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SUMMARY:   
 
1. This report describes each of Suffolk’s 2015 Value for Money (VfM) profile outliers as 

identified by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). Where appropriate 
any background or context that indicates why an outlier exists is also provided.  

 
2. The report should be read in conjunction with the full published VfM profile (Appendix 

A).  
 
 
 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION:     
 
1 The Accountability and Performance Panel is asked to consider the findings contained in 

the report.  
 
2 The Constabulary to continue to review future VfM profiles to ensure that outliers do not 

reveal, any risks in areas of the organisation that have not already been identified or 
understood.     
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1.  KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION:  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The following briefing note provides an overview of the main points of interest arising 

from the 2015 Value for Money (VfM) profiles.  The VfM profile is 91 pages long and 
covers financial, human resource, offences and outcome data, taken primarily from 
annual data returns (ADR) to the Home Office and a Police Objective Analysis (POA) 
submission to the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy CIPFA. 
POA data is a snapshot as at October 2015 of the costs, consisting of 12 categories 
and definitions, of budgeted for workforce functions. ADR data is a snapshot of staff 
numbers actually in post as of the 31st March each year.  

 
1.2 To simplify initial interpretation of the VfM profiles this report focusses on clear 

outliers, either identified directly by HMIC or when Suffolk is in the top or bottom five 
nationally.  Professional opinion has also been used to pick out other relevant facts, 
but this is not a definitive review of the profile. Where possible, interpretation and 
potential explanation for any outliers has been provided. 

  
1.3 For 2015 the data looks at 2015/16 POA estimates, 2014/15 year end HR snapshots 

and 2014/15 crime data and as such is the most contemporary profile to date. Data, 
published by the Home Office, cover outcomes associated with crime refers to the 12 
months to March 2015, updated on October 2015. 

   
1.4 HMIC outliers are highlighted [HMIC outlier<<<]. To be flagged as an outlier, the 

spend must be one of the highest 10% or lowest 10% of any force and the effect of 
the difference is greater than £1 per head of population. 

  
1.5 The difference (Diff) calculations are the net cost of the difference in spend to the 

average per head of all forces and Most Similar Group (MSG) forces. 
1.6  

Changes in methodology 
  

1.7 The main changes this year are: 
 

o Changes related to the Police Objective Analysis (POA) definitions and 
categories: 

 Introduction of cybercrime under the POA investigation function 
 

o HMIC have now provided separate analysis for emergency and priority 
incidents. 

 
o Introduction of data on outcomes associated with police recorded crime, 

which should be treated with caution as it is experimental data published by 
the Home Office. 

 
o Crime over time analysis now compares 2013/14 to 2014/15 to examine the 

crime recording practices over this period in light of HMIC’s crime data 
integrity report. 

 
o Introduction of data examining offences and outcomes for crimes committed 

against children. 
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1.8 The summary profiles for each force are published separately and should be read in 
conjunction the full profile for greater detail. (The summaries are available from HMIC 
website at http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/) 
 
Costs, Workforce and Demand/Performance 

 
The following notes should be read in conjunction with the full profile document. 
 
Income and expenditure 
 

1.9 Pages 8 &10: Suffolk is the ninth lowest force in England & Wales for total costs per 
population (excluding national functions) driven by the fourth lowest spend on police 
officer costs (including overtime) HMIC outlier <<< (page 8) and second lowest of its 
most similar group (MSG) of forces. Suffolk spends £6.4 million less than its MSG 
force average and £13 million less than the national average on police officers [pages 
8 & 10]. The difference in Suffolk’s spend on police officers has increased, spending 
48% (£2.7M) less than the all force average and 21% (£3.1M) less than its MSG 
average compared to the previous year 2014/15.    

  
1.10 Page 8: Including national police functions, Suffolk’s net revenue expenditure HMIC 

outlier <<< is £10.2 million and £15.2 million less than the MSG and all force 
averages respectively.  Historically, Suffolk has had lower Police Officer numbers and 
therefore lower budgets than the averages. In 2015-16 there were significant budget 
reductions in respect of officers, for example, in relation to Suffolk’s local policing 
model review. Recent announcements on funding from central government and a lift 
in the forces officer recruitment freeze will affect Suffolk’s position in relation to MSG 
and all forces in the future years as the implications of these announcements take 
effect.  

 
1.11 Page 10: Officer costs per thousand population HMIC outlier <<< are £4.7million 

and £10.8 million less than the MSG and all force average respectively. This will be 
linked to the historically low officer numbers compared to other forces and will be 
further influenced by the increases in Suffolk’s population. For example between mid 
2013 and mid 2014 the office of national statistics (ONS) population estimates has 
shown a 0.4% (3000) increase compared to a fall in officers numbers of 6.6% (81) 
between 2014/15 and 2015/16 

   
1.12 Page 12: Other employee expenses HMIC outlier <<<  shows Suffolk is the third 

lowest of all forces in this area of expenditure and lowest of its MSG, spending £1.3 
million and £1.5 million less than each average respectively.  Historically, Suffolk has 
had low values for this area of spend.  This is because Suffolk classifies its budgets, 
as specifically as possible, resulting in few areas of spend becoming classified as 
other employee expenses. Other employee expenses include temporary and agency 
staff, injury and ill health costs. Force collaboration costs are the highest of its MSG, 
£2.3 million more than the MSG average, and will be affected by the preferred 
partnership arrangements with Norfolk being one of the most mature collaboration 
partnerships in the country.     

  
1.13 Page 15: Suffolk’s total funding per thousand population has seen a 2% reduction 

based on the period 2011/12 and 2015/16 estimates. This is compared to an all force 
average reduction of 4% and an MSG average increase of 1% over the same period. 
Central funding for Suffolk has fallen by 16% which is the same as the all force 
average compared to a fall in the MSG average of 12%. Suffolk funding from council 
tax fell by 1% between 2011/12 and 2015/16 compared to an all force average 
increase of 5% and an MSG average increase of 2% for the same period (any council 
tax freeze grant Suffolk took in 2011/12, 2013/14 and 2014/15 is not included in the 
data). Recent funding announcements from central government and changes to the 

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/
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rules in relating to raising council tax will have an impact in future years and may 
arrest the downward trend in total funding, however the full implications have yet to 
be fully understood.     

 
1.14 Page 16: Total costs by function (excluding national policing and central costs is £9 

million less than the MSG average and £2 million less than the previous year 
(2014/15). The functions that have seen the largest reduction in spend are local 
policing, £1.7 million less than MSG average and £2.1 million less than the previous 
year (neighbourhood policing and response management forming the largest 
reductions). Support functions (ICT, HR, training and other support functions) are £5 
million less than MSG average and £3.9 million less than the previous year (ICT and 
other support functions saw the largest reductions). Criminal justice arrangements 
have seen increases in spend, £1.8 million more than the MSG average and £2.9 
million from the previous year with custody driving most of the difference in 
comparison to the MSG and the previous year. The figures presented for total Police 
and Crime Commissioner budgeted spend in 2014/15 (£2.5 million) includes PCC 
and Office of the PCC costs (£1.033 million) and the Commissioning budget (£1.485 
million).  Whilst employee costs, supplies, services and audit costs decreased from 
2013/14 to 2014/15, the Commissioning budget increased as a result of Ministry of 
Justice grants for victim services.  PCC spend is £300,000 less than the MSG 
average.   
  

1.15 Page 17 & 20: Suffolk’s spend on dealing with the public HMIC outlier <<< is £1 
million less than the MSG average and £1.8 million less than the all force average. 
This makes Suffolk the lowest placed force in its MSG for this category of spend and 
the second lowest nationally. The POA category, “Dealing with the public” consists of 
three sub categories “central communications unit”, “Local centre/front desk” and 
“Command team and support” The central communications unit is where the force 
spends less than its MSG and other forces and is an HMIC outlier <<< (page 20) on 
its own. Spend in this area is £2 million and £1.6 million less than its MSG (lowest of 
MSG) and all force (second lowest) averages respectively. Spend in this category on 
officer salaries and overtime, as a percentage of gross expenditure, is 5% lower than 
the MSG average and indicates Suffolk employs fewer officers in this area than other 
MSG forces. Suffolk has made planned savings in this area, for example the 
budgeted officer establishment in 2014/15 was 32 in 2015/16 it was six. 

 
1.16 Page 17 & 28: Suffolk’s spends less on its intelligence function HMIC outlier <<< 

than its MSG and all force averages, £1.5 million and £700,000k respectively. This 
makes Suffolk the second lowest spend compared to its MSG average and fourth 
lowest nationally. The area within intelligence that makes up the majority of its 
difference in spend compared to other forces, is intelligence gathering HMIC outlier 
<<< (page 28) which is the lowest of its MSG and second lowest nationally. 
Increases in collaboration locally with Norfolk and regionally with the eastern region 
specialist operations unit (ERSOU) and the regional organised crime unit (ROCU) 
has resulted in reduced costs for the force and will provide mitigation for  the 
differences highlighted. 
 

1.17 Page 22: Criminal justice arrangements spend in Suffolk is the second highest of its 
MSG and fourth highest nationally. The underlying driver for this is spend on custody 
HMIC outlier <<< which, is £7.90 per head of population. This is £2.60 and £2.90 per 
head population more than its MSG and all force average respectively. As in previous 
years, this area has been affected by Suffolk’s higher spend on its police 
investigation centre (PIC)/public finance initiative (PFI) arrangements when 
compared to other forces. 
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 Workforce 
 
1.18 Page 42: Suffolk’s total workforce per thousand population is the eighth lowest 

nationally and third lowest in its MSG. In terms of officers, Suffolk has 5% (241) fewer 
officers per thousand population as a proportion of its total workforce compared to 
the all force average. The number of PCSOs is 4% below the average as a 
proportion of the total workforce. PCSOs and police staff account for 8% and 40% of 
total workforce respectively and shows a little variance from the all force averages. 
The headcount for special constables is above the national average but is the third 
lowest for its MSG 
 

1.19 Page 42: Suffolk has 92.9% (page 42) of its (FTE) officers in frontline operational 
roles. This is the lowest percentage of its MSG and ninth lowest of all forces. While 
there is little variation in percentage terms between the lowest and highest forces, it 
is however lower when compared to the previous year. The proportion of FTE officers 
in visible roles has been maintained from the previous year (2014/15) at 59.1%. 
However, the actual number of officers who are visible has increased by 44 or 4% of 
the current frontline FTE officers. The proportion of FTE officers in non-visible 
operational front line roles has reduced by 4% (46). It is likely these officers will have 
been redeployed into visible frontline roles, although this is not clear from the profile 
 

1.20 Page 49: The proportion of officers on long term sickness compares well to other 
forces at 1% (11) of FTE officer strength which is lower than the all force average of 
2%, second lowest in its MSG and third lowest nationally. Short and medium term 
sickness is 2.3% (30) and close to the all force average at 2.6%. The proportion of 
PSCOs on long term sick is relatively low at 1.2% (2) of PCSO strength. However, 
short term sickness for PSCOs is 4% higher than the all force average at 6.6% (11) 
the highest nationally and in its MSG. PCSOs also have the highest proportion of 
total sickness compared to PCSO strength. Officers on recuperative duties is close to 
the all force average at 2.8% (headcount 32) however, the proportion of restricted 
duties officers is 2.3% higher than the all force average at 6.4% (head count 73) and 
makes Suffolk the highest of its MSG and fourth highest nationally for this measure. 
Police staff on long term or short and medium term sickness shows only small 
variances from the all force average at 1.2% (10) and 2.2% (18) respectively. 

 
1.21 Page 50: Suffolk’s profile of completed years of service for officers (page 50) shows 

that the number of officers with 15 or more years’ service tracks that of the national 
average. However, there is a lack of officers with five to ten years’ service which 
appears to differ from the national average by some margin (actual figures are not 
provided). The last five to ten year period corresponds to the government’s first 
comprehensive spending review which may explain low recruitment during these 
years as money has had to be saved.  
 

1.22 Page 50: Over the next five years Suffolk could potentially lose 157 officers which is 
14% of the strength as at the 31st March 2015 (page 50) to retirement. The largest 
proportion, 26% (41) could retire by March 2017 which is only 15 months away. The 
following three years will potentially see another 72 officers retire. 

 
Demand 
  

1.23 Page 51: All crime (excluding fraud) between 2013/14 and 2014/15 saw a 4% 
increase in Suffolk. More recent data for the 12 months to June 2015 indicates an 
increase of 13%. The rise in crime is being driven by increases in violence with injury 
and serious sexual offences. It is understood that the rise is partly attributable to 
better crime recording and reporting practices following the HMIC crime data integrity 
audit of 2014. HMIC have commented that more than two thirds of forces were 
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reporting increases in crime as a result of better crime recording practices in its PEEL 
Effectiveness report due for publication in February 2015. Other areas that could 
have an effect on the rise in crime are new and emerging crime types, e.g. 
cybercrime and increased third party reporting via the multi-agency safe guarding 
hub (MASH). However any definitive link is yet to be proven. 
 

1.24 Page 52: Data shows that there were 57.3 crimes per visible officer. This is 9.4 
crimes per officer, more than the MSG average and highest of all the MSG forces. 
This does point to a higher workload per officer than in other MSG forces. As 
previously commented, better crime recording processes will have likely had an effect 
but why Suffolk should be so much higher compared to its MSG is unclear if it is 
assumed that HMIC’s crime data integrity work is affecting other forces in the same 
way.  

 
1.25 Page 53: Suffolk received over 80,000 999 calls which is the third highest in its MSG. 

999 calls dealt with via the contact and control room cost £59 per call compared to an 
MSG average of £89 and all force average of £78 which, is the lowest of its MSG and 
fifth lowest nationally. The low cost is driven by a 0.17 FTE per thousand population 
employed to deal with 999 calls compared to an MSG and all force average of 0.23 
FTE, making Suffolk the lowest of its MSG and fourth lowest nationally. Each FTE 
dealt with an average of 656 calls compared to an MSG average of 435 per FTE. 
This points to higher workload from fewer employees compared to its MSG.  

 
1.26 Page 55: Dealing with incidents, i.e. where an incident is assessed as requiring a 

response, shows that both emergency (page 55) and priority incidents (page 56) 
have seen a 3% increase on the previous year. For emergency incidents this is still 
low, (per thousand population), when compared to its MSG and all forces, lowest and 
third lowest respectively. Priority incidents per thousand population in Suffolk are the 
highest in its MSG and eighth nationally. This shows urgent and non-emergency 
incidents are driving demand. It is anticipated that there will be a rise in the number of 
incidents in the year 2015/16 as changes in working practices take full effect. These 
changes include an assessment of the needs of each incident based on threat, risk, 
harm, investigation, vulnerability and engagement (THRIVE) requirements which has 
seen the number of grade “A” incidents rise.     
 
Offences and Outcomes-Victim based crime 
  

1.27 Outcome data is in a new and experimental format this year. As a result only the 30 
forces that were able to provide a full year’s worth of data for 2014/15 are included in 
the tables. Suffolk did not start to report the data in the revised format until July 2015 
and as a result data in the outcome tables is not reported. (Pages 
53,61,63,65,67,69,71,73,75,77,78 and 79 contain the affected tables). 
 

1.28 Page 62: Victim based crime accounts for 87% of all Suffolk’s recorded crime 
amounting to 33,151 crimes. There were 44.9 crimes per thousand population (the 
rate) in 2014/15 and puts Suffolk third highest in its MSG and thirteenth nationally. 
Suffolk is still, however, a relatively safe place to live and work compared to other 
areas.  The victim based crime types that have seen most change from 2013/14 to 
2014/15 are sexual offences, violence against the person, criminal damage and 
arson. 
   

1.29 Page 66: Sexual offences have seen a 61% change in the number of recorded 
crimes per thousand population between 2013/14 and 2014/15. This is compared to 
an average 43% change for Suffolk’s MSG and makes Suffolk the fourth highest in its 
MSG and twelfth nationally. Within the sexual offences category, rape saw the 
biggest change, from the previous year, of 80%, a total of 161 offences. This placed 
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Suffolk second highest in it MSG and fifth highest nationally. Better recording and 
reporting processes have had an effect in this area of crime. 
 

1.30 Page 64: Violence against the person (page 64), although seeing a 16% rise from 
the previous year, had a rate per thousand population of 11.1 with not much variance 
from the MSG average of 11.5.This equates to 243 less crimes than  if the force had 
the MSG average per thousand population. 

  
1.31 Page 72: Criminal damage and arson in Suffolk saw a 3% increase from the previous 

year, 2013/14 compared to an average MSG decrease of 2%. The driver for the 
increase is arson offences which saw an 11% change from the previous year.  The 
rate of crimes per thousand population is nine offences compared to an MSG 
average of 7.9 offences and equates to Suffolk having an additional 806 more crimes 
more than the average MSG force. 

 
1.32 Page 76: The 2015 profiles are the first time that crimes against children have been 

examined separately. Suffolk has seen a 68% increase compared to a 40% average 
increase for MSG forces for 2013/14 to 2014/15. This is the third highest percentage 
change in Suffolk’s MSG and sixteenth nationally. Rape and sexual offences/abuse 
offences in particular have seen the highest percentage increases compared to the 
average MSG force at 74% and 81% respectively. The rate of crimes per thousand 
population for 2014/15 show less variance and is 4.3 offences compared to an MSG 
average rate of 4.1 offences. The factors underlying the increases described include 
a rise in third party reporting with a focus on child protection, better audit of the case 
administration and tracking system (CATS) that captures cases involving children 
and improved application of the crime recording rules. There have also been several 
historic abuse investigations involving multiple victims. 
 

 Offences and outcomes – other crimes against society 
 
1.33 Page 74: Other crimes against society (page 74) include crimes such as drugs, 

public order and weapons offences. The percentage change from 2013/14 for Suffolk 
is 3% compared to the MSG average of 2% and makes Suffolk the second highest in 
its MSG and thirteenth nationally. The rate per thousand population in Suffolk for 
2014/15 is 6.6 offences compared to an MSG average of 5.4 offences and means 
Suffolk has 831 more offences than the average MSG rate per thousand population. 
Suffolk has the highest rate of its MSG for trafficking drugs, possession of weapons 
and miscellaneous crimes against society, there is however little variance from the 
averages.         

 
2.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:  

 
2.1 The outliers described in this report are not unexpected and well understood. The 

findings are not thought to have any financial implications as the force continues to 
manage its spending through well-established budget setting and financial planning, 
and robust in-year financial management processes.  
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ORIGINATOR CHECKLIST (MUST BE COMPLETED) 

 
PLEASE STATE 
‘YES’ OR ‘NO’ 
 

 
Has legal advice been sought on this submission? 
 

NO 

 
Has the PCC’s Chief Finance Officer been consulted? 
 

YES 

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

YES 

 
Have human resource implications been considered? 
 

YES 

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

YES 

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

NO 

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

YES 

 
Have all relevant ethical factors been taken into consideration in 
developing this submission? 
 

YES 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 


