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1. Background and Rationale 

 
1.1 In 2016 the Collaborated Operational Support portfolio was created following a decision at the 

Joint Chief Officer Board (JCOB).  At that time, this portfolio allowed for collaboration of 
Custody, Criminal Justice (CJ) and Firearms Explosives Licencing (FEL).  The collaborated 
departments came on line in a number of phases.  The collaborated Custody command was 
one of the first to be implemented in 2016. 
 

1.2 In early 2019 the Cambridgeshire Chief Constable and Police & Crime Commissioner raised 
concerns regarding the collaboration of Custody. These concerns were in two broad areas; 

 

1.2.1 That the force felt that custody should not be a collaborated function as it was integral 
to their policing model and such a key enabler that direct control was required. 

 

1.2.2 That the original business benefits outlined in the business case had not been realised. 
 

1.3 At the Joint Chief Officer Board in May 2019, following a request from Cambridgeshire 
Constabulary, a paper was tabled outlining the broad financial and functional implications of 
the force withdrawing from the Tri-Force Custody collaboration. 
 

1.4 The paper tabled at that time contained broad headline figures demonstrating the 
Cambridgeshire contribution to the Tri-Force custody functions and the work undertaken by 
that department. 

 

1.5 The purpose of this paper is to further explore the implications of the force’s withdrawal from 
the Tri-Force Custody department, what the potential savings to the force may be and what 
functions would subsequently need fulfilling locally within Cambridgeshire.  As requested by 
the Cambridgeshire Chief Constable, it provides two modelled options; firstly a clean break 
and secondly a set-up whereby the Operational Support portfolio would continue to 
undertake Recruitment and Training on behalf of Cambridgeshire.  It should be noted however 
that this second model has not been the subject of discussion or agreement by the 
Bedfordshire or Hertfordshire Chief Constables. 

 

1.6 The paper is split into four broad sections;   
 

1.6.1 Section 2 outlines the current structure and cost, as well as the collaborated functions 
peculiar to custody which are undertaken at a collaborated level.   It also isolates the 
cost for the collaborated custody SMT, and then further breaks this down to 
demonstrate the contribution paid in financial terms by Cambridgeshire Constabulary. 
 

1.6.2 Section 3 models a clean break de-collaboration and identifies the potential savings 
that could be achieved following de-collaboration by the removal of posts that would 
no longer be required if the department were serving only two forces rather than 
three.  It notes not only the current management functions of the Criminal Justice and 
Firearms Licensing department which are intrinsically linked, but also the additional 
managerial responsibility soon to be added with the movement of the ‘Cameras, 
Tickets & Collisions’ unit into Collaborated Operational Support. 

 

1.6.3 Section 4 builds on the previous model, but retains the functions of recruitment and 
training as a collaborated function. 

 

1.6.4 Section 5 recognises the considerations to be made in the de-collaboration process, 
and highlights potential issues such as the continued viability of the Operational 
Support portfolio, and timescales. 
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2. Current Structure and cost 
 
2.1 The operational Custody function for each of the three forces sits locally as does the budget 

for the day to day management of the custody suites.  The collaborated element of custody 
therefore is restricted to the following functions; 

 

2.1.1 Senior Management. 
 

2.1.2 Recruitment of Detention Officers. 
 

2.1.3 Accreditation Management of Custody and Detention Officers. 
 

2.1.4 Bail Process management. 
 

2.1.5 Policy work (particularly around changing legislation and APP Compliance) 
 

2.1.6 Management of the Healthcare contract. 
 

2.1.7 Management of Misconduct / Complaints. 
 

2.1.8 Management of the Interpreters Contract. 
 

2.1.9 Health and safety reporting. 
 

2.1.10 Promulgation of lessons learnt. 
 

2.1.11 Provision of weekly training days.   
  
2.2 Leadership of the Tri-Force Custody function sits within the Senior Management Team for 

Criminal Justice (CJ), Custody, and Firearms Explosive Licensing (FEL) (with CTC soon to be 
added).  The budget for 2019/20 for the entire SMT is £992k. This consists of 12.5 posts. 

 

2.3 The officers and staff within this SMT split their time between the three functions with 
differing apportionments depending on their post. 

 

2.4 Appendix A (redacted) shows the posts currently within the Collaborated SMT, the total on 
costs for these posts, and the apportionment split between functions. 

 

2.5 As can be seen the total cost of the SMT can be further split to provide a figure per function of 
£315k for Criminal Justice, £647k for custody and £30k for FEL. 

 

2.6 The current cost apportionment for the entire SMT provides for Bedfordshire to contribute 
24.36%, Cambridgeshire to contribute 31.51% and for Hertfordshire to contribute 44.13%.  
Based on this Cambridgeshire’s contribution to the custody part of the SMT is £204k. Whilst 
mathematically this is a relatively simple calculation, it does however fail to recognise the 
amalgamated nature of the Senior Management Team in leading across the Collaborated 
Operational Support portfolio.  This is difficult to isolate to any degree of granularity, given the 
interdependencies that exist.   

 
3. New Structure (following De-Collaboration) and Costs (Clean Break) 
 
3.1 If Cambridgeshire were to withdraw from the Collaborated custody function it is recognised 

that some posts could be removed from the existing structure; 
 

3.1.2 The Chief Inspector currently aligned to Cambridgeshire Custody within the SMT could 
be removed. 

 

3.1.2 Given the reduction in policy / coordination work, it is likely that one Police Sergeant 
could be removed from the existing structure. 
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3.2 If both a Chief Inspector and Sergeant were removed from the structure the savings would be 
in the region of £141k.   

 

3.3 Whilst there are some savings that could be made as detailed above, there are also likely to 
be some costs which are incapable of disaggregation, these include the cost of the ACC (20% 
of time allocated to custody), Chief Superintendent, and Superintendent (40% each of time 
allocated to custody1).  These posts would still be required in the remaining structure post 
withdrawal for Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire to lead the Criminal Justice Unit, Firearms 
Licensing Unit and Cameras, Tickets & Collisions for three forces.  

 

3.4 Following withdrawal therefore removal of the full 31.51% (£204k) of Cambridgeshire’s 
contribution to the custody part of the Collaborated SMT would leave additional costs (£63K) 
to be borne by the remaining partners which would potentially provoke a review of the 
viability of the Operational Support collaboration. 

 

3.5 If, following withdrawal however the, actual savings from a reduced SMT resource model were 
returned to Cambridgeshire, the force would recover approximately £141k.  This would then 
allow the Operational Support command to continue to operate for all three forces in respect 
of Criminal Justice, and Firearms Explosive licensing, and Custody for Bedfordshire and 
Hertfordshire.  This would involve no additional costs for Bedfordshire or Hertfordshire. 

 
  
4. New Structure (following De-Collaboration) and Costs (Training / Recruitment not 

repatriated) 
 
4.1 Whilst the previous section models the financial implications of a clean break, a request has 

been made to consider the financial implications of the Collaborated Operational Support 
portfolio retaining responsibility for both recruitment and training on behalf of 
Cambridgeshire. 
 

4.2 In the clean break model a Chief Inspector and Sergeant were removed from the 
establishment.  The former as the local Cambridgeshire Senior Manager, and the latter form 
the policy team. 

 

4.3 Both recruitment and training are currently undertaken by the policy team, and following 
consultation with senior manager’s the functions could remain collaborated if the sergeant 
post were not removed from the team.  This would result in the only staffing reduction as a 
result of the Cambridgeshire withdrawal, being one Chief Inspector FTE.  The savings to 
Cambridgeshire therefore being restricted to this post’s on costs of £80k. 

 
 
5. Considerations 
 
5.1 ‘Clean Break’ Model 

 

5.1.1 Following de-collaboration, Cambridgeshire would by default require new local processes 
to manage 10 of the 11 elements outlined at 2.1 above2; Senior Management; Recruitment 
of Detention Officers; Accreditation Management of Custody and Detention Officers; Bail 
Process management; Policy work (particularly around changing legislation); Management 
of the Healthcare contract; Management of Misconduct / Complaints; Health and safety 
reporting; Promulgation of lessons learnt; Provision of weekly training days . 

                                                      
1 Whilst this is correct at time of writing the imminent movement of CTC to Collaborated Operational Support portfolio will require a re-evaluation of this.  It 

is likely that the C/Supt figure will reduce from 40% to provide for command of the new addition. 
 
2 The Cambridgeshire Custody Chief Inspector already manages the Interpreter’s contract, and so the remaining partners of the collaboration would require 

a local representative to fulfil this function following the de-collaboration.  
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5.1.2 A clean break agreement will therefore undoubtedly result in an increase in the total cost 
of the Custody function to Cambridgeshire. 
 

5.1.3 Concerns on behalf of Cambridgeshire PCC relating to the lack of benefits realisation from 
the original business case are noted.  It is however highlighted that the majority of these 
benefits were financial and whilst local decisions have reduced savings obtained, many 
have been achieved.  

 

5.1.4 Savings outlined in the Full Business Case (FBC) consisted of efficiencies that could be 
made from both the collaboration of SMT/ Policy and the operational running of custody 
suites.  It is recognised that following decisions at JCOB regarding the shift pattern and day 
to day staffing of custody suites that savings in this area were not realised3. Savings 
identified in the FBC in relation to SMT/Policy have however surpassed the initial 
estimates4.  

 

5.1.5 Savings realised for Cambridgeshire in particular through the collaborated custody venture 
can be determined as follows; 

 

5.1.5.1 The Original Full Business Case (FBC) identified (in table 30 on page 37) that 
the Cambridgeshire Baseline spend for custody in 2014/15 totalled 
£3,094,000.  
 

5.1.5.2 The FBC also identified that this figure incorporated the operational aspect, 
(the day to day running of the custody suites) (Appendix XV to the FBC) which 
were £2,478,260). 

 

5.1.5.3 The FBC further identified that within the total budget there was provision 
for the interpreter’s contract totalling £357,000 (table 32 on page 41). 

 

5.1.5.4 The baseline cost for other (SMT/Policy) functions for custody in 
Cambridgeshire may reasonably be determined therefore as the total cost 
less the operational costs and the Interpreters costs; 

 
2,478,260   3,094,000 

               +    357,000                       - 2,835,260 
      2,835,260      258,740  
 

Baseline costs for SMT/Policy 2014/15 may therefore be determined as 
£258,740 

 

5.1.5.5 As can be seen at paragraph 2.6 above the current contribution from 
Cambridgeshire for the custody SMT / Policy function equates to £204,000.  
This of course represents a saving of £54,000 based on staffing costs in 
2014/15.  The actual savings in real terms today, given an increase in staffing 
on-costs over the last five years is likely to be nearer £60,000.  

 
 

5.1.6 A ‘Clean-Break’ withdrawal would also prevent any further benefits from being realised. 
All departments that have been collaborated under the strategic alliance aimed to realise 
benefits for BCH, be they financial or through the introduction of more effective working 
procedures and practices. 

                                                      
3 Whilst the decision not to amend the shift pattern resulted in no staffing costs decreases, other efficiencies in relation to processes have undoubtedly led to a reduction 

in overtime being required within the custody function.  Whilst it is not possible to isolate the impact of specific changes, the overall downward trend in custody overtime 
should be noted. 

4 The initial estimate in table 1 on page 5 of the FBC identifies savings that could be achieved through the collaborated SMT of £69,000 
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5.2 ‘Recruitment/Training’ model 
 

5.2.1 The ‘Recruitment/Training’ model would to provide a return of £80k to Cambridgeshire.  
Whilst this model is still likely to represent an increase in total costs to the force to provide 
the custody function, it would doubtless be more efficient than a ‘Clean-Break’. (It is 
unlikely that the recruitment / training functions could be delivered in a standalone manner 
for £61k) 
 

5.2.2 It should be noted however that one of the original concerns prompting this piece of work, 
was the desire to repatriate control of custody locally, and ensure it fulfilled a function as 
a key-enabler for force business.  This does appear a paradox, as ordinarily the training 
function is key to ensuring how business is undertaken.  To devolve such a significant area 
of business would seem to conflict with this objective. 

 

5.2.3 It should also be noted that the ‘Recruitment/Training’ model poses some ideological 
issues.  Collaboration itself has for many years been seen as a package of measures 
designed to provide both cost savings and in some cases enhanced service, for all involved.  
It is recognised that different workstreams deliver different benefits to each force, with 
an overall philosophy that ‘no force loses’.   

 

5.2.4 The structure can be loosely described as a doctrine of collaboration under which sit, three 
portfolios.  Under each portfolio sits a number of commands.  In each command may sit 
various departments, and in each department will sit many units and finally each unit is 
likely to have a number of functions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

5.2.5 It is noted that in some circumstances it is appropriate to review a portfolio, or even and 
command or department.  To attempt to breakdown the system to any further granularity 
presents risks to the doctrine itself. 

 

5.2.6 In the ‘Recruitment/Training’ model Cambridgeshire would effectively have withdrawn 
from a collaborated department but then sought to retain some collaborated functions, 
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as these alone present financial/efficiency benefits.  Arguably this then ceases to be a 
collaborative agreement, but more aligned to an outsourcing solution for the force.   

 

5.3 General  
 

5.3.1 The S22 Agreement provides for a de-collaboration process, requiring any party who 
wishes to withdraw from the agreement to provide 1 year’s notice in writing of their 
intention to do so.   

 

5.3.2 The budget for the Operational Support command for 2019/20 has been agreed and the 
financial year has started.  Whilst technically possible, to de-collaborate partway through 
the financial year, doing so is likely to add further complexity to the process. 

 
 
6. Recommendation 

 
6.1 It is recommended that all parties to the existing Custody collaboration consider the 

information provided in this document and seek agreement as to acceptable outcomes and 
timescales. 
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