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Expense Audit 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Objective 
In July 2015, a review of Senior Officer expense claims was undertaken by the Ethics and 
Transparency Panel and within the report; a recommendation was made for “periodic and 
on-going dip-sampling of claims”.  This report is in response to that recommendation and 
consequently as a dip-sample exercise, is not to the same degree of detail as in the July 
2015 Report.  Additionally, no major issues were found in the July 2015 Report, which 
suggests that procedures and monitoring of expense claims made are satisfactory. 
 
This report is intended to ensure the same level of control is in operation and any additional 
recommendations made in the July 2105 Report have received consideration.  It also seeks 
to reassure members of the public that expenses are claimed legitimately, in line with 
expense guidelines and commensurate with the duties and responsibilities of the officers 
concerned. 
 
 
Summary Conclusion 
 
Process 
The panel was specifically asked to review within Staffordshire Police, the expense claims 
at Chief Constable, Deputy Chief Constable and Assistant Chief Constable Levels and in 
the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) the expenses of the Police and 
Crime Commissioner, Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner and Chief of Staff. To 
conduct this review, reference was made to Business Services Mileage & Expenses Notes 
of Guidance issued 1st April 2015. 
 
The period selected for this audit covered the period from April 2015 to March 2016, a 
continuation from the July 2015 Report.  A list of all expense claims made in that period 
were provided to ETAP members by Supt. Sharrard-Williams, Head of the Performance & 
Standards Unit, People Services, from which eight specific claims were identified from 
each of the organizations’. ETAP members accessed the OPCC website from which a 
random list of eight claims was selected, based on value, as most of the claims were for a 
small amount, well under £10.00.  Panel members were subsequently provided with 
documentation to support the claims selected. 
 
Reference was also made to Staffordshire Police website, which publishes expenses for all 
of the Senior Officers. 
 
Summary Findings 
Panel members can confirm that no issues were identified with the accuracy or 
genuineness of any of the claims reviewed. The controls in place are at the same level as 
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that identified in the July 2015 report with the added benefit of the implementation of most 
of the recommendations made in the report. 
 
However, a number of recommendations are suggested for consideration, which provide 
areas for tighter scrutiny and to maximise VAT recovery. 
 
 
Project Details 
Whist this audit was in progress, Supt. Sharrard-Williams was transferred to a new position 
and his replacement Supt. Jason O’Toole did not become operational until mid-August 
resulting in a delay of our publication.  However, during this interim period we undertook 
the audit of the Senior Executives of the OPCC.  
 
OPCC Expenses 
Expense claims by senior OPCC individuals is in paper form completed monthly and 
submitted to payroll for processing.  The senior individuals in question were: Mr. M. Ellis 
(Police and Crime Commissioner), Ms. S. Arnold (Deputy Police and Crime 
Commissioner) and Mr. G. Dixon (Chief of Staff). 
  
Mileage is calculated using AA Route Planner from the Post Code for each location, with a 
deduction made for mileage from home to the OPCC offices. The balance of mileage 
represents the business miles claimed for the journey.  The only exception is when a 
journey commences from the OPCC offices, or when the journey is made outside 
contracted hours of employment.  Expense forms indicate if the journey is ‘one-way’ or 
‘return’ and the appropriate mileage deduction is made depending on the nature of the 
journey.  All expense claims are published on the OPCC website for public information.  
 
The claims reviewed included mileage, car parking fees and toll fees. These items were 
supported by diary entries, car parking receipts, toll charge receipts and copies of emails 
or Event Programmes, validating that the expense was a justifiable business expenditure.  
Where appropriate, we also had sight of minutes taken at business meetings which 
confirmed attendance of the officer concerned. 
 
In all but one, copies of a fuel receipt was also attached to allow VAT to be recovered from 
HM Revenue and Customs.  Each claim was independently authorised, meeting the 
recommendation made in the ETAP report in July 2015. 
 
Based on the review, panel members can confirm that no issues were identified with the 
accuracy or genuineness of any of the claims reviewed.  However, as mentioned above, 
one claim did not have a receipt for the month in question and this is an area for tighter 
audit to maximise VAT recovery. 
 
All expense claims are published on the OPCC website for public information.  These are 
listed by individual each month but go back to November 2012.  Full details are shown for 
each month via hyperlink. Although this provides a full disclosure of expense claims, the 
panel feels that a financial summary of the total monthly claim alongside each month 
would highlight high variances to allow better selection for those wishing to view claims in 
more detail. It requires scrolling to reach current month, so is not ‘user friendly’. Some 
method to display archived expense claims could be considered so that the page defaults 
to current month/year. See appendix 2 
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Staffordshire Police Expenses 
The expenses subject to audit were those submitted by the Chief Constable J. Sawyers, 
Deputy Chief Constable N. Baker and two Assistant Chief Constables B. O’Reilly and J. 
Drake. 
 
Claims are submitted electronically with details inputted by the P.A. for each officer from 
the information provided.  This procedure came under some criticism in the July 2015 
Report as there was no ‘accountability’ by the officers concerned for the accuracy of the 
information being submitted. To overcome this, the claims are now visibly checked on 
screen by the claimant before being submitted to payroll.  Recognising the limitations of an 
electronic system, the panel felt this the most appropriate response to the July 2015 
recommendation. 
 
Similarly to OPCC, claims for mileage are calculated using AA Route Planner, using the 
post code of the start and end of the journey being made, with the deduction for mileage 
from home to the Staffordshire Police HQ. The balance of mileage represents the business 
miles claimed for the journey. The method for identifying such journeys where mileage has 
to be deducted is a coding entry of HAL (Home Alternate Location) and the panel 
randomly checked this entry and were satisfied with compliance. We also checked mileage 
claimed against the AA Route planner to validate that mileage entries were correct. In all 
cases, we were satisfied with the mileage claimed and justifiable reason for the journey. 
 
With one exception, all claims selected were for mileage only, this exception was a 
meals/subsistence allowance of £47.10 claimed by Assistant Chief Constable B. O’Reilly. 
A receipt was not available and the Panel asked for clarification on the nature of this claim. 
It was identified on the Expense Report as ‘Meals for West Mercia armed officers’ and was 
found to relate to the purchase of take-away food for 15 officers. In the presence of the 
Panel members, a telephone call was made by Supt. Jason O’Toole to one of the 
participants who confirmed the reasons why the purchase was made. The Panel were 
satisfied with the genuineness of the claim and felt that an average cost of £3.14 per meal 
not excessive.  
 
To support all the claims, diary entries were provided and in one specific case involving 
DCC N. Baker, the invitation and joining instructions for a Leadership Programme he was 
attending were provided. 
 
Three of the claims reviewed, made reference to ‘accommodation’ and as no separate 
claim had been submitted, we are confident that adherence to the Business Services 
Mileage & Expenses guidance notes were being followed. These guidelines require 
accommodation to be pre-booked through Estates and Facilities. 
 
Officers are required to retain their own receipts in respect of mileage and expenses 
claimed on-line. Special envelopes are provided for this purpose and are to be submitted 
at the end of each financial year to the payroll department.   
 
Receipts for fuel or other expenditure are retained by the officer in a dedicated envelope 
and submitted each year to the payroll department. There appears to be no method of 
selecting individual receipts for audit as they are randomly placed in the envelope making 
any audit process time consuming.  
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July 2015 Recommendations 
In the ETAP Report published in July 2015, eight recommendations were made, two for 
the OPCC and six for the Staffordshire Police. A summary list of these are shown below 
with a summary of the actions taken: 
 
OPCC 

1. Periodic and ongoing dip-sampling of senior officer expenses, business travel and 
accommodation costs, in order to provide continued assurance to the general 
public.  
Action: publication of this review and recommendation. 
 

2. OPCC expense forms are amended to include a signature  
Action: all claims signed. 

 
Staffordshire Police 

1. We suggest that either a greater number of claims are checked each month, or the 
corporate audit function be tasked with undertaking an annual audit of expenses, or 
sign off of expenses by a more senior officer is implemented.  
Action: monthly checks made and panel satisfied with the integrity of the officers 
concerned. Recommendation for ongoing ETAP dip-sampling. 
 

2. Expenses incurred by senior police officers should be published on the 
Staffordshire Police Website, with immediate effect, and kept up to date. 
Action: Expenses published although not up to date and more detail recommended. 
See Appendix 1 
 

3. Undertake an update of the corporate guidance on expenses to clarify what 
circumstances might qualify as ‘exceptional’ in terms of excessive hotel costs and 
the circumstances in which the default values might be exceeded. 
Action: Updated guidance issued April 2015.  
 

4. There should be some corporately agreed means for the Chief Officer in question to 
verify that the claim being submitted in their name is correct and true to the best of 
their knowledge.  
Action: all claim visibly checked by each Chief Officer prior to submission to payroll. 
 

5. Consider introduction of random sampling or checking of ‘built in’ home to work 
mileage values within the payroll system which are then used to calculate mileage 
payable when expense claims are submitted.  
Action: automated system and not implemented. No issues identified. 
 

6. We recommend the creation of a more robust and rigorous business process for 
maintaining records of expenditure - both from the point of view of ensuring 
transparency in such transactions but also to ensure that there is consistency in 
terms of how and when expenditure is incurred and matched against corporate 
guidance.  
Action: no action taken, but evidence provided indicates that corporate guidance is 
followed. 
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Recommendations 
The Panel had no concerns over the way claims are made and are reassured that all 
claimants use discretion and control their expense claims. Adherence to the guidelines is 
evident. A small number of comments have been made in the text and although not part of 
this review, we list below for consideration. 
 
OPCC 

1. Ensure monthly a valid receipt has been provided for the month subject to the claim 
being submitted. 

2. Consider a more ‘User friendly’ presentation for accessing details of monthly 
expense claims.  

 
Staffordshire Police 

1. Ensure details of expense claims entered on the web site are up to date. 
2. Display greater detail of actual expenditure incurred on the web site. 
3. The method for retaining receipts does not lend itself for selective audit. Consider 

the practicality for submitting receipts either monthly, or filing in such a way that 
specific receipts can be found. 

 
We wish to thank Supt. Sharrard-Williams, Supt. Jason O’Toole and Veronica Powell (P.A 
to Mr. M. Ellis Police and Crime Commissioner) for their cooperation and genuine desire to 
clarify any areas where further information or clarification was required. 
  



 
 

6 

Appendix 1 
 
 

Screen grab from website. No detail of what the claim actually relates to. Last entry March 
2016 but screen copy made 30 August 2016. No valid reason for delay in publishing. 
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Appendix 2 
Below - Screen grab from website home page. No information visible or details of 
expenditure. For some officers, the months go as far back as November 2012. 
 

 
 
Below - Good detail on monthly breakdown, once hyperlink for month has been selected. 
 


