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1 MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

1.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
The objective of stages 2 and 4 of the project is to complete a Business Case and Target 
Operating Model (TOM) for the Shared Service Partnership. This document describes the 
business case. 

1.2 CONTEXT AND SCOPE 
Norfolk Constabulary and Suffolk Constabulary have a long and successful history of 
delivering savings and improving operational resilience and effectiveness through 
collaboration. However the current financial constraints require the Constabularies to reduce 
their spend. CSR2 will reduce the Home Office grant by 4.9%. To manage this budget cut, 
the Constabularies have developed a mid-term savings plan that requires the forces to close 
a budget deficit of, at best, £16.0m and, at worst, £23.4m by 2017/18 financial year1. 

The Joint Collaboration Programme has explored a number of ways to contribute to this 
target including implementing an Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) tool and merging the 
Constabularies’ contact and control rooms (CCR). One of the proposals of the Business 
Support Review (BSR), conducted in 2010, was to evaluate the benefit of a shared service 
partnership (SSP) to provide corporate services to the Constabularies from a single 
“department”. 

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. Our recommendations 
from Stage 1 were that: 

 The SSP should deliver ICT, HR, Finance, Transport Services, Procurement and 
Estates & Facilities as a set of fully collaborated services. 

 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. 

Subsequently, the Capita and joint Strategic Change partnership were asked to design the 
TOM, produced in an accompanying deliverable, and develop the business case to 
demonstrate the benefit of change and justify further investment.  

In preparing this product and the TOM, we have agreed the SSP’s purpose, including its 
context and scope, as follows: 

________________________ 

1 Mid-Term Financial Plan, December 2013, draft and subject to change 



 

Shared Services Partnership Project 

Business Case 
 

 

 January 2014 
Page 8 of 56 

 
Figure 1: The SSP’s purpose 

1.3 SUMMARY OF OUR FINDINGS 
It is our opinion 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 who provide administration, service desk and transactional processing into single 
service delivery teams. 

1.4 APPROACH  
During stages 2 and 4 a number of meetings and workshops were held with heads of 
departments and their senior teams to design the target operating model.  

Baseline cost and resource information has been captured from budget reports and 
organisation charts provided by the functions and Finance and HR, This information has 
been validated by the joint Strategic Change team. 

1.5 COSTS AND BENEFITS 

1.5.1 COSTS 
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 this document. 

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. 
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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. For example, Bury St Edmunds (2a), 
or the site at Landmark House, jointly owned by Suffolk Constabulary and Suffolk 
County Council, has available land with planning permission already in place 
(2b). 

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

1.5.2 BENEFITS 
The SSP will deliver further cost savings by: 

 Removing activity duplicated across both Constabularies by separate teams in the 
same function, especially in Finance and HR. 

 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.  

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 or emergency services will 
provide further opportunities for staff to develop and progress. 

The quantitative benefits are captured in the Economic Case in Section 7 of this document. 

1.5.3 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 
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costs and salaries for new roles). The benefit column is the total benefit over a five year 
period. 

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 - Bury St Edmunds 10,138 9,359  -779 

Option 2b - Landmark House 9,242 9,359  117 

Option 3 - Lease 5,381 9,359  3,978 

Our analysis shows that: 

 Building at Bury St Edmunds is not a good option economically, as building a new 
site would cost the Constabularies more than the potential benefits that could be 
generated. Similarly, Landmark House is not a strong economic option, as the 
potential benefits only exceed costs during the fifth year of the business case. 

 The best overall option is to place the SSP in PHQ; it has the largest net benefit and 
the quickest breakeven period. There is the potential for some costs (building and 
refurbishment, potentially redundancy, project management and ICT fit-out costs) to 
be capitalised which will extend the revenue profile but will still be more affordable 
than either of options 2a and 2b. 

1.6 OPTIONS 
There is not a do-nothing option for the Constabularies. If the proposed move to an SSP 
does not happen then a proportion of the planned CSR2 savings will not be delivered and 
the Constabularies would need to find alternative ways to achieve cost savings and 
efficiencies, whilst retaining appropriately skilled staff. In addition, we do not believe that a 
significant proportion of the ERP benefits will be identified. Local performance improvements 
will not deliver the level of improvements that the SSP would achieve. 

There are a range of potential options to be considered regarding the SSP’s “headquarters” 
– both the location and type of premises. 

The Constabularies could convert an existing property, move to a leased property or build a 
new building to house the SSP. Each option has different costs and timescales and these 
are explored in the Economic Case in section 7 of this document. 

The decision regarding the geographic location has strong political resonance and a direct 
impact on staff and, in preparing this work, we have been presented with over a dozen 
potential sites. 

Moving roles from one Constabulary to another will place political pressure on the Police and 
Crime Commissioners (PCCs) who may be seen to be losing an employment base within 
their county. The political impact of headcount movement and cuts will be made proximate to 
the PCC election cycle, further heightening the political sensitivity regarding the decisions to 
be made. However, it is likely that whichever Constabulary hosts the collaborative Contact 
and Control Room (CCR), the other will host the SSP.  
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The decision to move staff is highly emotive and places a further burden on the workforce at 
a time when they are facing substantial change in a number of areas. In addition, staff are 
able to claim transfer costs if their main base is moved. To calculate this cost in the 
Economic Case we have selected four feasible options, as outlined in Table 1 above. 
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2 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
This deliverable is the Business Case for the Shared Services Partnership (SSP) project. 
The purpose of this deliverable is to: 

 provide information on the background to the SSP project; 

 evaluate the operating model’s costs, benefits, attractiveness, affordability and 
achievability; 

 recommend whether or not the Constabularies should proceed with the 
implementation of the SSP. 

The assessments of options presented within this paper are consistent with the 
recommendations of the HM Treasury Green Book and with a standard public sector outline 
business case. 

This deliverable should be read in conjunction with the project’s other deliverables. 

 Business Justification Report (delivered in stage one of the project); 

 SSP Target Operating Model; 

 SSP Roadmap; 

 SSP Project Plan. 

 



 

Shared Services Partnership Project 

Business Case 
 

 

  January 2014 
Page 13 of 56 

3 INTRODUCTION 

3.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Norfolk Constabulary and Suffolk Constabulary have commissioned the SSP project in 
response to the reduction in Home Office grant reductions, limited increases in local 
government precept revenues and the need for the Constabularies to reduce their overall 
budgets whilst continuing to deliver an efficient and effective police service.  

The 2010 Business Support Review (BSR) envisaged a further development of this 
collaborated model, moving on from the current model of joint departments (with single 
management structures and/or collaborative delivery) to a model of a Shared Services 
Partnership (SSP). The SSP was envisaged to: 

 in the first instance be comprised of a range of business support services as currently 
operated within the Constabularies; 

 be scalable, to include other partners in due course; 

 be capable of being traded and thus potentially creating revenue and capital value for 
partners; 

 potentially and ultimately be outsourced in whole or in part. 

The SSP Project has defined the scope and ownership model, designed the operating model 
and developed a business case for creating the SSP. 

3.2 STAGED PROJECT DELIVERY APPROACH 
The SSP project was expected to comprise four main stages: 

Table 3: SSP Project Stages 

STAGE DESCRIPTION 

Stage 1 High level advice (the focus of this and associated deliverables) – to define 
what the SSP is and to explore potential models of how it could operate; 

Stage 2 Business case – exploring in greater detail the options considered in Stage 1 
and making a recommendation as to the preferred approach; 

Stage 3 ICT platform – understanding the technology and data that would underpin the 
preferred model for the SSP; and 

Stage 4 Operating model – developing the detail beneath the SSP design in terms of 
organisational structures, management and governance, planning and 
performance management, estates and geographic distribution. 

At the completion of Stage 1, we recommended that: 

 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. 

 A Head of Shared Services would need to be put in post with leads for each of the 
functions reporting to them, superseding the current split of accountabilities between 
DCCs (HR) and ACOs (ICT, Finance, Procurement, Estates and Transport Services). 
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 During this time the Constabularies may wish to explore opportunities to collaborate 
with other Constabularies 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). 

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

 The decision to trade SSP services with other police forces, emergency services or 
local government organisations should be considered once the SSP and the 
Constabularies have taken the time to review the opportunity and considered the 
SSP’s maturity to trade. 

 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. 

Capita were then asked to complete Stages 2 and 4, the business case and target operating 
model respectively. In agreeing to buy Capgemini’s t-Police ERP system as the ICT platform 
the Constabularies negated the need for Stage 3. This work commenced on 14 October 
2013 and was completed on 20 December 2013. 

3.3 BUSINESS OBJECTIVES 
The objectives for establishing the SSP include: 

 A reduction in costs through joint working across the Constabularies. 

 A single deployment of technology and the enhanced use of current and proposed 
technologies e.g. ERP, mobile working. 

 Effective, customer-focussed efficient processes. 

 Fostering a culture of continuous improvement for service delivery and productivity. 

 Creating a culture of service excellence. 

3.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The objectives for stage 2 and stage 4 of the project were to detail how the target operating 
model for the SSP would work and to establish whether or not there was a business case to 
implement the target operating model (TOM). 

3.5 DESIRED OUTCOMES 
The approach to bridging the operational gaps between the Constabularies will require 
compromise and a shared desire to look for the most cost effective solution. There will need 
to be a recognition that each Constabulary will need to work proactively to manage their 
respective service stakeholders and facilitate a successful transition to the new shared 
service model. The primary outcome is to drive savings from back office services and 
thereby protect front line policing operations as much as possible from the impact of the cuts 
to the Constabularies’ funding.  
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3.6 FUNCTIONS IN SCOPE 
The agreed scope of services that could potentially be provided within the SSP, as defined 
by the Joint Chief Officer Team (JCOT), encompasses the current Constabulary 
departments of: 

 Human Resources (HR) including Learning and Development 

 Information Communications Technology (ICT) 

 Finance 

 Procurement & Supplies 

 Estates and Facilities Management 

 Transport Services 

3.7 WORK DONE 
The inputs to the business case are derived from a number of sources: 

 Analysis of baseline data provided by each function on: 

o Budgeted FTE numbers; 

o Current organisation charts and role descriptions; 

o Planned organisation charts (where changes over the next 6-12 months are 
known but not as yet implemented). 

 Workshops with each function’s senior management team to develop: 

o A summary list of current services provided; 

o Potential future list of services to be provided based on reduced headcounts; 

o Future state organisation charts using a service delivery focus; 

o Design principles for the SSP that can be used to “test” the TOM’s design to 
ensure that it is suitable and fits with the Constabularies’ requirements; 

o Location requirements to inform the choice of the SSP’s “home base”; 

o Enablers and restraints to identify key risks to successful implementation of the 
SSP and those factors within the Constabularies that will enable successful 
implementation; 

o An outline implementation plan. 

3.8 RELATED WORK 
The process maps developed by the Strategic Change team have been drawn upon to 
inform our understanding of the services provided by the six functions. 

Given how inter-related the ERP and SSP projects we recommend that the projects are 
incorporated into one Programme. In addition, because of the similar activities the CCR 
project will deliver, the Constabularies should consider that project joining the Programme. 

The Programme should: 

 have a single Project Management Office managing the interdependencies of the 
projects and ensuring plans are aligned; 

 have a communications workstream managing staff communications regarding all 
three projects to ensure consistency and clarity; 
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 conduct an aligned HR consultation process for staff impacted by all three projects; 

 have a single, overarching benefits realisation workstream to ensure the planned cost 
savings are delivered without overlap or duplication; 

 be governed by a joint ERP / SSP programme board. 

The joint Strategic Change Team has all of these activities in place, or in progress. 
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4 DESCRIPTION OF THE 5 CASE MODEL 

4.1 BUSINESS CASE COMPONENTS 
The following components are described in the business case: 

 Strategic Case 

 Economic Case 

 Commercial Case 

 Financial Case 

 Management Case 

4.1.1 STRATEGIC CASE 
The strategic case presents the case for change and the benefits of change. 

4.1.2 ECONOMIC CASE 
The Economic Case sets out: 

 A summary of the investment required to deliver the changes and efficiencies identified 
during the course of the project 

 The net “gain” or “benefit” to the Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies from the above, in 
current value terms and present discounted value terms. 

4.1.3 COMMERCIAL CASE 
The Commercial Case assesses the likely attractiveness of the SSP to potential service 
providers and service partners. 

4.1.4 FINANCIAL CASE 
The Financial Case gives: 

 a statement of the organisations’ financial situation 

 resources available for the project, including assessment of the resource holder’s 
ability to provide support 

 capital and revenue constraints 

4.1.5 MANAGEMENT CASE 
The management case describes: 

 who needs to be involved in the project, both inside and outside of the Constabularies, 
including users, commissioners and other key stakeholders. 

 the achievability of the project, taking into account the Constabularies’ readiness and 
resources. 

 how the project is managed. 

 other key managerial considerations, including: change management, training, 
evaluation and timetable. 
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5 THE TARGET OPERATING MODEL 
The Target Operating Model (TOM) describes how the SSP transforms the delivery of back 
office services. 

A full description of the Target Operating Model is available in the separate PowerPoint 
document “SSP TOM v1-1 20131220.ppt". 

5.1 HEAD OF SSP 
This role, as a shared post, will be 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 during the development of the SSP 
model. 

5.2 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. It is vital that both 
Constabularies are able to impart appropriate political influence and strategic direction, but 
that this is done in such a way so as to not overly consume SSP management time, provide 
conflicting priorities or routinely expect services outside of the standard service catalogue to 
be delivered. 

Governance arrangements need to establish a true commitment to share services. Both 
PCCs and Constabularies should enjoy the same quality of service and commitment to the 
achievement of their mission and vision. 

The proposed governance arrangements are set out in the TOM document. 

5.3 IMPACT ON STAFF 
llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 

We recommend that, wherever possible, none of the functions in scope recruit staff until a 
decision has been made about which force hosts the SSP. Once a decision has been about 
location, it is probably appropriate that the force hosting the SSP is likely to employ new 
recruits, with cost share applied across the collaboration. This approach is an extension of 
the existing arrangements and could form the basis of the single workforce for some time, 
easing aspects of the transition to the SSP. 

At an appropriate stage in the future it may be considered appropriate to place all staff under 
a single employer. There are a number of means to implement this change, all of which have 
legal, procurement and financial issues that will need to be taken into account. 

It may be politically important to retain a balance in terms of workforces and with regard to 
where the SSP is located. 

5.4 TREATMENT OF ASSETS 
There are a number of assets required to deliver the services provided by the functions in 
scope for the SSP, including vehicles and ICT hardware and software. There needs to be a 
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clear definition of how the assets each Constabulary is bringing to the SSP will be treated. 
Some possible principles include: 

 All assets will be used in the most appropriate and cost effective manner for the 
provision of the services delivered by the SSP. 

 The PCCs and the Constabularies will retain their current asset ownership.  

 A joint asset management plan that identifies assets being utilised, the replacement 
schedule for those assets and any costs associated with new asset acquisition. 

 Revenue costs of assets (including capital amortisation costs and treatment of 
depreciation) should be included in the calculation of any financial arrangements. 

 For accommodation costs, the cost per head should be calculated across the whole 
SSP and applied as a means of allocating overhead costs. 

This approach aligns to the agreed Stage 2 Transfer plans. Any decisions regarding assets 
should refer to the principles included and the decisions made in preparing the Stage 2 
Transfer plans. 

The asset management plan mentioned above should form part of the SSP planning and 
include: 

 asset ownership; 

 asset costs; 

 current and proposed usage; 

 any replacements or additions. 

Flexibility should be considered where appropriate e.g. insurance for Transport Services 
drivers should allow them to drive either Constabulary’s vehicles. 

5.5 INTEGRATION OF SELF-SERVICE 
Organisations in both the private and public sectors are increasingly introducing self-service 
and transactional service automation for a range of services including, but not limited to: 

 Payroll; 

 Timesheets; 

 Expenses; 

 Holiday and sick leave administration; 

 Goods ordering; 

 Accounts receivable and payable; 

 Cashiering and cash collection; 

 Management information and reporting. 

The overall effect is more robust processes that free up staff time and enable greater 
process control. 

The self-service capability for the Constabularies will be delivered through the ERP project 
for many HR, Finance and Procurement processes, with the potential to expand for other 
functions in the future. To get the full benefit of self-service, it needs to be closely integrated 
with service development. 
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6 THE STRATEGIC CASE 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Case for Change is built up from: 

 The need to deliver the cost savings challenges facing the two Constabularies. Under 
CSR1, central government funding for the police was reduced by approximately 20% 
in real terms over 4 years up to 31st March 2014. CSR2 will reduce the Home Office 
grant by a further 4.9%. To manage this budget cut, the Constabularies have 
developed a mid-term savings plan that requires the forces to close a budget deficit of, 
at best, £16.5m and, at worst, £23.4m by 2017/18 financial year2. 

 The benefits of change, arising from the benefits of co-location include: 

o Reduced management layers; 

o Increased spans of management control; 

o Removing activities duplicated in mirrored teams across the two Constabularies 
(for example, Finance and HR); 

o Knowledge sharing; 

o Greater capacity to handle peaks and troughs in demand; 

o Adoption of leading practice processes; 

o Standardised service being delivered to both Constabularies; 

o The fit with the strategic direction – both Constabularies have focused on realising 
savings from the back office to support the strategic aim of maximising the 
numbers of front line police officers and have a proven track record in 
collaborating. 

6.2 STRATEGIC CONTEXT 
Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies have been collaborating on the delivery of policing 
functions since 2009 and have implemented ambitious business transformational plans for 
shared services across the following areas of business: 

 Protective Services; 

 Justice Services; 

 Business Support. 

The Constabularies’ principles of collaboration are to make savings through ‘sharing’ thereby 
minimising the impact of the government cuts to front-line services. The savings being 
realised have delivered a significant proportion of the budget reductions for CSR1 by 
achieving economies of scale whilst in most instances maintaining, if not improving services. 
The collaborative plans are on course to deliver over £26m of savings from a 2010/11 
baseline of £127m and within the first two years have delivered £23m worth of revenue 
savings. 

In 2011, HMIC inspection described the approach as follows,  

________________________ 
2 Mid-Term Financial Plan, December 2013, draft and subject to change 
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“The Norfolk and Suffolk collaboration proposals are some of the most ambitious and well-
planned in the country.  The change plan in place was described as ‘exemplary’.”  

An early part of the collaboration was the new build of six Police Investigation Centres, via a 
PFI contract, which were positioned strategically across Norfolk and Suffolk. The PICs 
required both joint Custody and Custody Investigation teams. Their proximity and interfaces 
with local policing (Custody, CID) and Protective Services (Major Investigation Team, 
Forensics) meant that the Constabularies needed to become far more integrated in areas, 
such as duties management, HR, ICT, policies and processes, than has normally be seen in 
other police collaborations.   

As a consequence, the need to introduce business support teams capable of supporting 
both the single force and joint teams became one of the primary drivers, along with the 
requirement for savings, for the review of business support functions in 2011. 

In 2011, the Constabularies agreed to set up collaborated business support functions which 
would provide a shared environment and effectively underpin joint operating between Norfolk 
and Suffolk for all operational units. A target of £9.8m of savings was set for collaboration of 
eleven support functions over CSR1 period; to date £8.5m has been achieved and the 
remainder of the savings are dependent upon convergence of business applications. 

The two operational commands of Justice Services, including Custody, CIU and Criminal 
Justice and Protective Services have taken a transformational approach to fully collaborate 
and are on target to realise nearly £9m of savings, deliver greater resiliency and sharing of 
best practice. This was demonstrated during the Olympic period where both the ‘Torch Run’ 
and Olympic cover were delivered from a joint Specialist Operations team. Also, during 
2012, HMIC inspected the PICs and the joint teams and held these Centres up as, 

“a benchmark for the quality both of custody provision and of thoroughly planned and 
executed joint working”. 

Throughout this period, the support departments have been converging the way they 
operate, including the convergence of business applications; this is achieving both 
economies of scale, resultant savings and is moving towards a more efficient and less 
complex environment for the joint 1700 staff and officers to operate within. 

The Business Support Review (BSR) was completed in 2010. Subsequently, projects to 
implement the recommendations of the BSR have been delivered by the joint Strategic 
Change team. 

Over and above the recommendations for improved collaboration between the 
Constabularies within the key business support departments (thereby aligning key people, 
process and technology elements), the BSR envisaged a further development of this 
collaborated model, moving on from the current model of joint departments (with single 
management structures and/or collaborative delivery) to a model of a Shared Services 
Partnership (SSP). The SSP was envisaged to: 

 potentially be comprised of a range of business support services as currently operated 
within the Constabularies; 

 be scalable, to include other partners in due course.3 

________________________ 
3 Norfolk & Suffolk Joint Strategic Change Department & Joint ICT Department “Home Office Pathfinder 
Programme: Collaboration – the Norfolk and Suffolk Story”.   
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6.3 THE NEED FOR CHANGE 
A key driver for change has been the imperative to generate cost savings across the 
Constabularies to meet the targets set by CSR1 and CSR2 which in total equate to some 
£46.5m between the two Constabularies. With the drive to ensure that the impact on 
operational policing is kept to a minimum, there is a need for back office functions to take on 
a greater proportion of the savings. 

The savings to date have come from a range of programmes of change including the BSR 
and these have been managed successfully by the Constabularies’ joint Project 
Management Office (PMO) function. Further savings have been planned to be delivered 
within the CSR2 timeframe through:  

 the creation of the SSP; 

 the implementation of an ERP system across the two Constabularies, leading to more 
consistent processes, fewer applications to learn and support and promoting greater 
use of self service functionality by Constabularies staff; 

 the creation of a joint CCR function, delivering savings through staff rationalisation and 
improved process flow; 

 conducting reviews of estates, contracts, protective services, custody, criminal 
investigation unit (CIU) and vacancies; 

 exploring opportunities for collaboration across the Eastern region. 

6.4 THE BENEFITS OF CHANGE 
The benefits of change, arising from the benefits of sharing resources and co-location, 
include considerable non-financial benefits: 

 Improved delivery of services which are customer focussed and support the full range 
of front line policing activities; 

 Efficiency savings to protect services without detriment to the quality or level of service 
provision; 

 Reduced levels of management and increased spans of control, removing the number 
of managers required; 

 Improved sharing of local knowledge and access to a wider range of expertise and 
support from others within a wider team; 

 More understanding and visibility of service performance allowing for service risks to 
be better managed and planned for; 

 Clear service standards and mechanisms in place to monitor and respond to issues; 

 Improved career progression for staff and wider opportunities to progress through 
specialisation or into management routes; 

 Staff able to maximise time spent on service delivery with less time spent on 
management or administration; 

 Greater capacity and resilience to handle peaks and troughs in demand; 

 Adoption of leading practice, supporting a change in the Constabularies’ culture; 

 Improved control and management information through process standardisation; 

 Reduced net cost of change for each Constabulary; 

 Providing a vehicle to deliver services to other organisations; 
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 Reduced carbon footprint. 

6.5 THE FIT WITH THE STRATEGIC DIRECTION 
Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies’ Strategic framework is shown below: 

 
Figure 2: Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies' Strategic Framework 

It is critical that the SSP’s Vision, Mission and Policing Philosophy4 align with the 
Constabularies’ strategic framework if it is to provide the levels of service required. Our 
design workshops have ensured that this is the case. The SSP’s proposed Vision and 
Mission are detailed below. We believe that, once the Policing Philosophy is fully adopted by 
the Constabularies it to should apply to the SSP. 

________________________ 
4 The Policing Philosophy is currently in final draft form 
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Figure 3: SSP Vision and Mission 

6.5.1 PURPOSE 
In preparing this product and the TOM, we have agreed the SSP’s purpose is: 

 
Figure 4: SSP Purpose 

Shared service centres in the private sector are able to reduce costs because they offer a 
different service, not just one that is more efficient or consolidated. Achieving this transition 
will require the customers of the service (namely the staff and managers at Norfolk and 
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Suffolk Constabularies) to support a significantly redesigned service; one that is predicated 
on extensive self-service, involving less direct interaction between the customer and the 
service delivery staff and requiring high levels of process compliance within the delivery 
functions. 

We anticipate that the process of transition will take a number of years, require investment in 
change management to embed a new culture and understanding and not be achieved 
without some “pain”. However, given the wider financial challenges facing front-line policing 
services, the requirement for support services to be radically more efficient would seem 
inevitable. 
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6.6 RISKS 
The main business and service risks associated with the potential scope for this project are shown below, together with their impact. 

Table 4: 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. 



 

Shared Services Partnership Project 

Business Case 

 

January 2014 
Page 28 of 56 

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. 
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RISK IMPACT MITIGATIONS 

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. 

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. 

 



 

Shared Services Partnership Project 

Business Case 
 

 

January 2014 
Page 30 of 56 

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. 

6.7 CONSTRAINTS 
The Constabularies face a period of significant transformational change, delivering the SSP, 
ERP and co-locating the CCR. Senior staff have expressed concerns that there is a 
constrained capacity for the key staff capable of leading and delivering the transformations. 
There are additional concerns as to the impact of the changes on staff directly impacted by 
those changes. 

6.8 DEPENDENCIES 
The success of SSP implementation and its associated cost savings are very closely linked 
to the successful implementation of ERP and the efficiencies it will deliver through self-
service and improved processes. 

The location of the SSP is a key consideration and is on the project plan’s critical path. It is a 
key dependency that the Constabularies determine the location and, more importantly, 
prepare the location in a timely manner as delaying these decisions will be detrimental to the 
project’s successful implementation. 
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7 THE ECONOMIC CASE 
The Economic Case sets out: 

 A summary of the investment required to deliver the changes and efficiencies identified 
during the course of the project. 

 The net “gain” or “benefit” to the Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies from delivering the 
services through a partnership model, in current value terms and net present value 
terms. 

The costs and benefits in this Business Case represent a realistic estimate of the net 
savings achievable through bringing the six functions together into a shared service centre, 
including both transactional and professional staff. Realising these benefits, meeting agreed 
service standards and developing the full potential of the SSP more generally will require 
clarity of purpose and above all strong leadership, so that the transition project is planned, 
managed and resourced appropriately. 

A distinction needs to be made between ‘cashable’ and ‘non-cashable’ savings. 
Performance improvements can only be cashable if there is a real reduction in staff and/or 
other costs or if additional income was generated through the utilisation of spare capacity. 
This is certainly the case when considering reducing police officer numbers. We assume that 
roles currently delivered by police officers, but no longer required by the SSP, will not result 
in a financial saving for the Constabularies as the officers will be redeployed to other 
functions rather than being made redundant. 

The Economic Case has been developed using an assessment of current support service 
volumes and performance, the development of a shared services operating model and 
rigorous examination of implementation and operating costs. 

Detailed notes and assumptions are contained in Appendix A. 

7.1 BASIS OF PREPARATION 

7.1.1 AFFECTED FUNCTIONS 
For each function, we have built a bottom-up operating model to develop suitable teams and 
management structures, including moving administrative, transactional and other common 
activities into discrete teams, removing duplicate roles and providing standard processes 
and services. 

The functions in scope play a key role in supporting the Constabularies’ front-line operations 
and it is recognised that the changed processes for delivering the services must not 
adversely impact front line delivery. 

7.1.2 SSP LOCATION 
The business case assumes that all relevant teams within the affected functions will be co-
located in a single location. We have considered three location options and a total of four 
variants, without recommending a specific location as this decision has not been made as 
yet. The options considered are: 
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Table 5: SSP Location Options 

LOCATION 
OPTION DESCRIPTION 

1a and 
1b 

Existing Constabulary owned/occupied property ready for near-immediate use 
e.g. OCC in Wymondham or PHQ in Martlesham. There will need to be a 
certain amount of development work done to make either location suitable for 
use, depending on the exact numbers moving, the ratio of fixed to hot desks 
and which location the CCR moves to. OCC in particular may require building 
work to accommodate the additional staff moving from PHQ. 

2 
New build, ideally on land currently owned. For example, the site at Landmark 
House, jointly owned by Suffolk Constabulary and Suffolk County Council, has 
available land with planning permission already in place.  

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

We have analysed each location for the following: 

 The impact of each location on current staff as this has two implications: 

o staff are reimbursed for additional travel costs (this is built into the financial 
analysis of each location); 

o the likelihood of staff leaving before the SSP is implemented because of the 
increased travel time. 

 The cost of getting the location ready for use, including any lease, building, fit out or 
other costs. 

 The timescales needed to make the location available for the SSP teams to move in. 

7.1.2.1 Location requirements 
The workshops captured a number of requirements that a new location should have. These 
are shown in the graphic below. 



 

Shared Services Partnership Project 

Business Case 
 

 

January 2014 
Page 33 of 56 

 
Figure 5: SSP Location Requirements 

7.1.2.2 Location Impact on Staff 
For all staff transferring to the SSP, an excess mileage allowance would be payable if their 
work location changes. The cost is dependent on the location selected for the SSP as 
different numbers of staff will be affected by different options. We have included estimates 
for these excess travel costs based on our modelling of possible locations against employee 
home postcodes and using the Constabularies’ current, but separate, policies. Current 
policies could be aligned, after staff consultation, which will impact how excess travel costs 
are applied. Once the decision has been made about the location of the SSP, only the 
hosting force should recruit SSP posts thereby minimising travel costs over time. 

7.1.2.3 Other Location Considerations 
Selecting a location other than a property currently owned will necessitate the creation of an 
additional mailing address facility to avoid unnecessary delays in getting post to the SSP 
from either OCC or PHQ. 

7.1.3 CALCULATING THE EFFICIENCIES 
By integrating teams, converging process, streamlining processes, sharing best practice, 
removing duplication of roles and rationalising middle management posts, significant 
efficiency savings are possible. 

In recognition of the transition period required to deliver these opportunities and integrate 
teams, these savings have been phased during the first year of the SSP’s operation. 

High 

Medium

Low

• Politically acceptable
• Allows for a recognisable

police brand
• Proximity to major road

network
• Sufficient car parking
• Affordable

• Limited impact on current staff
• Expandable / scalable
• Expendable
• Affordable labour market
• Link to ICT infrastructure
• Canteen

• Availability of local amenities
• Suitable public transport access
• Limited socio-economic impact
• Limited adverse public perception of leaving current

sites
• Deliver training (accommodation, class rooms,

gymnasium)

• Make optimal use of 
current estate

• Sufficient meeting 
rooms / hotdesks

• Is available in suitable 
timeframe
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Where the functions have common processes (e.g. invoice processing, administrative tasks, 
contract management, or delivering the service desk role) these have been moved, along 
with the relevant employees, to common central teams that sit outside the functions 
themselves but still within the SSP. These teams have then been resized to allow for multi-
skilling and cross-functional working. 

A number of the functions have already combined their teams into joint provision of services. 
Where this has happened, there is more limited scope for removing management layers or 
cutting staff numbers. However, by moving common functions out and restructuring the 
teams with a more direct customer focus (i.e. based on service delivery, not on process 
delivery), significant savings can still be achieved across all functions. 

In addition to the benefits for each individual function there are a number of cross-cutting 
benefits to be gained, including the cohesion that comes from managers of support services 
continuing to work closely together, improved understanding of customer needs and 
process-related benefits from a unified approach to service delivery. 

The changes to organisation and delivery structure are described in greater detail in the 
TOM. 

7.1.3.1 Business Partnering 
Within Finance, HR, ICT and the newly created Commercial and Contracts team one of the 
most significant areas of potential savings are related to adopting a full Business Partnering 
model for service delivery, whilst transferring the routine transactional work historically 
delivered by these functions into the newly created Service Delivery team, to maximise 
economies of scale and focusing customer interactions through self-service and the service 
desk. The most significant economies of scale operate where work is routine or highly 
transactional in nature (such as payroll, paying invoices, recruitment, training or 
administration). 

This delivery model has particular impact in the less complex aspects of resourcing and 
employee relations by shifting responsibilities within the service. It is a proven delivery model 
for these types of functions and reduces cost by focusing expert professional staff on the 
more complex areas of service delivery. 

7.1.3.2 Finance 
Finance, although led by a joint head of finance, has not as yet created a joint working 
structure. There are duplicate delivery roles in existence, in particular duplicate management 
roles, separate business processes and systems (which the new ERP will remove) and 
different service levels offered to each Constabulary. By combining the two finance functions 
there is an opportunity to create resource savings through: 

 Reducing the management structure; 

 Removing duplicate roles; 

 Using one set of processes and ways of working; 

 Providing a single service level; 

 Making best use of professional and technical resources. 

Thus the majority of benefits have been identified through the integration and reorganisation 
of the finance teams and moving common functions to separate teams. This reduces both 
management and other heads, greatly simplifies the team structure and gives customers 
easier access to the necessary Finance services they use. 
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There are a number of challenges that need to be addressed: 

 Each Chief Constable is required to appoint a Section 112 finance officer. The role is a 
statutory appointment and is responsible for providing the Chief Constables with 
financial advice, ensuring the Constabularies keep within their budgets, reporting 
unlawful expenditure, producing statement of accounts etc. The role can only be 
delivered by an individual who is a member of a recognised accountancy accreditation 
organisation. The role could be provided by the same person, who delivers the role to 
their employing Constabulary and to the other Constabulary via a Section 22a 
collaboration agreement. 

 There are periods of high workload during the financial cycle that need to be 
accommodated, for example during preparation of budgets or final accounts. Careful 
definition, structuring, planning and management of predictable activity will allow these 
activities to be accommodated within the revised resourcing model. 

Additional savings will be made by moving common administrative and transactional roles to 
the Service Delivery team. 

7.1.3.3 HR 
HR is currently a mix of professional and transactional services and provides support to the 
two Constabularies in the delivery of their managerial responsibilities. One of the key design 
principles of the SSP is to encourage managers and employees to use self-service. This 
approach is one which is currently being developed and rolled out across the Constabularies 
as part of the ERP implementation, so the SSP will help to encourage and support this 
culture change. This will also further support the convergence of transactional business 
processes in order to achieve efficiencies with the removal of manual processes. 

There are duplicate HR delivery roles in place across the two Constabularies, in particular 
duplicate management roles, separate business processes and systems (which the new 
ERP will remove) and different service levels offered to each Constabulary. By fully aligning 
the disparate HR functions there is an opportunity to create resource savings through: 

 Reducing the management structure; 

 Removing duplicate roles; 

 Using one set of processes and ways of working; 

 Providing a single service level; 

 Making best use of professional and technical resources. 

People are the Constabularies’ most important asset and it is essential to provide staff with 
first class support to ensure that proper processes are followed throughout the 
implementation phase of the project. During the implementation period, there may be a need 
for additional, temporary HR expertise to meet the additional workload associated with 
consulting with existing staff and transferring staff to the SSP. We recommend that this 
resource is acquired by the PMO function for the specific need of the project, rather than 
forming part of HR’s establishment. 

Additional savings will be made by moving common administrative and transactional roles to 
the Service Delivery team where economies of scale will allow roles to be rationalised. 

7.1.3.4 ICT 
ICT is a major tool in the delivery of services to frontline officers and back office staff and 
provides the following key services: 
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 Provision of ICT services, including service desk and desktop support. 

 System development and project/programme management required to support the 
Constabularies technology enabled change programmes. 

ICT will make a major contribution towards the delivery of the SSP, with technology enabling 
self-service via the ERP and home and remote working from various locations. 

The Constabularies have a comprehensive ICT programme to explore and exploit the 
benefits of the integration of ICT services across the Constabularies, for example in the 
consolidation of systems, networks and data centres, where this has not already been done. 

Additional savings will be made by moving common administrative and transactional roles to 
the Service Delivery team where economies of scale will allow roles to be rationalised. 

7.1.3.5 Commercial and Contracts 
We have created a Commercial and Contracts function to replace Procurement, bringing 
within its remit all contract management services and procurement activities currently 
performed within other functions in scope. 

This will allow: 

 increased professional resources to be applied to jointly sourcing goods and services 
for the Constabularies; 

 stronger contract management, supported by peers and procurement experts. 

Note that we have not included any assumptions with regard to possible procurement 
savings in our financial assessment. 

Additional savings will be made by moving common administrative and transactional roles to 
the Service Delivery team where economies of scale will allow roles to be rationalised. 

7.1.3.6 Estates and Facilities 
Due to the size of the team, there are limited cashable savings opportunities. Furthermore, it 
is not possible to significantly reduce the volume of work undertaken without impacting on 
quality standards. However, we have moved the transactional services offered by this 
function to Service Delivery whilst the new Commercial and Contracts function will be home 
for strategic expertise, contract management and project management. Whilst there is little 
scope for headcount reductions, the service offered by this function has been transformed by 
the reorganisation proposed. 

A number of the Estates and Facilities functions are provided through existing outsourcing 
arrangements and the commercial and contractual arrangements will make it complex and 
potentially non-cost effective to move these to in-house provision via the SSP. Therefore, we 
have not considered these services as part of the services offered by the SSP. 

7.1.3.7 Transport Services 
Due to the size of the team, there are limited cashable savings opportunities. Furthermore, it 
is not possible to significantly reduce the volume of work undertaken without impacting on 
quality standards. However, as part of the restructuring, we propose that workshop, 
administrative and transactional services move to Service Delivery whilst the new 
Commercial and Contracts function will be home for strategic expertise and contract 
management. By completing the centralisation of Transport Services activities across the 
Constabularies (by closing three of the existing small workshops – an exercise that the head 
of Transport Services wants to conduct as part of the creation of the SSP) this will enable 
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the SSP to offer the widest possible opportunity for releasing future efficiencies from these 
activities.  

Additional savings will be made by moving common administrative and transactional roles to 
the Service Delivery team where economies of scale will allow roles to be rationalised. 

7.1.4 INVESTMENT COSTS 
Project costs have been included within this business case to reflect the additional cost to 
the two organisations of transitioning to the proposed shared service arrangement. 

The business case identified across the services includes a significant level of staffing 
reductions. An allowance has been made in this business case for the cost of any 
unavoidable redundancy. 

The costs for creating the SSP are based on the following factors: 

7.1.4.1 Staff Costs 
We have included the following staff costs in our analysis. 

 Travel allowance: compensation payments to staff affected by the location of the SSP; 

 Redundancy: payments for staff whose roles are not included in the new operating 
model; 

 Hiring: replacement of staff in key roles leaving the Constabularies rather than 
transferring to the SSP; 

Although we have not applied the cost of “Golden Handcuffs” within our cost benefit 
analysis, the option to provide key staff with additional payments to retain them and their 
expertise during the transition is an option that the Constabularies could consider in order to 
preserve service levels. 

7.1.4.2 Implementation Costs 
We have included the following implementation costs in our analysis. 

 Physical Estate 

 IT infrastructure and equipment 

 Project and Programme Management 

7.2 CAVEATS AND ASSUMPTIONS 
The single, most material SSP cost relates to the location. The Estates & Facilities team has 
provided indicative cost estimates, based upon the estimates we have provided regarding 
the number of staff working in the SSP “base”. The information provided is at a high-level 
and potentially subject to change once more detailed analysis and decisions regarding 
location have been made. 

In preparing the financial projections, a number of assumptions have, necessarily, been 
made. The principal of these are as follows: 

 Moving common back office functions to a new shared function, for example 
administrative and transactional services and merging management roles, as 
described in the TOM.  
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 More efficient customer interaction channels such as self service, which meet the 
business needs of the Constabularies are acceptable and reduce demand placed on 
the SSP. 

 Any SSP implementation will deliver satisfactory business continuity arrangements for 
the Constabularies. 

In the context of the overall financial case, we do not consider that changes in the 
assumptions (or the underlying calculations) will have a material impact on the conclusions 
to be drawn from the financial case. 

7.3 FINANCIAL BENEFITS OF THE NEW OPERATING MODEL 
The ERP project will create more efficient and effective processes and is targeted with a 
resource saving of 10% of HR, Finance and Procurement budgets. The SSP project will 
enable further ERP resource savings through improved processes. In addition, the SSP will 
generate further benefits that are approximately 18% of the budget of all six functions in 
scope. Savings will be achieved by: 

 Improving cross functional working; 

 Pooling transactional and administrative functions to increase economies of scale;  

 Reducing management layers and increasing spans of control; 

 Removing duplicate roles delivering the same service across each Constabulary; 

 Improving demand management by effectively resourcing peaks and troughs of activity 
whilst the ERP will reduce calls for service. 

The potential cashable and non-cashable benefits from the implementation of the ERP and 
SSP projects that we have identified in the preparation of this business case are 
summarised in the table below5. The detail in this table includes the £1m savings previously 
identified by the ERP project team. We believe that the SSP project can deliver a further 
£1.5m savings but we recognise, as does the ERP project team, that the ERP savings and 
SSP savings are interconnected to each other; one project cannot achieve its savings 
without the support and successful implementation of the other. 

Table 6: Summary cashable and non-cashable benefits 

Cashable Benefits 

(FTE Reduction) 

Non-cashable Benefits 

(Overhead Reduction 

Cashable Benefit £’000 per annum £’000 per annum 

ACO FTE reduction (offset by 
new Head of SSP) 120.0 1.8 

ICT FTE reduction 285.6 16.1 

Finance FTE reduction 607.4 28.6 

Transport FTE reduction 132.9 11.4 

Procurement FTE reduction 241.9 12.3 

________________________ 
5 Source – SSP project team, validated by Strategic Change benefits manager 
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Cashable Benefits 

(FTE Reduction) 

Non-cashable Benefits 

(Overhead Reduction 

Cashable Benefit £’000 per annum £’000 per annum 

Estates FTE reduction 119.7 7.1 

HR FTE reduction 854.9 55.4 

Total 2,362.4 132.7 

7.4 NET BENEFITS SUMMARY 
The net financial benefit of the project has been analysed over a five year time horizon to 
show the medium term payback once the new arrangements are embedded. The tables 
below show the annual benefits and costs of the proposals contained in this business case. 

It will be important to have effective programme management arrangements with respect to 
benefits realisation to ensure that these savings are delivered and budgets are reduced 
accordingly. 

Cash flows have been shown undiscounted and also discounted using the Treasury 
standard 3.5% discount rate. The net present value (NPV) compares the value of the 
investment and cash flows at today’s prices with a projected value at the end of the 
designated period (5 years in this case). This aims to take inflation into account, using a 
Treasury advised rate and helps distinguish between early, or upfront costs and costs that 
occur later. Ideally a positive NPV over the required investment period should be sought. 
The higher the NPV, the more attractive the project. 

7.4.1 NET BENEFITS 

7.4.1.1 Option 1a – OCC 
Table 7: Net Benefits for SSP located at OCC 

Costs FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

Relocation             

Build 335 650 0 0  0  985 

Fees & Contingency 68 132 0 0  0  200 

Furniture & Equipment 14 26 0 0  0  40 

One off         

ICT fit out 0 55 0 0  0  55 

Redundancy 0 281 281 0  0  562 

Recruitment 0 33 33 0  0  66 

Training 4 31 0 0  0  35 

Project Management 206 45 0 0  0  251 

Recurring         

Additional running costs 0 0 0 0  0  0 

Excess Travel 0 193 385 385  193  1,156 

Total Cost 627 1,446 699 385  193  3,350 
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Benefits FY 14/15 
£000 

FY 15/16 
£000 

FY 16/17 
£000 

FY 17/18 
£000 

FY 18/19 
£000 

Total 
£000 

Staff costs 354 1,417 2,363 2,363  2,363  8,860 

Overhead saving 20 80 133 133  133  499 

Total Savings 374 1,497 2,496 2,496  2,496  9,359 

Net Cost / Saving -253 51 1,797 2,111  2,303  6,009 

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -253 -202 1,595 3,706  6,009   

Discount rate (3.5%) 100% 97% 93% 90% 87% 5,236 

Net present Value -253 -195 1,489 3,343  5,236   

7.4.1.2 Option 1b – PHQ 
Table 8: Net Benefits for SSP located at PHQ 

Costs FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

Relocation         

Convert 289 561 0 0  0  850 

Car parking 77 149 0 0  0  226 

Fees & Contingency 136 264 0 0  0  400 

Old CCR Conversion 7 13 0 0  0  20 

Furniture & equipment 48 92 0 0  0  140 

  0 0 0 0  0  0 

One off         

ICT fit out 0 96 0 0  0  96 

Redundancy 0 281 281 0  0  562 

Recruitment 0 48 48 0  0  96 

Training 4 31 0 0  0  35 

Project Management 206 45 0 0  0  251 

Recurring         

Additional running costs 0 0 0 0  0  0 

Excess Travel 0 50 99 50  0  199 

Total Cost 767 1,630 428 50  0  2,875 

Benefits FY 14/15 
£000 

FY 15/16 
£000 

FY 16/17 
£000 

FY 17/18 
£000 

FY 18/19 
£000 

Total 
£000 

Staff costs 354 1,417 2,363 2,363  2,363  8,860 

Overhead saving 20 80 133 133  133  499 

Total Savings 374 1,497 2,496 2,496  2,496  9,359 
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Net Cost / Saving -393 -133 2,068 2,446  2,496  6,484 

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -393 -526 1,542 3,988  6,484   

Discount rate (3.5%) 1.00 0.97 0.93 0.90  0.87  5,650 

Net present Value -393 -508 1,439 3,597  5,650   

7.4.1.3 Option 2a – New build at Bury St Edmunds 
Table 9: Net Benefits for SSP located in new build in Bury St Edmunds 

Costs FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

Relocation        

Build 1,883 3,655 0 0  0 5,538 

Fees and Contingency 340 660 0 0  0 1,000 

Furniture and equipment 99 191 0 0  0 290 

Allowance for land acquisition 136 264 0 0  0 400 

One off        

ICT fit out 0 149 0 0  0 149 

Redundancy 0 281 281 0  0 562 

Recruitment 0 67 67 0  0 134 

Training 4 31 0 0  0 35 

Project Management 206 45 0 0  0 251 

Recurring        

Additional running costs 0 164 248 248  248 908 

Excess Travel 0 160 319 276  116 871 

Total Cost 2,668 5,667 915 524  364 10,138 

Benefits FY 14/15 
£000 

FY 15/16 
£000 

FY 16/17 
£000 

FY 17/18 
£000 

FY 18/19 
£000 

Total 
£000 

Staff costs 354 1,417 2,363 2,363  2,363 8,860 

Overhead saving 20 80 133 133  133 499 

Total Savings 374 1,497 2,496 2,496  2,496 9,359 

Net Cost / Saving -2,294 -4,170 1,581 1,972  2,132 -779 

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -2,294 -6,464 -4,883 -2,911  -779  

Discount rate (3.5%) 1.00 0.97 0.93 0.90  0.87 -679 

Net present Value -2,294 -6,245 -4,558 -2,626  -679  
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7.4.1.4 Option 2b – New build at Landmark House 
Table 10: Net Benefits for SSP located in new build at Landmark House 

Costs FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

Relocation        

Build 1,883 3,655 0 0  0 5,538 

Fees and Contingency 340 660 0 0  0 1,000 

Furniture and equipment 99 191 0 0  0 290 

Allowance for land acquisition 68 132 0 0  0 200 

One off        

ICT fit out 0 149 0 0  0 149 

Redundancy 0 281 281 0  0 562 

Recruitment 0 67 67 0  0 134 

Training 4 31 0 0  0 35 

Project Management 206 45 0 0  0 251 

Recurring        

Additional running costs 0 164 248 248  248 908 

Excess Travel 0 44 87 44  0 175 

Total Cost 2,600 5,419 683 292  248 9,242 

Benefits FY 14/15 
£000 

FY 15/16 
£000 

FY 16/17 
£000 

FY 17/18 
£000 

FY 18/19 
£000 

Total 
£000 

Staff costs 354 1,417 2,363 2,363  2,363 8,860 

Overhead saving 20 80 133 133  133 499 

Total Savings 374 1,497 2,496 2,496  2,496 9,359 

Net Cost / Saving -2,226 -3,922 1,813 2,204  2,248 117 

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -2,226 -6,148 -4,335 -2,131  117  

Discount rate (3.5%) 1.00 0.97 0.93 0.90  0.87 102 

Net present Value -2,226 -5,940 -4,047 -1,922  102  

7.4.1.5 Option 3 – Leased Property 
Table 11: Net Benefits for SSP located in leased property 

Costs FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

Relocation         

Rent 150 300 300 300  300  1,350 

Fit out costs 100 100 0 0  0  200 

Furniture and equipment 145 145 0 0  0  290 
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Fees and Contingency 200 200 0 0  0  400 

One off         

ICT fit out 0 149 0 0  0  149 

Redundancy 0 281 281 0  0  562 

Recruitment 0 133 0 0  0  133 

Training 4 31 0 0  0  35 

Project Management 206 45 0 0  0  251 

Recurring         

Additional running costs 62 248 248 248  248  1,054 

Excess Travel 80 319 319 239  0  957 

Total Cost 947 1,951 1,148 787  548  5,381 

Benefits FY 14/15 
£000 

FY 15/16 
£000 

FY 16/17 
£000 

FY 17/18 
£000 

FY 18/19 
£000 

Total 
£000 

Staff costs 354 1,417 2,363 2,363  2,363  8,860 

Overhead saving 20 80 133 133  133  499 

Total Savings 374 1,497 2,496 2,496  2,496  9,359 

Net Cost / Saving -573 -454 1,348 1,709  1,948  3,978 

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -573 -1,027 321 2,030  3,978   

Discount rate (3.5%) 1.00 0.97 0.93 0.90  0.87  3,467 

Net present Value -573 -992 300 1,831  3,467   

7.4.1.6 Summary of Cost-Benefit Options 
Table 12: Summary of Cost-Benefit Options 

  OPTION 1A 

OCC 

OPTION 1B 

PHQ 

OPTION 2 

BURY ST 
EDMUNDS 

OPTION 2B 

LANDMARK 
HOUSE 

OPTION 3 

LEASED 
PROPERTY 

Breakeven Year 16/17 16/17 19/20 18/19 16/17 

Positive NPV Year 16/17 16/17 19/20 18/19 16/17 

Total Benefits (£’000) 9,359 9,356 9,356 9,356 9,356 

Total Costs (£’000) 3,350 2,875 10,136 9,240 5,382 

Total Net Benefits (£’000) 6,009 6,482 -780 117 3,974 

ROI 2.79 : 1 3.26 : 1 0.92 : 1 1.01 : 1 1.74 : 1 

NPV @ 5 Years (£’000) 5,648 5,648 -680 102 3,463 

From the above summary table and the preceding cost benefit tables, it can be seen that: 
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 Building at Bury St Edmunds is not a good option economically, as building a new 
site would cost the Constabularies more than the potential benefits that could be 
generated. Similarly, Landmark House is not a strong economic option, as the 
potential benefits only exceed costs during the fifth year of the business case. 

 The best overall option is to place the SSP in PHQ; it has the largest net benefit and 
the quickest breakeven period. There is the potential for some costs (building and 
refurbishment, potentially redundancy, project management and ICT fit-out costs) to 
be capitalised which will extend the revenue profile but will still be more affordable 
than either of options 2a and 2b. The ROI is the best too at 3.26:1 over 5 years. 
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8 THE COMMERCIAL CASE 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 
The current business case is for the SSP to provide services only to Norfolk and Suffolk 
Constabularies. 

Work has started on developing a joint five force vision but detailed planning on the future 
has not yet been completed. Similarly, consideration of working with other emergency 
services and local government organisations has not extended beyond initial scoping 
exercises. 

If and when such a partner is identified, there will be a need to assess and cost the effect of 
including their services within the SSP. The proposed operating and governance model 
presented for the SSP is fully scalable and allows the engagement of multiple partners in the 
future. 

8.2 REQUIRED SERVICES 
No external services are specifically required for establishing the SSP. However, there are 
two areas where support may be required. 

First, if the decision on location is made to place the SSP in an existing third-party property; 
in such a case, there would need to be legal, contractual, procurement, estates and ICT 
engagement to agree: 

 Lease terms, length, costs etc 

 Preparation of the property (e.g. security of access) 

Second, if the Constabularies do not believe they have sufficient resource available to 
implement the SSP within the required timeframe to deliver benefits, especially as other 
significant programmes of work are likely to run in parallel (e.g. ERP and CCR) and absorb 
resource, external project management and implementation support may be required. 

8.3 FUNDING OPTIONS 
The current plan for funding the SSP is based on the existing arrangement for funding the 
included functions, namely a 56% / 44% split in funding between Norfolk and Suffolk 
Constabularies. 

Whilst demand-based charging was considered, it was deemed too early in the life of the 
SSP to introduce such a funding model at this stage. 

Once a potential partner for the SSP has been identified and commercial discussions take 
place, a review of how the joint Constabularies contribute to the funding of the SSP should 
take place. 

The following questions on the sharing of costs (and benefits) should be considered: 

 On what basis do the participating partners share additional set up costs and ongoing 
costs? 

 Are any special arrangements appropriate as the Constabularies host the shared 
service arrangement? 

 What arrangements need to be in place for asset maintenance, repair and disposal 
and how are these costs to be accounted for? 
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 Can the share of costs and benefits change over time? 

 What are the consequences when one of the participating partners wants to withdraw 
from the SSP? 

All of the above questions should be answered for each partner through a signed 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) before formal contracts are in place and service 
levels agreed. 

8.4 PROPOSED CHARGING MECHANISMS 
There are a number of possible charging models for the SSP once new partners are 
introduced. These include: 

 Fixed funding contribution 

 Service demand charging (i.e. pay per service use) 

 A combination of the above 

The exact model adopted would depend on agreement between the Constabularies and any 
new partner. 

8.5 PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 
Introducing a new partner would necessitate adding their existing staff to the SSP. The 
precise mechanism for doing so would depend on which function(s) are being taken on; how 
many staff are affected; and any changes to the legal structure of the SSP (e.g. if it moves to 
being an independent organisation rather than being a department jointly run by the 
Constabularies). 

Any TUPE, or other HR implications, would need to be included and costed, as part of any 
discussions with the potential partner(s). 
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9 THE FINANCIAL CASE 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Financial Case describes the impact on the Constabularies’ income and expenditure 
and the overall affordability of the deal. 

9.2 IMPACT ON INCOME AND EXPENDITURE 
The impact on income and expenditure of the preferred option (locating the SSP at PHQ) is 
set out in Table 8 of Section 7 Economic Case. 

This option requires cumulative net expenditure of £525k in the 2014/15 and 2015/16 
financial years, assuming savings of £1,871k are generated over the same period. 

By 2016/17 there is a cumulative net saving of £1.541m; our analysis suggests that the SSP 
will generate over £2.495m of recurring savings from 2016/17. 

The impact is shown in Table 13 below. 

Table 13: Extract from Table 11, the income and expenditure for the preferred option 

Benefits FY 14/15 
£’000 

FY 15/16 
£’000 

FY 16/17 
£’000 

FY 17/18 
£’000 

FY 18/19 
£’000 

Total 
£’000 

In year Savings 374 1,497 2,495 2,495 2,495 9,356

Cumulative Savings 374 1,871 4,366 6,861 9,356 

In year Costs 766 1,630 428 50 0 2,874

Cumulative Costs 766 2,396 2,824 2,874 2,874 

In year Net Cost / Saving -392 -133 2,067 2,445 2,495 6,482

Cumulative Net Cost / Saving -392 -525 1,541 3,987 6,482 

If project management, redundancy and other initial costs are capitalised, this will reduce the 
impact on revenue expenditure. 

9.3 AFFORDABILITY 
The Constabularies need to understand if they can afford to invest £525k over the first two 
financial years of the project, assuming that all savings generated are invested back into the 
SSP project. 

The economic case for the SSP heavily depends upon the location option chosen.  

There is a pressing need to generate significant CSR2 savings by 2016/17. 

This is an “invest to save” project; it is difficult to see how similar efficiencies will be achieved 
within the proposed timescales. 
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10 THE MANAGEMENT CASE 

10.1 PROGRAMME AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS 
A programme of change such as that being recommended as a conclusion of this business 
case takes a considerable amount of resource. The Constabularies already have a highly 
effective PMO function in place that is capable of delivering the programme and project 
management arrangements for the delivery of the SSP, ERP and CCR projects. If the 
programme team tasked with implementing these projects is not suitably resourced there is 
a risk that the projects will not be delivered successfully and that the identified benefits are 
not realised. 

 
Figure 6: Programme Governance Structure 

10.1.1 PROGRAMME ASSURANCE 
The programme of work will be assured by JCOT as part of a standing agenda item during 
their fortnightly meetings. In addition, the PCCs’ Collaboration Panel will also review the 
programme’s progress. 

10.1.2 IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT PLAN 
Some of the options that will need to be considered as part of the planning for the 
implementation of the SPP include: 

 Location options – where will the SSP be based? 

 ERP implementation – before or after co-location of the SSP functions? 

 Co-locate to an interim site first or move directly to the SSP’s permanent 
“headquarters”? 

 Should the implementation take a phased approach by function, or a “big bang” for all 
functions at once in the new SSP “headquarters”? 

The timing of any potential changes to in-scope functions will need to be carefully 
considered alongside the other organisational priorities of the Constabularies. The 
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timescales will need to be agreed and a phased approach undertaken for individual functions 
where appropriate. 

We have provided a possible implementation plan assuming the location for the SSP is 
chosen to be at PHQ. The exact tasks and durations would depend on the integration into an 
overall delivery programme and clearly will change depending on which location is finally 
selected for the SSP. Key tasks for the implementation plan with proposed timescales for 
completion are also shown below. 

We recommend that the delivery of ERP and SSP and the creation of the single CCR, are 
merged into a single delivery programme. If agreement to proceed is reached, a more 
integrated programme plan, aligning with the ERP and CCR projects. These, projects 
particularly the ERP and SSP projects. are reliant on successful delivery of the others to 
deliver their full benefits. We are aware that this approach is already being worked on by the 
Joint Strategic Change Department. 

We also recommend that the Constabularies’ PMO considers this project plan in the context 
of the wider programme of activity. The PMO needs to align this project’s benefits realisation 
plan, resource requirements (both capacity and capability) and dependencies / constraints 
with the programme plan. 

Our proposed implementation plan is show in Figure 7 on the following page.  PDF and MS 
Project versions (SSP Project Plan V1.0 20131220) of this are provided as part of the overall 
deliverable. The project’s key milestones are contained in Table 13 below. 

Table 14: Key Project Delivery Milestoes 
Key Milestones Delivery Timescale 
JCOT approves business case Feb-14 
PCC approve business case Feb-14 
Integrate with CSR2/ERP Programme May-14 
Develop and agree work programme and strategic targets May-14 
Head of SSP in post Aug-14 
Develop job specifications, roles and responsibilities and align 
Terms and Conditions between the Constabularies 

End Q3 2014 

Finalise governance arrangements for the SSP and develop 
performance contracts for Head of SSP and managers 

End Q2 2014 

Consultation with unions and staff regarding transfer to shared 
service 

Jan-15 

Appointment to positions Mar-15 
Recruitment of additional staff Mar-15 
Make appropriate accommodation arrangements Mar-15 
Create service standards and define SLAs and KPIs Mar-15 
Knowledge capture and cross-training Ongoing – primary 

phase end Mar 2015 
Implement process changes in line with ERP changes Mar-15 
Site Testing & Preparation Apr-15 
SSP go live May-15 
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Figure 7: Implementation Project Plan for Preferred Option 
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10.1.3 CHANGE MANAGEMENT 
Successful change management is a critical requirement if the SSP is to be successfully 
implemented. 

Many staff within the SSP must adapt to new ways of working, new reporting lines, new 
organisational structures and potential working from a new location. 

Officers and staff across the Constabularies will, along with the implementation of ERP, have 
to adapt to how they receive back office support services from the SSP. 

Chief officers will have to lead by example and show that they can self serve their 
requirements where necessary and interact with the SSP through the service desk when self 
service is unable to meet their needs. We have suggested that sharing videos of the Chief 
Constables booking their own travel and checking their own leave allowance through the 
ERP’s self service capability would be an excellent promotional tool to use with staff and 
officers. 

Engagement with staff and Unions underpins the approach and the next phase of work will 
include consultation with staff and Unions together with detailed work with the management 
teams and other key stakeholders. 
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11 PRODUCT SIGN OFF  
The Shared Services Partnership Project Business Case Document has been agreed by 
Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies and Capita Consulting. 

On behalf of Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies: 

 

 

 

 

Signed by ________________________________ Date _____________ 

T/ACC Sarah Hamlin 

 

 

On behalf of Capita Consulting: 

 

Signed by  Date 02/01/2014 

Mike Chellew – Engagement Director 
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12 APPENDIX A: ASSUMPTIONS AND NOTES FOR 
COSTS AND BENEFITS CASE 

Assumptions and notes used in compiling the costs and benefits case 

12.1 COSTS 

12.1.1 RELOCATION 

12.1.1.1 Build 
1. All costs are rough order estimates supplied by the Head of Estates & Facilities based 
upon approximate headcounts provided by the project team. 

2. Costs of refurbishment at OCC or PHQ are based on the assumption that SSP will not be 
in the same location as the CCR.  Therefore, the SSP will make use of reconfigured existing 
space. New build and lease options at Bury St Edmunds and Landmark House are based on 
an approximate requirement of 2,200 square metres. 

3. Fees and Contingency have been estimated by Estates and Facilities 

4. Furniture and equipment costs have been based upon existing holdings at each potential 
location with additional cost for desk space, etc required over and above current capacity; 
i.e. if OCC is used with CCR elsewhere there will be a lesser requirement that if PHQ is used 
as many of the staff that will populate the SSP are already at the OCC site.  

12.1.2 ONE OFF 

12.1.2.1 ICT fit out 
1. Assumes that there will be a cost for each additional desk required. Numbers of additional 

desks based on 10:7 ratio of people moving to locations. ICT unable to assess accurately so 
assumed £1,000 for additional cabling, moving floor points, configuration, etc. 

12.1.2.2 Redundancy 
1. Redundancy calculated using estimations of FTEs that will be removed from each 
Constabulary and applying average rates supplied for each.  Rates supplied are £8k per 
head in Norfolk and £21k in Suffolk.  

2. Assumes that not all staff will take up redundancy as some will leave early. Redundancy 
calculated on basis that only 60% will take up redundancy. 

12.1.2.3 Recruitment 
1. Recruitment is dependent upon the number of staff that elect to travel to the SSP from 
their current locations.  Different percentages have been applied to the options based upon 
the average increases in travelling distances.  These are reflections of the expected take up 
of Excess Travel Allowance explained below. 

2. HR advise that recruitment costs are variable depending upon grade, specialism, method, 
etc. Cost for direct recruitment by Constabularies averages £2k with other costs ranging 
from £1.05k to £9k. 

3. Calculations are based on an average of £2k per person with a lump sum contingency of 
£30k included for recruiting Head of SSP and specialist senior managers. 
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12.1.2.4 Training 
1. Training costs are for developing Super Users and scripts for standardised processes.  
Super Users will be trained and then expected to pass this on and mentor other staff.  
Scripts will be developed once policies and procedures have been harmonised and 
standardised as a result of the ERP roll out. 

12.1.2.5 Project Management 
1. Project Management has been split between a core team and support from departments 
affected by the SSP.  

2. Both elements of Project Management have been costed at Staff grades advised by the 
Strategic Change Department. 

12.1.3 RECURRING 

12.1.3.1 Additional Running Costs 
1. Additional running costs have been include for the options at Bury St Edmunds and 
Landmark House as these will be new sites for which there will be no current costs base.  It 
is not clear what will happen with spare capacity created at OCC or PHQ should the SSP not 
go to either of them. It has been assumed that if the SSP and CCR are located on opposite 
sites there will be a net nil effect on utilities, maintenance, etc. 

2. Norfolk and Suffolk Estate costs per FTE range between £2,141 and £1,674 per annum 
giving a rough average of £1,900 per annum. Running costs for new sites are likely to be 
lower so an estimate of £1,200 per annum has been used. 

12.1.3.2 Excess Travel Allowance 
1. There are separate policies and rates for Norfolk and Suffolk so costs have been 
calculated for both populations. 

2. Average distances travelled to OCC and PHQ by current staff were estimated. Average 
distances were then calculated for staff to travel to the locations for each option. Both 
policies give an allowance for the additional mileage travelled so the average additional 
mileage was calculated and the rates applied. 

3. It has been assumed that not all staff will opt to work at the new SSP location and a 
varying take up percentage has been assumed for each option. (Note: this affects 
recruitment costs) 

12.2 BENEFITS 

12.2.1 STAFF COSTS 
1. Staff costs have been calculated including Salary, NI and Pension taking rates from the 
'GROSS PAY STANDARD COSTINGS - Sep 2013 PAY RATES + 2013/14 NI' workbook. 

2. Grades have been costed at mid-point. 

3. Savings are based on the difference between the current FTE numbers for all 
departments in scope to form the SSP compared to the final FTE numbers estimated for the 
SSP TOM. 

4. Costs do not include Police Officer costs. It has been assumed that Police Officers not 
required in the SSP TOM or electing not to travel to a new location will be re-deployed. 
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5. The savings profile shown in the working sheets assumes a cumulative build that 
culminates in 100% saving. 

12.2.2 OVERHEAD SAVING 
1. Overhead savings have been applied to Police staff only. 

2. An estimate of £1,500 per FTE for stationery, training, travel has been applied. Further 
cashable ICT Licence costs of £262 per annum for redundant workstations have been 
applied. 
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13 APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF CONSTABULARY-
PROVIDED DATA SOURCES 

13.1 DATA FILES 

FILE DATA 

Current staffing summaries 2013-09-03 Split 
Out Income Figures v0.5 

Base budget and headcount data for all in-
scope functions 

HR Estab Sanitised HR headcount data from Meeting 1 held on 
05/12/13 

HR Estab from Finance HR headcount data from Meeting 1 held on 
05/12/13 

13.2 ORGANISATION CHARTS 

FILE 

ICT Org Chart 

Transport Services - New Structure - July 2013 

Procurement Organisation Chart 15-08-13 

Joint Estates  Facilities Structure Chart 1 - Oct 2012 with extension numbers 

Finance Org Chart 

HRSD Structure Chart March 2013 Norfolk 

L and D joint structure chart oct 2013 

Joint RMU Structure v8 

 




