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Participants: 
 
Adrian Bowen, Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 
Anne Bird, Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 
Junaid Gharda, Head of Policy, Performance and Assurance, Office Police & Crime 
Commissioner (OPCC) 
Supt Sharrard-Williams, Staffordshire Police 
 
Introduction 
 
Members of ETAP assisted by Mr Gharda and Superintendent Sharrard-Williams 
undertook an audit of expense claim forms submitted by senior officers of Staffordshire 
Police and senior staff from the OPCC.  The purpose of the audit was to give assurance 
that expenses are claimed legitimately in line with expenses guidelines1 and 
commensurate with the duties and responsibilities of the officers concerned.  The audit 
also encompassed other business expenses incurred by senior officers (such as business 
travel, hotels) which are procured by the organisation on their behalf.  This exercise was 
undertaken following publication of a report by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 
Constabulary2 into Staffordshire Police’s Effectiveness, Efficiency and Legitimacy (PEEL 
Assessment) which commented that 
 

“There is, no preventive process in place to cross-reference records, diaries and other 
sources to identify potential integrity issues affecting chief or senior officers. Such a 
process would benefit the force, enhancing transparency and providing assurance to 
the public that active checks are being carried out” 

 
Following this comment a recommendation was made that: 
 
“The force should ensure it carries out regular audits of integrity-related registers including 
gifts and hospitality, business interests, notifiable associations, expense claims, procurement 
activity and other records to identify potentially corrupt activity”  
 
The audit took the form of random dip sampling of expenses claims submitted by senior 
personnel from both Staffordshire Police and the OPCC and of business travel and hotel 
accommodation records pertaining to those personnel.  The random sample of each type 
of expense was chosen by ETAP members. 
 
In order to be manageable the review was divided into the following phases: 
 
Phase 1 – A random dip sample of expense claim forms submitted by members of the 
Staffordshire Police executive team between January 2014 and April 2014 (T/CC Jane 
Sawyers and T/DCC Nick Baker, and Ch/Supt Drake) selected from a list supplied by Supt 
Sharrard-Williams.  Note: this time period was selected as this is the period immediately 
pre-dating the start of the HMIC inspection which resulted in the recommendations 
referred to above.   

                                            
1
 Internal Staffordshire Police Publication “Mileage and Expenses: Notes of Guidance”.  Source: Business 

Services Department 
2
 HMIC Publication “HMIC Peel Assessment”.  Source: 

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/staffordshire/legitimacy/ and 
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/staffordshire-crime-and-integrity.pdf 
 
 
 

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/staffordshire/legitimacy/
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/staffordshire-crime-and-integrity.pdf
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Phase 2 – A random sampling of claims from senior officers from OPCC was also 
undertaken, selected from a list of expense claims between January 2015 and March 2015 
published on the OPCC website.  The senior officers 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). 
 
Phase 3 – Consideration and review of processes for arranging and booking hotels and 
travel arrangements to verify the business need/legitimacy of such expenditure for the 
personnel detailed above. 
 
Phase 4 - Ongoing quarterly dip sampling once the initial phases have been completed 
 
Phase 1  - Review of Senior Police Officer Expenses 
 
Methodology 
 
Members of ETAP were supplied with details of all expense forms submitted by the 
relevant senior police officers for the period in question and from this selected a random 
sample of 20 claims which represented approximately 10% of all claims for detailed 
review.   
 
The detailed review consisted of the following checks being undertaken to verify the 
accuracy of the claim forms in question: 
 

 Checks to ensure that the correct amount of mileage had been claimed for the stated 
journey (by reference to a well-known on-line route planner). 

 Checks to ensure that the relevant journey had in fact been taken.  This involved cross 
referencing each claim against both paper-based and electronic diary records detailing 
dates and times of relevant meetings or visits.  Note: for reasons of confidentiality the 
checks of senior police diary records were undertaken on behalf of ETAP by Supt 
Sharrard-Williams.  Print-outs of the relevant diary pages/entries were supplied to 
ETAP members for verification against the randomly selected claim forms. 

 
Findings 
 
In a meeting held on 30th April 2015 members of ETAP examined 20 mileage Claims made 
by the 3 senior officers selected.  No subsistence claims were included within the random 
sample.  The list of senior police officers expense claims from which the sample was 
selected was supplied by Supt Sharrard-Williams from records held within the 
Staffordshire Police payroll system.  Having reviewed the Staffordshire Police website it is 
apparent that senior officer expenses have only been published up to 2012 so we were 
unable to select independently from a published list of expenses on this occasion. 
 
It should be noted that a recent HMIC inspection report entitled  “Integrity Matters” states 
in relation to its inspection of police forces nationally: 
 

“We found that the majority of forces publish details of the expenses claims of chief 
officers, senior officers and equivalent staff. However, some published only chief 
officer expenses while others published only senior officer and equivalent staff 
expenses. Some of the details we found on force websites were not up-to-date 
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which, rather than reassuring the public that the force is taking its responsibilities 
seriously, suggests the opposite “3 

 
In light of this one of the recommendations of this audit will be that Chief Officer expenses 
are published on at least an annual basis in order to provide the suggested reassurance to 
the public. 
 
In terms of business processes, expenses are claimed by officers within Staffordshire 
police using an on-line form which is completed and submitted electronically using the 
organisation’s payroll software.  The force policy guidance4 suggests that it is the personal 
responsibility of each officer to input their own mileage and expenses claims.  Expense 
forms are not physically signed-off by the individual in question though they are submitted 
on-line against the employee’s own username and password so can be directly attributable 
to that individual.  However we were informed that, in practice, for senior officers this input 
of expense claims is likely to be undertaken by a Personal Assistant on behalf of the 
senior officer in question, though we were also advised that the Senior Officer in question 
will routinely check the claim before it is submitted.  We have not verified this information 
independently.  Similarly, we have not investigated whether there are any specific system 
access or data security issues arising from this practice as this was outside the scope of 
the current audit.   
 
Expense claims are not signed off (either electronically or manually) by any independent 
person/line manager but are submitted by each officer on a ‘trust’ basis.  Staffordshire 
Police’s guidance states: 
 

 “the system operates on a basis of self-authorisation which means that claims will 
be processed without authorisation by a line manager.  The onus is on the 
individual to submit a legitimate claim within a timely manner, in line with the 
guidance in this document” 

 
Part of the rationale given for this is that the volume of expense claims across the 
organisation would place an undue burden on line managers for authorising them.  
 
When submitting claims officers complete a declaration each time to the effect that the 
form is accurate to the best of their belief and understanding.  However, this is somewhat 
negated by forms being completed by PA’s. on behalf of senior officers.  Any fraudulent 
claim would render an officer subject to disciplinary proceedings.  Officers are required to 
retain all supporting documentation for expense claims such as receipts for fuel, 
subsistence etc and will be expected to produce this evidence on demand as described 
below. 
 
The panel were advised that there is a process within the payroll department for reviewing 
a random sample from all submitted claims on a monthly basis to look for ‘oddities’ – i.e. 
anything that appears odd, unusual or excessive.  12 claims per month are selected and 
the relevant officers asked to supply copies of receipts which are then checked, by payroll 

                                            
3
 Paragraph 6.31, HMIC Publication “Integrity Matters: An inspection of arrangements to ensure integrity 

and to provide the capability to tackle corruption in policing”, published January 2015.  Source: 
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/publications/integrity-matters/ 
 
4
 Internal Staffordshire Police publication “Mileage and Expenses: Notes of Guidance” published by Business 

Services 

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/publications/integrity-matters/
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officers, against the sample of claims selected.  We were informed that this process is 
sufficient to satisfy HMRC requirements.   
 
Guidance from HMRC5 on expenses explains that: 
 

 Receipts must be retained for at least 3 years from the end of the tax year to which 
they relate.  (We understand that officers are required to collect all supporting 
receipts during the year and submit these to the payroll team for retention on an 
annual basis) 

 There must be records of each expense claim paid.  (As claims are submitted on-
line and retained electronically this requirement is met) 

 Someone in the organisation, other than the employee, should check expenses to 
ensure they are legitimate.  This is the requirement that we are advised is met by 
the monthly random sampling described above. 

 
Clearly the random checking of 12 claims per month will enable verification of specific 
items of expenditure – by cross referencing against receipts for the sample selected.  
However, this process will not: 
 

 Give any verification that the actual business mileage claimed actually took place. 

 Provide assurance that all claims are accurate as it focuses on a very small sample 
from hundreds of forms submitted each month by staff at all levels of the 
organisation. 

 
We established that home to work mileage is programmed into the electronic expenses 
programme for each officer and this is automatically deducted from any journeys to or from 
home to a place that is not the normal work place.  Only the balance is paid.  However it 
was difficult to verify this from the data provided as the home to work mileage was not 
shown.  We understand that the normal home to work mileage value is input into the 
payroll system by individual officers and that this value is then applied to subsequent 
claims so that the appropriate adjustment can be made.  However, we understand that 
there is no specific verification as to whether the declared home to work mileage is correct 
or not.  Potentially, if an officer wished to be paid for a greater quantity of mileage a means 
to do this would be to input an incorrect, low, value for normal home to work mileage. 
 
Having reviewed the 20 claims in question and the supplementary evidence supplied by 
Supt Sharrard-William from diaries, the panel were satisfied that: 
 

 All of the claims examined included the correct values for the mileage incurred 
based on the journeys described 

 All of the journeys matched against diary entries and therefore appeared to be 
legitimately claimed. 

 
Panel members have not been able to verify that the actual meetings detailed in diaries 
actually took place.  To provide this level of assurance would require verification of 
attendance by review of minutes of meetings or speaking to other people present at the 
relevant events to gain independent verification. 
 

                                            
5 HMRC Guidance: https://www.gov.uk/employer-reporting-expenses-benefits 
 

https://www.gov.uk/employer-reporting-expenses-benefits
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Given that the period under review was some time ago panel members were advised that 
such independent verification would be difficult to achieve for the timescale in question.   
Having said this there was no indication that any of the claims made were not legitimate 
and what records were available supported the legitimacy of each claim.   
 
 
Phase 2 – Review of OPCC Senior Officer Claims 
 
Methodology 
 
Expenses relating to senior officers of the OPCC are published on the OPCC website6.  A 
random selection was taken from the claims made in the period January to March 2015 for 
review by panel members, amounting to 7 claims in total.  The review included: 
 

 Checks to ensure that the correct amount of mileage had been claimed for the stated 
journey. 

 Checks to ensure that the relevant journey had in fact been taken.  This involved cross 
referencing each claim against both paper-based and electronic diary records detailing 
dates and times of relevant meetings or visits.  Print-outs of the relevant diary 
pages/entries were supplied to ETAP members, by an officer from the OPCC for 
verification against the randomly selected claim forms. 

 
Findings 
 
Unlike Staffordshire Police submission of expense claims by senior OPCC officers is in the 
form of a paper based expense claim completed on a monthly basis and submitted to 
payroll for processing.  In general terms the paper based forms are transparent in the way 
that mileage is calculated – by showing a specific deduction of home to work mileage from 
the total number of business miles claimed to arrive at an amount of mileage due for 
payment. 
 
There does not appear to be any specific signature required from the actual claimant on 
the claim form itself and indeed no actual declaration as to the accuracy and legitimacy of 
the claim.  We feel that this is perhaps an area for improvement within the OPCC business 
process. 
 
The claims reviewed included mileage, car parking fees and toll fees and these items were 
verified against copies of receipts and diary entries for the dates in question.  In particular 
those claims which were supported by car parking receipts lent extra weight to verifying 
that the visit claimed for actually took place, over and above diary entries.   
 
Based on the review panel members are able to confirm that no issues were identified with 
the accuracy of genuineness of any of the claims reviewed.  However, as alluded to above 
we do take the view that there should be some form of declaration on the claim forms 
similar to that used on the Staffordshire Police forms confirming that the claimant is 
supplying claims that are accurate and genuine to the best of their knowledge. 
 
 
 
 
                                            
6
 OPCC Website: http://www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/spend/ 

 

http://www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/spend/
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Phase 3 – Business Travel and Expenses (Police Only) 
 
Methodology 
 
Members of ETAP were provided with an extract from a spreadsheet maintained by the 
Staffordshire Police Business Services Unit in relation to police officers.  The spreadsheet 
details bookings for accommodation, train travel, car parking and flights, the name of the 
person the booking refers to, the date(s) of the accommodation/travel arrangements and 
the reason for the booking.  Requests for pre-booked accommodation and travel are 
submitted to the Business Services who then make the appropriate arrangements and 
record the details on the spreadsheet, having first checked to ensure that the request falls 
in line with local guidance.7 
 
As the review was intended to focus on business expenses pertaining to the senior police 
officers detailed above only those expenses incurred by those officers was reviewed.  
Again a random sample was picked from the list supplied and these were looked at in 
detail with cross checking against diary entries and/or correspondence to confirm whether 
the expense had legitimately been incurred. 
 
In support of the review we asked business services to explain the business processes 
and rationale behind how bookings are managed. 
 
Findings 
 
This phase aimed to review other types of business expenses incurred by the senior 
Police officers and to determine the legitimacy of such expenses.  This included hotel 
accommodation and business travel such as train fares and flights. 
 
The first item reviewed was a claim for hotel accommodation and this was verified against 
the Officer’s diary entry for that date.  On this basis we were satisfied that the expense 
was legitimately incurred.  However on the Business Services spreadsheet this booking 
was shown as two duplicate entries on the spreadsheet which was apparently an error. 
 
The total cost for one night’s accommodation in Ascot in this instance was £137.15.  Panel 
members questioned Business Services on whether there is a specific agreed limit on the 
amount that can be claimed for hotel accommodation and were advised verbally that the 
default limit is £150 per night – so this expense apparently falls within that parameter.  
However, on review of the internal guidance document8 it is apparent that the following 
limits are set on hotel accommodation if booked by the individual instead of Business 
Services: 
 

 London (within M25) £160 per night inclusive of breakfast 

 Non-London £100 per night inclusive of breakfast 
 
It is not clear whether these same limits specifically apply to accommodation booked 
through Business Services but it would seem reasonable to assume that the same 
parameters. 
 

                                            
7
 Internal Staffordshire Police publication “Mileage and Expenses: Notes of Guidance” published by Business 

Services 
8
 Internal Staffordshire Police publication “Mileage and Expenses: Notes of Guidance” published by Business 

Services 



 8 

The panel were advised that exceptions to the default value will occur from time to time 
where, for example, hotel accommodation is provided as part of the overall cost of a 
conference or as part of an event where the accommodation is specified by the organiser 
of that event (for security purposes or perhaps because there is limited accommodation 
available within a reasonable travelling distance of the event).  The internal guidance 
document states that accommodation costs: 
 

“…will be met within the limits set out…..unless there are exceptional circumstances 
in which these limits are not appropriate”8 

 
The information given verbally appears broadly consistent with this statement though it 
might be helpful if the guidance document itself outlined what manner of expenditure might 
fall into the ‘exceptional circumstances’ category so that this is more transparent. 
 
One of the other accommodation bookings reviewed was for a value of £226 for the night 
(in London) which appeared to fall into the category of accommodation specified by an 
event organiser, though this could not be specifically verified during the audit. 
 
The panel reviewed an entry which included a flight, hotel and parking.  In this instance we 
were able to verify this against diary entries and confirm that a flight was the most viable 
means of reaching the destination in question.  We were satisfied that this was a legitimate 
business expense. 
 
Many entries on the spreadsheet concerned rail travel, a small number of which appeared 
to relate to first class travel.  We were advised by Business Services that Superintendents 
and above are permitted to travel first class though were also advised that this happens 
infrequently in practice.  This assertion seemed to be generally borne out by the entries 
reviewed on the Business Services spreadsheet and is consistent with guidance in the 
“Mileage and Expenses: Notes of Guidance” document.  Where first class tickets are 
booked from time to time we were advised that this is because occasionally first class 
tickets can be less expensive than standard class when there are special offers or 
discounted rates available and they are booked far enough in advance.  We accepted this 
explanation. 
 
One particular entry on the spreadsheet suggested that two duplicate tickets appeared to 
have been purchased for one individual for the same journey – one being a single ticket 
and one being a return ticket with two separate booking references.  On querying this we 
were advised that there was an error on the spreadsheet and that this expense actually 
related to travel for two people (rather than just the one listed) and that occasionally a 
return ticket can be cheaper than purchasing single journey tickets. 
 
We raised queries on a further two entries on the spreadsheet – one where the description 
of the journey appeared unclear and one where the cost of the journey appeared 
excessive.  A figure of £160 was quoted for a journey from Stafford to Birmingham.  On 
querying the latter we were advised that the value given was an error and was not the 
actual cost incurred. 
 
Overall panel members were generally satisfied that the business expenses incurred were 
legitimate based on cross checks against diary entries and that generally the level of 
expenses incurred fell within relevant guidelines. 
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However, it is apparent that there were administrative errors on the spreadsheet supplied 
and for that reason it would be difficult to rely on this as a definitive record of business 
expenses booked on behalf of senior (and other) officers. 
 
Whilst it appears that requests for accommodation and pre-booked travel are checked 
against relevant terms and conditions and internal guidance it was not clear how far staff 
within the Business Services section feel empowered to challenge requests from senior 
officers in order to ensure that the travel and accommodation are being legitimately 
incurred.  Having said that, from the entries examined, we had no concerns about the 
legitimacy of the business expenses incurred, once our queries had been answered. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Overall, having undertaken the first 3 phases of our review of expenses paid through the 
payroll and business expenses booked through business service the panel are satisfied 
that, from the samples reviewed: 
 

 There is no evidence of any fraudulent claims or excessive claims either by Chief 
Police Officers or officers of the OPCC 

 Mileage expenses appear to have been legitimately incurred – having been verified 
against diary entries. 

 Business expenses appear to have been legitimately incurred – having also been 
verified against diary entries. 

 
Having said the panel members feel that there are areas for improvement particularly in 
relation to publication of information and records of business expenditure.  Certainly the 
inaccuracies identified in the records of business travel/hotel accommodation gave some 
cause for concern.   
 
Whilst accepting the Staffordshire Police rationale for employees submitting claim forms 
on a ‘trust’ basis and understanding the argument that the volume of claims overall is too 
great to have each one signed off by a supervisory officer this does potentially leave the 
expenses system open to abuse.  We felt that a random dip sample of 12 forms per 
month, whilst apparently meeting statutory obligations was insufficient to provide 
substantial assurance to the general public that the biggest majority of claims are 
legitimate and accurate. 
 
On the basis of this investigation a number of recommendations are made below: 
 
 
Recommendations 
 

 As specified at the beginning of this document phase 4 should be undertaken in the 
form of periodic and ongoing dip-sampling of senior officer expenses, and of 
business travel and accommodation costs in order to provide continued assurance 
to the general public. 

 

 We suggest that OPCC expense forms are amended to include a signature and 
declaration to the effect that the expenses are legitimately incurred.   
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 Whilst accepting the view of Staffordshire Police to the effect that the monthly 
payroll check of a small number of random claims is compliant with HMRC 
guidelines, 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. 

 

 Expenses incurred by senior police officers should be published on the 
Staffordshire Police Website, with immediate effect, and kept up to date,  in order to 
improve the transparency of information supplied to the public. 

 

 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.  This would 
introduce greater transparency and consistency. 

 

 Whilst it may be common practice for a PA or administrative staff to input Chief 
Officer expense claims 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.  It should be noted that the 
corporate guidance is very clear that it is the personal responsibility of the officer 
concerned to input their expense claims. 

 

 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. 

 

 In relation to business travel and hotel bookings for Staffordshire Police we 
recommend the creation of a more robust and rigorous business process for 
maintaining records of such 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.  We suggest that the Force also consider whether to publish details of 
this form of expenditure on a periodic basis. 

 
 
 
 
 
Adrian Bowen, Chair of the Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel 
Anne Bird, Member of the Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel 
 
July 2015 


