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SUMMARY: 
 
This paper sets out the Chief Constables recommendation to the PCCs on the business 
cases for a collaborated Contact and Control Room and Switchboard function and a Shared 
Services Partnership for Norfolk and Suffolk.   The paper is a summary version of the full 
business cases which are available for broader discussion in Part 2.   
 
The recommendations form part of the Chief Constables plans to find significant financial 
savings on behalf of the PCCs, following the recently announced revised spending review. 
The Chief Constables ask that the PCCs consider the papers and determine the process and 
timescales involved in coming to a decision in order that staff can be kept informed.   
 

 

RECOMMENDATION:     
 
To agree the collaborated Contact and Control Room and Switchboard functions business 
case; 
 
To agree the Shared Services Business Case; 
 
To agree to the Governance structure proposed. 
 

 
 
 

SUBJECT: CCR & SSP Business Cases - Summary & Recommendations  

SUBMITTED TO:  NORFOLK AND SUFFOLK COLLABORATION PANEL  

ORIGINATOR: T/ACC Sarah Hamlin PAPER NO. NS14/3 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Norfolk and Suffolk have taken significant steps forward in collaborative working 
most notably within the Protective Services environment and support functions 
building upon the Business Support Review completed in 2010.  Overall there are 26 
Joint Heads of Department. 
 
In 2011 the Strategic Change Department (SCD) commenced work to determine how 

they could meet the future demands of a further spending review. The team made 

planning assumptions to achieve a further 5% (£12m) 10% £22m or 15% (£32m) 

savings from both Forces. 

 
Each of these work streams is at a different stage of development. The two business 
cases noted below are being presented to this Collaboration Panel meeting. 
 
Collaborated Contact and Control Room and Switchboard function. 

           

           On 28 January 2013 at a joint meeting of the Chief Constables and PCCs, two 

projects were commissioned to scope the future options for a collaborated Contact 

and Control Room (CCR) and Switchboard and the development of a Shared 

Services Partnership (SSP) as part of the programme to find significant financial 

savings as a result of CSR2.   

 

 The decision was made by PCCs and JCOT to receive independent insight and 

evaluation of the suitable collaborative options and identify how the recommended 

options could be designed and delivered. In June 2013, the Constabularies used Lot 

2 of the Consultancy ONE framework to find a suitable consultancy to provide this 

advice. 

 

 As a result of this, Capita were appointed and started working with the 

Constabularies in August 2013, joining members of the Strategic Change Team to 

provide independent advice and ideas on wider innovative and collaborative CCR 

and SSP opportunities.   

 

 Their recommendations were presented to the Joint Chief Officer Teams (JCOT) in 

October 2013.  The Norfolk and Suffolk PCCs subsequently considered the 

recommendations at the Collaboration Panel on 22 October 2013 and agreed to the 

development of an evidenced based business case for a single CCR.  The CAPITA 

recommendations are set out at Appendix A.  

 

 The purpose of this report is to update the Panel on the progress in the development 

of the business case for the CCR.   

 

The business case has been prepared using the agreed format for business cases    

as set out by Her Majesty’s Treasury.  This agreed format is the five case model, 

which  comprises the following key components: 

 

 The strategic case, which sets out the strategic context and the case for change. 

This has been described at the commencement of the paper. 
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 The economic case, which demonstrates the process used to identify options and 

the recommendations for a preferred approach.  

 

 The governance and accountability case, which summarises the content and 

structure of the proposed legal and governance arrangements.  

 

 The financial case, which confirms proposed savings and financial arrangements. 

The business case identifies savings as follows: 

 

Table 1: Costs Benefit Analysis 

OPTION 5 YEAR COST * 
(£’000) 

5 YEAR BENEFIT * 
(£’000) 

Option 1 – New site 8,596  8,497 

Option 2 – Existing site (Norfolk) 3,028  8,497 

Option 3 – Existing site (Suffolk) 7,890  8,497 
Indicative costings based on best professional judgement  

* Costs include one-off capital, recurring maintenance & revenue. 

** Benefits include officers/staff, single site, joint management team & continuous 

improvement activity.    

 

It must be noted that the costs associated with the single site include the 

development of a fall back facility for CCR. Suffolk does not have a suitable fall back 

facility and this is why the costs appear so high, as this would amount to a new build 

or large scale refurbishment. There is an operational imperative for the fall-back 

facility to be close to the chosen CCR site to enable the CCR to continue to function 

effectively in the event of either a significant incident or systems failure.  

 

 The management case, which summarises the implementation plan and 

surrounding issues. 

 

The recommendations from the business case are: 

 

 To agree OCC Wymondham as the collaborated single site CCR; 

 To agree proposed Joint CCR Management and Support Team structures; 

 To agree alignment of non-emergency call answering Service Levels; 

 To agree structural alignment and detailed recommendations as per the CCR 

business case 

 

Shared Services Partnership 

 

In August 2013, the Constabularies established the SSP Project and commissioned 

Capita, working in partnership with the Constabularies’ joint Strategic Change team, 

to define what the SSP is and to explore potential models of how it could operate. 

Capita’s recommendations were that: 

 

 The SSP should deliver ICT, HR, Finance, Transport Services, Procurement and 

Estates & Facilities as a set of fully collaborated services. 
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 The SSP should aim to go live in parallel with the implementation of the ERP 

system (scheduled for April 2015). 

 The SSP should focus on initially delivering these services to the Constabularies; 

only when that is successfully achieved should the Constabularies consider 

broadening the partnership to include other public sector bodies (including police 

forces or emergency service providers) or sell its services as a trading company. 

 

Capita completed this Stage 1 of the Shared Services Partnership (SSP) Project 

where they provided high level advice on the structure of an SSP and a governance 

model.  Having presented the findings to the Project Senior Responsible Officer and 

to the Joint Chief Officers Team and Police & Crime Commissioners, Capita was 

asked to complete stages two and four of the project, as set out in the tender, 

namely: 

 

 Production of an outline or full business case identifying how the SSP would be set up; 

 How it would operate as a single entity and the likely costs and benefits; 

 Design of a specific SSP operating model. 
 

 The objectives of the project were to produce an outline business case and design 

for an SSP operating model by 20 December 2013. 

 

The scope of the project was to establish the business case and design the target 

operating model for transforming the delivery of six business support functions (HR, 

ICT, Finance, Procurement and Supplies, Transport Services and Estates).  Within 

the design of the SSP target operating model, Capita have subsequently considered 

a range of operating models and governance structures. 

 

Capita found that that there is a business case to create a SSP and co-locate the six 

functions to a single location. Furthermore, the SSP will enable the ERP project to 

convert its efficiency savings into cash releasing cost savings. 

 

The SSP provides the opportunity to remove some of the blurred accountabilities for 

areas such as contract management, financial management and system 

administration and to pool staff. 

 

The costs of the implementation of the SSP include location costs, ICT costs, project 

management, the cost of staff consultation and communications and redundancy 

costs. The detailed costs are set out in the Economic Case in Section 7 of the 

Business Case. 

 

The costs associated with the SSP location are the single largest cost driver. The 

location options are summarised in Table 1 below. Additional details of the location 

options are in section 7.1.2. of the business case. 
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Table 1: Location Options 
 

OPTION DESCRIPTION 

1a and 

1b 

Existing Constabulary owned/occupied property ready for near-immediate 

use e.g. Operations and Communications Centre (OCC) in Wymondham 

(1a) or Police Headquarters (PHQ) in Martlesham (1b). 

 

2a and 

2b 
New build, ideally on land currently owned.  

3 
Lease an existing, third-party owned property of suitable size and location. 

 

 
 
 Benefits 
 

The SSP will deliver further cost savings by: 

 

 Increasing resilience and the capacity to handle peaks and troughs in demand for 
transactional services. 

 

 Rationalise the number of managers required by increasing spans of control and 
reducing management layers. 

 

 Creating economies of scale by pooling administrative and transactional roles 
from across the six functions into a single service delivery team. 

 

 Enabling the ERP project to realise its full efficiency benefits.  
 

The SSP will emphasise the need to provide the best possible service to its 

customers regardless of the function providing it. Currently specialist staff, such as 

HR Advisors and Management Accountants tend to work on a geographical basis. 

SSP staff will focus on improving the process of serving customers, regardless of 

their geographical location, rather than working in functional and geographic silos. 

From the customer’s perspective, the SSP Service Desk will resolve the majority of 

queries on the first call. The SSP will not only process transactions such as invoices, 

payslips, expenses and HMRC forms such as P60s and P11Ds, but provide 

resolution of routine and complex queries and provide expert advice to the 

Constabularies and offices of the Police & Crime Commissioners.    

 

For staff, the SSP will offer development opportunities by encouraging them to learn 

new skills by working cross functionally and by enabling additional progression paths 

to the current functional ones. In time, once the SSP is implemented and delivering 

consistent, standardised processes, the opportunity to grow the SSP by providing 

more back office and professional services and potentially serve other 

Constabularies, PCCs, emergency services and other authorities will provide further 

opportunities for staff to develop and progress.  The quantitative benefits are 

captured in the Economic Case in Section 7 of the business case. 
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 Cost Benefit Analysis 
 

The summary of the costs and benefits of each location option is given below.  

Table 2, below, sets out the summary of the costs, benefits, and net benefit over a 

five year period. The cost column includes all one off costs (e.g. project 

management, redundancy, recruitment and location acquisition and preparation) and 

recurring costs (e.g. staff travel costs and salaries for new roles). The benefit column 

is the total benefit over a five year period. It must be noted that the costs are 

indicative and based on industry standard rates. This is evident in the apparent high 

lease cost. Further work will be required to tease out the exact costs once an 

appropriate venue is found. 

 

Table 2: Costs Benefit Analysis 

OPTION COST  
(£’000) 

BENEFIT  
(£’000) 

5 YEAR NET 

BENEFIT  
(£’000) 

Option 1a - OCC 3,350  9,359  6,009  

Option 1b - PHQ 2,875  9,359  6,484  

Option 2a - Existing 10,138  9,359  -779  

Option 2b - Existing 9,242  9,359  117  

Option 3 -  Industry Standard 
Lease 

5,381  9,359  3,978  

Indicative costings based on best professional judgement  

 

Head of SSP 

 

In order to set up and run the SSP it will be necessary to set up this role, as a shared 

post, responsible for the successful delivery of the SSP’s services, managing the 

budget, support the strategic commissioning process and give assurance that 

priorities are managed equally between the Constabularies. The Head of SSP will 

also ensure that factors that generate cost are systematically reduced through 

effective management of processes and the flow of work and that work is managed 

in line with the requirements specified by the Constabularies and PCCs during the 

development of the SSP model. The recommendation regarding Head of Shared 

Service is set out in a separate paper to this panel. 

 

The recommendations from the business case are: 

 

 To agree Suffolk as the collaborated single site for SSP; the SSP will include the 

functions of ICT, HR, Finance, Transport Services, Procurement and Estates and 

Facilities as a set of fully collaborated services. 

 Appoint a single head of SSP; 

 To agree structural proposals as described in the business case and the SSP 

Target Operating Model.  
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Governance Arrangements 

 

A key challenge for the Head of the SSP and the senior management team will be 

that they have to manage the requirements of two sets of chief officers and PCCs.  

 

Governance arrangements need to establish a true commitment to shared services. 

Both PCCs and Constabularies should enjoy the same quality of service and 

commitment to the achievement of their shared vision. 

 

The proposed governance arrangements for the SSP/ERP and CCR are set out at 

Appendix B along with proposed terms of reference for a Transformational Change 

Board (TCB), Appendix C. Both the proposed governance arrangements and the 

Terms of Reference for the TCB are draft documents and require final agreement.  

These arrangements will fit with the current best practice within the PMO.  

 

Risks 

 

Capita identified several risks and the impact and mitigation with these.  Although not 

exhaustive, Appendix D includes the list of risks identified.   

 

Next Steps 

 

The first Transformational Change Board met on the 18th February 2014. The Draft 

TORs were discussed at this board and are attached at Appendix C. The 

Collaboration Update paper will contain a detailed position on all change process 

during this next period of change. This will include both the CCR and the SSP. 

 

The Chief Constable’s Chief Financial Officer (CFO) is carrying out scrutiny of the 

financial case in both business cases.  This is ongoing and the CFO will provide a 

briefing regarding the final benefits at the Collaboration Panel. 

 

The main issues are in relation to the SSP location options and the detailed 

accommodation costs.  These will be fully determined once the detail is available.    
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ORIGINATOR CHECKLIST (MUST BE COMPLETED) 
PLEASE STATE 
‘YES’ OR ‘NO’ 

 
Has legal advice been sought on this submission? 
 

No 

 
Has financial advice been sought on this submission? 
 

Yes  
(see Business 
Cases) 

 
Have equality, diversity and human rights implications been 
considered including equality analysis, as appropriate? 
 

 
No 

 
Have human resource implications been considered? 
 

Yes 

 
Is the recommendation consistent with the objectives in the Police 
and Crime Plans? 
 

 
Yes 

 
Has consultation been undertaken with people or agencies likely to 
be affected by the recommendation? 
 

 
No 

 
Has communications advice been sought on areas of likely media 
interest and how they might be managed? 
 

 
Yes 

 
In relation to the above, have all relevant issues been highlighted in 
the ‘other implications and risks’ section of the submission? 
 

 
Yes 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Capita Recommendations for Future Development of a Shared Services 
Partnership for Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies (October 2013) 

 

The recommendation to Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies at this time is that: 

 launching a trading company in the next 18-24 months would be challenging and 
unlikely to generate significant revenues in that period; 

 the Constabularies should focus on completing and refining internal business 
support services collaboration changes in the immediate term, in line with the 
proposed procurement and implementation of the ERP solution by April 2015; 

 appoint a Joint Head of Shared Services as soon as possible, in line with best 
practice and lessons learned from previous Norfolk/Suffolk collaboration projects. 
Design a governance structure to ensure accountability to JCOT/PCCs and 
reporting lines for the leads for each of the functions, superseding the current split 
of accountabilities between ACOs/DCCs and Joint Head of Departments; 

 during this time the Constabularies may wish to explore opportunities to 
collaborate with other police forces in the region in order to develop a shared 
service across a selected range of key business support services, identifying the 
most appropriate services from the six listed by the Joint Chief Officers Team 
(JCOT); 

 once this transformation is completed and the ERP solution embedded into the 
organisation (most likely through to April 2016), the Constabularies should re-
assess again whether setting up of a trading company is the preferred solution 
once the market has been established for a longer period of time and has 
stabilised (or otherwise); 

 if the decision to set up a trading company is ratified, the preference should be to 
establish this as an internal trading organisation in the first stage, potentially 
seeking opportunities to spin this out as a separate legal entity later. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
DRAFT Governance Proposals as developed by the Norfolk and Suffolk OPCC 
Chief Executives  
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Appendix C 
  

 
 
 

Transformational Change Board 
 

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

1 Background 
 
1.1 Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies have been collaborating on the delivery of 
 policing functions since 2009 and have implemented plans for delivering joint 
 business areas to achieve significant savings against the Government’s targets for 
 CSR1.     
 
1.2 The two policing areas are currently extensively collaborated across a range of  
 policing functions and support activities.  Collaboration agreements between the  
 Norfolk and Suffolk Police & Crime Commissioners (PCCs) and Chief Constables are 
 in place to deliver these day to day activities.  Norfolk and Suffolk PCCs and Chief 
 Constables have further agreed to extend the development of collaborative 
 arrangements in the areas of Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP), Shared Service 
 Partnership (SSP) and Contact and Control Room (CCR) functions.   
 
2 Purpose of the Transformational Change Board 
 
2.1 The Constabularies have contracted Capgemini to deliver an ERP solution for 
 Norfolk and Suffolk to support the Collaboration and realise the remaining BSR 1 
 savings.  In addition to this, business cases to support future plans to achieve the 
 CSR 2 savings requirement have been developed for a Joint SSP and a Joint CCR, 
 amongst other savings initiatives.  These three areas of activity represent significant 
 transformational change activity across the Organisations for which appropriate 
 governance is required.   
 
2.2 The primary purpose of the Transformational Change Board (TCB) is to align the 
 delivery of the significant change associated with the Enterprise Resource 
 Planning (ERP), Shared Services Partnership (SSP) and Contact and Control Room 
 (CCR) change projects.   
 
2.3 The TCB is a time-limited Board chaired by the Deputy Chief Constable (Norfolk)  who 
 is also the Senior Responsible Officer (SRO) and had has ultimate responsibility  for 
 the delivery of the projects.  The Board is collectively responsible for decisions and 
 makes these within the terms of reference under which it operates.   
 
2.4 The Board’s key purpose is to ensure the delivery and alignment of the 
 transformation programmes for ERP, SSP & CCR.   
 
2.5 The Board will also provide the overall direction and management of each project 
 and has responsibility and authority for the delivery of the project plans in line with 
 contracts and  agreed implementation plans.  This will include: 

 Agreeing high-level plans, products and milestones as developed by the Change 
Leads and Project Managers; 

 Review progress against high-level plans; 

 Monitor costs; 

 Ensure required resources are made available; 

 Review strategic risks, issues and decisions associate with each project; 

 Provide quality assurance; 

 Monitor decision logs; 
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 Monitor Communication’s Plans; 

 Resolve conflicts; 

 Remove barriers to progress; 

 Ensure projects continue to be viable; 

 Review exception reports; 

 Act as escalation point for major issues; 

 Review achievements in the last month and look ahead one month and beyond to 
determine key milestones to be achieved in the next reporting period; 

 Sign off completion at each stage of the project(s); 

 Ensure contingency plans and exit strategies are in place; 

 Oversee the closure of each project and post-implementation review.   
 
2.6 Further responsibilities include:  

 Development and delivery of the communications plan to mitigate reputational 
risks and issues;  

 Assessment of risk through RAID reporting and  highlight reporting of change 
decisions from the ERP, SSP & CCR Project Boards;  

 Provide a challenge and support capability and quality assure the project 
deliverables.     

 
 
3 Membership of the Programme Board 
 
3.1 The Board is chaired by DCC (Norfolk).  Board members are: 
 
 DCC Charlie Hall 
 DCC Paul Marshall  
 Heads of the ERP & SSP service areas – HR, Finance, ICT, Procurement, Estates & 
 Facilities, and Transport Services 
 Head of CCR 
 Chief Executive Officers (OPCCs) 
 Chief Financial Officers (OPCCs) 
 Chief Financial Officer (CCs) 
 ACO (R) Estates & Facilities & ICT 
 ERP Change Lead 
 ERP Project Manager  
 ERP Capgemini Engagement Manager (Darcy Harrison) 
 ERP Capgemini Delivery Manager (Tony Wilson) – will attend as required  
 SSP Change Lead 
 SSP Project Manager (TBC) 
 CCR Change Lead 
 CCR Project Manager 
 Programme Manager 
 Benefits Manager 
 ICT Programme Manager 
 Unison Rep x 1 for each Constabulary  
 Federation Rep x 1 for each Constabulary 
 Superintendent Association Rep x 1 for each Constabulary 
 Legal Services 
 Communications Officers (Constabulary and OPCCs as determined by OPCC Chief 
 Executives) 
 
3.2 Other members will be co-opted as required.   
 
3.3 Deputies/substitutes are not required unless addressing a specific agenda item and 
 by prior agreement with the Chair.   
 
4. Relationship to Governance Structures  
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4.1 The TCB reports to Joint Chief Officer Team Meetings (Change and Organisational) 
 as required and determined by the TCB Chair.   
 
4.2 Where issues cannot be resolved by TCB, they will either be remitted to the 
 Programme Coordination Board (PCB), which monitors the delivery and benefits  of 
 the Norfolk and Suffolk Change Programme, or escalated to JCOT for consideration 
 and resolution.   
 
4.3 Escalation of issues and decisions will be via JCOT to the Collaboration Panel where 
 PCCs will take ultimate responsibility for decisions.   
 
4.4 The TCB deals with transformational organisational change relating to ERP, SSP & 
 CCR and is time limited.  The TCB will usually report by exception to the PCB via the 
 ERP Lead, SSP Lead and CCR Lead.   
 
4.3 There will be a short-term ‘authority group’ for the SSP & ERP harmonisation of  
 policy, terms and conditions, etc.  This group will report to TCB by exception on any 
 high level organisational change decisions that are required.   
 
4.4 The TCB replaces and supersedes the ERP Project Board, CCR Future Options 
 Board and the SSP/CCR User Group.   
 
5. Template Agenda 
 

 Attendance & Apologies; 

 Minutes of last meeting; 

 Agree TORs (first meeting); 

 Monitoring of the milestone plans for ERP, SSP & CCR – Project Leads to update 
on progress; 

 Highlight reports from Change Leads; 

 Consider any required change activity such as policy decisions impacting on the 
alignment and delivery of the transformation; 

 Assess impact of the plans operationally and organisationally; 

 Identify and mitigate stakeholder issues & concerns; 

 Risk / RAID; 

 Communications plan update and communications messages – considered at the 
end of the meeting to ensure a full assessment of the issues and 
interdependencies are considered.   

 
6. Frequency of Meetings 
 
6.1 TCB will meet fortnightly and face to face initially.  Meetings should coincide and 
 alternate with monthly PCB and JCOT meeting dates where possible.   
 
7. Administration 
 
7.1 The TCB will be supported by the Programme Coordinator, Strategic Change 
 Department.   
 
7.2 The meeting will be minuted.    
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Risks 
The main business and service risks associated with the potential scope for this project are shown below, together with their impact. 
 

SSP Project Risks 

RISK IMPACT MITIGATIONS 

Loss of key staff from the delivery functions.  Uncertainty and concern over the future 
of jobs and place of work 

 Likely to be perceived winners and losers 

 Link with Communications Strategy for 
CSR 2, which has been in place and in 
use since May 2013. 

 Communicate with openness and 
honesty. 

Coordination with the timing and 
implementation of ERP. 

 Depending on timing of the ERP 
programme there could be a scenario 
where staff trained in the ERP processes 
could be lost if the location of the SSP is 
unacceptable to them. This could impact 
the successful delivery of the ERP 
system. 

 Integrate with current PMO arrangements 
to align the ERP, SSP and CCR plans as 
part of the wider CSR2 savings.  

Impact of elections – for Central Government 
and PCCs in timescales. 

 In the worst case scenario this could lead 
to a reversal of the decision to locate the 
SSP in one county. 

 Ensure PCCs are committed to, 
understand and can see, the benefits of 
the SSP. 

Higher redundancy costs than planned.  Due to the actual profile of staff leaving 
the authorities through the redesign 
process. 

 Carry out sensitivity analysis as part of an 
Equality Impact Assessment to determine 
potential impact on business case. 
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RISK IMPACT MITIGATIONS 

Lack of readiness to change.  Self-service and increased levels of self-
sufficiency are a key requirement to 
reducing transactional activity and 
enabling greater process automation. 

 If the Constabularies are unable to 
facilitate the change in process and 
working practices for managers within 
departments, the extent of savings will be 
reduced. 

 In order for the shared service model to 
be viable, the frontline officers and other 
customers will need to be actively 
consulted and involved in the process of 
changing business processes that impact 
on them in order to improve efficiency. 

 The SSP Futures Board / Transition 
Board must lead the change and be seen 
to lead the change. 

Competing priorities from other change 
projects divert in-house project management 
resource (including stakeholder, change and 
communications management) meaning 
there is insufficient capacity or capability to 
deliver the required change successfully. 

There is neither an appetite nor compelling 
argument to buy-in specialist resource. 

 Project struggles to mobilise effectively. 

 Project does not maintain momentum and 
fails to hit its milestones. 

 Project benefits are not realised to 
schedule and/or not fully realised. 

 Staff and officers across the 
Constabularies (at all levels) are not fully 
bought into the project and present 
obstacles and blockages that limit 
success. 

 Chief Officers define a clear set of 
priorities and stick with this to ensure that 
the most effective resource is retained. 

 Dedicated, full-time resource is allocated 
to the project (this is not done alongside 
someone else’s day job). 

 The Constabularies place the most 
capable resource onto the project. 

 The Constabularies could buy-in support 
for a limited time or with the objective of 
delivering specific outcomes. 
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RISK IMPACT MITIGATIONS 

Lack of effective stakeholder engagement 
and management. 

 Effective communication and engagement 
with the wide range of stakeholders and 
stakeholder groups is vital to ensuring the 
project has the right level of ‘buy-in’ and 
commitment. 

 All parties need to be involved in a co-
ordinated and managed programme of 
communication and change management 
to provide the appropriate levers to tackle 
the barriers and resistance to change and 
successfully embed the reasoning behind 
the changes to the service, service 
delivery and way of working. 

 Align with existing CSR2 communications 
plan as part of the SSP implementation; 
this will be accountable for 
communications across the wider 
programme and charged with developing 
a communications delivery strategy early 
on in the project lifecycle. 

Changes to the Chart of Accounts.  A decision to change the Constabularies’ 
Chart of Accounts will require a review of 
other impacts on business systems and 
interfaces. This could significantly impact 
on SSP project costs and timescales. 

 Ensure that any decision on changing the 
charts of accounts is made with full 
awareness of the potential impact of such 
a decision. 

Staff and trade union opposition to planned 
staff reductions and/or location change. 

 Delays in project implementation. 

 Increased costs of redundancy. 

 Key staff leaving, removing vital 
knowledge. 

 Explore strategies for staff being offered 
alternatives of travel to the SSP location 
or potentially remote working, depending 
on their role. 

Customers do not use new processes (e.g. 
self-service) as envisaged. 

 Excess calls to service desk leading to a 
reduction in service levels and impacting 
service delivery of transactional activities. 

 Calls to known points of contact for help 
leading to untracked higher than planned 
demand and more expensive resource 
responding to low value queries. 

 Failure to achieve projected ERP cost 
savings. 

 Communication to users, training of users 
where take up of self service is poor and 
clear leadership from Transition Board to 
drive adoption of new processes. 
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RISK IMPACT MITIGATIONS 

The SSP, rather than controlling demand by 
delivering an agreed set of services to an 
agreed quality, accepts new commissions 
from customers without evaluating the cost or 
impact on other activities. 

 If customers do not change their 
behaviours (see above), then the SSP 
must do so by effectively controlling 
requests for additional services (e.g. by 
saying “no”). If it does not control demand 
it will be unable to control cost. 

 Agree service catalogues and service 
performance measures. 

Unable to recruit the Head of SSP within the 
identified timescales. 

 Lose the ability to have a leader to take 
responsibility to drive through 
transformational change. 

 Will require the role to be backfilled from 
the Constabulary. 

 Start the recruitment process at the 
earliest opportunity (ideally, from April 
2014). 

 Ensure that the PCCs are bought into the 
recruitment of a new, senior member of 
JCOT with a salary package 
commensurate to their role and status. 

 
The risks listed above are not exhaustive; the list is intended to ensure that options are fully appraised and informed decisions are taken. Before the 
implementation programme begins the list should be reviewed and updated by the project team and specific actions, owners and timescales should be added 
to the list to ensure that each risk is being proactively managed.  
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