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1 Introduction
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.
Please see chart below for current progress with the plan.

2 Reports considered at this Audit
Committee
2014/15
This table confirms that two of the last three audit assignments have been
finalised since the last Joint Audit Committee, the remaining is in draft
awaiting management responses. The Executive Summary and Key Findings
of the assignments below are attached to this progress report where the
reports have been finalised.

Assignment

Actions agreed
Status

Follow Up of Previous Internal
Audit Recommendations (9.14/15)

DRAFT

Opinion issued

H

M

L

LITTLE PROGRESS

48% Complete
52% Outstanding*

Complaint Handling (10.14/15)

FINAL

ADVISORY

8 not categorised
(2 joint, 6
Cambridgeshire
specific)

Seized and Lost Property
(11.14/15)

FINAL

LITTLE PROGRESS

60% Complete
40% Outstanding*

* Further details can be found below
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2015/16
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.
We have finalised two Cambridgeshire specific reports and issued one
Collaborative report in draft since the last meeting, all in line with the agreed
programme of work. We are awaiting management responses for the
collaborative report before finalisation.

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

Assignment

Estates Management (1.15/16)

Communications Strategy
(2.15/16)

Status

FINAL

FINAL

Opinion issued

Actions agreed
H

M

L

Amber / Green
(Reasonable)

0

5

2

Amber / Green
(Reasonable)

1

0

2
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3 Looking ahead
Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for
Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire
Constabulary
Assignment area

Timing per
approved
IA plan
2015/16

Status

Delivery of the Police and Crime Plan

Q2

Planned - 09/11/15

Budgetary Control

Q3

Planned - 05/11/15

Medium Term Financial Plan

Q3

Planned - 04/01/16

General Ledger

Q3

Planned - 19/01/16

Payroll & Expenses

Q3

Planned - 22/01/16

Payments & Creditors

Q3

Planned - 25/01/16

Governance

Q3

Planned - 01/02/16

Fleet Management

Q3

Planned - 15/02/16

Risk Management

Q4

Planned - 07/03/16
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Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire
Collaborative Audit Plans

Assignment area

Dogs (Beds - 4.15/16)

ERSOU – Proceeds of Crime Act
including Cash Seizures

Lead

Timing per
approved
IA plan
2015/16

Bedfordshire

Q2

Bedfordshire

Was Q1,
now Q3

ICT – Athena

Cambridgeshire

BCH Arrangements
Financial /Cost Savings / MTFP

Hertfordshire

Q3

Procurement

Cambridgeshire

Q4

TBC

Was Q1,
now Q3

Status

Draft Report issued
28 August 2015
Fieldwork in progress

Fieldwork in Progress

Notes

Awaiting management
responses
Delayed as new areas
requried embedding
before audit work
completed
Joint review of
governance
arrangements across
the founding Forces

Planned – 22/11/15
Planned – 22/02/16
TBC – delayed at
request of client

Operational Planning

Bedfordshire

Information Management / Assurance

Cambridgeshire

Q4

Timing to be confirmed

ICT

Cambridgeshire

Q4

Planned January 2016

Delayed to refine
scope of work and
allow completion of
Dogs review above
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4 Other matters
4.1 Changes to 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 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.

4.2

Information and briefings

The following items have been highlighted as part of our information briefings
since the last Joint Audit Committee:


Emergency Services News Briefing – June 2015
 Financial sustainability of police forces in England and Wales
 Joint Review of Disability Hate Crime Follow-Up
 Circular 020/2015: amendment of the Proceeds of Crime Act
2002 by the Serious Crime Act 2015
 Policing and Criminal Justice Bill



Emergency Services News Briefing – August 2015
 Reshaping policing for the public
 Consultation on reform of police funding arrangements in
England and Wales
 The police and keeping children safe
 Draft Codes of Practice issued under the Proceeds of Crime Act
2002

In addition we have provided some benchmarking information for the Offfice
of the Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and
Cambridgeshire Constabulary which can be found in an appendix to this
report.
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4.3 Baker Tilly adopts global RSM brand
Baker Tilly is a member of RSM International, one of the largest networks of
independent audit, tax and consulting firms in the world. On 26 October 2015,
all RSM International member firms will unite under a single global brand. Our
name will change from Baker Tilly to RSM and we will adopt a new logo and
visual identity. While this is a significant development for us, all your existing
Baker Tilly contacts and relationships will remain unchanged. We will of
course provide you with more information on the change as we draw nearer
to our change of name. You will continue to be served to the same high
standards that you are used to, and by the same team that understands your
organisation.
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5 Internal Audit Assignments completed to date
Reports previously seen by the Joint Audit Committee and will be included for
information purposes only:

Assignment

Opinion issued

Actions agreed
H

No 2015/16 Final reports have been
previously presented to the Committee.

M

L

For further information contact
Dan Harris
daniel.harris@bakertilly.co.uk
Tel: 07792 948767

Suzanne Lane
suzanne.lane@bakertilly.co.uk
Tel: 07720 508148

Baker Tilly Corporate Finance LLP, Baker Tilly Restructuring and Recovery LLP, Baker Tilly Risk Advisory Services LLP, Baker Tilly Tax and Advisory Services LLP, Baker Tilly UK Audit LLP, and
Baker Tilly Tax and Accounting Limited are not authorised under the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 but we are able in certain circumstances to offer a limited range of investment Institute
of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales. We can provide these investment services because we are members of the services if they are an incidental part of the professional services we
have been engaged to provide. Baker Tilly & Co Limited is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority to conduct a range of investment business activities. Baker Tilly Creditor
Services LLP is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority for credit-related regulated activities. © 2015 Baker Tilly UK Group LLP, all rights reserved.
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Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire Constabulary
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AC FINAL
Complaint Handling
14 September 2015

Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for
Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire Constabulary

1

Executive Summary

1.1

Introduction

Complaint Handling
10.14/15

Complaint handling is managed within the tri-Force Professional Standards Department (PSD) by the Head of
Public Complaints (Chief Inspector), who is supported by a Business Manager and subordinate staff concerned
with recording complaints, referrals, appeals, service improvement and performance reporting. The PSD are
responsible for the management of complaints made against Officers below the rank of Chief Constable.
Complaints against the Chief Constable are the preserve of the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner
(OPCC); and complaints made against the Commissioner are handled by the Police and Crime Panel.
The Independent Police Complaints Commission has a statutory duty to secure and maintain public confidence
in the police complaints system and has published ‘Statutory Guidance to the Police Service on the Handling of
Complaints’ in support of this objective. The guidance incorporates changes to the complaints system resulting
from the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011; and also draws on good practice in complaints
handling such as the Parliamentary and Health Ombudsman’s six Principles of Good Complaints Handling,
which are;


Getting it right;



Being customer focused;



Being open and accountable;



Acting fairly and proportionately;



Putting things right;



Seeking continuous improvement.

The guidance was originally issued under the Police Reform Act 2002 and is applicable to local policing bodies
(which for most areas of the country are the Offices of the Police and Crime Commissioner) and all 43 Home
Office police forces in England and Wales. The guidance was re-issued in 2013 following major changes to the
complaints system as a result of the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011, designed to streamline
and remove unnecessary bureaucracy, focus on the customer and ensure that complaints are handled at the
lowest appropriate level.
The IPCC states that local resolution of complaints, when carried out effectively and used appropriately, plays a
key part in ensuring public confidence. The statutory guidance places increased emphasis on local resolution.
The IPCC further states that the nature of a complaint’s outcome is entirely dependent on the circumstances and
facts of each case, but considers that a proper outcome will;


Take into account the initial complaint or allegation (where there is one);



Take into account the views of the complainant or interested person (where there is a complainant or
interested person);



Be based upon the facts established;



Be appropriate to the seriousness of the circumstances.

Where areas for improvement cut across Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire, these have been
included in the Cambridgeshire action plan under the collaborative responsibility of PSD. Separate reports have
been issued to Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire with areas for improvement specifically for their action.

1.2

Conclusion
We have identified a number of issues, many of which management were already aware of. We found the
control framework to be robust, but have raised a number of areas for improvement where we have identified
good practice within one of the Forces. Where these improvements are made we believe they will will serve to
achieve a degree of convergence and better align the processes and procedures practised by the Forces in this
area.
Page | 1
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1.3

Complaint Handling
10.14/15

Scope of the Review
This review was undertaken across each of the collaborative Forces (Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and
Hertfordshire), with the aim of identifying and sharing good practice within the group. The review included the
arrangements for managing complaints and appeals to the Force, Chief Constable and OPCC in accordance
with the Independent Police Complaints Commission Statutory Guidance to the Police Service on the Handling of
Complaints.
We examined the following areas for the Force:


Defining roles and responsibilities; and internal reporting requirements.



Information made available to the public regarding the complaints process.



Systems used to record complaints, the progress of a complaint and the accessibility of data.



The formal record of complaints, including audit trails and treatment such as referral, local resolution, local
investigation and disapplication.



The publication and communication of outcomes, including the dissemination of areas for improvement and
lessons learnt within the organisation.

We also examined the process and procedures the OPCC has in place for dealing with complaints against the
Chief Constable, to include:


Logging of complaints.



Initial assessment.



Handling of complaints.



Local resolution.



Local investigation.



Disapplication.



Reference to IPCC.

We achieved this through a review of the policies and procedures held by each Force and OPCC, and sample
testing of complaints received. We also reviewed records, systems and procedures within each OPCC for the
handling of complaints relating to the OPCC.

Limitations to the scope of the audit:
When planning the audit, the following limitations were agreed:


The audit was restricted to systems and records within the Force and OPCC.



Samples were selected to review compliance against the latest guidance issued by the IPCC; we have
therefore not provided assurance on the handling of all complaints.



We have not confirmed that all complaints made have been recorded.



We have not provided an opinion on the quality of investigations; only that they have taken place and been
recorded.



Our work does not provide any guarantee against material errors, loss or fraud or provide an absolute
assurance that material error, loss or fraud does not exist.

The approach taken for this work was an advisory review.
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Complaint Handling
10.14/15

Action Plan
The below identifies the suggested areas for improvement identified during the review. These have not been categorised due to the advisory nature of the review.
Ref

Areas for Improvement

Accepted
(Y/N)

Management Comment

Implementation
Date

Manager
Responsible

TBC

Constabulary
(A Flowers,
OPCC)

On-going

A Flowers

TBC

A Flowers in
conjunction with
OPCC Director of
Comms

3.1a

Until such time as the new PSD customer services
portal is implemented, Cambridgeshire Constabulary
should include a link to information about the Force’s
complaints system on the front page of its website.

Y

This is a matter for the Constabulary and the
OPCC will liaise with the Constabulary.

3.1b

The OPCC should examine Hertfordshire OPCC’s
annual Reports of Complaints and Conduct Matters and
consider posting similar reports within their own website
to further demonstrate transparency and accountability;
and enhance public confidence.

Y

Papers and minutes from PSD Alliance
Meetings to continue to be put on website –
these include reports on conduct and complaint
matters. Annual report to Joint Audit
Committee on number of complaints – paper
published on PCC’s website.

3.1c

The OPCC for Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire
Constabulary should investigate whether further advice
and contact details for disabled or vulnerable persons
should be incorporated within the complaints sections of
their respective websites.

Y

OPCC will explore this as part of its website
review

3.2

The OPCC should append documentary version control
information to the Complaints Policy and ensure that it
is reviewed annually, not only to ensure its continuing
relevance, but also to demonstrate to the public the
importance attached to the policy by the OPCC.

Y

Annual Review to ensure fit for purpose
scheduled for August/September Business Coordination Board (PCC’s business meeting)

August/September
2015

A Flowers

3.6a

The PSD Governance Board should investigate
alternate methods of ensuring that meetings take place
in accordance with the Terms Of Reference. This may
include allowing named representatives to attend in lieu
of standing members in an effort to prevent meetings
from being cancelled, albeit with a caveat concerning
decision-making authority.

Y

For Board to discuss. Meetings now using Lync
technology to facilitate participation.

August 2015 Board
meeting agenda
item

DCC Wood
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3.6b

Areas for Improvement

The PCC should be presented with a regular report
summarising the management and performance
monitoring of complaints received by the OPCC and
should consider whether the Business Coordination
Board is the appropriate forum at which this should be
presented.

Complaint Handling
10.14/15
Accepted
(Y/N)

Management Comment

Implementation
Date

Manager
Responsible

Y

In hand. Quarterly report being produced for
Deputy Commissioner (who acts on behalf of
Commissioner for complaints oversight) for
complaints against Chief Constable and OPCC
staff. Annual report on complaints handling
submitted to Joint Audit Committee.

July 2015 and
thereafter quarterly
updates

A Flowers

July 2015 and
thereafter quarterly
updates

A Flowers

August 2015

B Ashton

OPCC correspondence log classifies any
complaints, with any complaints against police
officers directed towards PSD.
Deputy Commissioner receives quarterly PSD
reports on performance and management of
officer complaints to provide assurance.
Minutes of the meeting where these reports are
presented submitted to the Business
Coordination Board.
3.6c

3.6d

The OPCC should provide regular complaints
performance / summary reports to the PCC. PSD could
also review the complaints reports and decide whether
the regular receipt thereof would assist in providing
assurances that complaints (against Officers other than
the Chief Constable) are being correctly passed to PSD
in accordance with the statutory guidance.

Y

The PSD Alliance Sub Group should review the
periodicity of dip-sampling with a view to reverting to
quarterly reviews if all parties agree that this will reduce
the administrative burden on PSD and be more
convenient for all OPCCs to simultaneously attend.

Y

OPCC correspondence log classifies any
‘complaints’, with any complaints against police
officers directed towards PSD.
Deputy Commissioner receives quarterly PSD
reports on performance and management of
officer complaints to provide assurance.
Minutes of the meeting where these reports are
presented submitted to the Business
Coordination Board.
Accept that Group will review – agenda item at
next PSD Alliance Sub-Group meeting in
August 2015
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Commissioner & Cambridgeshire Constabulary
Internal Audit Report (11.14/15)
AC FINAL
Seized and Lost Property - Follow Up of Previous Internal Audit Recommendations
22 June 2015

Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/1 5

1

Executive Summary

1.1

Introduction
As part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 2014/15 we have undertaken a review to follow
up progress made by the Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner &
Cambridgeshire Constabulary to implement previous internal audit recommendations from the 2012/13
report on Seized and Lost Property [13.12/13].
Since we undertook the original audit two years ago, manual registers have ceased to be used to
document property information; this is all captured electronically now Cambridgeshire Constabulary
has implemented a new system for the booking and administration of seized, found and lost property.
The Constabulary have adopted the KiM system which is widely used at other Forces and has been in
place across Cambridgeshire since April 2014. Existing property records and historic data on archived
property are still maintained on separate database so the Property Officers can identify where items
are held.
Through interviews with key staff and Management and by observations made during our audit visit
we noted no fundamental changes had been made to the day to day processes in place and in this
respect the control framework remained mainly unchanged however, as records were now maintained
electronically there were clear audit trails through which items of property could be traced from the
initial stages of booking in, through review periods to disposal.
We have completed a review of the progress made to implement recommendations as well as
documenting the control framework post KiM implementation. Suggestions have also been made in
our report in Appendix B, which the Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner &
Cambridgeshire Constabulary may wish to consider to further enhance the controls in place to manage
risks around Seized, Found and Lost Property whilst in Police possession.

1.2

Conclusion
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/1 5
Taking account of the issues identified in the remainder of the report and in line with our
definitions set out in Appendix A, in our opinion the Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and
Crime Commissioner & Cambridgeshire Constabulary has demonstrated Little progress in
implementing actions agreed to address internal audit recommendations regarding Seized and
Found Property.

Medium

Implemented (Incl
Superseded)
Not implemented
In progress

Low

0

2

4

6

In the original audit 5 ‘medium’ and 5 ‘low’ recommendations were made, of these four
‘Medium’ priority recommendations had yet to be fully implemented at the time of our follow-up
review; these included issues such as the non-completion of audits in the property stores as
required and the absence of evidence retained to confirm that Firearm disposals had been
authorised by the Force Armourer. We have reiterated the recommendations which have not yet
been fully implemented and revised recommendations whereby the original recommendation
has now been superseded, and reported by exception the outcome of our work.
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1.3

Scope of the review
Limitations to the scope of the review:

1.4



The review only covered audit recommendations previously made and did not review the whole
control framework of the areas listed above, therefore we have not provided assurance on the
entire risk and control framework.



We only reviewed those recommendations due for implementation at the time of our review.



We ascertained the status of recommendations through discussion with management and review of
the most recent recommendation tracking report presented to the Audit Committee.



Where the indication was that recommendations have been implemented, we undertook
substantive testing to confirm this.



Where testing was undertaken, our samples were selected over the period since actions were
implemented or controls enhanced.



We did not undertake any examination of the access privileges assigned to users of the PMS
database.



Our work does not provide any guarantee or absolute assurance against material and/or other
errors, loss or fraud.

Recommendation Tracking
Recommendation tracking enhances an organisation’s risk management and governance processes. It
provides management with a method to record the implementation status of recommendations made by
assurance providers, whilst allowing the Audit Committee to monitor actions taken by management.
Recommendation tracking is undertaken by the Office of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime
Commissioner & Cambridgeshire Constabulary’s Management on a regular basis, with updates
provided to the Joint Independent Audit Committee at each meeting.
As part of our Follow-Up review, we noted that the findings from the original Seized Property audit
[report ref: 13.2012/13] had not been reported to Joint Audit Committee in 2013 or recorded on the
internal tracking system used by the Constabulary. We raised this issue with Management at the time of
our audit and outstanding recommendations were added to the tracker accordingly.
It should also be noted that similar points were raised in our Follow – Up audit [report ref: 9.14/15 – rec
2.1.1] within which a medium priority recommendation was made to address the issue and
management are taking action to ensure this does not occur again.
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1.5 Data to Support our Findings
Status of Recommendation
Implementation Status
by Recommendations
Category

Number
of recs
agreed

Not due for
implementation

Implemented

Implementation
Ongoing

Not
Implemented

Superseded

Confirmed as
completed or
no longer
necessary

(5)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(1)+(4)

Carried
forward for
follow up
(2)+(3)+(5)

High

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Medium

5

0

0

2

2

1

1

4

Low

5

0

5

0

0

0

5

0

Totals

10

0

5

2

2

1

5

5

%

100

0

50%

20%

20%

10%

60%

40%
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/15

2

Findings, Recommendations and Actions
This report has been prepared by exception. Therefore, we have included in this section, only those recommendations graded as 2, 3 or 5.
Each recommendation followed up has been categorised in line with the following:
Status

2.1

Ref

4

Detail

1

The entire recommendation has been fully implemented.

2

The recommendation has been partly though not yet fully implemented.

3

The recommendation has not been implemented.

4

The recommendation has been superseded and is no longer applicable.

5

The agreed date for implementing the recommendation has not yet been reached.

Seized and Lost Property [13.2012/13]

Original Recommendation

Medium
A review of arrangements for
secure storage of monies
should be undertaken and
arrangements put in place to
ensure that as far as possible
the limits of insurance cover are
complied with and where
required suitable / alternative
arrangements are available /
utilised if required.

Original
Management
Comment

Agreed
They
will
undertake a
cash audit to
confirm
values
at
each site as
well
to
provide
an
indication of
cash held.

FINDINGS

Original
Implementation
Status
Date and Manager
Responsible

Completed
Sarah Truss/
Sandra Low

2

Comments / Implications / Recommendations

Updated Response

We reviewed the processes in place at the time of
our audit visit and noted that there were
arrangements in place to control the storage of
cash in temporary safes at Stations and in main
safes at the Property Offices. Whilst an insurance
Policy was held; no safe checks were being
conducted to verify if the quantity of cash held
was within the financial limits set out within the
Policy. We were informed by that safe checks had
not been possible as the quantities of cash in the
evidence bags was frequently not counted upon
seizure.
At the time of our review, a Cash Handling
Procedure was being drafted which detailed the

A full safe audit is being
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/15

2.1

Ref

Seized and Lost Property [13.2012/13]

Original Recommendation

Original
Management
Comment

FINDINGS

Original
Implementation
Status
Date and Manager
Responsible

Comments / Implications / Recommendations

requirements for all cash to be counted. It was
anticipated that following the completion and
dissemination of this procedure; that safe checks
would be able to be commenced on cash going
forwards. As work in this area was still ongoing;
we have made a revised recommendation.
Revised Recommendation:
Following communication of the Cash Handling
Procedure; safe checks should be completed
periodically to enable the values of the cash held
at each of the Property stores to be checked, to
ensure they are within the amounts stated within
the Insurance Policy. (Medium)

Updated Response

undertaken by Sarah
Truss in the next few
weeks.

The new policy has
been implemented and
safe checks will be
included as part of the
bi-monthly audits to be
undertaken by the
Business Support
officers.

TH 8/6/15
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/15

2.1

Ref

6

Seized and Lost Property [13.2012/13]

Original Recommendation

Medium
Management need to gain
assurances that all items are
being located at disposal stage
and in the event that any items
are deemed to be 'missing' that
management are informed
immediately so that any
investigation required can be
carried out promptly.

Original
Management
Comment

Agreed
They will aim
to
identify
issues linked
to this matter
and
taken
any
action
required
to
resolve
the
issues
highlighted.
A
reminder
will also be
issued of the
requirement
to report any
perceived
‘missing’
items
immediately.

FINDINGS

Original
Implementation
Status
Date and Manager
Responsible

Completed
Sarah Truss

2

Comments / Implications / Recommendations

Updated Response

Review of the PMS database during our audit
noted that an auditable trail was maintained
showing which user had marked the item for
disposal, the method of disposal used, when
items were disposed of, and which user had
identified the items as having been disposed of.
With the use of a barcoding system, items were
scanned at the point of disposal to verify they had
been processed in this manner physically as well
as on the PMS database. We were advised that
any items not located at the time of disposal were
subject to an investigation to understand where
the item was; with notes being captured on the
items electronic record in PMS.
We were unable to carry out any sample testing
in this area as there was no method of extracting
report from the PMS identifying any items that
were ‘missing’ at the point of disposal. We were
informed that spot checks should be undertaken
by the Property Stores Supervisors which capture
issues such as ‘missing’ items; however these
were not being completed as required. Where
spot checks are not undertaken on the disposal
process; issues may not be identified, addressed
and escalated where necessary in a timely
manner delaying the likelihood of tracing what
happened to the items.
Revised recommendation:
Compliance checks should be undertaken on the
disposals process and issues raised from
‘missing’ items fed back to the OIC’s for

Sarah Truss will
undertake this task as
part of her
administration of the
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/15

2.1

Ref

Seized and Lost Property [13.2012/13]

Original Recommendation

Original
Management
Comment

FINDINGS

Original
Implementation
Status
Date and Manager
Responsible

Comments / Implications / Recommendations

investigation and action. (Low)

Updated Response

system
TH 8/6/15

7

Medium
Both persons checking and
receiving
firearms
for
destruction
must
on
all
occasions
sign
off
the
paperwork
to
provide
confirmation
that
correct
procedures have been followed
in the process.

Agreed
Head
of
Business
Support
to
follow
up
queries
outstanding.

31/04/2013

3

Sarah Truss

I can confirm that the
relevant firearms
disposal documents are
at Thorpewood and
have been signed and
At the time of our audit we were informed that the
are stored correctly.
most recent ‘gun chop’ had been undertaken in
January 2015 however there were no records Copies of these are also
held at the Thorpe Wood Property Office to stored with the firearms
confirm all items had been marked off and officers at FHQ
approved as required.
We were informed that firearms disposal records
were retained at the respective Property Offices
demonstrating all items had been physically
destroyed and authorised by the Force Armourer.

Whilst records were evident in the PMS to note
when firearms had been ‘disposed’; there was no
method in place to obtain an electronic signature
to evidence authorisation had been given, so
reliance was placed on hard copy records, which
as above were not held. In the absence of this
disposal documentation signed by the Force
Armourer, there is a risk that the Force may be
unable to demonstrate that the correct process
has been complied with and all firearms were
destroyed.
We
have
therefore
restated
recommendation for further review.
.

Medium
Progress and implement plans
to re-introduce dip-sampling of

Agreed
The Head of
Business

31/03/2013
Tricia Harding

3

Future disposals will
have a system
generated disposal list
which will be signed by
appropriate parties and
stored at the property
offices.
ST 15/6/15

this

We were informed by the Head of Business
Support – Local Policing that although audits and
sample checks should be completed by the

An audit system was
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Seized and Lost Property Follow Up
11.14/15

2.1

Ref

Seized and Lost Property [13.2012/13]

Original Recommendation

activities / and compliance with
required controls for the
property stores and report upon
outcomes over ‘key controls’ to
provide
assurances
over
required procedures.

Original
Management
Comment

Support will
now draw up
details on
testing they
will plan to
cover, for
consideration
and overview.

FINDINGS

Original
Implementation
Status
Date and Manager
Responsible

Comments / Implications / Recommendations

Updated Response

Property Stores Team Leaders / Supervisors and
template forms had been developed for this
process to be done; this was not happening in
practice. Where audits are not undertaken this
increases the risk of compliance issues not being
identified or addressed and leaves a gap in
Management being able to take assurances on
the process.

put into place but only
undertaken once. It has
now been re-iterated to
BSOs and will be
completed bi-monthly.

We
have
therefore
restated
recommendation for further review.

TS 8/6/15

this
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1 Executive summary
1.1 Background
An audit of Estates Management was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 2015/16.
The Estates Department is led by the Head of Estates and Facilities; and is ultimately held to account by the Office of
the Police and Crime Commissioner’s (OPCC) Director of Estates. The department includes a Client Manager, Estates
Management Surveyor, Estates and Facilities Support Manager and their respective subordinate staff. The post of
Senior Estates Manager (also known as Building Surveyor) is vacant and recruitment to fill the post is underway. The
Estates and Facilities Support Manager had been in post for approximately two weeks at the time of our review. We
have acknowledged that these factors may have contributed to some of the control weaknesses, which we identified
during our review.
An Estates Strategy has been drafted by the Director of Estates and is aligned to the second objective of the
Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Plan 2013-16, which is to “Deliver policing within the available budget”. The Plan
explicitly details the Estates Department’s anticipated contribution to successful achievement of this strategic
objective.
Maintenance of the estate is managed through the use of a minor works database and associated 5-year planned
maintenance forecast. Minor works can be performed by the department’s Site Officers, contingent on capability and
capacity constraints; or by external contractors. Works commissioned from contractors must be supported by an
approved purchase order and invoices are processed by finance upon receipt of confirmation of completion of the
work from Site Officers or other estates staff. For major works, the Constabulary is party to a Framework Agreement
in conjunction with Bedfordshire Police, with mini-competitions held to select appropriate contractors from the
framework.
The OPCC’s Estates Sub Group is subordinate to the PCC’s Business Co-ordination Board, from which it has been
delegated the responsibility for the development, co-ordination, pursuit and monitoring of the estates strategy. The
group meets monthly under formally defined Terms of Reference.

1.2 Conclusion
Internal Audit Opinion:
Taking account of the issues identified, the Constabulary and 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(s).
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1.3 Key findings
The key findings from this review are as follows:


The organisation has an Estates Strategy in place, which is aligned to the second strategic objective of the
PCC’s Police and Crime Plan. The Plan alluded to an analysis of underutilised assets in order to identify
savings; and we confirmed that the estates function maintains a list of under-utilised assets, which has been
updated to June 2015. During our review of the work of the Estates Sub Group (ESG), we confirmed that
scrutiny and discussion of under-utilised assets is a recurrent theme at ESG meetings.



Estates follow a 5-year planned maintenance schedule, which covers the period 2012-2017. The schedule
tabulates planned maintenance according to a number of defined categories.



We confirmed that the estates function maintains a structure chart, which depicts reporting lines and
accountability. For a sample of four posts within the chart, we confirmed that in all cases a Job Description
existed for the post; and that it articulated the main purpose of the role; defined the key responsibilities of the
role; described the reporting structure, to include line manager and subordinates where relevant; and listed the
requirements specific to the role and the behavioural competencies which the staff member is expected to
exhibit.



A Valuation Schedule dated 15 April 2015 appropriately listed property assets, together with; whether they are
freehold or leasehold; whether the leasehold property is leased under the terms of an operating or finance
lease; each asset’s useful economic life; for assets leased out under an operating lease, the name of the tenant
and the annual rent received; each asset’s current total value; and a breakdown of the subsidiary components
comprising that asset’s total value (e.g. land and building values).



An annual Asset Valuations Report dated 15 April 2015 was submitted to finance and reported compliance with
International Financial Reporting Standards and Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors professional
standards; a list of assets together with details of categorisation, classification, ownership and the valuation
basis; reporting assumptions; and additions and deletions to the portfolio with the respective dates.



Contract Standing Orders are included at Section F of Financial Regulations and articulate the requirement for
procurement to be competitive and address Value for Money considerations. A Framework Agreement was
established for property maintenance works valued between £30k and £1m. With respect to the use of the
Framework Agreement for the refurbishment of Ely Police Station, we confirmed that Fosters Property
Maintenance Ltd. were party to the Framework Agreement; a Report on Tenders was received from an external
consultant; and the quotation from Fosters was approved by the Head of Estates and Facilities and the Chief
Finance Officer (Constabulary).



Invoices for minor works commissioned from contractors were approved prior to processing; and confirmation
was sought from Site Officers that work had been completed.



Monthly contract management meetings were taking place between the Constabulary and the mechanical and
electrical maintenance contractor and formal minutes were retained on file which either record items as closed,
or allocate named personnel with responsibility for taking agreed action. New KPIs had recently been agreed
with the contractor.



An Estates Sub Group operates under formal Terms Of Reference which define it as a key group with
responsibility as the formulation and periodic review of the key policies and strategy in relation to the estate, and
making recommendations to the Business Co-ordination Board regarding the corporate management of the
estate; the acquisition and disposal or redevelopment of property. From review of the minutes of six ESG
meetings convened between November 2014 – May 2015 we confirmed that meetings were attended by
additional staff where appropriate, including the Chief Constable and the Constabulary’s Estates Management
Surveyor; and that detailed operational updates were reported, scrutinised and discussed, including plans for
underutilised assets, surplus land, the development of agile working; and collaboration and liaison with the
estates function’s counterparts at Hertfordshire and Bedfordshire Police.
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We identified areas of weakness which resulted in five medium priority management actions, where we found the
following;


From a sample of 20 minor works orders completed by contractors during the current financial year, we found
that a goods received note had been assigned to 2 purchase orders and the reason for this was not known at
the time of our review. These weaknesses within the process expose the Constabulary to the risk of fraud and
inappropriate expenditure. (Medium priority)



Maintenance priorities have not yet been applied to the 2015/16 planned maintenance forecast. The
Constabulary is exposed to financial risks if maintenance is not prioritised. The maintenance forecast details
the cost of planned works, but does not retrospectively record their actual cost, in order to allow a variance
analysis to be performed, which could improve the accuracy of future forecasting. The Constabulary is exposed
to the risk of incurring additional future costs, due to forecast amounts being insufficient. (Medium priority)



No stock condition surveys are performed at present due to gaps within the estates establishment. This
exposes the Constabulary to the risk of financial losses due to inaccurately planned maintenance schedules and
budgets; and increased reactive maintenance costs. (Medium priority)



Decisions and actions arising from contract management meetings with one of two main contractors are not
formally recorded. The contractor does not record reasons for overdue work in progress within their monthly
report. As there are no formal minutes, there is no record of scrutiny and challenge of the reasons for delays. A
lack of minutes may also lead to ineffective management and local resolution of disputes. (Medium priority)



Key Performance Indicators have not been defined to measure the performance of the department, for example,
progress against the planned maintenance schedule and an analysis of the cost and quality of works carried
out. Without a system of monitoring performance against the maintenance plan, the Constabulary is exposed to
the risk that it will not be completed as desired, resulting in an increased cost of reactive repairs. (Medium
priority)

In addition, we identified two low priority findings which are detailed further in sections 2 and 3 of this report.

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion
Area

Estates Management
Total

Agreed actions

Control
design*

Compliance
with controls*

Low

Medium

High

3 (10)

4 (10)

2

5

0

2

5

0

* Displays the number of controls not adequately designed or complied with. The number in brackets resembles the total number of controls
reviewed in this area.
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2 Action Plan
The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings.
Ref

Findings summary

Priority

1.2

The Maintenance
Forecast 2015/16 has
not had maintenance
priorities applied to it;
actual costs are not
compared to forecast
costs.

Medium 

Agree draft Estate Capital
maintenance programme for
2015/16



Monitor on a quarterly basis

No stock condition
surveys are
performed at present
due to gaps within the
estates
establishment.

Medium




1.4

1.5

Issues arose in
Medium
respect to the minor
works database, such
as the absence of
preventative controls
embedded within the
purchase order
authorisation process;
and a discrepancies
with one purchase
order.

Management action

Implementation
date


31/08/15



Jan/March

Recruit Estate Building Surveyor



31/12/15

Undertake Stock Condition
Surveys.



The Head of Estates and Facilities
in conjunction with the Finance
Department requirements and
standing orders which dictate
ordering process will ensure that a
procedure documenting the
requisition of works from contractors
is drafted and approved, to include;
Fully documenting the process
detailing the use of the software
systems involved (Lotus Notes,
Integra) and the responsibilities of
key personnel such as the EFSM
and Site Officers.
The compilation and storage of
purchase orders.
The authorisation of purchase
orders.
The process of recording
agreement with the contractor of
the actual price.

 The Head of Estates will also
investigate what appeared to be
a duplicated purchase order and
inform the Purchase Ledger team
of any corrections required.

31/03/16

31/03/16

Owner
responsible
Director |Of
Estates OPCC
(Closer
monitoring to
be applied by
the OPCC.)
Head of
Estates &
Facilities

Head of Estates
& Facilities and
Finance
department
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Ref

Findings summary

Priority

Management action

Implementation
date

Owner
responsible

1.6

Decisions and
actions arising from
contract
management
meetings with one
of two main
contractors are not
formally recorded.
The contractor does
not record reasons
for overdue work in
progress within their
monthly report. As
there are no formal
minutes, there is no
record of scrutiny
and challenge of the
reasons for delays.

Medium

The Head of Estates and Facilities
will ensure that the decisions and
actions agreed at all contract
management meetings are
recorded; and include the
compilation of actions / issues logs
to support local dispute resolution
and more formal contract warning
notices where necessary.

Commence
September
meetings.

Head of Estates
& Facilities

KPIs have not been
defined to measure
the performance of
the department, for
example progress
against the planned
maintenance
schedule and an
analysis of the cost
and quality of works
carried out.

Medium

1.7

Link to KPIs below



Prepare draft KPIs



30/09/15



Agree KPIs



31/10/15



Monitor Monthly.



30/11/15+

Director of
Estates OPCC
Closer
monitoring to be
applied by the
OPCC.
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1 Executive summary
1.1 Background
A risk based audit on Communications Strategies was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan
for 2015/16. The audit was designed to cover the risks that ‘Collaboration ventures could expose Cambridgeshire to
reputational risk if one of the other forces is portrayed negatively in the media. This could impact in the public
confidence of Cambridgeshire Officers’’. This review focussed on the Communications Strategies for both the Office
and Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) and the Constabulary and to what extent they have been implemented
and complied with.
Overall responsibility for the delivery of the Communication Strategy rests with the Head of Corporate
Communications for the Constabulary and the Director of Public Engagement and Communications at the OPCC.
Responsibility for the co-ordination of communications relating to new collaborative ventures sits with the Collaboration
Communications Lead based at Hertfordshire; and the designated Single Point of Contact (SPoC) identified at the
respective Force once the projects are deemed ‘business as usual’.
The Head of Corporate Communications provides monthly updates on the key communications messages for a range
of projects and campaigns to the Force Executive Board (FEB) and the Director of Public Engagement and
Communications provides reports to the Business Co-ordination Board (BCB) at the OPCC. The BCB receives the
minutes of the FEB to note key activity for existing project, whilst communication messages relating to new
collaboration projects feed into the Strategic Alliance Summit which is attended by the Chief Constable, PCCs and key
senior offices from Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire. The OPCC and Constabulary have adopted a
range of tools to communicate with stakeholders including staff, partner organisations and the general public and the
target groups and communication mechanisms are identified in individual project plans.

1.2 Conclusion
Both the OPCC and the Constabulary currently use a wide range of methods to communicate key messages to
stakeholders however there are no defined protocols in place which defined the roles and responsibilities of each of
the Communications Leads relating to collaboration communications activity. In addition there was no clarity over what
procedures would be followed in the event of a communications incident at one of the other Forces which could
negatively impact Cambridgeshire.
Internal Audit Opinion:
Taking account of the issues identified, the Cambridgeshire Office of the
Police and Crime Commissioner & Cambridgeshire Constabulary 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(s).
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1.3 Key findings
 Communications Strategies had been developed for the Constabulary, OPCC and Collaboration and clearly
set out objectives the means to achieve them.
 Communications plans were in place covering a range of national and local projects and campaigns; these
identified the key stakeholders and how these would be engaged with on a single and tri-force level where
appropriate.
 Communication routes and mechanisms had been established for internal and external communications,
including with collaborative services and included the use of the tri-force intranet and collaboration microsites
for employees and various social media platforms for public sharing of information.
 Press and public interviews/reports/statements were governed through designated leads for the Force, OPCC
and Collaboration and requests for items to be shared through the Force Communications routes resulted
from; reactive sources, e.g. the Officer in Charge on an investigations requesting a statement be made, and
proactive sources via Change teams for example cascading information on new ways of working.
 Requests made under the Freedom of Information Act had been recorded and cascaded to the
Communications teams at the OPCC and Constabulary as appropriate, highlighting requests that came from
the media to enable the Communications teams greater awareness of the types of questions being asked.
 Management reporting was in place monitoring the implementation of the strategies and the progress towards
the achievement of objectives. These were reviewed informally at an operational level within the
Communications departments at the OPCC and Force and through formal Committees at the Force, OPCC
and jointly through Collaborative meetings.
The key area of weakness we found related to the following issue which resulted in a High Priority
Management Action:
There were no set protocols in place which defined the roles and responsibilities of each of the Communications
Leads relating to Collaboration Communications activity. In addition there was no clarity over what procedures would
be followed in the event of a communications incident at one of the other Forces which could negatively impact
Cambridgeshire. There is the risk of reputational damage if no defined agreement, memorandum of understanding or
protocols are in place that:
o Determine the roles and responsibilities over collaborated communications activity across all three
Forces,
o Describe what escalation processes should be undertaken in the event of any incidents or negative media
by one Force, and
o Clarify how activity will be monitored and managed to ensure each of the respective Forces complete
tasks as agreed.
As the actions of one Force could have a negative impact on the other two, this may result in loss of public confidence
and could hinder the progress of current or future collaboration projects at the point of stakeholder engagement with
both the general public and partner organisations. This would be mitigated by implementing a set of protocols or
service level agreement which is signed up to by the Communications Leads from Cambridgeshire and their
equivalent roles at the other organisations in the collaboration.
In addition, we have also identified issues of a low risk which are detailed in sections 2 and 3 of the report.

Cambridgeshire Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner &
Cambridgeshire Constabulary Communications Strategy
2.15/16 | 3

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion
Risk

Agreed actions

Control
design*

Compliance
with controls*

Low

Medium

High

Collaboration ventures could expose
Cambridgeshire to reputational risk if one of
the other Forces is portrayed negatively in
the media. This could impact in the public
confidence of Cambridgeshire Officers
[Force]

2 (8)

1 (8)

2

0

1

Collaboration ventures could expose
Cambridgeshire to reputational risk if one of
the other Forces is portrayed negatively in
the media. This could impact in the public
confidence of Cambridgeshire Officers
[OPCC]

0 (8)

0 (8)

0

0

0

1

Total

0

2

* Displays the number of controls not adequately designed or complied with. The number in brackets resembles the total number of controls
reviewed in this area.

1.5 Additional feedback
We have made suggestions that Cambridgeshire Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner & Cambridgeshire
Constabulary may wish to consider:
The Force/ OPCC may wish to consider incorporating Stakeholder mapping in the next iteration of their respective
communications strategies. This can help to demonstrate which are the most important and therefore the ones on
which the most time and resources should be invested for communication. This could then be incorporated into an end
of year effectiveness review which should be completed to assess the return on investment and whether best value for
money is being achieved.
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2 Action Plan
The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings
Ref

Findings
summary

Priority

Management action

Implementation
date

Owner responsible

Risk: Collaboration ventures could expose Cambridgeshire to reputational risk if one of the other Forces is
portrayed negatively in the media. This could impact in the public confidence of Cambridgeshire Officers [Force
and OPCC]
1.4

There was no
clarity over what
procedures would
be followed in the
event of a
communications
incident at one of
the other Forces
which could
negatively impact
Cambridgeshire.

High

Joint action for OPCC,
Force and Collaboration
Communications Leads.
A set of protocols, a
service level agreement,
and memorandum of
understanding or
equivalent will be drawn
up and signed up to by
each of the
Communications Leads
from the three Forces.
This should include:
 The roles and
responsibilities over
proactive collaborated
communications
activity across all
three Forces,
 Describe what
escalation processes
should be undertaken
in the event of any
incidents or negative
media by one Force,
 Clarify how activity will
be monitored and
managed to ensure
each of the respective
Forces complete tasks
as agreed, e.g.
specify the timescales
for conducting tri-force
press releases, and
 Stipulate protocols for
the management of
conflicts to maintain
business continuity for
all three Forces.

Agreed by both To be developed in
OPCC and Force agreement with the
Collaboration Lead and
Comms leads.
signed up to by Cambs,
To go on the
Herts and Beds.
agenda for the
next Comms
To be driven by
Leads meeting
Collaboration lead.
July 2015.

Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and
Cambridgeshire Constabulary
Police – Internal Audit Benchmarking
2014/15
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Introduction
As part of our internal audit service, we provide benchmarking data to our clients within our internal audit
assignment reports. At the assignment level, benchmarking provides a comparison against the numbers of
recommendations made, and the assurance opinions provided in similar audits performed across the sector in
our client base.
This briefing provides a benchmark for our individual clients, to self-assess themselves against all our Police
clients (including both the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioners and Force).
This information provides one tool to help Joint Audit Committees answer a common question: “How are we
doing compared to other organisations?”
All of the benchmarking data provided below is based on all of the internal audit assurance reports we issued
to our police clients during the audit year 2014/15. We hope it will provide you with a useful snapshot of your
organisation’s performance against others in the sector.

Internal Audit Assurance Levels:
Compares assurance levels provided by the internal audit service across all assurance audits during 2014/15.
Red
%

Amber/Red
%

Amber/Green
%

Green
%

Police and Crime Commissioner for
Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire
Constabulary 2014/15

0

0

30

70

Police and Crime Commissioner for
Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire
Constabulary 2013/14

6

31

19

44

Average across our police client base in
2014/15

6

9

37

48

80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
Cambridge Police 14/15

50.00%
40.00%

Cambridge Police 13/14

30.00%

Police Clients 14/15

20.00%
10.00%

0.00%
Red

Amber/Red

Amber/Green

Green
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Internal Audit Recommendations Made:
Here we compare the average number of recommendations made in each internal audit assignment report
during 2014/15:
High
Priority

Medium
Priority

Low
Priority

Total

Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire
and Cambridgeshire Constabulary 2014/15

0.1

0.9

1.6

2.6

Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire
and Cambridgeshire Constabulary 2013/14

0.2

1.9

2.3

4.4

Average across our police client base in 2014/15

0.3

1.9

1.7

3.9

Comparison of Average Number of Recommendations in Assurance Reports:

2.5

2
Cambridge Police 14/15
1.5
Cambridge Police 13/14
1

Police Clients 14/15
0.5

0

High

Medium

Low

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
Baker Tilly Risk Advisory 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, Baker
Tilly Risk Advisory 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.
Baker Tilly Risk Advisory 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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