 

which controls have been applied.  

2.2 The full report, attached at APPENDIX A, states that taking account of the 

issues identified, the Police and Crime Commissioner can take some 

assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies to manage this 

risk are suitably designed, consistently applied and effective  bbjt action 

needs to be taken to ensure risks are managed.   

2.3 There were 5 medium and 3 low priority recommendations as a result of the 

audit, and an action plan to improve which address the identified risks. 

 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that  

i. the Committee can take some assurance as to the design and application of 

the control framework, and 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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ii. notes that the 5 medium and 3 low priority matters identified in the action plan 

relating to the design of the control framework have been accepted by 

management and will be addressed according to the plan timescale. 

4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS: NONE 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A. Internal Audit Report on Collaboration Governance and Financial 

Framework Baker Tilly December 2013 
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Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Lincolnshire & Lincolnshire 
Police 
Office of Northamptonshire Police & Crime Commissioner & 
Northamptonshire Police 
  
Internal Audit Report 
 
FINAL 
 
Collaboration - Governance & Financial  
Framework 
 
13 December 2013



Police & Crime Commissioners & Forces for 
Leicestershire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Lincolnshire & Northamptonshire 

Collaboration – Governance 
& Financial Framework  

 

 

Contents 
Section Page 

Executive Summary 1 

Action Plan 4 

Findings and Recommendations 

 

9 

 
Draft report issued 11 October 2013 Auditors Patrick Green, Head of Internal Audit 

(Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire & 
Northamptonshire), Mark Jones, Head of 
Internal Audit (Lincolnshire), Dan Harris, Head 
of Internal Audit (Leicestershire) 
Suzanne Lane, Senior Manager 

Angela Ward, Manager 

Responses received 28 November 2013 Client sponsor(s) Leicestershire – Robert Vickers (Treasurer) & 
Paul Dawkins (Finance Director) 
Derbyshire – Helen Boffy (Treasurer) & Terry 
Neaves (Director of Finance) 
Nottinghamshire – Charlie Radford (Chief 
Finance Officer) & Margaret Monckton 
(Assistant Chief Officer - Resources) 
Lincolnshire – Julie Flint (Treasurer) & Alun 
Jones (Finance Director) 

Northamptonshire – John Raisin (Treasurer) & 

Fiona Davies (Finance Director) 

Final report issued 13 December 2013 Report distribution Leicestershire – Robert Vickers (Treasurer) & 
Paul Dawkins (Finance Director) 
Derbyshire – Helen Boffy (Treasurer) & Terry 
Neaves (Director of Finance) 
Nottinghamshire – Charlie Radford (Chief 
Finance Officer) & Margaret Monckton 
(Assistant Chief Officer - Resources) 
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1  Executive Summary 

1.1  Introduction 

An audit of Collaboration was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 
2013/14. 

Collaborative policing has been operating in the East Midlands for more than a decade.  Over 
that time and with support from successive governments and partner agencies, it has developed 
and grown in order to achieve its strategic vision which is; 
 

• To improve public safety. 

• To make better and more productive use of police resources. 

• To increase public confidence in policing. 

 
There are also three principles which guide the delivery of collaboration; 
 

• Local Policing will remain local. 

• Collaboration in operational and non-operational support services should be sought. 

• The benefits and costs of working collaboratively will be shared between the five forces. 

 
Collaborative policing in the East Midlands can be divided into two distinct areas; 
 

• East Midlands Special Operations Unit (EMSOU) – leads the fight against serious organised 
crime and domestic extremism and terrorism, and investigates major crime, including homicide 
and kidnap. 

• East Midlands Police Collaboration Programme (EMPCP) – identifies those areas of policing 
which could be delivered jointly between forces to maximise effectiveness and to achieve 
efficiencies. 

1.2 Conclusion 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, whilst the 
Organisations can take some assurance that the controls 
upon which they rely to manage this area are suitably 
designed, consistently applied and effective, action needs to 
be taken to ensure risks in this area are managed. 

The above conclusions feeding into the overall assurance level are based on the evidence obtained 
during the review. The key findings from this review are as follows: 

 

Design & Application of control framework 

• The principles of collaborative activity should be reviewed to ensure that they remain 
appropriate, given the governance changes and funding cuts that have taken place, within the 
sector, over the last few years.  Ideally, there should be some measurable objectives and 
outcomes for collaborative activity, in order for the achievement of the unit to be transparent 
and for the regional forces to clearly understand the benefits that have been received, by 
collaboration.  As the forces across the region, as indeed nationally, have developed local 
policing plans, there should be something similar for the collaboration.  The document could be 
used to include the Vision, Values, Priorities (opportunity to link to the regional objectives set by 
Commissioners and any other objectives) and Delivery (sets out how reporting will take place, 
performance against outcomes and effective actions). 
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• There are a number of recommendations within the main body of the report around the 
Business Cases that are presented.  We selected 3 business cases as part of the audit 
(Occupational Health Unit, Major Crime & Legal Services) and each business case was of a 
different format, thus making it difficult to confirm that the required information was 
included.  Often the performance outcomes were not specifically included within the business 
case – therefore it would be and indeed is, difficult to ascertain and measure how successful 
the project will be.  Costings are included, but these need to be more specific in their detail and 
robustness and provide clarity of what makes up the costs, in addition to obtaining assurances 
that all forces are using the same approach. Furthermore, as part of this consideration, it may 
be beneficial to review the funding formula that is used as part of the business case and 
confirm that it remains appropriate.  Other forces utilise a formula that also considers the 
demand impact and this may be something that could be considered and reviewed, moving 
forward. 

• In September 2013 a Performance Report was presented to the PCC Board, and it is 
recognised that this is work in progress – however this is very much needed and it is 
welcomed.  The body of our report makes some suggestions around enhancing the content and 
detail of the report, to assist the forces, moving forward. 

• The financial performance monitoring has developed significantly over recent months and 
detailed information is provided.  However, it does report back on the information included 
within the initial business plans and therefore the issue of costs and savings being robustly 
challenged at that initial business plan stage is key.  As part of the audit, we confirmed the 
accuracy of the data that was being reported – i.e. traced some of the lines in the finance report 
back to source data.  No issues were found. 

• Other forces that we work with, that collaborate, have devised and introduced a specific 
overarching collaboration agreement setting out the legal and governance framework for the 
provision of specific services (for example joint protective services).  It enables the efficient sign 
off to collaborative projects, rather than having individual collaboration agreements for each 
service. This may be something that the Regional forces may wish to consider, moving forward.   

 1.3 Scope of the Review 

The scope of the audit was agreed, following discussions with representatives from the regional 
forces (both PCC and Force). The following aspects were agreed to be included as part of the audit; 

• That there are clear objectives in place for the Collaboration Unit in terms of the collaborative 
activity to be completed.  Furthermore, there are measures in place to manage the performance 
against the objectives, to ensure value for money (both financially and operationally) can be 
demonstrated.  The audit will provide assurance that this is being reported appropriately, to 
provide for timely review and challenge. 

• The governance and financial framework in place - to ensure that it reflects an effective and 
efficient mechanism that allows challenge and review, together with a clear and succinct 
decision making process. 

• A business case will be selected that has been approved and track through the decision making 
process, together with the monitoring of the achievement of the business case.   

• The audit will understand how the Scheme of Governance applies to the collaborative teams, to 
ensure that they can work effectively and efficiently.  It is intended to consider the rules around 
virements. 

• Budget monitoring reports to provide assurance over the quality of information that is being 
presented 

When planning the audit, the following limitations were agreed: 

Limitations to the scope of the audit: 

• It is our understanding that there is work ongoing within the Collaborative Unit around 
Efficiency and VFM – we will understand the work that is being completed to avoid any 
duplication, as part of this audit.  

• We have not provided an opinion on the achievement of otherwise of the collaborative group 
as a whole or the individual collaborations. 
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• Our work does not provide any guarantees against material errors, loss or fraud or provide an 
absolute assurance that material error, loss or fraud does not exist. 

The approach taken for this audit was Key Controls. 

1.4 Recommendations Summary 

The following tables highlight the number and categories of recommendations made.  The Action 
Plan at Section 2 details the specific recommendations made as well as agreed management 
actions to implement them. 

Recommendations made during this audit: 

Our recommendations address the design and application of the control framework as follows: 

 

Priority 

High Medium Low 

Design of control framework 0 5 3 

Application of control framework 0 0 0 

Total 0 5 3 
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2 Action Plan 
 

 The priority of the recommendations made is as follows: 

High 

Recommendations are prioritised to reflect our assessment of risk associated with the control weaknesses. Medium 

Low 

Suggestion These are not formal recommendations that impact our overall opinion, but used to highlight a suggestion or idea that management may want to 
consider. 

 

Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

1 The principles of collaborative activity 
should be reviewed to ensure that they 
remain appropriate, given the 
governance changes and funding cuts 
that have taken place within the sector, 
over the last few years.  Ideally, there 
should be specific outomes for 
collaborative activity, in order for the 
achievement of the unit to be 
transparent and for the regional Forces 
and Police and Crime Commissioners 
to clearly understand the benefits that 
have been received, by collaboration. 

 

As the forces across the region, as 
indeed nationally, have developed local 
policing plans, there should be 
something similar for the collaboration.  
The document (Corporate Plan) could 
be used to include the Vision, Values, 
Priorities (opportunity to link to the 
regional objectives set by 

Medium Y Agreed.  

This is ongoing. Regional forces 
are individually considering and 
reviewing their poition in regards to 
collaboration.  A report is to be 
presented to the PCC Board on 
18

th
 December 2013. 

December 2013 Phil Whiteley 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

Commissioners and any other 
objectives) and Delivery (sets out how 
reporting will take place, achievement 
of outcomes and effective actions). 

2   The same format should be used for 
each Business Case, clearly stating the 
author, to assist consistent scrutiny and 
challenge.  The Business Plan should 
include specific objectives and priorities 
of the project.  For each objective the 
following should be detailed; 

 

a) Details / Purpose (why / high risk on 
risk registers) 

b) Cost improvements  
c) Capital Funding 
d) Key risks and management (taken 

from key risks) 
e) Summary financial plan 
f) Impact on Workforce 
g) Summarised  capacity plans 

 
  The Business Plan, sections e, f & g 

need to be completed by the individual 
forces, using a set definition for all 
costings and savings, to ensure there is 
consistent approach in reporting the 
comparative data.  The data that is 
included should be robustly verified to 
provide assurance that the basis for the 
Business Plan or project is robust, to 
benefit all those involved in the 
collaboration. 

Medium Y Agreed. March 2014 Phil Whiteley 



Police & Crime Commissioners & Forces for 
Leicestershire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Lincolnshire & Northamptonshire 

Collaboration – Governance 
& Financial Framework  

 

Page | 6  
 
 

 

Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

3   The benefits that are included within 
the Business Plan should be Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and 
Timely.  There should be specific 
measurable deliverables, with a target 
date to be able to ascertain if the 
benefit originally identified has been 
realised. 

Medium Y Agreed. March 2014 Phil Whiteley 

4   The actual costs that are recorded 
within the Business Case should be 
broken down to provide clarity and 
transparency.  Furthermore, it would be 
useful to include a definition of the 
costs that are being collated, to ensure 
consistency and understanding across 
all the forces to provide assurances 
that each force is including the correct 
cost requirements.  In addition, the 
costs that are included within the 
Business Plan should be robustly 
checked and confirmed. This check 
and confirmation should be 
documented as part of the process. 

  Furthermore, as part of this 
consideration, it may be beneficial to 
review the funding formula that is used 
as part of the business case and 
confirm that it remains appropriate.  
Other forces utilise a formula that also 
considers the demand impact and this 
may be something that could be 
considered and reviewed, moving 
forward. 

Medium Y Agreed. March 2014 Phil Whiteley 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

5    The responsibilities outlined in section 
3 of the s23 agreements, around the 
previous EMPAJC, should be reviewed 
and assurances sought that the 
responsibilities listed remain 
appropriate, given the changes to the 
sector and are being captured 
elsewhere within the governance 
framework and structure. 

Low Y A review will be completed to 
provide assurances that the 
documentation is fit for purpose. 

31 December 2013 Phil Whiteley 

 6    It is considered to be beneficial to 
establish an overarching collaboration 
agreement, with a specific governance 
reporting framework for the 
collaborative projects.  Other forces 
that we work with, that collaborate, 
have devised an overarching 
agreement that enables the efficient 
sign off to collaborative projects. 

Low N   It is inappropriate at this time to 
have an overarching agreement 
given the fact that the number of 
forces involved will vary from 
collaboration to collaboration.  This 
may be kept under review as 
collaboration matures. 

 

- - 

7    It is an essential part of the project 
management process to complete a 
final closure report, ultimately a 12 
month review.  The report will provide 
assurances that the project has met its 
original objectives and continues to 
provide for an effective and efficient 
approach. Where this is not the case, 
the report provides the opportunity to 
highlight any issues and provides the 
option to reassess and realign 
operations (including officers in kind) 
accordingly. 

Medium Y The production of a final closure 
report is now built in within the 
current process and is specifically 
included within the ‘Business as 
Usual’ report, where applicable. 

Implemented. Phil Whiteley 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

8  Consideration should be given to 
reporting on the various outcomes that 
have been highlighted as beneficial for 
inclusion, within the main body of our 
report, within the East Midlands PCC 
Performance Report.  This will provide 
clear linkage to the Business Case 
measures to ensure success can be 
effectively measured. 

  The Performance Report could also be 
adapted to include linkage with any 
overarching objectives and outcomes, 
for the Collaborative Unit, as a whole. 
(Refer to comments made at 
Recommendation 1) 

Low Y Agreed.  The Performance Report 
is currently very much work in 
progress and the areas highlighted 
as part of this review will be 
incorporated, moving forward. 

March 2014 Phil Whiteley 
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3  Findings and Recommendations 
 

3.1 Governance 

 
The Police Authorities previously signed up to a number of principles, of which 3 specifically 
focus on collaborative activity; 
 
1) Local Policing will remain local. 
 
2) Collaboration in operational and non-operational support services should be sought. 
 
3) Benefits and costs of working collaboratively will be shared between the five Forces. 
 
It was established that there has not been a review to the extent that these principles have 
been achieved or indeed whether the principles outlined above, remain appropriate, given the 
governance changes and funding cuts that have taken place, since the principles were 
originally agreed. 
 
Furthermore, it would be useful if there could be specific outcomes in place, so that the 
achievement of the Collaborative Unit can clearly be measured.  We appreciate that the 
Collaborative Unit does not specifically have a Corporate Plan in place and has not necessarily 
deemed this as a necessity in the past, but this is something that we would consider to be 
useful to provide clarity over the Units aims and objectives, moving forward. This will assist the 
Unit in being able to demonstrate to the Region and to external parties that the operational 
work that is completed, links into the objectives of the Collaboration and the Regional Local 
Policing Plans. The Corporate Plan would then be reviewed on an annual basis, to ensure that 
it remains achievable and relevant. 
 
The document could be used to include the Vision, Values, Priorities (opportunity to link to the 
regional objectives set by Commissioners and any other objectives) and Delivery (sets out how 
reporting will take place, performance against targets, measures and effective actions). 
 

Recommendation 1 – Medium 

The principles of collaborative activity should be reviewed to ensure that they remain 
appropriate, given the governance changes and funding cuts that have taken place within the 
sector, over the last few years.  Ideally, there should be specific outomes for collaborative 
activity, in order for the achievement of the unit to be transparent and for the regional Forces 
and Police and Crime Commissioners to clearly understand the benefits that have been 
received, by collaboration. 

 

As the forces across the region, as indeed nationally, have developed local policing plans, 
there should be something similar for the collaboration.  The document (Corporate Plan) 
could be used to include the Vision, Values, Priorities (opportunity to link to the regional 
objectives set by Commissioners and any other objectives) and Delivery (sets out how 
reporting will take place, achievement of outcomes and effective actions). 

 
Currently, collaborative work is split into 4 areas; 

1) Specialist Crime. 

2) Speciality Operations. 

3) Operational Support. 

4) Resources. 
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Each area is chaired by a regional Chief Constable, as the Portfolio lead.  The remaining 
regional Chief Constable oversees all collaboration, providing a regional collaboration voice.  

 
Each portfolio has a Board (made up of membership of each 5 forces). It is within these Boards 
that possible collaboration opportunities are considered.  It was established that these can be 
suggested by the Board or can be submitted from elsewhere, i.e Head of Service. 

 
The Deputy Chief Constable (DCC) Board meets every 6 weeks, chaired by Peter Goodman.  
The DCC Board comprises of all 5 forces with senior management and HR representation.  
The purpose of the Board is to consider the proposals from a regional perspective and make a 
decision whether it should be considered and suggested to the Chief Constable Board. 

 
The Chief Constable Board meets on a quarterly basis to understand and discuss the 
proposals.  Not all of the Chief Constables have to agree with the proposal being suggested.  
Sitting alongside the Chief Constable Board is the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) 
Board and the PCC Board has to agree to the proposal as well as the Chief Constable.  
 

3.2 Scheme of Governance 

 
The Governance arrangements for the Collaborative units are outlined in a document entitled 
‘Financial Regulations Governing Collaborative Units.’ The document is currently in draft but is 
due to be presented and approved at the October 2013 regional meeting. 

 
The Business & Finance Manager informed that the Financial Regulations Governing 
Collaborative Units document had been produced following a request from the Chief Finance 
Officers and Finance Directors Board, as a number of Chief Finance Officers are new in post 
and sought an overview of the Governance arrangements for the Collaborative units.   
 
On review it was confirmed that the document represents good practice and clarity, and 
provides an overview of the Governance in place, with the following areas being covered for 
each of the eight units currently in the Collaboration; 

 

• 2013/14 budget, 

• Officers in Kind, 

• Lead Force for Finance, 

• Head of Unit, 

• Scrutiny, 

• Governance, 

• Financial Reporting, 

• Budget Ratification, 

• Financial Regulations, 

• Contract Standing Orders, 

• Virements, 

• Carry Forwards, 

• Purchase Limits, 

• Use of Reserves, 

• Treatment of Under/Overspend, 

• Audit Arrangements, and 

• Assets and Liabilities. 

 
At the Regional Resources Board in May 2013, a paper was presented that set out the 
proposals for managing spending and the arrangements to vire money between budget heads 
and carry forward monies at the end of the year.   
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It was agreed by the Board that a limit of £50,000 for the total of any virements between budget 
heads in any one year and a limit of £50,000 or 5% of the units budget, whichever is the 
smaller for the carry forward of any money into the following financial year on the basis that this 
must be spent in the next financial year and not carried forward again.  This decision is clearly 
reflected within the Scheme of Governance, as detailed above. 
 

3.3 Business Cases 

 
Where a project is developed within a particular area, it has to pass through a number of 
Boards for approval.  Usually a project is considered and amended by the Deputy Chief 
Constable Board, before it is considered to progress to Outline Business Case (OBC).  If the 
OBC is recommended by the DCC’s Board then it progresses to a Full Business Case (FBC), 
this goes to the Chief Constable Board and PCC Board. 
 
Once a FBC is approved by both Boards it is then passed to the Portfolio Chair to arrange the 
implementation of the project with regular reports being presented to the various regional 
Boards. Other elements such as the collaboration agreements require signing off by the 
relevant Chief Constable and PCC. 
 
As part of the audit we selected the following three projects for review.   

 

• Regional HR Service – Occupational Health Unit (OHU) (5 force)  

• EMSOU – Major crime (5 force)  

• Legal Services (4 force) 

 
The purpose of the review was to provide assurances that each project had been appropriately 
agreed, with robust and appropriate business cases in place. 
 
Occupational Health Unit 
 
The lead force for this project is Leicestershire. 
 
The Full Business Case included the following sections; 
 

• Background & Purpose, 

• Options, 

• Benefits Expected – Profile & Realisation, 

• Risks & Issues, 

• Resource Requirements & Costs, 

• Procurement Issues, 

• Quality Expectations, 

• Financial Summary, 

• Timescales, 

• Deputy Chief Constable Recommendation, 

• Chief Constable Approval, 

• Collaboration Board. 

 
On review of the Business Case it was established that EMPCP had a vision to provide a new 
model for HR Services across the region.  It will continue to deliver a similar service to that 
currently being delivered, but at a reduction of at least 25% in operating costs, based on the 
cost of the service as at 1 April 2010. 
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The total costs (staffing, force medical officer, counselling and other costs) excluding physic, 
currently associated with supporting occupational health was reported as £2,166,655, at the 
time of the Business Case. 
 
Section 3 of the Business Case reports the expected benefits as; 
 

• Reduced costs, 

• Increased resilience, 

• Avoiding duplication of effort, 

• Shared know how, 

• Improving quality of service to customers, 

• As a possible profit centre, 

• As a precursor to outsourcing. 

 
The benefits that are recorded do not include measurable deliverables, with target dates.  
Similarly, there are a number of assumptions included around the estimation of costs. 

 
The business case was presented to the DCC Board on 20 May 2011, where it was supported.  
It was agreed that Leicestershire would be the lead force with a TUPE transfer of staff taking 
place.  The full business case was then presented to the Chief Constable Board on 25 May 
2011, where it was agreed by four Chief Constables, with Lincolnshire to confirm their position 
as soon as possible. Final sign off by the East Midlands Police Authorities Joint Committee 
took place at their meeting on 5

th
 September 2011.  Members were advised that the project 

was ready for implementation with a start date of 1 April 2012. 
 
Major Crime 
 
The lead force for this project is Leicestershire. 
 
The Full Business Case included the following sections; 
 

• EMSOU – MC Terms of Reference, 

• Human Resources, 

• Budget, 

• Estate, 

• HOLMES & IT, 

• Considerations, 

• Options for Change, 

• Benefits, 

• Proposed Actions & Timescales, 

• Deputy Chief Constable Recommendation, 

• Chief Constable Approval, 

• Collaboration Board. 

 
On review of the Business Case it was established that EMPCP had a vision to provide a new 
model for Major Crime provision in the region that will realise a reduction of at least 20% in 
operating costs over the next two years, whilst delivering a streamlined service that is fit for 
purpose. 
 
Within the Major Crimes Business Case the benefits outlined are included as; 
 

• Resources costs, 

• Standardised working practices across the region and with other agencies, 
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• Increased resilience, particularly for smaller forces, 

• More effective management of organisational risk, 

• Maintain public confidence, 

• Further potential savings in the areas of IT, Training, HOLMES, Fleet & Estate, 

• Access to a multimillion pound sharing asset to professionalism service delivery, even out 
the demand for staff and more effectively manage threat, risk and harm in each of the five 
forces. 

 
The benefits that are recorded do not include measurable deliverables, with target dates.  
Similarly, there are a number of assumptions included around the estimation of costs. 

 
The Business Case was presented to the DCC Board on 20

th
 January 2011, where it was 

supported.  The full business case was then presented to the Chief Constable Board on 15
th
 

February 2011, where concerns and clarifications were raised.  Final sign off was agreed by 
the Chief Constable Board on 8 April 2011.  Final sign off by the East Midlands Police 
Authorities Joint Committee took place at their meeting on 6

th
 June 2011.   

 
Legal Services 
 
The lead force for this project is Derbyshire. 
 
The Full Business Case included the following sections; 
 

• Background & Purpose, 

• Options, 

• Benefits Expected – Profile & Realisation, 

• Risks & Issues, 

• Resource Requirements & Project Organisational Structure, 

• Dependencies & Constraints, 

• Quality Expectations, 

• Costs, 

• Timescales, 

• Exit Strategy, 

• Project Approval. 

 
Section 3 of the Business Case reports the expected benefits as; 
 

• Cost Reduction, 

• Increased capacity and capability, 

• Reduced risk. 

  
The benefits that are recorded within Section 3 do not include measurable deliverables, with 
target dates.  Similarly, there are a number of assumptions included around the estimation of 
costs. 
 
The Business Case was presented to the DCC Board on 17

th
 May 2012, where it was 

supported.  The Full Business Case was then presented to the Chief Constable Board on 28 
May 2012, where it was agreed.  Final sign off by EMPAJC took place at their meeting on 18 
June 2012.  However, the Vice Chair EMPAJC raised that Leicestershire needed more time to 
consider whether to become a signatory to the agreement.  It was therefore resolved that the 
Legal Services collaboration between Derbyshire, Northamptonshire and Nottinghamshire, be 
approved in principle.  
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On review of the potential savings with the implementation of this project, it was established 
that the savings are not clear, particularly for future years.  Within the section Cost Reduction, 
the legal costs of the forces are recorded as £1,412,600, based upon 2011/12 spend (4 year 
average is included for Leicestershire).  Applying the funding formula for each force, it would 
suggest after the collaborative contribution and the expected cost recovery £100k, it records a 
budget of £1,250,000. 
 
As can be seen from each of the business cases highlighted above and specifically the format 
and content, each business case is developed in a different format, thus making it difficult to 
confirm that the required information, to allow appropriate scrutiny and challenge, was 
included.   
 
We compared the Full Business Case format and content to other formats that are used across 
our client base. On review the Business Plan needs to be more specific around what the 
objectives and priorities are for the particular project, which is not always clear.  For each 
objective the following should be detailed; 
 
a) Details / Purpose (why / high risk on risk registers), 
b) Cost improvements , 
c) Capital Funding, 
d) Key risks and management (taken from key risks), 
e) Summary financial plan, 
f) Impact on Workforce, 
g) Summarised capacity plans. 
 
The Business Plan, sections e, f & g need to be completed by the individual forces, using a set 
definition for all costings and savings, to ensure there is consistent approach in reporting the 
comparative data.  The data that is included should be robustly verified to provide assurance 
that the basis for the Business Plan or project is robust, to benefit all those involved in the 
collaboration. 
 
Furthermore, it was not always obvious which forces had been involved in the development of 
the business case.  Where there is a lead force, responsible for the implementation and 
management of the project, audit would expect that force to take ownership of the Business 
Case.  This was not obvious. 
 

Recommendation 2 - Medium 

The same format should be used for each Business Case, clearly stating the author, to assist 
consistent scrutiny and challenge.  The Business Plan should include specific objectives and 
priorities of the project.  For each objective the following should be detailed; 

 

a) Details / Purpose (why / high risk on risk registers) 
b) Cost improvements  
c) Capital Funding 
d) Key risks and management (taken from key risks) 
e) Summary financial plan 
f) Impact on Workforce 
g) Summarised  capacity plans 
 
The Business Plan, sections e, f & g need to be completed by the individual forces, using a 
set definition for all costings and savings, to ensure there is consistent approach in reporting 
the comparative data.  The data that is included should be robustly verified to provide 
assurance that the basis for the Business Plan or project is robust, to benefit all those involved 
in the collaboration. 
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In addition, where benefits are recorded they are not specific and measurable.  For example a 
benefit highlighted within the Full Business Case for Legal Services is recorded as ‘Increased 
capacity and capability.’  This benefit alone can be interpreted very differently and without a 
specific measurable deliverable with a target date, it is difficult to confirm whether the benefit 
has been realised. 
 

Recommendation 3 - Medium 

The benefits that are included within the Business Plan should be Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Relevant and Timely.  There should be specific measurable deliverables, with a 
target date to be able to ascertain if the benefit originally identified has been realised. 

 

 
Similarly, the actual costs that are recorded within the Business Case are often collated 
together and often it would be useful to break these cost totals down to provide clarity.  
Furthermore, it would be useful to include a definition of the costs that are being collated, to 
ensure consistency and understanding across all the forces and to provide assurances that 
each force is including the correct cost requirements.  The costs that are included within the 
Business Plan should be robustly checked and confirmed. This check and confirmation should 
be documented as part of the process. 
 
As part of the review, we noted that other forces utilise a funding formula that is more demand 
focused.  This may be an option that needs consideration, challenge and review by the Region, 
to ensure that the current funding formula remains appropriate. 

 

Recommendation 4 - Medium 

The actual costs that are recorded within the Business Case should be broken down to 
provide clarity and transparency.  Furthermore, it would be useful to include a definition of the 
costs that are being collated, to ensure consistency and understanding across all the forces 
and to provide assurances that each force is including the correct cost requirements.  In 
addition, the costs that are included within the Business Plan should be robustly checked and 
confirmed. This check and confirmation should be documented as part of the process. 

Furthermore, as part of this consideration, it may be beneficial to review the funding formula 
that is used as part of the business case and confirm that it remains appropriate.  Other 
forces utilise a formula that also considers the demand impact and this may be something 
that could be considered and reviewed, moving forward. 

 
S23 Collaborative Agreement 
 
Once the Chief Constable and the PCC have agreed to the proposal, then a signed s23 
agreement needs to be in place.  Section 23 agreement provides for chief officers and 
policing bodies to enter into collaboration agreements about one or more of the following; 
 

• The discharge of functions by members of a police force (force collaboration).  This can 
comprise all and any of the powers and duties of police forces.  This type of agreement is 
focused on providing collaborative operational services (e.g firearms or investigation 
officers) or operational support (e.g dog training, control room or forensic services) 

• The support by a policing body for another policing body (policing body collaboration) 

• The support by a policing body for a police force maintained by another policing body 
(policing body and force collaboration).The Statutory Guidance for Police Collaboration is 
published to assist chief officers and policing bodies when considering and implementing 
collaborative working as a means to achieving more efficient and effective delivery of 
policing services 

 
  



Police & Crime Commissioners & Forces for 
Leicestershire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Lincolnshire & Northamptonshire 

Collaboration – Governance 
& Financial Framework 

 

  
      

Page | 16  
 
 

 

The majority of the s23 document is of a standard format and content.  Each agreement has a 
number of schedules, which details more specifically the governance arrangements, 
responsibilities and aims of the project, funding principles, resource contribution, policies and 
procedures, information management and confirmation of the lead force.  We confirmed that 
for the 3 projects, specifically considered as part of the audit that there was a completed 
document in place.  It should be noted that the details included within the agreement around 
performance and qualitative measures have been included within section 3.6 – Performance 
Monitoring. 
 
The s23 document, at section 3 details the Governance & Accountability arrangements for 
each project.  The s23 agreements for the projects that we reviewed, refer to the East Midlands 
Police Authorities Joint Committee (EMPAJC), that no longer exists, with the introduction of the 
PCC’s.  It is our understanding that the PCC Board does not have the same authority as the 
EMPAJC did, so now Section 23s have to be agreed on a force by force basis due to the fact 
that PCCs elected locally.  On this basis, the responsibilities of the Joint Committee, included 
within the s23 agreements previously, need to be considered to ensure that they are being 
captured elsewhere within the governance framework and structure.  
 

Recommendation 5 - Low 

The responsibilities outlined in section 3 of the s23 agreements, around the previous 
EMPAJC, should be reviewed and assurances sought that the responsibilities listed remain 
appropriate, given the changes to the sector, and are being captured elsewhere within the 
governance framework and structure. 

 
Other forces that we work with, that collaborate, have devised and introduced a specific 
overarching collaboration agreement setting out the legal and governance framework for the 
provision of specific services (for example joint protective services).  This may be something 
that the Regional forces may wish to consider, moving forward, which clearly outlines 
governance, roles and responsibilities.  The document clearly sets out the following elements 
(but is not limited to); 
 

• Legal Framework 

• Duration of Agreement 

• Review – provides for an annual review by all corporation soles involved 

• Termination 

• Accountability 

• Governance 

• Lead Force arrangements 

• Finance (the prevailing financial regulations will be those of the lead Force) 

• Cost Sharing 

• Assets 

• Risk Management  

• Information Management  

• Whistleblowing 

 

Recommendation 6 – Low 

It is considered to be beneficial to establish an overarching collaboration agreement, with a 
specific governance reporting framework for the collaborative projects.  Other forces that we 
work with, that collaborate, have devised an overarching agreement that enables the efficient 
sign off to collaborative projects. 
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Final Closure Report 
 

Through discussions, it was noted that it is intended that each project is to have a final closure 
report including within a 12 month review.  It is our understanding that a process is in place of 
developing a planner to review if the project has met its original objectives. This should be an 
essential part of the process and will also provide the opportunity to transparently and 
consistently assess the impact on the quality of service, as a result of the collaborative venture. 
 

Recommendation 7 – Medium 

It is an essential part of the project management process to complete a final closure report, 
ultimately a 12 month review.  The report will provide assurances that the project has met its 
original objectives and continues to provide for an effective and efficient approach. Where 
this is not the case, the report provides the opportunity to highlight any issues and provides 
the option to reassess and realign operations (including officers in kind) accordingly. 

 

3.4 Budget Setting & Financial Monitoring 

 
The budget for 2013/14 for the eight collaborative units is £21m, with an additional £9m being 
occurred through Officers in Kind.   
 
The full business case created for each of the units can identify the budget for up to the first 
three years. Where this is the case, the Business & Finance Manager uses these figures for 
the corresponding year.  
 
If the unit has been established for a period of time, or the figures are not included within the 
business case then the budget is set at the Joint Chief Finance Officers Finance Directors 
Board.  

 
Management control of cost is achieved through regular reporting to a number of different 
boards. The Collaborative Team produce a monthly report for the Senior Management Team of 
each unit after collecting data from the unit. Areas of volatility such as overtime are closely 
monitored within these reports.  
 
On a quarterly basis, a summary report covering all the collaborative units is created and this is 
presented to the following boards for review; 
 

• Resources Board, 

• Regional Chief Finance Officer / Finance Director Board, 

• Regional Deputies Board, 

• PCC’s Board. 

As part of the Finance Report, reported to the Resources Board, there is a summary of the 
financial performance of the collaborative units, together with the forecast expenditure for the 
year.  We obtained the Finance report, reported on 15

th
 July 2013, which provided a Financial 

monitoring update 2013/14 and included the following financial information; 
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Revenue 
Expenditure 

Total 
Budget  
£  

Expt to 
Date £ 

Budget to 
Date £ 

Variance 
£ 

Y/End 
Forecast £ 

Y/End 
Variance 

EMSOU – 
SOC 

8,662,905 2,021,801 2,165,726 -143,925 8,629,784 -33,121 

EMSOU – 
TSU 

2,269,300 515,600 556,100 -40,500 2,231,200 -38,100 

EMSOU – 
Major Crime 

1,428,012 309,092 357,003 -47,911 1,399,445 -28,567 

EMSOU – 
Forensics 

2,633,500 613,000 661,700 -48,700 2,531,900 -101,600 

Sub Total – 
Specialist 
Crime 

14,993,717 3,459,493 3,740,529 -281,036 14,792,329 -201,388 

EMCHRS 
(OHU) 

1,459,921 360,507 364,980 -4,473 1,591,815 131,894 

EMCHRS 
(L&D) 

2,591,345 515,381 647,836 -132,455 2,429,968 -161,377 

Sub Total – 
HR 
Services 

4,051,266 875,888 1,012,816 -136,928 4,021,783 -29,483 

EM Legal 
Services 

981,900 200,053 236,800 -36,747 981,288 -612 

Commercial 
Unit 

904,416 201,303 220,047 -18,744 904,416 0 

Sub Total – 
Resources 

1,886,316 401,356 456,847 -55,491 1,885,704 -612 

TOTAL 20,931,299 4,736,737 5,210,192 -473,455 20,699,816 -231,483 

 
Specifically for the three business cases considered, the following was included; 

 
 Occupational Health Unit 
  

Forecast overspend of £131,894 due to the cost of agency staff covering for vacant posts plus 
the continuation of existing Force Medical Officer contracts as opposed to the planned and 
budgeted reduction in Force Medical Officer costs as set out in the Business Case.   
 
Legal Services 
 
Forecast underspend of £612.  No significant deviation from the budget. 
 
EMSOU Major Crime 
 
Forecast saving of £28,567 due to lower superannuation costs combined with savings against 
transport costs. 

  
On further review it was noticed that the total budget for the OHU is reported as £1,459,921 but 
within the Business Case, it is reported as £1,783,862, for 2013/14.  In discussion with the 
Business & Finance Manager it was established that the difference referred to the business 
case budget including a provision for Private Medical Interventions, which was then 
subsequently agreed to leave the budget within force.  This equated to £198,852 which 
reduced the business case budget to £1,585,010.  Further savings were identified following the 
first year of operation which enabled the budget to be reduced to £1,459,921. 
 
Officers in Kind 
 
In addition to the force cash contributions, 173 Police Officer / Staff posts within EMSOU SOC 
are treated as ‘In Kind’ posts.  Each force is required to provide their allocation of the ‘in kind’ 
officers in line with the formula share.   
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Where a Party is unable to provide the resource contribution required of it, its financial 
contribution to EMSOU-MC will be increased to reflect this by way of the year end adjustment.  
Conversely, where a party supplies additional officers and/or staff to fill non Shared Command 
Team roles, which form part of another party’s resource contribution requirement, the supplying 
Party’s financial contribution to EMSOU-MC will be decreased to reflect this by way of the year 
end adjustment. 
 
Included within the Finance Report, dated 15

th
 July, at section 3 is Officer in Kind Costs.  This is 

extremely useful and provides an overview of the resources that are being allocated across all 
the forces.  This provides for appropriate scrutiny and challenge for such resources and any 
associated final recharge on those resources. 
 
The details of the resources for EMSOU – MC are included within schedule 3 of the s23 
agreement. However, the schedule does not specifically detail how these resources will be 
monitored to ascertain if the level of resources needs to be reduced, with consideration to the 
resource limitations being placed on the sector.  Refer to the recommendation made at number 
5 above. 
 

3.5 Data Validation 

  
As part of the audit we verified the quality of the information that was reported and confirmed a 
sample of figures around Pay & Allowances, Premises and Transport back to source system 
data.  No problems were identified. 
 

3.6 Performance Reporting 
 
At the East Midlands Police & Crime Commissioners Board meeting in September 2013, a 
Performance report was presented.  It is noted that the Performance report is very much work 
in progress, but it does incorporate and address a number of queries that audit had identified at 
the start of this review in July 2013 and previous collaboration reviews.  The performance 
report provides an update on the performance of each collaborative unit.   
Specifically for the 3 units considered as part of this review, we reviewed the relevant section of 
the Performance Report.  We considered the performance information that is reported and then 
compared to the original business case and s23 agreements, to confirm that appropriate detail 
was being reported. On review it was confirmed; 
 
Occupational Health Unit 
 
Within the Performance Report, the following performance against KPIs was reported; 
 

• Following receipt of referral information, medical appointments to be offered within 3 
working days of receipt, 

• Following receipt of referral request, a medical appointment to be booked within 15 days, 

• Medical reports to be sent to relevant HR contact within 5 days of appointment, 

• Following receipt of request, police officer recruit medical screening completed to an 
outcome within 10 working days, 

• Following receipt of request, police staff recruit medical screening completed to an 
outcome within 5 working days. 

 
The performance indicators listed above, albeit useful, do not fully reflect the business case 
and are particularly operational.  Within the Business Case the following assumptions were 
included, where some performance reporting may be beneficial; 
 

• Satisfaction survey from key service users, 

• Number of repeat referrals, 

• Number of complaints, 
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• Number of agency staff (this was a benefit included in the Business Case – staffing 
shortages can be met from regional team, rather than agency staff), 

• Force Medical Officer contract 1.3 days per week, 

• Appointment to be provided with Counsellor within 2 weeks of receipt by OH service, 

• Quality of OH reports – recommendations appropriate, 

• OH trends analysis / comparisons to industry , 

• Cost Recovery. 

 
Legal Services 
 
Within the Performance Report, the following performance against KPIs was reported; 
 

• Details the number of trials / final hearings split between each force, together with the win 
ratio, 

• EMPLS must have DCC authorisation between EMPLS instructs any external solicitors or 
barristers, 

• External fees must not be over the authorisation levels without further DCC authorisation, 

• EMPLS must notify the relevant Force /PCC within 24 hours of instruction being sent of 
any conflict or within 24 hours of the conflict being identified, 

• EMPLS must comply with all required, quoted pre agreed statutory and or court imposed 
timescales, 

• EMPLS will supply all management information as required by the DCC of the relevant 
force, 

• EMPLS will inform the management board of changes in key personnel, 

• EMPLS must provide all information needed to comply with forces timescales to ensure 
compliance with Freedom of Information. 

 
The performance indicators listed above, albeit useful, do not fully reflect the business case 
and are particularly operational.  Within the Business Case the following assumptions were 
included, where some performance reporting or ongoing monitoring may be beneficial; 
 

• Number of legal cases referred to externally (one of the indicators was around increased 
capacity and capability - £300k was the budget), 

• Number of qualified staff, 

• One off IT purchase, 

• Satisfaction survey from key service users, 

• Set up Costs, 

• Cost Recovery. 

 
Major Crime 
 
Within the Performance Report, the following performance against KPIs was reported; 
 

• Provide a service that meets all requests that fit within the primary terms of reference, 

• 100% of requests to service primary terms of reference, 

• 100% of requests to service – Homicide, 

• Number of staff hours deployed across the five forces without affecting the delivery of local 
policing, 

• Number of detections and ongoing commitment to live and cold case investigations, 

• Assessment of the distribution of staff across the region in line with the local delivery / 
central command model. 
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It is noted that it is difficult to include specific performance indicators for such an area of 
business.  On review of the Business Case and the s23 agreement, it is considered that the 
performance indicators listed provide appropriate detail to measure the objectives and purpose 
of the project.  Consideration should be given to including further information around; 
 

• Actual running costs of the Major Crime Unit, 

• External Funding, 

• Sickness Management. 

 

Recommendation 8 – Low 

Consideration should be given to reporting on the various outcomes that have been 
highlighted as beneficial for inclusion, within the main body of our report, within the East 
Midlands PCC Performance Report.  This will provide clear linkage to the Business Case 
measures to ensure success can be effectively measured. 

The Performance Report could also be adapted to include linkage with any overarching 
objectives and outcomes, for the Collaborative Unit, as a whole. (Refer to comments made 
at Recommendation 1) 
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17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE INTERNAL AUDITOR  

8F: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT: FOLLOW UP OF PREVIOUS INTERNAL 
AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive and review a report from the Internal Auditors on their follow up of 

previous recommendations,  and having considered the report and the action 

plan arising therefrom, to take assurance as to the adequacy of the internal 

controls. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 This review focused on the implementation of recommendations for actions 

arising from 8 previous internal audit reports.  

2.2 The focus of this review was to provide assurance that all recommendations 

previously made have been adequately implemented.  

2.3 The full report, attached at APPENDIX A, states that taking account of the 

issues identified in the report, the Police and Crime Commissioner and the 

Chief Constable have demonstrated good progress in implementing actions 

agreed to address internal audit recommendations.  

2.4 Those actions that remain outstanding relate to Fleet Management and are to 

be addressed as part of the Priority Based Budgeting exercise over the next 

6-8 months 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Committee can take assurance from the follow up 

report that all but 3 of the previous internal audit recommendations have been 

implemented and that those outstanding have a planned action to deliver. 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial X   

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORTS 

Risk Management (03. 11/12) 

Follow up (11.10/11) 

Fleet Management (01. 10/11) 

Performance Management (06. 10/11) 

CCMC – IT Disaster Recovery (07. 10/11) 

Payroll (01. 11/12) 

Agresso Application (12. 12/13) 

Police and Crime Commissioner Governance Arrangements (03.12/13) 
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The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during our internal audit work and are not necessarily a 

comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist, or of all the improvements that may be required.  Whilst every care has been taken 

to ensure that the information provided in this report is as accurate as possible, based on the information provided and documentation 

reviewed, no complete guarantee or warranty can be given with regard to the advice and information contained herein.  Our work does not 

provide absolute assurance that material errors, loss or fraud do not exist.   

This report is prepared solely for the use of Board and senior management of Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire 

Constabulary.  Details may be made available to specified external agencies, including external auditors, but otherwise the report should not 
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prepared, and is not intended for any other purpose. 
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1  Executive Summary 

1.1  Introduction 

As part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 2013/14 we have undertaken a review to follow 

up progress made by the Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary to 

implement previous internal audit recommendations made within the following reviews; 

 Risk Management (03.11/12) 

 Follow Up (11.10/11) 

 Fleet Management (01.10/11) 

 Performance Management (06.10/11) 

 CCMC – IT Disaster Recovery (07.10/11) 

 Payroll (01.11/12) 

 Agresso Application (02.12/13) 

 PCC Governance Arrangements (03.12/13) 

The 13 recommendations considered in this review comprised of 2 ‘medium’ and 11 ‘low’ 

recommendations. 

The focus of this review was to provide assurance that all recommendations previously made have been 

adequately implemented. 

Staff members responsible for the implementation of recommendations were interviewed to determine 

the status of agreed actions. Where appropriate, audit testing has been completed to assess the level of 

compliance with this status and the controls in place.  

1.2 Conclusion 

Taking account of the issues identified in the remainder of the report, in our opinion the Police 

& Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary has demonstrated good 

progress in implementing actions agreed to address internal audit recommendations. Our 

review has confirmed that both medium and 8 low recommendations had been fully 

implemented.  

The 3 remaining low priority recommendations are in the process of being implemented and all 

relate to Fleet Management – Hire of Vehicles.  It is noted that the recommendations should be 

fully implemented as part of the Priority Based Budgeting exercise that is currently being 

rolled out across the Constabulary. 

1.3  Limitations to the Scope of the Audit 

The review only covers audit recommendations previously made and does not review the whole control 

framework, therefore, we are not providing assurance on the entire risk and control framework. 

Where the indication is that recommendations have been implemented, we will undertake limited testing 

to confirm this.   

Where testing has been undertaken, our samples have been selected over the period since actions 

were implemented or controls enhanced.   

We have not followed up the recommendations from the Network Security report (04.11/12), as these 

are subject to a separate follow up review. 

Our work does not provide any guarantee or absolute assurance against material errors, loss or fraud. 
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2 Action Plan 

 The priority of the recommendations made is as follows: 

High 

Recommendations are prioritised to reflect our assessment of risk associated with the control weaknesses. Medium 

Low 

Suggestion These are not formal recommendations that impact our overall opinion, but used to highlight a suggestion or idea 

that management may want to consider. 

 

Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 
(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

4 Annual cost benefit analysis amongst 
other reviews of the hiring of vehicles 
should be provided within finance briefs 
that are presented to the Strategic 
Governance Board. 

Low Y Agreed. March 2014 Fleet Manager 

5 Consideration should be given to 
grouping together pool vehicles, thus 
providing a greater level of control and 
knowledge in relation to the vehicle 
usage knowledge. 

Low Y This will be incorporated within 
the Priority Based Budgeting 
exercise. 

July 2014 Fleet Manager 

6 Consideration should be given to 
reviewing the location and need for pool 
cars, with pool cars being considered as 
the most cost effective method going 
forward. 

Low Y This will be incorporated within 
the Priority Based Budgeting 
exercise. 

July 2014 Fleet Manager 
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3  Findings and Recommendations 

Each recommendation followed up has been categorised in line with the following: 

Status Detail 

1 The entire recommendation has been fully implemented. 

2 The recommendation has been partly though not yet fully implemented. 

3 The recommendation has not been implemented. 

4 The recommendation has been superseded and is no longer applicable. 

5 The agreed date for implementing the recommendation has not yet been reached. 

 

3.1 RISK MANAGEMENT (03.11/12) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

1 At the next review of the Risk 
Management Strategy, it may be 
useful to include reference to 
'Confidential Risks' to provide an 
overview of the process to follow, 
should any risks of that nature be 
identified. 

Low December 
2012 

Corporate Risk 
Manager 

1 We were informed by the Corporate Risk 
Manager that the Risk Management Strategy 
2011-13 is currently being revised following 
appointment of the newly elected PCC and 
includes numerous updates in the 
document including a reference to 'Confidential 
Risk' reporting. The new document was 
presented to the Risk Management Board on 8 
May. Further to this it was confirmed by 
reviewing the agenda of the RMB 
meetings following the audit which shows 
'confidential risk' reporting is now a standing 
agenda item (item 6). 



Follow Up 
2.13/14 

 

Police & Crime Commissioner for Derbyshire and Derbyshire Constabulary| 4 
 

3.2 FOLLOW UP OF PREVIOUS INTERNAL AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS (11.09/10) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

Human Resources – Operational aspects of Starters, Leavers & Development (07.08/09) 

2 The Constabulary should ensure 
that in all cases, evidence of 
relevant qualifications should be 
obtained and recorded on the 
employee's personal file.  

This will provide evidence that the 
employee has been appropriately 
checked and validated prior to the 
commencement of the 
employment.    

Low July 2012 Phil Mason – Head 
of HR 

1 The Head of HR Service Centre informed us that 
since the audit additional processes have been 
put into place to ensure that evidence of 
qualifications are obtained prior to 
commencement of employment. 

They are as follows; 

- Letters are sent to candidates, both internal 
and external, inviting them to interview which 
explain that their qualifications will be checked at 
interview. 

- A form is completed at interview to confirm that 
evidence of the qualification has been seen. 

-Each recruitment file includes a checklist. This 
includes evidence of qualifications must be 
obtained. Before a contract is issued, the 
recruitment file is checked by a second team 
member to ensure all requirements are met. 
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3.3 FLEET MANAGEMENT (01.10/11) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

3 A review of the Travel Guidance 
Notes should be undertaken, at a 
minimum every two years, to 
ensure that the guidance is 
relevant and reflective of the 
Constabulary's needs. 

When undertaking this review, 
consideration should be made to 
ensuring that the documentation 
reflects both Police Officers and 
Police Staff. In addition, sections 
should be included in relation to 
the Constabulary's policy in 
relation to the hiring of vehicles 
and when this is acceptable. 

Policies at other similar 
organisations have been noted as 
considering:  

 Legislative compliance; 

 Monitoring & review; 

 Private Usage; 

 Hire of Vehicles; 

 Pool Vehicles; and 

 Marked Vehicles. 

Low August 2012 
& bi-

annually 
following 

this. 

Vehicle Fleet 
Manager / Head of 

Finance and 
Administration 

1 The Vehicle Fleet Manager informed that the 
notes have been updated to include details on 
the ‘Use of Hire Vehicles’.  The guidance notes 
that we were provided with are not available on 
the Force intranet and it is unclear which officers 
have access to the notes. 

The hiring of all vehicles has now been 
centralised, through Business Services. The 
booking form has been amended to reflect these 
changes. 
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3.3 FLEET MANAGEMENT (01.10/11) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

4 Annual cost benefit analysis 
amongst other reviews of the 
hiring of vehicles should be 
provided to the Finance and 
Resources Committee, and 
subsequently if deemed 
necessary to the Authority. 

Low October 
2012 & on-

going 
annually 

Vehicle Fleet 
Manager 

2 It was confirmed that an analysis was completed 
in November 2012, which was presented to the 
Deputy Chief Constable as Chair of the 
Transport Steering Group.  It is not clear 
however, what action was taken and reported in 
relation to the recommendations included within 
the report and whether the Vehicle Fleet 
Manager is preparing a similar report for the 
current period to be included within any relevant 
finance briefings. 

On review of the report it is not considered to be 
a full cost benefit report. The report does not 
include all options available in relation to the 
hiring of vehicles and just currently provides a 
comparison of Enterprise to Anglo American and 
specifically long term hire. 

5 Consideration should be given to 
grouping together pool vehicles, 
thus providing a greater level of 
control and knowledge in relation 
to the vehicle usage knowledge. 

Low December 
2012 

Vehicle Fleet 
Manager 

3 This recommendation has not been 
implemented. 

 

6 Consideration should be given to 
reviewing the location and need 
for pool cars, with pool cars being 
considered as the most cost 
effective method going forward. 

Low December 
2012 

Vehicle Fleet 
Manager 

2 The Vehicle Manager stated that this is currently 
on going and influenced through changes in 
Force structure and other reviews. 
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3.4 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT (06.10/11) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

7 The Constabulary should develop 
a set of streamlined procedures 
and guidance notes following the 
introduction of the Performance 
Scorecard that covers, but not 
limited to data collection, 
recording, analysis and reporting 
of KPI's.   

Low April 2013 Performance 
Manager 

1 The Performance Manager informed that 
reporting practices have changed considerably 
since the original audit was completed to meet 
the requirements of the PCC rather than the 
Police Authority.  

 

A monthly scorecard is still produced although 
the majority of the information that is included 
comes from outside of the Performance 
Managers remit. Upon review of the scorecard it 
was identified that instructions of who to contact 
and the source of the information is listed, 
providing clear instruction. 
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3.5 CCMC – IT DISASTER RECOVERY (07.10/11) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

8 The Business Impact Review 
exercise should be revisited, to 
determine and agree between the 
Force Incident Control Team and 
Information Services, prioritisation 
and recovery timescales for 
critical IT systems/services. 

 

Low Sept 2012 Donna Hillfier 

CCMC business 
contact 

1 On review of the Business Continuity Policy, 
dated October 2013, it was noted that it provides 
a business continuity management system 
(BCMS) that will enable the force to recover 
from the impact of any emergency or disruption 
to normal service delivery and continue to 
maintain as far as is possible the 13 critical 
activities recommended by ACPO, which 
includes; 

 Receipt of 999 calls 

 Command & Control 

 Response to Emergency Calls 

 Major incident response 

It is noted that no specific recovery timeframes 
are required as it is important that the activities 
are recovered as soon as is possible, and each 
activity is of equal priority. 
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3.6 PAYROLL (01.11/12) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

9 The Constabulary should ensure 
that the contracts have been 
signed by all relevant parties and 
a copy of this is held. In addition, 
the Collaborative Agreement 
(Section 23) with Leicestershire 
should be finalised as soon as 
possible which sets out the roles 
and responsibilities of each 
Constabulary and the functions / 
tasks to be completed. 

Low October 
2012 

Head of Finance 1 We obtained a copy of the s23 agreement and 
confirmed that a copy of the document is held 
with the Head of Strategic Finance.  No further 
action is required. 

10 The procedures for the payroll 
processes should be completed 
and the HR manual updated 
ensuring all documents are 
readily available and consistent in 
approach.    

Low October 
2012 

Head of HR Service 
Centre 

1 Through discussion and on review with the Head 
of HR Service Centre, it was established that HR 
Procedures had been updated and are now 
contained within one handbook. 

 

 

3.7 AGRESSO APPLICATION (02.12/13) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

11 Management should remove the 
unsegregated access at the 
earliest opportunity and should 
review transaction logs for the 
user account with this access 
privilege on a frequent basis. 

Medium Already 
actioned 

Head of Business 
Support 

1 It was noted that the unsegregated access was 
in place, during the early implementation and 
embedding of the system.  The unsegregated 
access is no longer in place.  No further action is 
required. 
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3.8 GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS (JUNE 2013) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

12 The organisation should review 
provisional timetable / annual 
reporting cycle for the Joint Audit, 
Risk and Assurance Committee 
items to be presented and state 
which of the following categories 
the item falls under: 

• For approval; 

• To note; 

• For recommendation to the 
Strategic Governance 
Board; and 

• For assurance purposes.  

Low July 2013 H Boffy, Treasurer 
OPCC 

1 This is confirmed as implemented.   Agendas 
reflect the action to be taken, dependent on the 
item being presented.  No further action is 
required. 

13 The organisation should consider 
either providing the Strategic 
Governance Board with the 
following to ensure any salient 
points from the Joint Audit, Risk 
and Assurance Committee 
discussions are reported: 

• The draft / unconfirmed 
meeting minutes from the 
Joint Audit, Risk and 
Assurance Committee; or  

• A summary report from 
Chair of the Joint Audit, 
Risk and Assurance 
Committee meeting 
detailing any salient points 
and discussions. 

Medium April 2013 Liz Kelly, Meetings 
and Information 
Officer, OPCC 

1 It was confirmed that this recommendation has 
been implemented. The Joint Audit, Risk and 
Assurance Committee draft minutes were first 
reported to the Strategic Governance Board 
meeting of 15 April 2013. 

Upon review of the last Strategic Governance 
Board meeting held 22 July 2013 we can 
confirm the draft Joint Audit, Risk and 
Assurance Committee for the meeting held 20 
June were presented.   
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3.8 GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS (JUNE 2013) FINDINGS 

Ref Original Recommendation 
Original 

Category 
Original 

Impl’n Date 
Manager 

Responsible 
Status Comments / Implications / Recommendations 

This would provide the Strategic 
Governance Board with details of 
the discussions held, avoiding any 
duplication. 
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Appendix A: Data to Support our Opinion 

Implementation Status of Recommendations by Category 

Recommendation 

Category 

Total 

number of 

recs agreed. 

Audit Status 
Audit work 

confirmed as 

completed 

(1)+(4) 

No of recs carried 

forward to next 

review 

(2)+(3)+(5) 

Recs. not due for 

implementation 

(5) 

Implemented 

(1) 

Being 

Implemented 

(2) 

Not 

Implemented 

(3) 

Superseded 

(4) 

High - - - - - - - - 

Medium 2 - 2 - - - 2 - 

Low 11 - 8 3 - - 8 3 

Totals 
13 

100% 

- 

0% 

10 

77% 

3 

23% 

- 

0% 

- 

0% 

10 

77% 

3 

23% 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGENDA ITEM 9A 
JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE  

17 DECEMBER 2013 

JOINT AUDIT RISK AND ASSURANCE COMIITTEE  
17 DECEMBER 2013 

REPORT OF THE TREASURER  

9A: EXTENSION OF APPOINTMENT OF INTERNAL AUDITORS TO MARCH 
2015 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To receive notification that the Treasurer intends to authorise a contract with 

the current Internal Audit providers for a 12 month extension to March 2015. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 Bentley Jennison, later to become RSM Tenon, then Baker Tilly, were 

appointed as internal auditors on a regional basis until 31 March 2014.  The 

region benefited from financial savings based on the number of authorities 

joining the contract, which were Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire, 

Northamptonshire and Bedfordshire. Lincolnshire were not able to join at the 

start but did so 12 months later.  

2.2 Treasurers and Finance Directors wish to procure on a regional basis again, 

and in order to allow Lincolnshire to participate it has been agreed that most 

Police and Crime Commissioners would facilitate a 12 month extension to 

align a new contract start date from April 2015.  

2.3 This means that there is a requirement for the Commissioner to remain with 

the same provider and use has been made of a direct call of from the ESPO 

664 framework, at the same day rate as currently paid.  

2.4 The Treasurer will sign the extension as it falls within the Scheme of 

Delegation and Consent (T7 refers: “To secure, under delegation from the 

PCC, an adequate and effective internal audit service and assistance in 

securing safe and efficient financial arrangements;”) . 

2.5 The JARAC is advised that arrangements will be put in hand for a full tender 

process over the next 12 months in readiness for a new contract from March 

2015. The Committee is recommended to note the contract extension. 

        Part I – 
     For Publication  
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3. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Committee notes the action taken by the 

Treasurer in securing from a framework agreement, a draw down 12 month 

extension from April 2014 to March 2015 to the internal audit contract to align 

the regional forces and Commissioners’ for joint market testing for April 2015. 

4. IMPLICATIONS 

All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be contained 
within the report 
MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of the 
author  
LOW – no narrative required 
 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Crime & Disorder X   

Environmental X   

Equality & Diversity X   

Financial  X  

Health & Safety X   

Human Rights X   

Legal X   

Personnel X   

 

Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: Helen Boffy 
External telephone number: 0300 122 6005 
Email address: Helen.boffy.4808@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk   

BACKGROUND PAPERS: NONE 

ATTACHMENTS: NONE  

2 
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JOINT AUDIT, RISK AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE 

17 DECEMBER 2013 
REPORT OF THE CHIEF CONSTABLE 

 

10A: NCRS AND NSIR COMPLIANCE REPORT 

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1 To inform the JARAC of the results of the most recent NSIR and NCRS risk 
based compliance audits.  

1.2 An explanation of the National Standards of Incident Recording (NSIR) and 
National Crime Recording Standards (NCRS) has been submitted to the 
JARAC as part of previous reports, along with an explanation of how risk 
based auditing is conducted and how to interpret their findings. These 
documents are resubmitted for the information of attendees. 

2. INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 Appendix A presents an introduction and overview to the NCRS and NSIR. 
These are national standards subject to inspection by HMIC.  

2.2 Appendix B explains why and how Derbyshire Constabulary assesses its 
compliance with these standards in a proportionate risk based manner. The 
degree and depth of auditing is a matter for local forces to determine.   

2.3 Appendix C, D and E outline the main results of audits conducted on crime 
and incident data for July to September 2013.  

2.4 The results are presented quarterly to the NCSR/NSIR Steering Group 
chaired by ACC Collins, where actions necessary to maximise NCRS/NSIR 
data quality whilst minimising bureaucracy are generated.  The most recent 
meeting was 20 August 2013.  

2.5 Accurate NCRS/NSIR data is required to allow crime and disorder to be 
effectively tackled and trust and confidence maintained.  

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 
3.1 The JARAC receives the report to gain direct assurance that this area of 

business is being managed efficiently and effectively. 

4. IMPLICATIONS 
All implications are assessed and scored to the table below.  
HIGH – supporting explanation and narrative required and to be 
contained within the report 

Section B          
Part I -                 

For Publication  
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MEDIUM – narrative to be contained within the report at the discretion of 
the author  
LOW – no narrative required 

 
 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
Crime & Disorder  x  
Environmental x   
Equality & Diversity x   
Financial x   
Health & Safety x   
Human Rights x   
Legal x   
Personnel x   
 
Contact details  
in the event  
of enquiries 

Name: T/Insp Dave Kirby  
External telephone number: 01773 573050 
Email address: david.kirby.2040@derbyshire.pnn.police.uk 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Appendix A – Overview of NSIR & NCRS 
Appendix B – NSIR & NCRS Compliance Testing 
Appendix C - NSIR Quarterly Risk Based Audits Key Information July to Sept 2013 
Appendix D - NSIR Monthly Audit Key Information Sept 2013 
Appendix E - NCRS Quarterly Audit Key Information July to Sept 2013 
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APPENDIX A 

Overview of NSIR AND NCRS 
 
Crime and incident data play a significant part in the day to day business of policing. 
Crime and incident reports are the means by which the Force records most of its 
formal interactions with the public, the means by which the many of resources of 
Derbyshire Constabulary are allocated and deployed, operational decisions are made 
and are one of the means by which the service is judged and compared with peers. 
Individuals can now also look up crime on crime maps and can expect to see 
accurate data. The below is an extract from Government Statistical Service:  National 
Statistician’s Review of Crime Statistics: England and Wales (2011) 
 
Statistics on crime are important to inform policy and decision making; to facilitate 
democratic accountability; and to allow the public to assess risk of crime in their 
neighbourhoods. England and Wales have two main sources of statistics on crime: 
the British Crime Survey, and crimes recorded by the police. They measure different, 
although complementary, and often overlapping, phenomena: people’s experience of 
crime, and crimes reported to, and recorded by, the police. Compilation of the 
statistics is not straightforward and there are challenges with coverage and 
presentation, definitions and measurement, and concerns about the confidence and 
trust in the statistics, which this review addresses.  
 
With some exceptions, a call for service to the police will result in the creation of an 
incident on the command and control system. This part of the process is governed by 
the NSIR. If after initial investigation it is determined that it is a report of a crime a 
record will be opened on the Guardian system. This is what is commonly referred to 
as criming and is governed by the NCRS.  
 
NSIR – Extract from National Standard for Incident Recording 2011 Final Version 
 
NSIR was introduced to replace the wide variety of incident recording (and non-
recording) that differed from force to force so that common understanding and 
recording practices would result in effective data provision and use. NSIR now 
supports effective recording of over 80% of calls for service, ranging from messages 
to major incidents.  
 
The principal aim of NSIR is to ensure that incidents are risk assessed at the earliest 
opportunity leading to an appropriate response as well as being recorded in a 
consistent and accurate manner to help the police and local communities tackle anti-
social behaviour (ASB) and other issues.  
 
For the purposes of NSIR an incident is defined as: ‘A single distinct event or 
occurrence which disturbs an individual’s, group’s or community’s quality of life or 
causes them concern’. Incidents range from transport incidents such as RTCs 
through ASB to matters of public safety and welfare. 
 

Effective risk management involves the identification, assessment and prioritisation 
of risks. It should lead to the appropriate use of resources to minimise, monitor and 
control the probability and/or impact of the incident.  

The NSIR can be found at: 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/11665
8/count-nsir11.pdf 
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NCRS– extract from Home Office Counting Rules for Recorded Crime April 2013 
 
 Crime is recorded by the police and others to assist:  

• Both central and local Government to establish whether their policies are 
effective in driving down crime, and to gain understanding of the relative 
performance of policing and criminal justice providers within England and 
Wales;  

 
• The public in making informed decisions about the risk of crime to themselves 

as individuals and to allow judgements on how effective Government and 
police have been in tackling crime; and  

 
• In providing police and their partners with data, which informs the targeted 

use of resources and allows the relative effectiveness of different 
methodologies to be established.  

 
As can be seen, this is a tripartite relationship where no individual stakeholder need 
is given greater credence than another.  
 
The NCRS was introduced nationally on 1 April 2002 with the aim of promoting 
greater consistency between police forces in the recording of crime and to take a 
more victim oriented approach to crime recording. Following the introduction of the 
NCRS, the National Crime Recording Steering Group (NCRSG) has met regularly to 
review the Counting Rules. The Steering Group includes members of the Home 
Office Statistics Unit, Force Crime Registrars and Statistics Officers, and 
representatives of ACPO and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). 
The Counting Rules are updated annually to reflect decisions taken by the NCRSG, 
changes in legislation and changes to improve clarity and ensure consistency in 
recording by police forces.  
 
NCRS is supported by a set of detailed counting rules that can be found on: 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime 
 
Crime Recording Strategy 
 
In 2012 a crime recording strategy was introduced within Derbyshire Constabulary to 
assist with decision making in line with the National Decision Model. It can be seen 
that the intent is to place the victim and service at the heart of crime recording 
decisions whilst not letting bureaucracy gather around it.   
 
We aim to maximise the quality of recorded crime data and minimise the bureaucracy 
associated with collecting it. 
 
We will: 
 

• Keep the victim at the heart of what we do 
• Consider threat, risk and harm throughout the crime recording process 
• Work in accordance with the National Crime Recording Standard 
• Make crime recording decisions in a timely manner using the probability test, 

professional judgement and knowledge of the law. 
• Aim to get it right first time; and 
• Minimise re-classifying, auditing, correcting 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
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NSIR and NCRS Compliance Testing 
 
In recent years Derbyshire Constabulary, in common with other police forces, 
has sought very high compliance rates in relation to NSIR & NCRS. As a 
consequence there are documented examples of where the process of trying 
to get recording 100% right became more important than the service delivered 
to the victim. In other words auditing things right became an important part of 
this process. There is a fine balance between accuracy and the effort required 
to achieve that accuracy and all forces wrestle with this balance. 
 
The Force reviewed its crime recording in 2010 and early 2011 and as a 
consequence issued new guidance and policies, halved the number of staff 
auditing crime and incident data and appointed a new Force Crime Registrar 
(FCR). Training to all front line staff and a video from ACC Wood advocating 
professional judgement and proportionality were delivered.  
 
The Force places primary responsibility for incident/criming decisions on 
investigation staff. In less complex investigations, the first investigator may be 
a call taker and they will make the criming decisions. In more complex cases 
the criming decision may be made by a senior detective.  
 
Typically, over the last year Derbyshire Constabulary has found its NSIR and 
NCRS data to be around 90% compliant depending on the crime/incident 
type. It could be asked why the data is not 100% accurate? 
 
Firstly, despite there being very clear NCRS/NSIR guidance, every crime and 
incident is absolutely unique and victims and offenders do not always neatly fit 
themselves into a crime classification. A complication arises because 
recording standards differ from charging standards. The former is victim 
based whilst the latter is evidence based. For instance a crime may correctly 
be recorded as an attempt grievous bodily harm, yet may be charged as a 
common assault. Officers and call takers can also make human errors in 
classification.   
 
The second complexity is around the competing purposes of the data; 
performance management, public information and tasking.  For example, a 
Force/BCU/section may feel a pressure to record less ASB whilst at the same 
time needing to accurately record all reported ASB to make effective 
decisions about tackling it. It is easy to see how this tension might encourage 
differing interpretation of the NCRS and NSIR by managers and there are 
national examples of how this pressure has influenced practice.  
 
In accordance with national guidance a Force Crime Registrar (FCR) has 
been appointed with responsibility (on behalf of ACC Operational Support) to 
ensure the NSIR & NCRS are maintained in accordance with the Force 
strategy in a proportionate and ethical manner. The FCR manages 1.6 full 
time equivalent audit staff and reports to the NCRS/NSIR Steering Group.  
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This group is chaired by ACC Collins and brings the key stakeholders 
together to consider NSIR/NCRS data, assess risk associated with that data, 
consider control measures necessary to maintain data quality to a 
proportionate level, cause those actions to take place and follow them up. 
Among possible actions are scoping, auditing, communication (training, 
Chief’s Orders etc) and changes in processes or management arrangements. 
For example, a position was taken that data associated with rape offences is 
of a high risk and data associated with criminal damage is of a low risk. As 
such, 100% of rapes are audited, but criminal damage auditing is less 
frequent. Control measures are intended to be proportionate to the assessed 
risk. The relative risk of different crime types is reviewed at least annually by 
the steering group using the national decision model.  
 
The purpose of the auditing is not to audit things right.  Its purpose is to 
support the identification and management of risk, building on transparency 
and public trust and the development of an approach that gets it right first 
time. The approach used by Derbyshire Constabulary is therefore to 
understand the risks that any gaps in data quality present and take 
proportionate action to rectify those gaps.  
 
Whilst there are no mandatory or minimum audit standards set by either the 
Home Office or HMIC, there is an expectation that data will be checked and 
be of good quality. The Home Office Data Quality Audit Manual provides a 
comprehensive guide to audit and Derbyshire Constabulary follows that 
methodology for the audits it chooses to complete.   
 
The reports attached present the headline compliance rates for different types 
of incidents and crimes. They are produced quarterly and behind them are 
spread sheets containing the raw data. The auditors are a finite resource 
hence the report content will change as new or potential data quality risks are 
identified. For example, following the introduction of a significant new process 
(e.g. Action Fraud) it will be necessary to check the NSIR/NCRS compliance 
in that area. To create the capacity to do this an area with previous good 
compliance may be delayed.  
 
Different crime types follow different paths making direct comparisons 
unhelpful. For example sexual abuse investigations are more complex than 
shoplifting. Crime recording decisions around shoplifting are typically easy to 
make; a victim (shop assistant) reports a theft to the police, it is recorded as a 
crime. Whereas sexual allegations come from a variety of sources including 
friends, family, professionals and the victim themselves. The initial 
investigation phase may involve a number of agencies and the crime 
recording decision may occasionally be delayed beyond the required 72hrs. 
This would therefore ‘fail’ the compliance audit, but in all other aspects may 
be a well managed investigation delivering a really good standard of service. 
 
This example illustrates that compliance with NSIR/NSIR, whilst related to 
quality of service, is not an indicator of satisfactory or unsatisfactory service. 
An example could have been given where the counting rules were complied 
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with, but the service was below standard. The key for the steering group is to 
understand the risks this may present.  
 
Internal audit findings are not directly comparable between forces. The audit 
work is related to the Strategic Risk Assessment, policies and practice. Hence 
the areas and depth of audits Derbyshire Constabulary chooses to complete 
are different from other forces. External HMIC audit data is directly 
comparable.  
 
Compliance rates ought to remain at least consistent or improve over time. 
Noteworthy dips in compliance trigger assessment at the steering group to 
consider action. Experience and knowledge of other forces processes and 
cultures shows that close to 100% compliance over most areas can be a 
result of hitting the target and missing the point;  effort becomes directed 
away from service to achieving compliance.  
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Findings from the Quarterly NSIR Risk Based Audits: Vulnerable/PSH/Hate, ASB and 
Domestic Incidents 
 
 
Vulnerable/PSH/Hate 
 
Aim – to test whether NSIR and NCRS are being used to correctly identify Vulnerable/PSH & 
Hate across the whole range of incidents. The standard NSIR tests were applied to a random 
sample of closed incidents (usually 220 per month) covering the full range of police activity. 
The results were reported monthly.  
 
Those incidents with identifiable vulnerability, PSH or hate characteristics were then subject 
to further tests: has the vulnerability/PSH or hate been identified by operator/officer; has a 
crime been committed; has a crime been recorded. The results are reported quarterly.  
 
440 incidents were included in this quarterly audit. 7 (1.59%) of the 440 incidents involved a 
vulnerable person/PSH, with the relevant marker being placed in the header, closure page or 
log. One incident was found which involved a vulnerable person/PSH who had not been 
identified as such by either the operator or attending officer. No incidents were identified 
where a crime had been committed against a vulnerable person, but not recorded. 
 
No hidden hate incidents/crimes were found within the random sample of 440 incidents.  
 
ASB 
 
Aim – to test whether NSIR and NCRS have been correctly applied to incidents closed as 
non-crime ASB. A sample from all incidents closed as ASN (ASB Nuisance), ASP (ASB 
Personal) or ASE (ASB Environmental), were selected for this audit. The standard NSIR 
tests were applied initially and then four further areas tested: ASB Pro-forma completed; 
rationale given; crime committed; crime recorded. 
 
No. Incidents Audited:  294  (373 previous quarter)  
No. Incidents with a failure: 43  (55 previous quarter) 
Overall Compliance:  85.37%  (85.25% previous quarter)    
 
The great improvement seen in the previous quarter in relation to the standard of incidents 
recorded in the ASB category has been maintained.  43 (14.63%) of the 294 incidents 
audited failed overall, compared to 55 (14.75%) incidents out of a total of 373 audited in the 
last quarter. 
 
 
 

    July-September 2013 
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14 incidents (4.76%) were found to have the wrong opening code, compared to 17 incidents 
(4.56%) out of 373 audited during the last quarter.  For example, a report of a group of 
teenagers racing round a park on a quad bike was opened under the Transport theme. This 
type of incident in a public open space which is causing annoyance, suffering and offence to 
members of the public, would fit the definition of anti social behaviour. ASB should therefore 
have been used.  
 
The ASB pro-forma is completed on almost all occasions by FCC staff (generally 101 calls). 
Where it is not completed, a rationale is usually provided. However, incidents are continually 
being identified where the pro-forma was applicable but hadn’t been completed, the 
operators believing that it wasn’t required. Clarification is needed as to the use of the pro-
forma and when it is/is not necessary. FCR staff do not tend to complete the pro-forma 
(generally 999 calls) and very rarely provide a rationale for not doing so. This is an on-going 
issue which was also highlighted in the in-depth ASB audit where 999 and 101 calls were 
listened to and assessed. 
 
No incidents were found where the operator had identified a potential vulnerable person/PSH 
but which had then been overlooked by the attending officers. One incident was found to 
have a crime within it which had not been recorded. 
 
There has been a significant reduction in the number of incorrect closures recorded, which 
has ultimately led to the increased compliance levels. 24 incidents (8.16%) had the wrong 
closure code this quarter compared to 32 incidents (8.57%) out of 373 audited in the last 
quarter. For example, an incident where a person was affected by ASB as an individual had 
been closed under the Nuisance heading, which is intended to identify issues that affect the 
community as a whole rather than individual victims. Much work has previously been done 
and continues to be done with Team Leaders/Supervisors and operators around the use of 
the Personal and Nuisance categories. This has clearly led to an improvement in the 
accuracy of closure codes, with staff having a better understanding of the definitions of the 
ASB categories. 
 
50 incidents were missing at least one qualifier which would have identified the significant 
characteristic(s) surrounding the reports. In the main, the Youth (QYH) qualifier is not used 
where it is believed or proven to be that those involved are under 18 years of age. N.B. not 
all incidents require a qualifier. 
 
Domestic Incidents 
 
Aim – to test whether NSIR and NCRS have been correctly applied to incidents closed as 
non-crime domestic. A sample from all domestic incidents closed as SE was selected for this 
audit. The standard NSIR tests were applied initially and then three further areas tested: 
DASH risk assessment completed; crime committed; crime recorded. 
 
No. Incidents Audited:   171  (250 previous quarter) 
No. Incidents with a failure: 12  (20 previous quarter) 
Overall Compliance:  92.98% (92.00% previous quarter) 
 
As in previous audits, the majority of the errors found were in the opening code area, 
although numbers have decreased considerably. Seven incidents (4.09%) had the wrong 
opening code, compared to 17 incidents (6.80%) in the previous quarter. For example, a 
report of an assault was opened as SE (Domestic Incident) when CA (Violent Crime) should 
have been used. This did not however appear to affect the subsequent investigation and 
service by the attending officer(s). DASH risk assessments were generated for almost all of  
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the incidents where both parties were over the age of 16, the majority graded as ‘Standard’. 
Where the parties involved were over 16 but no DASH had been completed, the main reason 
was that the police were required for a standby detail only.  
 
One incident, where a crime had been made out and a crime report created was found to 
have been closed as a non crime incident (two in the previous quarter). No incidents were 
found where a crime appeared to have been committed, but a crime had not been recorded 
(one in the previous quarter).  
 
Alcohol is often a contributory factor of a domestic incident. 22 incidents, where this was the 
case, did not have the QAL qualifier to support the SE closure.  QVP (Young 
Child/Vulnerable Person) would have been applicable on at least nine of the incidents as it 
was found that the risk to a child/juvenile or the age were important factors. 
 
 
Comments 
 
Good improvements have been noted in all areas over the last quarter. Fewer errors are 
being made, particularly in relation to closing codes, which has ultimately led to an increase 
in compliance. Although the emphasis is on risk assessment and ‘front-end’ service delivery, 
it is important that incidents are closed correctly and accuracy is maintained for statistical/ 
analytical purposes. 
 
Individual incidents identified by the auditor as possibly having a service failure are raised 
with the Force Crime Registrar, who will then refer to the local manager for service recovery 
if necessary.  
 
The auditor ensures that training needs are addressed in relation to the NSIR standard, 
particularly with regard to opening and closing codes. 
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No. Incidents Audited / No. Errors / No. Incidents Failed: 
 
  Auditable Areas   
Location No. Inc. 

Audited 
Opening 

Code 
Grade Source 

Details 
Content 
/ Mark 

Off 

Closing 
Code 

Qual1. Total 
Errors 

No. 
Inc. 

Failed 
FCR 88 1 0 0 0 12 0 13 13 
FCC 110 3 0 2 0 3 0 8 7 
Enq Off 22 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Total 220 5 0 2 0 15 0 22 21 

 
% Compliance Per 

Auditable Area 
97.73 

 (↑) 

100.00 

(↔)    

99.09 

(↑) 

100.00 

 (↔) 

93.18 

 (↓) 

100.00 

(↔) 

  

 
% Overall Compliance: 90.45 2  (↓)    

 
Most Common Qualifiers Used: QAL (Alcohol) 

QDV (Domestic)  
QYH (Youth) 
QMH (Mental Health) 

 
No. Incidents with Qualifiers Missing:  20   

 
Most Common Qualifier(s) Missing: 5 incidents missing QMH (Mental Health) 

5 incidents missing QAL (Alcohol) 
4 incidents missing QVP (Vulnerable     
Child/Young Person) 

 
Point(s) to Note: 1. Overall compliance remains in the ‘good’ banding although has dipped 

again very slightly. Compliance has consistently been in the 90-95% 
bracket since April 2013 and is higher than figures recorded for the 
same time frame in 2012. 

2. Fewer opening code and source detail errors were made this month, 
whilst closing code errors increased slightly. 

3. The number of missing qualifiers has increased again. This figure 
seems to fluctuate from one month to the next. 

 
KEY: 
  
95-100% Excellent 90-94.9% Good 80-89.9% Fair Below 80% Poor 

 

1 This auditable area relates to incorrect use of qualifiers only. 
2 The overall compliance level is calculated using the number of incidents which fail the audit and the total number of 
incidents audited. 
 
(↑) indicates increase/decrease/remained static from last audit. 

October 2013 

Publish Date: 5th November, 2013 
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Findings from the Quarterly NCRS Risk Based Audits: Robbery, Burglary, Violence, 
Sexual, Rape, Hate, PPU Referrals, Damage, Theft, Drugs and No Crimes. 
 
1. Incident System – Non Crime Closure  
 
Aim; To test whether NCRS is being correctly applied to incidents opened with a 
crime-code and closed with a non-crime code (i.e. a crime has not been recorded) 
 

  Compliance Key Findings 
Sexual 
 
312 (100%) 
Incidents audited 

86.86% ↓ 
 
 
88.14% in previous 
quarter 
 
 

The key finding is the non criming of sexual offences 
being investigated by 3rd party ie social services.  
(15 failures). 
8 incidents failed as they were not fully marked off 
therefore there was not enough information on the 
incident to make a decision. 
The other common failure was due to incidents not 
being crimed because the victim does not wish to 
pursue a complaint (8 failures).  

Hate 
 
135 (100%) 
Incidents with QH 
audited 
 

79.25% ↓ 
 
89.68% in previous 
quarter 

The key issues identified are a course of conduct 
has been made out but a harassment or public order 
crime has not been recorded. (Work is ongoing to 
correct this issue – initial findings show an 
improvement) 

Robbery 
 
51  (100%) 
Incidents audited  

80.39% ↑ 
 
80% in previous 
quarter 

10 Fails out of 51 incidents audited. The main issues 
of non-recording are; 1. The IP being non-compliant 
and not wanting to pursue a complaint.  2 We do not 
believe the IP’s account.  

Burglary 
 
134 (15%) 
incidents audited 

 92.54%↑ 
         
92.25% in previous 
audit 
 
 

10 fails out of 134 audited. 3 were 3rd party reports 
but marked off before the victim was seen to confirm. 
The other common failure was there was not enough 
information on the log to confirm if a crime had taken 
place.  

Violence 
 
156 (1.34%) 
incidents audited 

85.26%↓ 
 
93.01% in previous 
audit. 

The key issues identified are that a course of 
conduct amounting to harassment or public order 
has not been recorded and also PIN’s were issued 
inappropriately (as a substitute for a crime report)     

Damage 
 
144 ( 9.72%) 
incidents audited 

86.81%↓ 
 
92.88% in previous 
audit 

The main theme is the mark off is insufficient to 
establish if a crime has been committed or not.  

July to September 2013  
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Theft 
Excluding 
Fraud (CJ) 
 
150 (4.21%) 
incidents audited 
 
 
 

89.33%↓ 
 
 
93.7% in previous 
audit 

The main reason for failure of these are that despite 
victims alleging a crime has been committed officers 
have not followed up any further lines of enquiry if 
the victim has not been contactable in order to obtain 
the full circumstances. 

 
 

2. Incident  to Crime & Classification 
 
Aim; To test whether NCRS is being correctly applied to incidents opened and closed 
with a crime code (i.e. a crime has been recorded) and that resulting crimes are 
correctly classified. 
 
 

  Compliance Key Findings 
Sexual 
 
37 (74 %)    
sexual crimes 
audited 
 

 
94.59% ↑ 
 
92% in previous 
quarter  

Only 2 records failed the audit, 1 was a delay in 
criming within 72hrs. The 2nd was a classification 
error where an ABH should have been recorded 
instead of a common assault. (This came out in this 
audit because it was perceived as a sexual assault 
originally however enquiries proved it was in fact an 
assault only)  
 

Robbery 
  
24 (100%) 
Incidents opened 
as robbery and 
closed as another 
crime audited 
 

 
83.33% ↓ 
 
90% in previous 
quarter  

On some occasions the initial account given on the 
incident doesn’t correlate with the crime log on 
Guardian which questions the classification. Theft 
from person was recorded instead of Robbery.  
  

Burglary  
130 (100%) 
Incidents opened 
as burglary and 
closed as another 
crime audited 

84.61%  ↓  
 
89.56% in previous 
audit 

Offences were crimed as damage or theft when they 
should have been crimed as burglary. 

Violence 
111 (21%) 
Incidents opened 
as Violence and 
closed as another 
crime audited 

90.99%↓ 
 
93.0% in previous 
audit 

The main reason for failure on the audit is offences 
were marked off as a continuation of a previous 
crime (i.e. witness intimidation). Another area of 
failure was the 72 hour rule. 

Damage 
111 (7.5%) 
Incidents opened 
as criminal 
damage and 
closed as another 
crime audited 
 

97.29% ↑ 
 
92.9% in previous 
audit 

Out of 111 crime reports that were audited 3 failed 
for different reasons. 1- under recorded. 2- was over 
crimed but subsequently no crimed using the 
principal crime rule and 3 - the initial account given 
on the incident doesn’t correlate with the crime log 
on Guardian which questions the classification.  

Theft 
108 (26%) 
incidents opened 
as theft and 
closed as another 
crime audited 

88.88%↓ 
 
 
93.7% in previous 
audit 

The main reason for failure was incorrect 
classification of offences and also the 72 hour rule 
not being used correctly.  
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3. No-Crime 
 
Aim: To test whether NCRS is being correctly applied to no-criming 
 
 

 Compliance Key Findings 
Rape 
 
12  (100%) rape 
no  crimes 
audited 

100% ↔ 
 
100% in previous 
quarter 

All 12 files were correctly no crimed 

Other Sexual  
offences 
 
2 (100%) sexual 
no crimes audited 

100% ↔ 
 
100% in previous 
quarter 

All 2 files passed the audit 

Robbery 
4 (100%) robbery 
no crimes audited 

100% ↔ 
 
100% in previous 
quarter 

4 Crimes audited within the period, all passing the no 
crime criteria. 

All Crime 
12 (1.6%) No 
crimes audited 
 

100%↑ 
99.1% in previous 
audit 

All files passed the audit. 

 
 
4. Classification  
 
Aim: To test the accuracy of classifications in accordance with NCRS 
 
 

 Compliance Key Findings 
Drugs 
55 (15%) drug 
offences audited 
 
 

98.18%  
 
Not audited 
previously 

1 classification error. (Possess Class  B - Other 
instead of Cathinone) 

Violence 
154 (9.8%) violent 
crimes audited 

85.06% 
 
Not previously 
audited 

The main reason for failure is that ABHs have 
occurred but crimed as Common assault this came 
about from changing in Home Office guidance which 
has been rectified.  
Also the 72 hour rule not being used correctly.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 3 



CONTACT MANAGEMENT 
AUDIT TEAM REPORT 

5. Crimes Within Specialist Units 
 
Aim; To test whether NCRS is being correctly applied to police contacts other than via 
the contact centre, for example referrals to PPU.  
 
 

 Compliance Key Findings 
Safeguarding 
children 
PPU Child 
Protection – 
Sexual 
 
47 (100%)  sexual 
safeguarding 
children referrals 
audited 

87.23% ↑ 
 
78.78% in 
previous 
quarter 

There have been various reasons for failure including 
victims not wanting to criminalise the suspect or where 
another agency is dealing i.e. Social Care.  
Only 1 failed due to underage / consensual sexual 
intercourse.   

Domestic 
Abuse PPU 
 
147 (5%) referrals 
audited 

88.45% ↓ 
 
93.17% in 
previous quarter 

The key issue is where a course of conduct had been 
made out but a crime of harassment has not been 
generated. 8 records were unable be assessed as the 
incident number was incorrect on the referral. 

Person 
susceptible 
to Harm PPU 
 
20 (100%) PSH 
referrals audited  

95% ↑  
 
92.31% in 
previous quarter 

One referral failed the audit, because the incident 
number was incorrect, therefore the information was 
unable to be assessed.  
 

Risk 
Assessment 
PPU 
 
50 (13%) referrals 
audited 
 

92% ↓ 
 
97.33% in 
previous quarter 

4 referrals failed the audit, mainly because the victim did 
not want to pursue a complaint of harassment. 

Vulnerable 
Person PPU 
 
26 (48%) referrals 
audited 

92.31% ↓ 
 
98.36% in 
previous quarter 

1 referral failed the audit because an offence was 
disclosed and should have been crimed and the other 
was the 72 hour rule was not used correctly. 

Child 
Protection 
PPU – excl 
Sexual 
 
80 (20%) referrals 
audited 

93.75%↓ 
 
95.58 in 
previous 
quarter 

5 referrals failed the audit.  Main failure was due to no 
complaint from the victim. 1 failed as an assault should 
have been recorded.   
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6. Ad Hoc Audits 
 
Aim; To test specific areas in response to emerging trends or requests  
 

 Compliance Key Findings 
Hate 
Key word 
search over 
all incidents 
without a hate 
qualifier  
July- Sept 

94.04%↓ 
 
96.05% in 
previous 
quarter 
 

Of the 893 audited 135 were 
given hate qualifiers over the 
quarter. 53 incidents failed the 
audit.  The audit found that 32 
incidents should have been 
identified as hate incidents, but 
had not. 38 should have been 
crimed.   

 
KEY: 
 
1 The overall compliance level is calculated using the number of incidents which fail the audit and the 
total number of incidents audited. 
(↑) indicates increase/decrease/remained static from last audit. Note most of the above audits are new 
this quarter.  
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