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As a practising member firm of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW), we are subject to its ethical 
and other professional requirements which are detailed at http://www.icaew.com/en/members/regulations-standards-and-guidance. 
 
The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during the course of our review and are not necessarily 
a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or all improvements that might be made. 
 
Recommendations for improvements should be assessed by you for their full impact before they are implemented. This report, or 
our work, should not be taken as a substitute for management’s responsibilities for the application of sound commercial practices. 
We emphasise that the responsibility for a sound system of internal controls rests with management and our work should not be 
relied upon to identify all strengths and weaknesses that may exist. Neither should our work be relied upon to identify all 
circumstances of fraud and irregularity should there be any.  
 
This report is supplied on the understanding that it is solely for the use of the persons to whom it is addressed and for the purposes 
set out herein. Our work has been undertaken solely to prepare this report and state those matters that we have agreed to state to 
them. This report should not therefore be regarded as suitable to be used or relied on by any other party wishing to acquire any 
rights from RSM Risk Assurance Services LLP for any purpose or in any context. Any party other than the Board which obtains 
access to this report or a copy and chooses to rely on this report (or any part of it) will do so at its own risk. To the fullest extent 
permitted by law, RSM Risk Assurance Services LLP will accept no responsibility or liability in respect of this report to any other 
party and shall not be liable for any loss, damage or expense of whatsoever nature which is caused by any person’s reliance on 
representations in this report.  
 
This report is released to our Client on the basis that it shall not be copied, referred to or disclosed, in whole or in part (save as 
otherwise permitted by agreed written terms), without our prior written consent.  
 
We have no responsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring after the date of this report.  
 

RSM Risk Assurance Services LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales no. OC389499 at 6th floor, 25 

Farringdon Street, London EC4A 4AB. 
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The Internal Audit Plan for 2015/16 was approved by the Joint Audit Committee in March 2015.  This report provides a 

summary update on progress against that plan and summarises the results of our work to date.  

 

2  REPORTS CONSIDERED AT THIS JOINT AUDIT 
COMMITTEE 

This table informs of the audit assignments that have been completed and finalised and the impacts of those findings 

since the last Joint Audit Committee.  The Executive Summary and Key Findings of the assignments below are 

attached to this progress report. 

Appendix A also details of the full history of the audits completed in 2015/16 

We have finalised six Cambridgeshire and two collaborative reports since the last meeting and have two further report 

in draft.  

Cambridgeshire only (executive summary and action plan attached for consideration) 

Assignments Status Opinion issued Actions agreed  

   H M L 

Delivery of the Police and Crime Plan 

(4.15/16) 
Final Report 

 

0 1 6 

Risk Management (5.15/16) Final Report 

Constabulary 

 
 

OPCC 

 

0 1 3 

0 0 0 

Payroll & Expenses (6.15/16) Final Report 

 

0 0 1 

General Ledger (7.15/16) Final Report 

 

0 0 1 

1 INTRODUCTION 
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Payments & Creditors (8.15/16) Final Report 

 

0 1 3 

Medium Term Financial Plan (9.15/16) Final Report 

 

0 1 0 

 

 

 

Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Collaborative (executive summary and action plan for 

Athena Management Organisation included as Part 2 item for information) 

Assignments Status Opinion issued Actions agreed  

   H M L 

BCH Arrangements 

Collaboration – Savings Assurance 

(9.15/16) 

Final Report 

(Hertfordshire) 
Advisory  1 1 0 

Athena Management 

Organisation - Programme 

Management review (Kent Lead) 

Final Report  

(Kent) 

Advisory 9 not categorised 
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Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and 
Cambridgeshire Constabulary  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

2 LOOKING AHEAD 

Assignment area 

Timing per   

approved IA 

plan 2015/16 

Status 

Governance  Q3 Fieldwork in progress 

Fleet Management Q3 

Fieldwork completed, debriefed and 

in quality assurance.  Draft report to 

be issued w/c 14/3/16. 

Follow up Q4 Fieldwork in progress 
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Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Collaborative Audit Plans 

 

Assignment area 

 
Lead  

Timing per    

approved IA 

plan 

2015/16 

Status Notes 

ERSOU – Proceeds of Crime 

Act including Cash Seizures 
Bedfordshire 

Was Q1, 

now Q3 

 

Draft Report Issued  

21/10/15. 

Revised Report 

Issued 

14/12/15. 

Responses in discussion 

with management, awaiting 

final responses and 

agreement 

Procurement Cambridgeshire Q4 
Draft Report Issued 

15/03/16 

 

Operational Planning Bedfordshire 
Was Q1,  

now Q4 

Fieldwork in progress  

Information Management / 

Assurance 
Cambridgeshire Q4 

Fieldwork in progress  

ICT Cambridgeshire Q4 
Fieldwork in progress  
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3 OTHER MATTERS  

3.1 Changes to the audit plan 

There have been no changes to the audit plan since the last Committee. The JAC should note that the assurances 

given in our audit assignments are included within our Annual Assurance report. In particular the JAC should note that 

any negative assurance opinions will need to be noted in the annual report and may result in a qualified or negative 

annual opinion.  We have not issued any final reports to date that will negatively impact our year end opinions for 

either the Force or the OPCC.  No common weaknesses have been identified within our reports so far for 2015/16. 

 

3.2 Client Briefings 

EMERGENCY SERVICES NEWS BRIEFING – MARCH 2016 

Welcome to RSM’s new emergency services sector briefing providing information on key 
publications and issues within the emergency services sector. We hope you find this update 
informative and a useful source of insight into recent developments within the sector.   

The last few months have seen government set the way for major changes in the organisation of the emergency 

services sector. The results of the public consultation ‘enabling closer working between the emergency services’, will 

see the government push forward plans to enable Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) to take control of fire and 

rescue services within their area, where a case is made. Within this briefing we look at the outcomes of the 

consultation process and the government’s next steps to create more collaboration between the emergency services. 

We also provide a summary of those other key publications, and in so doing consider what police and fire services 

should now be considering.       

There is no doubt that these announcements result in potential 

risks and rewards for all concerned, not to mention the 

significant challenges faced with managing collaboration and 

closer working between forces, forces and fire and rescue 

services and regional and national collaborations.   

One of the key questions that PCCs and wider stakeholders 

should be considering is ‘are the current risk and assurance 

frameworks fit for purpose and can they provide the right level 

of assurance and comfort where further collaborations are 

entered into?’ 

Daniel Harris 

Head of Emgergency Services  

 

In this edition 

Enabling closer working 

Police: 

Reforming powers of police volunteers 

Police funding 

Joint area Inspections 

Study on digital crime 
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The government has published its response to a consultation held on proposals for greater 

collaboration between the emergency services, with the government now intending to 

legislate for fire and rescue services to be under the control of the Police and Crime 

Commissioners (PCCs).  

The government’s consultation saw responses from over 300 stakeholders, with over three quarters of the responses 

coming from fire services, police and local authorities. Given the volume of consultation responses, the government 

understands it has sufficient information to now communicate its intention for a variety of legislation to be introduced. 

The three principal cabinet ministers involved: Theresa May; Greg Clark; and Jeremy Hunt make it clear in the 

foreword section of the response that:   

‘There are clear opportunities for collaboration to go further and faster. The government intends to legislate to 

enable local communities to drive forward joint working in their area, improving the services delivered to the 

public as well as providing direct local accountability by enabling Police and Crime Commissioners to take on 

the functions of fire and rescue authorities.’ 

This suggests that the government will act quickly to draft legislation whilst emphasising the wider role of the PCC 

moving forwards.  

Despite the clear directive being set by the government there is emphasis on local areas to decide whether to 

implement collaboration. Local areas, however, must demonstrate that they have at least considered collaboration 

opportunities. The duty will be high level and primarily aimed at all three emergency services whilst not being ‘overly 

prescriptive’. The government hopes this will allow local discretion on which course of action to take but also allow for 

the possibility of other bodies to be part of the collaboration. 

As to whether PCCs should have responsibility for fire and rescue services, the government intends that when 

requested, the fire and rescue authority (FRA) should provide the PCC with ‘all necessary information’ when a 

business case is made. Any decision not to proceed would have to be ratified by the Secretary of State; this formed a 

contentious issue in the consultation responses with some respondents unhappy with giving the Secretary of State this 

power, as local opposition could be overruled. 

Police and Crime panels will continue to scrutinise the PCC. However, where the PCC has responsibility for fire and 

rescue services, their remit will become wider. This will undoubtedly lead to police and crime panels needing to, what 

the government refers to as; ‘reconstitute the membership’ in order to ensure the collective panel has the skills 

necessary to scrutinise performance.    

In summary, the government will legislate to: 

 implement a high level duty for all three emergency services to improve efficiency or effectiveness; 

 PCCs take on FRAs where a local case is made; 

 PCC enabled to create a single employer for police and fire personnel; 

 where a PCC does not take over, they can request voter right representation on their local FRA; and 

 the Mayor of London will be given direct responsibility of fire and rescue services in London.  

 

In light of the increased emphasis on collaboration we would encourage police and fire and rescue services to 

consider…. 

ENABLING CLOSER WORKING  
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Question – are you investigating the possibilities of collaborative working between the police and fire and 

rescue service? Have you considered the potential opportunities, benefits and risks in relation to: 

 estates management, 

 vehicle procurement and maintenance, 

 senior posts,  

 prevention programme? 

 

POLICE

Police effectiveness 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) has published its report on police effectiveness for 2015, forming 

one part of its ‘Police Effectiveness, Efficiency and Legitimacy’ (PEEL) annual assessment. HMIC reports that most 

forces are rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ in the categories: preventing crime and anti-social behaviour and; tackling 

serious and organised crime. The results for the other two categories: protecting vulnerable persons and; investigating 

crime and managing offenders, were less positive with many forces requiring improvement. Particular improvement is 

deemed necessary in relation to the police’s role in investigating digital crime as some forces have suffered backlogs 

within their ‘high-tech crime units’. In response to these findings HMIC makes two recommendations:  the National 

Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) and the College of Policing (CoP) to form a national plan to reduce delays in examining 

digital devices, whilst also bringing together expertise in digital crime and; the NPCC and CoP to form a consistent 

approach to identifying and protecting vulnerable persons.  

Question – Is the Joint Audit Committee sighted on HMIC reports relating to the force or any significant 

issues in relation to collaboration partners? 

Reforming the powers of police staff and volunteers 

The government has published its response and findings of a consultation on the plan to reform the powers of ‘core’ 

police staff and volunteers. From 150 responses: 92.5 per cent were in favour of a proposal for a list of exercisable 

powers for police officers, something that is not currently in place; 86 per cent were in favour of chief officers having 

authority to designate levels of power to staff; and a majority of responses were in favour of chief officers having 

authority to designate extra powers to volunteers. This last point was furthered by the Police Federation who stated 

that extra powers given to volunteers should not come at the cost of core police officers.  

Question: Have you undertaken a review of the roles and responsibilities and considered what the impact of 

any changes could be? 

Police funding confirmed 

The Home Office has confirmed the police grant for 2016/17. Early comparisons between this grant and the previous 
year’s show minor reductions in police funding. This is despite assurances from the Chancellor in the spending review 
that police funding would be protected. It is expected that to make up for this funding shortfall  Commissioners will 
require an increase in council tax by up to 2 per cent, the largest possible increase without triggering a referendum. 
Whilst the spending review did not hold the funding cuts anticipated by many in the sector, it is clear that for forces to 
maintain their existing funding levels, an increase in council tax is required.    

Question – do you understand the implications of the funding and what this means for your medium term 
financial plans? 
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Joint area inspections 

The Care Quality Commission (CQC), Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation (HMIP), Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 

Constabulary (HMIC) and Ofsted have published the details of their joint child safeguarding inspections programme. 

The inspections aim to assess whether local authorities, police, health, probation and youth offending services are 

working together to support and protect young and vulnerable people. The inspections which are billed as being 

‘shorter and more responsive’ will also feature a deep dive theme, with the first theme being children at risk of sexual 

exploitation and those missing from school, home or care. This theme will be in place until summer 2016 and the 

inspections begin from February 2016.  

Question – has child safeguarding and/or child sexual exploitation been identified as a risk area with 

associated controls and mitigating actions identified and documented? 

Has the Force and OPCC considered what assurances they receive from the wide range of potential 

assurance providers and are these timely, relevant and regularly reviewed? 

A study on digital crime 

HMIC has published a study on digital crime and policing in light of its strong assertion that ‘dealing with victims of 

digital crime is now commonplace’, and that a need for so called specialist treatment in this area is ‘outdated, 

inappropriate and wrong’. The report looks into various aspects of digital crime including: the issues faced by victims 

and their experience of the police response; the provision for learning and training police officers in digital crime; and 

the extent of police technical and specialist capability. HMIC finds that there is a perception amongst the victims of 

digital crime that police are not equipped to deal with them, and in particular a sense that the police do not know what 

to do with digital evidence. Another issue raised by HMIC is a training course for officers; ‘mainstreaming cyber-crime 

training’ is expected to have its funding cut by the Home Office in March 2016. 

The report examines the outcomes from a study of digital crime at six police forces; the response to digital crime will 

however be covered as part of HMICs all force inspection programme. With cyber-crime growing at a substantial rate, 

the outcomes of this study should enable police forces to gather a deeper understanding of how to provide a more 

effective response.    

Question: Have CFOs or Joint Audit Committee’s seen a self-assessment for Cyber Crime that has been 
prepared by the Force that identifies any gaps in control frameworks  or existing arrangements and is action 
being taken to address the gaps? 

Review of police force practices when referring cases to the Independent 
Police Complaints Commission.  

The Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) has published a research paper on the practices of a sample 

of police forces referring complaints to the IPCC. The research found 400 cases not referred to them that should have 

been, with 76 of these (18 per cent) not referred when it was mandatory to do so. The IPCC confirms its wider 

mandate and responsibility in dealing with complaints but acknowledges ‘fundamental flaws in the systems and 

processes within forces and lack of understanding of referral criteria’. Police forces should ensure that a robust and 

formal process is in place, so that the professional standards department is made aware of all cases deemed relevant 

Questions - Do you know what the complaints process is at the Force?   

What assurances do the Joint Audit Committee receive that complaints are being managed/referred? 

When was the last time the complaints process was independently reviewed and have any lessons learnt 

been addressed?   
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Links and sources of further information 

‘Enabling closer working between the emergency services, summary of consultation responses and next steps’ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/495371/6.1722_HO_Enabling_Closer_

Working_Between_the_Emergency_Services_Consult....pdf 

‘Reforming the power of police staff and volunteers’ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/492209/20160120_Powers_Consultatio

n_Response__Final_.pdf 

‘Police grant report 2016/17’ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/497623/53881_Home_Office_Police_Gr

ant_WEB_ACCESSIBLE_VERSION.pdf  

‘Joint targeted area inspection framework and guidance’ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/494681/Joint_targeted_area_inspection

s_inspection_framework_and_guidance.doc 

‘A study of digital crime and policing’ http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/real-lives-real-

crimes-a-study-of-digital-crime-and-policing.pdf 

‘Referring complaints, conduct matters and death or serious injury matters to the IPCC – a review of current police 

force practice’ http://www.ipcc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Documents/research_stats/IPCC_referrals_review.pdf 

‘Final local government finance settlement 2016/17’ https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/final-local-government-

finance-settlement-england-2016-to-2017 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/495371/6.1722_HO_Enabling_Closer_Working_Between_the_Emergency_Services_Consult....pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/495371/6.1722_HO_Enabling_Closer_Working_Between_the_Emergency_Services_Consult....pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/492209/20160120_Powers_Consultation_Response__Final_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/492209/20160120_Powers_Consultation_Response__Final_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/497623/53881_Home_Office_Police_Grant_WEB_ACCESSIBLE_VERSION.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/497623/53881_Home_Office_Police_Grant_WEB_ACCESSIBLE_VERSION.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/494681/Joint_targeted_area_inspections_inspection_framework_and_guidance.doc
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/494681/Joint_targeted_area_inspections_inspection_framework_and_guidance.doc
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/real-lives-real-crimes-a-study-of-digital-crime-and-policing.pdf
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/real-lives-real-crimes-a-study-of-digital-crime-and-policing.pdf
http://www.ipcc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Documents/research_stats/IPCC_referrals_review.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/final-local-government-finance-settlement-england-2016-to-2017
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/final-local-government-finance-settlement-england-2016-to-2017
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Reports previously seen by the Audit Committee and included for information purposes only: 

Assignment Opinion issued Actions agreed 

  H M L 

Estates Management (1.15/16) 

 

0 5 2 

Communications Strategy (2.15/16) 

 

1 0 2 

Budgetary Control (3.15/16) 

 

0 0 0 

 

 

Assignments Status Opinion issued Actions agreed  

   H M L 

Collaboration – Dogs Unit (Beds 4.15/16) 
FINAL 

(Bedfordshire) 

 

0 3 1 

      

 

 

 

APPENDIX A: INTERNAL AUDIT ASSIGNMENTS 
COMPLETED TO DATE 
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APPENDIX B - I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES AND ACTION 
PLANS FROM FINALISED REPORTS 
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1.1 Background  

The Constabulary has a Police and Crime Plan in place covering the period 2013-2016. The Police and Crime 

Objectives outlined in the plan are dated 2013/14 but remain the current objectives for 2015/16 and are as follows: 

1) Maintain local police performance; 

2) Deliver policing within the available budget; 

3) Continue to tackle crime and disorder; 

4) Keeping people safe; 

5) Maintain the resilience of protective services. 

The Police and Crime Objectives outlined in the plan for 2013/14 were initially built from the objectives set in March 

2013 following the Commissioner’s election in November 2012. The objectives have been subject to review on a 

discretionary basis, where actions are changed in line with the Constabulary’s strategic assessments which identify 

current and emerging crime trends. 

Performance against the plan is monitored at the Local Policing Priority Review Meeting, Force Performance Board 

(FPB), and Force Executive Board (FEB) in the Constabulary before being discussed further by the Performance 

Working Group and Business Coordination Board (BCB) in the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the OPCC can take reasonable 

assurance that the controls in place to manage this risk are suitably 

designed and consistently applied. 

However, we have identified issues that need to be addressed in order to 

ensure that the control framework is effective in managing the identified 

risk.  

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

The Police and Crime Plan was set in 2013 following the election of the Police and Crime Commissioner in November 

2012. We confirmed that changes to plan objectives three and four through reacting to emerging issues and priorities 

had been approved by the Business Coordination Board and presented for challenge by the Police and Crime Panel 

before being adopted by the Commissioner. The objectives in the plan were reconciled to the election statement and 

priorities outlined in the candidate profile for the PCC and found to be broadly representative. 

APPENDIX B: DELIVERY OF THE POLICE AND CRIME 
PLAN - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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A process map has been established for the development of the plan to assist the Commissioner and Office of the 

Police and Crime Commissioner in producing a robust plan in a timely manner. 

We reviewed sample work-streams that support the objectives within the plan and confirmed that key objectives were 

being delivered in a number of ways, including: 

 Holding the Chief Constable to account; 

 Partnership working; 

 Collaborative working; 

 By contract or grant with a third party. 

We confirmed the requirement for third parties under contract or receiving grants to report at least annually to the 

Commissioner in person on the progress of individual schemes. Additionally, third parties are required to submit a 

twice yearly return on the monies expended. Where a contract or Memorandum of Agreement was in place, we found 

evidence of performance measures or achievements recorded, however it is not clear how these measures are 

reported on or measured in terms of success, especially as many of them are qualitative rather than quantitative in 

nature. There is a risk where appropriate metrics to measure the success of a project are not in place, the 

Commissioner cannot be fully assured that the particular scheme is contributing toward achieving the associated 

objective of the Police and Crime Plan. We raised a medium priority management action in relation to this issue. 

The Constabulary Performance team produce a dashboard of metrics demonstrating progress in achieving the 

individual work-streams that contribute to the delivery of the objectives detailed in the Police and Crime Plan. We 

established that the data within the dashboard undergoes checks just prior to reporting to highlight the following: 

 Any crime detected where there is no outcome recorded; 

 Records where a known error code exists; 

 Duplicate records; 

 Obsolete Home Office codes have been used; 

 Old cases that have been opened for ongoing investigation that have been previously reported on a legacy 

system. 

The Force’s in house internal audit team are provided with the exception reports generated and resolve any issues 

within 24 hours to allow reporting to take place from the second day on the month following. 

Through review of the Force Performance Board (FPB) and Force Executive Board (FEB) Actions for months August, 

September and October 2015, we found these to adequately detail actions with responsible owners; however, we 

could not infer any due dates with regards to when actions should be delivered. Furthermore, through inspection of 

actions we could not confirm whether completed actions had been appropriately closed off in subsequent meetings. 

This could lead to actions not being followed up appropriately and may impact the Constabulary’s operational 

effectiveness.  

Additionally, we could not identify Action Plans associated with our sample of minutes from the Performance Officer 

Working Group and Business Coordination Board (BCB), which detailed agreed actions from previous meetings and a 
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follow up of actions agreed in previous meetings. There is a risk that actions will not be completed in a timely fashion 

should dates not be prescribed to all actions agreed in meetings.  

There is also a risk that the Performance Officer Working Group and BCB will not be aware of the current status of 

actions should they be omitted before subsequent meetings take place. This could lead to actions not being followed 

up appropriately and can impact the Constabulary’s operational effectiveness.  We have agreed a Low priority action 

to cover these points. 

The Force maintain an  operational risk register and review of this confirmed that the risk of not delivering aspects of 

the plan attributable to the Force were documented and controls were identified; we did not test the application of the 

identified controls, we merely acknowledged that controls had been identified.  

There is no explicit reference or link from the Public Engagement section of the Joint Strategic risk register to the 

Police and Crime Plan, when the plan has a direct link to public engagement through its creation, reporting and 

outcomes. The Police and Crime Plan is the main mechanism by which the Commissioner sets out the aims for his 

term in office, in order to fulfil the needs and wishes of local people. If the failure to deliver the Police and Crime Plan 

does not feature across all themes of the Strategic Risk Register, especially from the Public engagement aspect, there 

is a risk that controls may not be applied to demonstrate and ensure the public engagement driver.   We have agreed 

a low priority recommendation to cover this point. 

The OPCC have developed a Board Assurance Framework which is reviewed on an ongoing basis. The Joint Audit 

Committee have been recommended to review the Board Assurance Framework every six months which may not be 

frequent enough to allow any actions as a result of committee scrutiny to be effected and embedded in a timely 

manner. The Joint Audit Committee may which to consider if more frequent review would provide more timely 

assurance or identify gaps in assurance in the current fast changing environment. We have agreed a low priority 

action to cover this point. 

In total we have identified six low priority and one medium priority weaknesses for which management actions have 

been agreed; these are further documented in section two and three of the report. 

 

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Risk Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

The Commissioner fails to meet the requirement of 

the Police and Crime Panel as it assesses the 

performance of the Commissioner and scrutinises 

the Commissioner's strategic actions and decisions. 

2 (12) 3 (12) 6 1 0 

Total   6 1 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Risks: The Commissioner fails to meet the requirement of the Police and Crime Panel as it assesses the 

performance of the Commissioner and scrutinises the Commissioner's strategic actions and decisions. 

1.1 Performance and 

monitoring 

meetings/communication 

between the OPCC and 

third parties are not 

documented to allow for 

review of performance. 

Additionally, it is not 

apparent how the 

performance measures 

documented within 

service specifications and 

agreement are reported 

on and in a way that 

performance can be 

measured, especially with 

qualitative measures. 

Medium The OPCC will include 

qualitative and quantitative 

measures as appropriate 

within service 

specifications involving 

collaborative, partnership 

or third party delivery that 

allow for better reporting of 

performance to the OPCC 

via the Business 

Coordination Board. 

 

Additionally, the OPCC will 

ensure that performance 

and monitoring 

meetings/communications 

with service partners and 

collaborators are 

documented. 

March 2016 OPCC Head of 

Strategic 

Partnerships and 

Commissioning 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

1.2a The Local Policing 

Priority Review 

Meeting was found to 

be operating without a 

terms of Reference.  

  

Low The Head of Performance 

(Constabulary) will ensure 

that a Terms of Reference 

is developed outlining the 

remit for the Local Policing 

Priority Review meeting.  

 

December 2015 

 

 

 

 

Head of 

Performance 

(Constabulary)  

 

1.2b Through review of the 

Force Performance 

Board and Force 

Executive Board Actions 

from months August, 

September and October, 

we could not infer any 

due dates with regards to 

when actions should be 

delivered.  

Furthermore, through 

inspection of actions we 

could not confirm whether 

completed actions had 

been appropriately closed 

off in subsequent 

meetings.  

Low The Constabulary will 

ensure that an action log is 

developed for all meetings 

that includes the following:  

 Action  

 Responsible 

owner(s)  

 Due dates  

 Status (ongoing or 

Completed)   

 

The Constabulary will 

ensure that actions from 

previous meetings are 

discussed and evidenced 

as such before being 

marked off as completed. 

December 2015 Head of 

Corporate 

Development 

Department 

(Constabulary)  

1.3a The following groups 

were found to be 

operating without a 

Terms of Reference: 

 Performance 

Officer Working 

Group; 

 Business 

Coordination 

Board.    

Low The Head of Policy and 

Performance will ensure 

that a Terms of Reference 

is developed for the: 

 Performance 

Officer Group 

 Performance 

Working Group 

and 

 Business 

Coordination 

Board 

 

 

February 2016 Head of Policy 

and Performance 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

1.3b Minutes form the 

meetings of the 

Performance Officer 

Working Group and 

Business Coordination 

Board did not contain any 

action logs to record and 

monitor progress against 

any actions agreed in the 

meetings. 

Low The Head of Policy and 

Performance will ensure 

that an action log is 

developed for all meetings 

that includes the following:  

 Action  

 Responsible 

owner(s)  

 Due dates  

 Status (ongoing or 

Completed)   

 

 

February 2016 Head of Policy 

and Performance 

1.4 There is no explicit 

reference or link from the 

risk register to the Police 

and Crime Plan within the 

Public Engagement 

section, when the plan 

has a direct link to public 

engagement through its 

creation, reporting and 

outcomes. 

Low The OPCC will review the 

Strategic Risk Register to 

ensure that all aspects of 

the Police and Crime Plan 

are explicitly linked to the 

recorded risks. 

December 2015 OPCC Director of 

Communications 

and Engagement 

1.5 The Joint Audit 

Committee are to review 

the Board Assurance 

Framework (BAF) every 

six months which may not 

be frequent enough given 

that all the strategic risks 

were RAG rated as Red.  

If the BAF is not subject 

to frequent review, there 

is a risk that the OPCC 

will not be able to react 

speedily enough to 

external factors, failing 

controls or changes to 

risk profiles. 

Low The OPCC will request the 

Joint Audit Committee to 

review the BAF on a 

quarterly basis in order to 

remain more responsive to 

the high strategic risks.  

December 2015  OPCC Director 

of Finance 
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1.1 Background  

An audit of Risk Management was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 2015/16, 

examining the risk management framework for both the Constabulary and the Office for the Police and Crime 

Commissioner. 

The review was to establish the risk recording mechanisms, management of those risks and the governance 

arrangements in place in support of the established processes.  

The Constabulary had identified a number of strategic risks that are directly linked to the Police and Crime Plan and 

these are recorded on the Strategic Risk Register. In addition, a number of corporate and operational risks emanating 

from Departments have been identified. The risk champion for the Constabulary is the Deputy Chief Constable with 

day to day management responsibility of the Force Risk Manager, assisted by the Force Risk Officer. 

The Office for the Police and Crime Commissioner has identified their key risks and these have been mapped into a 

Joint Strategic Risk Register for both the Constabulary and the OPCC. The register is maintained by the Strategic 

Accountant for the OPCC.  

A Risk Review Board is in place to review and scrutinise the Constabulary risk, and an overarching governance 

structure in place to monitor risk at both the Constabulary and the OPCC in the form of the Force Executive Board, the 

Business Co-ordination Board and the Joint Audit Committee.   

 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: Constabulary 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Constabulary can take 

substantial assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies 

to manage this area are suitably designed, consistently applied and 

operating effectively. 

 

Internal Audit Opinion: OPCC 

Taking account of the issues identified, the OPCC can take substantial 

assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies to manage 

this area are suitably designed, consistently applied and operating 

effectively. 
 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C: RISK MANAGEMENT - EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 
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1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

Joint Constabulary and OPCC Strategic Risk Register 

The Constabulary and the OPCC have a joint strategic risk register that incorporates key risk across both 
organisations. This is the responsibility of the OPCC and is controlled by the OPCC Strategic Accountant.  

We obtained the Joint Strategic Risk Register and confirmed that it is up to date as at 29th October 2015 with the next 
quarterly review scheduled for 13th January 2016. 

The risks are split into domains in line with the OPCC objectives and each risk is clearly described, has a risk owner 
(both for the OPCC and Constabulary as applicable) and details the cause and effect, supported by a pre-mitigation 
risk rating. Each risk clearly sets out the controls, the associated control assurances and a RAG rating based upon 
likelihood and impact to provide the residual risk score.  
 

OPCC Board Assurance Framework 

In addition, to the Strategic Risk Register the OPCC captures the high level areas of concern within its Board 
Assurance Framework (BAF) which is controlled by the OPCC Strategic Accountant and is overseen by the Business 
Co-ordination Board and the Joint Audit Committee. 

From our review of the BAF we confirmed that there were seven red rated risks that were identified across the 
financial year and show both the unmitigated and current risk scores against a set risk appetite. 

There was substantial detail against each risk on the BAF to set out the cause, impact and rational for the risk appetite 
as well as the controls in place, the mitigating actions, control assurances and current performance. 

Each risk had a deadline set for the completion of outstanding action all of which were due between March and April 
2016 with no actions stated as outstanding. 
 

Constabulary Risk Register 

There was a Constabulary Risk Register in which key risks were recorded and monitored.  There were also risk 
registers within each division which recorded, evaluated, scored and assigned responsibility to the individual risks.   

We confirmed that the register had been most recently updated on 5th January 2016. The register was maintained 
within the 4Risk system and we note that as well as the specific Constabulary risks the register also, for visibility, 
contains the up to date joint risks as held on the Joint Strategic Risk Register with the OPCC. 

For each Constabulary strategic risk we confirmed that there is an individual risk reference, risk description, risk owner 
and date of last update which demonstrated updates had been made in a timely manner. In addition, each risk had its 
cause and effect ratings defined and provided a pre-mitigation risk score.   

For each risk the controls in place were clearly described and the residual risk score was identifiable following the 
implementation of those controls. Finally any action required to safeguard against the risk was clearly set and defined. 
 

Force Divisional Risk Registers 

There were risk registers within each of the Constabulary’s seven divisions which recorded, evaluated, scored and 
assigned responsibility to the individual risks.  We confirmed from review that each division had an up-to-date register 
with full detail of risk, ownership, review date and risk scores in place. The format of the risk register was either in 
spreadsheet format or by utilisation of the 4Risk system. 
 

Police and Crime Plan 

We confirmed the key objectives set out within the Police and Crime Plan and from review of the 4Risk system, across 
both the divisional and strategic level risks, confirmed that every risk recorded on the system is allocated to the 
objective to which it best fits.  

Departments had their own objectives which were aligned to those in the Police and Crime Plan and their risks were 
aligned to these objectives on 4Risk. 
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Force Executive Board 

The Force Executive Board (FEB) oversees the risk management processes within the Constabulary. The FEB has a 
standing governance agenda point and within this the Strategic Risk Register is presented.  

We obtained the Force Executive Board minutes for August, September and October 2015 and confirmed that 
Governance is a standing agenda points for each meeting and within the minutes we identified there was coverage of 
the Risk Register and risk policy and process. 

 

Business Co-ordination Board 

The Business Co-ordination Board (BCB) is held by the OPCC and has attendance by members of both the OPCC 
and the Constabulary, This forum reviews the Strategic Joint Register and the OPCC BAF the month before it is due to 
go to the Joint Audit Committee (JAC).  

We obtained the minutes from the 26th November 2015 and confirmed that this was the most recent date at which the 
BCB was presented with the Strategic Risk Register. We also obtained the agenda paper and confirm from review that 
the BCB received a comprehensive update on the Strategic Risks held between the Constabulary and the OPCC and 
that the BCB reviewed and noted the report. 

 

Joint Audit Committee 

The Joint Audit Committee for the Constabulary and the OPCC oversee the risk management process. The 
Committee reviews the Constabulary Strategic Register, the Joint Strategic Risk Register and also the OPCC BAF. 

We obtained the Joint Audit Committee minutes for 10th December 2015 and confirmed that there was coverage of 
both the Constabulary Risk Register and receipt of the Joint Strategic Risk Register, confirming that the Joint Audit 
committee are overseeing the risks within both the Constabulary and the OPCC. 

 

We identified the following weaknesses resulting in one medium priority management action being agreed: 

 

Risk Review Board 

The Risk Review Board (RRB) meets monthly to discuss risk and scrutinise the risk register.  We confirmed that the 
RRB has agendas to guide the meetings although it is not formally minuted or actions identified so we are therefore 
unable to confirm the attendance or the coverage and scrutiny of the divisional and strategic risks.  We also confirm 
that the Terms of Reference has not been updated since March 2014 and there is no review date or formal review 
period set out within the TOR.   

Without an up to date TOR that is reviewed regularly the Risk Review Board may not be fully effective in its role in 
managing the risk within the authority.  Without the RRB meetings being minuted or actions identified there is a risk 
that coverage is not effective, risks are not being scrutinised or addressed with sufficient robustness and attendance 
may not be sufficient. 

 

In addition we agreed three low priority management actions for the Constabulary which are covered within section 2 
and 3 of the report. 
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1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Risk Management 2 (12) 2 (12) 3 1 0 

Total   3 1 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 

1.5 Progress made with previous audit findings  

Date of previous audit Low Medium High 

Number of actions agreed during previous audit 2 6 0 

Number of actions implemented/ superseded 2 5 0 

Actions not yet fully implemented: 0 1 0 

 

As part of this review the  Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner and Cambridgeshire 

Constabulary has demonstrated progress in implementing actions agreed to address internal audit recommendations 

made within the Risk Management report issued 7
 
April 2015 report.   

Of the six medium and five low priority recommendations followed up, we confirmed that three have been implemented 

in full and four has been superseded with these now covered within management actions agreed in this report. The 

recommendation not evidenced as implemented relates to the review of the Joint Strategic Risk Register and the 

removal of the colouring from the impact and likelihood score. 
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Action Plan 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Area: Risk Management 

1.1 Constabulary 

The current version of the 

Risk Issue and 

Opportunity Policy and 

Procedure Guide is not 

currently available on 

either the website or the 

Intranet.   

Low The Constabulary will 

ensure the 2015 policy 

document is added to the 

Constabulary website and 

staff made are aware of 

where they can access the 

document. 

April 2016 

 

 

Superintendent -

Head of 

Corporate 

Development  
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

1.2 Constabulary 

There is no specific risk 

tolerance score at which 

a divisional risk is 

required to be escalated. 

Low The Constabulary will 

decide upon a risk 

tolerance level and 

escalate divisional risks 

based on a base tolerance 

level to be decided upon.  

This will be documented 

within the Risk, Issue and 

Opportunity Policy to 

provide formal guidance on 

the escalation processes 

and expectations. 

April 2016 Superintendent -

Head of 

Corporate 

Development  

1.3 Constabulary 

Not all Constabulary 

Divisions are reporting 

into the Risk Review 

Board on a regular basis 

on their risks. 

Low The Risk Review Board will 

discuss and formally 

decide upon what 

regularity the divisions 

should be reporting in to 

give the Board the 

assurance it needs on risk 

across the divisions. 

April 2016 Superintendent -

Head of 

Corporate 

Development  

1.4 Constabulary 

The Terms of Reference 

for the Risk Review 

Board is not up to date 

and the meetings are not 

minuted / actions 

recorded. 

Medium The Constabulary will 

minute the Risk Review 

Board and assign actions 

as appropriate to resolve 

issues or address key risks 

and the TOR will be 

reviewed and updated. 

April 2016 Superintendent -

Head of 

Corporate 

Development  
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1.1 Background  

As part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 2015/16 we undertook an audit of the Payroll and Expenses 

function. The Force utilises the ePayfact2ePayfact2 payroll system  and four Payrolls are run each month which are: 

• Police Officers; 

• Police Staff; 

• Pensions; 

• Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC). 

The Payroll Team consists of the Head of Exchequer Services, four payroll officers and one payroll assistant. The 

team is responsible for new starter set-ups, removing leavers and for actioning any pay-related changes to employee 

standing data such as deductions (including bank detail changes). 

Overtime for OPCC, Force staff and officers is claimed by individuals via the electronic Corporate Overtime system 

(COTS) and processed in payroll. Expense claims are also processed by the payroll team. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Office of the Cambridgeshire 

Police and Crime Commissioner and Cambridgeshire Constabulary can 

take substantial assurance that the controls upon which the organisation 

relies to manage this area are suitably designed, consistently applied and 

operating effectively. 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

Payroll 

 The Force have in place Financial Regulations that include the high level core management procedures 
regarding payments to employees along with the delegated responsibility to the Chief Constable from the 
Police and Crime Commissioner. 

 We obtained the ePayfact2 user report listing all individuals with access to Payroll. For a full sample of six 
users we found that in all cases users were current employees of the Force and access was authorised and 
appropriate to their job role. 

 We obtained and reviewed the authorised BACS signatories list sent to CGI. We confirmed with the Head of 
Exchequer that the authorised signatories are appropriate individuals and up to date. 

 Through sample testing we confirmed that 30 new starter set-ups, 30 leavers and 25 pay affecting changes to 
staff data were processed by Payroll accurately, authorised appropriately and checked by a second officer. 

 We also performed sample testing of 25 voluntary and 25 involuntary deductions. Testing found these 
deductions were processed accurately and in a timely manner. 

APPENDIX D: PAYROLL AND EXPENSES - EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 
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 For a sample of three months for each payroll we confirmed exception reports that record any changes to 
standing data had been run by Payroll as part of month-end checklist process. Any variance increases / 
decreases of 20% and above had been investigated and evidenced as such by the Payroll Team. 

 The actual payment of the payroll is only on the authorisation of a signatory as per the BACS authorisation 
signatory list. For a sample of three months payment runs for each payroll we confirmed the proposed BACS 
payroll summary was authorised by an authorised signatory.   

 The four payrolls are reconciled each month by Finance between the General Ledger and the payroll system. 
We reviewed 3 months (April, May and November 2015) payroll reconciliations and confirmed they had been 
completed in a timely manner and signed and dated by the preparer. 

Expenses and Overtime 

 For a sample of 20 paid expense claims (Staff, Officers and PCC) from ePayfact2 we confirmed payments 
agreed to an authorised form. For three claims non-mileage related we confirmed there were receipts 
supporting the expenditure. 

 We obtained a report from EPayfact2 of all overtime paid and for a sample of 20 overtime payments (10 staff 
and 10 officers) we found in all cases an electronic overtime record was held and reconciled to the amount of 
overtime paid on the EPayfact2. In all cases the COTS system noted the authorising officer was above the 
rank of the claimant. 

 

We identified one low priority management action that is detailed in sections two and three of this report. 

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Procedural documentation and training  1 (4) 1 (4) 1 0 0 

Starters   0 (1) 0 (1) 0 0 0 

Leavers   0 (1) 0 (1) 0 0 0 

Amendments   0 (1) 0 (1) 0 0 0 

Deductions  0 (2) 0 (2) 0 0 0 

Additional payments, overtime and expenses  0 (2) 0 (2) 0 0 0 

Checking and payment authorisation  0 (3) 0 (3) 0 0 0 

Total   1 0 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Area: Procedural documentation and training  

1.1 Since the new platform of 

Epayfact was introduced in 

November 2015 the local 

payroll procedure notes have 

not been updated to reflect 

any changes in payroll 

processing. 

Low Management comment - We have 

only processed the payroll once on 

ePayfact2.   

 

Management Action - The payroll 

team have started to amend the 

procedure notes but the intention is 

to complete this over the next few 

months once they are comfortable 

with the new system and any 

issues have been ironed 

out.EPayfact2 

May 2016 

 

Head of 

Exchequer 

Services 
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1.1 Background  

The Finance Department comprises of the Senior Financial Accountant, Finance Systems Manager, Financial 

Accountant and two Trainee Accountants. The Finance Systems Manager reports to the Senior Financial Accountant 

and is responsible for maintaining the finance system, which is currently Integra.  

The Force is in the process of tendering for a new tri-force ERP system, between the Police and Crime 
Commissioners for Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, to replace Integra. The new system will integrate 
the current finance system with other functions such as HR, Payroll, and Duty Management.  

The new system will be formally approved at the Project Board in February 2016 and is estimated to be fully 
operational across the three forces by February 2017. 

 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the OPCC and Force can take 

substantial assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies 

to manage the identified areas are suitably designed, consistently applied 

and operating effectively. 

 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

We found that there are robust controls in place concerning the general ledger in the following areas. 

Procedural documentation and training 

 Financial Regulations have been developed and Section A2 adequately provides guidance surrounding the 

maintenance of accounting records, ensuring 'accounting information is recorded completely, accurately and on a 

timely basis.' 

 Processes were governed by procedure guides, which covered key areas in relation to the maintenance of the 

General Ledger. 

 A half-yearly review of access rights is conducted by the Senior Financial Accountant and is held electronically. 

The last review was conducted by the Senior Financial Accountant in January 2016. 

 New staff requiring access to the Integra system would receive one to one training from the Finance Systems 

Manager and also have access to procedural documents which are available on the shared drive.  

 

APPENDIX E: GENERAL LEDGER - EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 
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Data input 

 The chart of accounts is maintained, with changes made by a restricted number of staff within finance following 

email requests. Through sample testing of 20 changes/additions and 3 deletions in total across expense heads and 

cost centres we confirmed that changes had been appropriately requested and authorised by the appropriate staff. 

 Journals are recorded on a hard-copy journal vouchers, with sufficient narrative and supporting documentation, 

prior to being independently authorised and input into Integra. Through sample testing of 25 journals we confirmed 

that all journals had an adequate narrative and had been subject to the appropriate segregation of duties with 

regards to requisition, authorisation and processing. 

Data verification 

 A monthly checklist recording the closure of the Integra Modules is maintained by the Finance Systems Manager. 

Through review of Month Closure Control and Integrity Checklists for months October, November, and December 

2015 we confirmed checklists had been fully completed in all three months.  

 Reconciliations are undertaken for the Sales, Purchases, Cash and Nominal Ledger Control Accounts. Through 

review of the reconciliations performed for months September, October, and November 2015 we confirmed that 

reconciliations were dated by the Financial Accountant or Trainee Financial Accountant and were subject to review 

by the Senior Financial Accountant or the Former Projects Accountant in all cases. 

 Bank account reconciliations are undertaken for all bank accounts. We obtained reconciliations for the Income, 

Payments and Payroll bank accounts for months October, November, and December 2015. We confirmed 

reconciliations were: completed monthly as prescribed; signed and dated by Finance Officer; and were subject to 

review by the Financial Accountant or the former Project Accountant in all cases. Suspense Account reconciliations 

are undertaken for 21 accounts.  

     Through review of reconciliations performed for months August, September and October 2015 we confirmed: a 

Suspense Account Reconciliation sheet was evidenced as checked by the Trainee Financial Accountant in all 

cases; and an email consisting of the reconciliation with supporting documentation could be observed for all 

accounts; and reconciliations had been subject to review by the Senior Financial Accountant or the former Projects 

Accountant in all three months.  

 Trial balances are produced as part of the month end process. For a sample of three months (August, September 

and October 2015) we confirmed that Trial Balance checks had been carried out timely and that balances had 

reconciled to zero in all three months. 

There were no areas of weakness that resulted in high or medium priority recommendations; however we did identify 

an area of minor weakness that resulted in a low priority recommendations being made. This is detailed further within 

sections 2 and 3 of the report.  
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1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Procedural documentation and training 0 (4) 0 (4) 0 0 0 

Data input 0 (2) 0 (2) 0 0 0 

Data verification  0 (5) 1 (5) 1 0 0 

Total   1 0 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 

 

1.5 Progress made with previous audit findings  

Date of previous audit Low Medium High 

Number of actions agreed during previous audit 2 0 0 

Number of actions implemented/ superseded 1 0 0 

Actions not yet fully implemented: 1 0 0 

 

The two low priority management actions agreed as a result of the previous audit in February 2015 were reviewed as 

part of the testing undertaken during this review. One recommendation was considered as not yet fully implemented 

and has been restated within this report as part of the action plan in section 2. 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Area: Data verification  

1.1 With regards to the 

timeliness of suspense 

account reconciliations 

being performed, in the 

month of October we 

found reconciliations to 

have been submitted and 

reviewed on 2nd and 3rd 

December 2015 

respectively. 

Low The Senior Financial 

Accountant will ensure that 

suspense account 

reconciliations are 

completed and reviewed 

on a timely basis as part of 

the month end process. 

Immediate 

 

 

Senior Financial 

Accountant  
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1.1 Background  

An audit of Payments and Creditors was undertaken as part of the approved Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and 

Crime Commissioner (OPCC) Cambridge Constabulary (hereafter referred to as the Constabulary) internal audit 

periodic plan for 2015/16. 

The Constabulary uses Integra for the day to day management of their financial processes. Within Integra, there are 

separate modules in which employee access is restricted to the appropriate level for their role. The Constabulary 

operates a ‘no purchase order, no payment’ policy, which is maintained by a centralised Purchase Order Team, who 

are responsible for raising purchase orders, with the exception of Garage/Fleet and Procurement purchase orders. 

With regards to the payment of invoices, the OPCC seeks to achieve a 28-day turnaround for all supplier payments, 

this is faster than the Public Sector Payment Policy (PSPP) of 30 days. Currently, the Constabulary is paying 98.1% of 

invoices in 30 days or less, with an average turnaround of 13 days. 

 

The objective of the review was to provide assurance that all expenditure is committed, approved and accounted for in 

line with the organisation’s financial regulations and that creditors are paid in a timely fashion while still managing the 

organisation’s cash flow. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the OPCC and Constabulary can 

take reasonable assurance that the controls upon which the organisation 

relies to manage this area are suitably designed, consistently applied.   

 

However, we have identified issues that that need to be addressed in 

order to ensure that the control framework is effective in managing this 

area. 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

As part of this review, sample testing was completed on 25 purchase orders which confirmed that requisitions were 

completed and authorised, and evidence of this was retained within the Finance Department. We also confirmed in all 

cases that goods had been receipted on the system and were paid within the 28 days, as per the OPCC requirements.  

Testing was also completed to confirm that all invoices received were matched to a purchase order and any variations 

outside the tolerance level were validated appropriately. There were no exceptions noted from our sample of 25, 

however, it was noted that the Exemptions Control Document, used by the Purchasing Team to confirm suppliers 

which do not have to raise purchase orders, was dated September 2015 and was not reviewed in the latest quarter 

(December 2015) as required by the Constabulary. 

APPENDIX F: PAYMENTS AND CREDITORS - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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We obtained a report of credit notes raise from 1 April 2015 to date and for a sample of 10 credit notes raised within 

the current financial year we confirmed that in all cases credit notes were raised against the correct purchased and 

appropriately authorised. 

 

Payment runs are undertaken by the Finance team every Wednesday. Prior to this, a checklist must be completed by 

the Finance Supervisor. We noted that only the payment runs from October 2015 to date were available in paper 

copies in the Finance Office as the payment runs prior to this were archived. Through sample testing of five payment 

runs, we confirmed that the proposed payment run is provided to the Financial Systems Manager, who produces an 

authorisation and submission report, which is independently reviewed by the Management Accountant.  

As part of this testing, we traced the payment runs back to the bank statements and confirmed that the amounts from 

the two documents could be reconciled. Additional testing was undertaken on cheques within the payment run and it 

was confirmed that the total amount of the individual cheques in the cheque listing from the payment run could be 

traced back to the amount in the general ledger. 

From a sample of 25 we confirmed that once a request has been received to set up a new supplier, the Supplier Team 

undertakes a number of due diligence checks on the details supplied.  In each case the details on the system agreed 

to the supporting documents. 

Requests to change supplier details are received by the Business Support Assistant through the post or by email the 

requesting document is then validated this includes where a change of bank details is requested, the amendment are 

checked with supplier independently of the request.  From our sample of 25 amendments, there were 10 changes to 

bank details for which 2 had evidence that an independent check had not been performed.  There is a risk that 

fraudulent request will be processed if there is not a check back with the supplier, we have therefore agreed a 

Medium priority action with Management. 

We undertook sample testing of five budget holders, which are ‘Gate Keepers’ by right as they have the delegated 

authority through the Constabulary Financial Instructions to spend the funds allocated to their budget. No issues were 

identified as backing evidence was available to confirm a sample of the Gate Keeper’s appointment and limits. 

Lastly, we completed testing on 10 users from the user access report for the purchase ledger and confirmed that all 

employees sampled were current and access appropriate for the role of the individual. However, through discussion 

with the Systems Administrator, it was stated that no periodic review of user access is performed. 

Our findings have resulted in one medium and three low priority management actions that are detailed in section two 

and three of report.  

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

To ensure that all expenditure is committed, 

approved and accounted for in line with the 

organisation’s financial regulations.    

Creditors are paid in a timely fashion while still 

managing the organisation’s cash flow. 

2 (13) 3 (13) 3 1 0 
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Total   3 1 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 

 

 

 

 

1.5 Progress made with previous audit findings  

Date of previous audit Low Medium High 

Number of actions agreed during previous audit 2 0 1 

Number of actions implemented/ superseded 2 0 1 

Actions not yet fully implemented: 0 0 1 

As part of this review the Constabulary has demonstrated good progress in implementing actions agreed to address 

internal audit recommendations made within the Payments and Creditors report, dated 27 November 2013 (11.13/14). 

We confirmed that the Low recommendation had been implemented but the High recommendation remains 

outstanding.  
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

To ensure that all expenditure is committed, approved and accounted for in line with the organisation’s 

financial regulations. Creditors are paid in a timely fashion while still managing the organisation’s cash flow. 

1.1 The exemptions control 

document was dated 

September 2015, but had 

not been reviewed in 

December 2015, and as 

per Constabulary 

Financial Instructions 

should be reviewed each 

quarter.  

Low The Constabulary will 

review the Exemptions 

Control Document as per 

the Constabulary Financial 

Instructions, update 

accordingly and 

disseminate to staff. 

Immediate Jenna Flisher - 

Finance 

Supervisor 

1.2 We obtained the KPI 

report to the OPCC for 

2014/15 and noted from 

the table graph in the 

report of ‘Prompt 

Payment KPIs’ the 

standard term of payment 

was set at 30 days rather 

than the desired PCC 

target of 28 days.  

Low The Constabulary will 

ensure the standard terms 

of payment data in the 

yearly KPI report to the 

PCC will show the 

Constabulary performance 

against the 28 day target 

set by the PCC. 

April 2016 Jackie Ingle - 

Head of 

Exchequer 

Services 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

1.3 We sampled 25 

amendments to supplier 

details included 10 

changes to bank details, 

of these there was no 

evidence for 2 of those 

changes that there had 

been contact with the 

supplier to confirm that 

the change was a 

legitimate request thus 

avoiding the risk of fraud. 

Medium We will ensure that where 

any company or an 

individual not known to us 

requests an amendment to 

bank account details. A 

check will be made from an 

independent source and 

evidence retained of who 

they spoke with to verify 

details.  

 

Immediate  Contracts 

Manager 

1.4 Through discussion with 

the System Administrator, 

it was noted that there is 

not a periodic review of 

user access performed. 

Low The Constabulary will 

adopt a periodic review 

every six months of user 

access to the Purchase 

Ledger and retain evidence 

of this exercise. 

April 2016 Michelle Parker – 

Senior Financial 

Accounting 
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1.1 Background  

The Medium Term Financial Plan is reviewed and updated each year as part of the annual budget setting process by 

the ACPO Chief Finance Officer (Force) in consultation with the PCC’s Office and discussion through the Business 

Coordination Board. 

In 2014/15 a total of £4.9m of savings were identified and achieved, with a further £4.7m for 2015/16, this is in addition 

to the £3.7m achieved in 2013/14.  

For 2016/17 the budget and Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) have been developed based on a Budget Strategy 

presented to the Business Coordination Board in October 2015 with the target of presenting the final version to the 

Police and Crime Panel in March 2016.  These documents were updated following the provisional grant settlement 

announced on 17 December 2015.  Savings for 2016/17 have been set at £2.6m local and collaborative savings and 

the use of £2m reserves. 

Beyond 2016/17, it is estimated that further reductions in spending of £6.6 million will be required in the period from 

2017/18 to 2019/20, to be achieved mainly through collaboration, strategic use of estates and procurement savings in 

supplies and services. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the OPCC & Constabulary can take 

substantial assurance that the controls upon which the organisation relies 

to manage the identified risk is suitably designed, consistently applied and 

operating effectively. 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

The Police and Crime Plan identifies how financial resources will be allocated including the setting of the precept, with 

the last published version of the Plan reflecting the budget and MTFP as of 2015/16. 

We confirmed that in presenting the annual budget and MTFP to the Police and Crime Panel an explanation is given 

on how this supports the Police and Crime Plan, and for both 2015/16 and 2016/17 this included the presentation of a 

variation to the Police and Crime Plan.   

A Budget Strategy was established and presented to the Business Coordination Board in October 2015.  This clearly 

sets out the process for setting the annual budget and updating the MTFP, the risks and uncertainties, development of 

savings plans. 

APPENDIX G: MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLANNING - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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In refreshing the MTFP a number of reasonable assumptions were made. The detail of those assumptions, forecasts 

used and the risks relating to those assumptions for future years were reported to the Police and Crime Panel as part 

of the Precept report for 2016/17.  Those assumptions included: 

 Grant increase / decrease; 

 Police officer pay rise; 

 Police staff pay rise; 

 Increment increase; 

 General inflation; 

 Energy inflation. 

We confirmed from a review of the Budget Strategy presented to the October 2015 meeting of the Business 

Coordination Board, that the budget and medium term financial plan to 2019/20 is due to be considered in March 2016 

meeting of the Police and Crime Panel following approval by the Business Coordination Board.  The 2015/16 budget 

and medium terms financial plan was approved by the Business Coordination Board and the Police and Crime Panel 

in March 2015. 

Informal meetings take place with the ACPO Chief Finance Officer (Force), Chief Finance Officer (OPCC) and the 

Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner to develop the annual budget and refreshed medium term financial plan, 

these are not minuted but are used to review options and scenarios for later presentation to the Business Coordination 

Board. 

We noted that scenarios had been developed for savings of 14%, 25% and 40%; these had been developed before 

the funding announcements made in the Autumn Statement when the Force and PCC had to model a number of 

possible outcomes to ensure they had a plan ready.  Each of these scenarios demonstrated the impact on budgets for 

each of these projections. 

A final medium term financial plan and annual budget were presented to the Business Coordination Board in February 

2016 amended based on the grant settlement announced in December 2015, including an updated savings plan which 

with the use of £2m reserve meet the existing funding gap. 

An initial assessment of possible savings included a rag rating based on their impact and likelihood to achieve those 

savings using a RAG rating, with those rated as green taken forward for inclusion in 2016/17. 

The Constabulary’s Budget Managers have responsibility for reviewing their budgets and making recommendations of 

savings. The draft savings plans were notified to Budget Holders in November, and the final savings plans in 

December 2015 briefing notes. 

Risks in relation to the annual budget and the medium term financial plan are reported to the Business Coordination 

Board as part of the approval process, which is also reported to the Police and Crime Panel. 

Many of the local savings for 2016/17 have been identified as changes in pay costs and non-pay costs, with for 

example the removal of posts for the 2016/17 budget.  However for others, such as Estates which is described as 

savings across locations it is not clear how these savings are to be made as there is no formal and documented 

process demonstrating how individual savings have been assessed or project managed to ensure savings are 

achieved.  There is a risk to the achievement of future savings plans is there is not a robust process by which saving 

schemes are assessed and monitored, with have therefor agreed a Medium priority action with Management. 

Validation of savings was through monitoring of budget reports issued to the Commissioner’s Finance Sub-Group 

chaired by the Deputy Commissioner, which reports to the Business Coordination Board.  We noted reports through to 

January 2016 showed positive variance against budget with a forecast underspend.  We also noted that both 2014/15 

and 2013/14 were successful in meeting budgets and achieving savings plans. 
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1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Risk Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

The Commissioner and Chief Constable fail to 

manage the finances effectively. 
1 (13) 0 (13) 0 1 0 

Total   0 1 0 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Risk: The Commissioner and Chief Constable fail to manage the finances effectively, 

1 Although the 
Constabulary has been 
successful in achieving 
its savings plans in 
previous years in the 
absence of a formal 
project management 
process, there is a risk 
that future savings 
schemes will not be 
adequately scoped, 
monitored and delivered.  

 

If there is not a project 
management process to 
support individual savings 
schemes that require 
more than the removal of 
a post. 

Medium A formal process for the 
development and approval 
of savings plans has now is 
now in place through the 
FEB 

Immediately ACPO Chief 
Finance Officer 
(Force) 



 

  Police and Crime Commissioner for Hertfordshire and Hertfordshire Constabulary Collaboration – Savings Assurance  9.15/16 | 2 

1.1 Background  

As part of the efforts to improve collaboration between local police Forces and Constabulary’s, a change programme 

has been developed between Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire, delivering joint programmes and 

projects since 2009. 13 units have been collaborated between 2009 and 2012, with continued efforts to develop further 

projects. 

Aligned to this process, a Change Portfolio Office has been established to govern the complex collaborative projects. 

The Office is responsible for ensuring the development of business cases, governing the approval and monitoring 

forums, ensuring risk registers are in place and appropriately costing projects to ensure accurate savings projections 

are established to allow the individual Forces and PCC’s to complete their annual budgets.   The Change Portfolio 

Office has sought to coordinate the flow and compilation of financial information across the 3 forces with their 3 

different financial systems and organisation structures.  The collaboration projects involves a high level of change, 

covering new “target operating models”, terms and conditions, location changes, IT system and process change. The 

Change Portfolio Office coordinates and implements planning and the phasing of change programmes. 

As part of this review, we have focussed on five projects in particular, to review the processes in developing and 

approving robust business cases and project plans, how these projects are being governed and monitored through to 

service delivery, and how the saving figures from the business cases have both been derived at, and also profiled to 

allow for accurate budgeting by the individual Forces. The projects reviewed are below, with the projected savings 

from the agreed business cases; 

 Public Contact – £4.16m to be saved between 2016/17 and 2019/20 ; 

 HR - £4.1m to be saved between 2015/16 and 2019/20; 

 Firearms - £321k per annum to be saved; 

 Custody - £3.18m to be saved between 2016/17 and 2019/20; and 

 Criminal Justice - £1.85m to be saved between 2016/17 and 2019/20. 

The focus of this review was to determine whether the savings identified within the business cases for 2016/17 and 

beyond are accurate. We have included as an Appendix C table from the original mandate agreed by the Strategic 

Alliance in 2014 showing the original expected savings profile by percentage for all collaborated areas from 2014/15 

onwards. It should be noted that we were advised that only HR and ICT generated a saving in 2015/16.  

1.2 Conclusion 

As part of our review, we have confirmed that robust business cases have been established for all projects and have 

been reviewed and approved, and that robust governance structures have been formed to continually monitor 

progress.  

APPENDIX I: BCH ARRANGEMENTS – 
COLLABORATION – SAVINGS ASSURANCE - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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The key issue identified from this review is the need to improve the recording of movement in project savings and the 

integration of this within the overall high level savings plan.  . At the time of our review there was significant volatility 

surrounding the projects themselves and this was having an impact on the forecast savings targets.  Given the 

complex and, in a number of cases “leading edge” nature of the collaboration projects, we recognise that there will be 

movement in savings as implementation planning is progressed.  However, this has heightened the need for a clear 

record of decisions regarding savings. 

In addition, we were unable to obtain evidence to demonstrate the reasons for these fluctuations and assumptions. 

Without having a clear and robust audit trail to support how and why savings are going to be achieved and why 

profiled targets within the original business case have changed, there is an increased risk that savings targets will not 

be achievable, potentially impacting the Force and PCC’s financial stability.  Based upon these findings, the CFO’s 

from each of the three Forces / Constabulary’s must gain regular assurance over the accuracy of the profiling of 

savings to ensure financial accuracy in the budget setting process.  

1.3 Key findings 

Our audit confirmed that clear and defined processes had been established through a training programme delivered 

externally for the Change Portfolio Office. As per this training, business cases had been established for all five projects 

reviewed, and defined governance functions had been established and were meeting to monitor progress against the 

projects. We confirmed a number of forums, committees and meetings had been established to govern the projects, 

including Assurance Review Groups for each project to manage the implementation phase.  

We confirmed that the Change Portfolio Office was supporting the Chief Finance Officers through monthly BCH 

Finance meetings, represented by the Programme Accountant and all CFO’s.  We were also advised however that the 

CFO’s were not all in agreement as the accuracy of the savings information being provided by the Change Portfolio 

Office, and the following issues were also identified within our review; 

Accuracy of the High Level Summary (Gatekeeper Report)   

At the beginning of the audit we were provided with the November 2015 Gatekeeper report which detailed the 

expected savings for each individual scheme from 2016/17 through to 2019/20. This was utilised as a modelling tool 

and as such was subject to regular change throughout the year as different decisions, for example priorities or 

changes to projects, were made which would impact the savings targets and profile. We attempted to reconcile the 

savings from each business case to the Gatekeeper report, identifying the following; 

Collaborative 

Area 

Total forecast 

saving between 

2016/17 and 

2019/20, from the 

FBC 

Reconciled Total FBC 

savings to 2019/20 to 

the Gatekeeper Report 

Reconciled profiled 

2016/17 savings from 

the FBC and source 

data to the 

Gatekeeper Report 

Discrepancy 

between 

Gatekeeper Report 

and source data for 

2016/17 

Custody  £3.18m Reconciled Reconciled 
£700 (immaterial 

variance) 

Criminal Justice £1.85m Reconciled Reconciled 

£5k (non-pay 

savings, not 

attributed in 

business case) 
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Public Contact £4.16m Reconciled Issues Identified 

November 

Gatekeeper report 

identified £606k 

more savings than 

the source data 

Firearms Licencing £321k per annum Reconciled Issues Identified 

No definitive 

savings figure 

established from 

source data 

HR £4.1m Reconciled Issues Identified 

November 

Gatekeeper report 

identified £1,325k 

more savings than 

the source data 

 

We accurately reconciled the savings for 2016/17 for Custody and Criminal Justice. We were unable, however, to 

reconcile the 2016/17 savings for HR, Public Contact and Firearms.  

Through review of these (remaining three) schemes with the Project Accountants, the source data provided and the 

savings targets they expected to achieve did not reconcile to the Gatekeeper Report. We confirmed the report was 

developed and maintained by the Programme Accountant, and was utilised within monthly Financial Planning 

meetings to discuss performance and identify any schemes which could potentially deliver savings quicker. We 

confirmed with the Programme Accountant and the Director of Resources that the report was therefore subject to 

frequent change, and that the forecast savings for individual schemes, for 2016/17 and beyond, would be in a state of 

flux and subject to volatility until each Force had agreed on the process of delivering the scheme, and agreed the 

figures to be included within their individual budgets.  

Whilst we accept that forecast savings figures will be subject to movement up until a defined method of delivering the 

scheme has been agreed, we noted considerable variances within the figures being provided, with little evidence 

available to suggest why or how figures had been changed and arrived at. For example, the original Gatekeepers 

Report provided dated November 2015, identified savings for the HR project for Hertfordshire Police of c£1.5m in 

2016/17. However, when this was discussed with the Project Accountant, he advised us that he was forecasting 

savings of closer to £300k for the scheme as a whole in 2016/17.  

We were also provided with a later Gatekeeper report dated December 2015, which identified savings of £314k total 

for the HR project, in 2016/17. Whilst these reconciled more accurately to what the Project Accountant was 

forecasting, we were unable to reconcile the £1.5m initially being forecast in November 2015 and the reason for the 

significant change (i.e. £1.2m).  We were therefore not assured that forecast savings figures had robust data to 

support how they would be delivered, and that a robust audit trail of decisions regarding changes to the savings 

targets and their profiling were not maintained.  

Whilst Assurance Review Groups had been established on the 4
th
 November 2015 for each project, these did not 

detail the reasons for changes in financial forecasting, but were more aligned to ensuring operational efficiency.  



 

  Police and Crime Commissioner for Hertfordshire and Hertfordshire Constabulary Collaboration – Savings Assurance  9.15/16 | 5 

Risk Management 

We confirmed each project had a risk register in place, as well as the Programme as a whole, and that these were 

adequately designed and appropriately detailed. We noted, however, whilst we identified changes to the risk register 

demonstrating review, there was a lack of evidence of scrutiny and challenge at the Organisation and Operational 

Board meetings, or at the Joint Chief Officer Board (JCOB), with the minutes not detailing adequate discussion and 

challenge of specific risks.  This may mean that the organisations are unable to demonstrate engagement through the 

relevant Boards.  

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Collaboration – Savings Assurance 1 (11) 2 (10) 0 1 1** 

Total   0 1 1** 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 

** We have raised one management action regarding the two compliance issues found during testing.  
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Area: Collaboration – Savings Assurance 

1 We were unable to 

reconcile the savings 

identified within the 

Gatekeeper report, 

reviewed by CFO’s at 

their monthly meetings, to 

the originally approved 

FBCs (Financial Business 

Case’s) for three of the 

five projects sampled. 

Whilst the meeting was to 

discuss targets, float 

ideas and work out the 

best way in which to 

maximise savings, we 

could not evidence the 

reasons for such volatility 

in the savings targets.  

 

For example, there was a 

discrepancy between the 

savings identified for 

2016/17 within the report 

dated 19
th
 November 

2015 and the original 

FBC for HR of £1.5m.  

 

Whilst decisions may 

High A Decisions Log will be 

maintained to record 

decisions and amendments 

regarding the financial 

savings of each scheme, 

specifically recording 

when, why, and the impact 

of decisions surrounding 

the adjustment of savings 

targets and when savings 

are expected to be 

delivered.    

 

This log will be shared, 

agreed and reviewed at the 

Assurance Review Group 

meetings and will be 

shared with all Project 

Accountants. 

 

 

The Collaborative Team 

will review the 

documentation required by 

the relevant CFOs to 

illustrate how the savings 

for each scheme will be 

achieved, including a 

April 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

April 

 

 

 

 

Already provided 

 

 

Project 

Accountant or 

Performance 

Accountant 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chair of ARG 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

have been made at 

meetings to expedite 

savings, or adjust the 

profile, we could not 

evidence how the 

changes in figures had 

been arrived at.  We 

cannot therefore provide 

assurance over the 

accuracy of the profiled 

timings for savings.  

profile throughout the year 

to ensure this meets their 

requirements. 

2 Whilst we identified 

changes to the risk 

register demonstrating 

review, there was a lack 

of evidence of scrutiny 

and challenge at the 

Organisation and 

Operational Board 

meetings, or at the Joint 

Chief Officer Board 

(JCOB), with the minutes 

not detailing adequate 

discussion and challenge 

of specific risks.  This 

may mean that the 

organisations are unable 

to demonstrate 

engagement through the 

relevant Boards.  

 

Medium The Programme Risk 

Register will be presented, 

discussed and scrutinised 

at each Operational and 

Organisation Board 

meeting and JCOB. The 

scrutiny of risk will be 

formally demonstrated 

through the minutes and 

when pre- and post- 

meeting project, 

programme and portfolio 

registers are compared.    

The BCH Programme will 

consider reviewing risk 

registers at the end of 

meetings, to prompt a 

formal review of the risk 

register, to take into 

account all elements, 

including those discussed 

at the meeting. 

April Deputy Director 

of Change 
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