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The Internal Audit Plan for 2016/17 was approved by the Joint Audit Committee in March 2016.  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.   

We have finalised four Cambridgeshire only report and three collaborative report since the last meeting, these are 

shown in bold in the tables below.  

We have issued a further two collaborative reports in draft and we are currently waiting on management responses. 

2016/17 - Cambridgeshire only 

Assignments Planned 

(As per Audit 

Plan) 

Status  

(Planned start date) 

Opinion issued Actions agreed  

    H M L 

Capital Programme (1.16/17) Q2 
Final Report 

Reasonable 
Assurance 

0 1 4 

Income and Debtors (2.16/17) Q3 Final Report 
Substatial 

Assurance 
0 1 0 

Payroll and Expenses (3.16/17) Q3 Final Report 
Substatial 

Assurance 
0 1 2 

Cash, Bank and Treasury 

Management (4.16/17) 
Q3 Final Report 

Substatial 

Assurance 
0 0 3 

Victim satisfaction and victim / 

witness care (5.16/17) 
Q2 Final Report 

Substatial 

Assurance 
0 0 2 

Governance Q4 (17 January 2017)     

Commission, Communication and 
Partnership Working 

Q1 (23 February 2017) 
Delayed at management request, scope 
in discussion* 

Follow up Q4 (27 February 2017)     

Risk Management Q4 (27 February 2017)     

*please see change control below 

  

1  INTRODUCTION 
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2016/17 - Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Collaborative 

Assignments Lead 

(Planned as per 

Audit Plan) 

Status 

(Planned start date) 

Opinion issued Actions agreed  

    H M L 

Health and Safety 

(1.16/17) 

Cambridgeshire 

(Q1) 
Final 

Partial  

Assurance 

  

 

0           5          0 

 

 

Information Management 

(2.16/17) 

Cambridgeshire 

(carry forward 

from 2015/16) 

Final Reasonable 

assurance 

 

0           3          4 

 

Armed Policing & Roads 

Policing 

(5.16/17) 

Bedfordshire 

(Q1) 

Final Substantial 

Assurance 

 

0          0          3 

 

Recording and reporting of 

BCH Collaborative Savings 

(4.16/17) 

Hertfordshire 

(Q2) 

Final Substantial 

Assurance 

 

0          0          1 

 

Governance  (including change 

management and benefit 

realisation) (5.16/17) 

Cambridgeshire 

(Q2) 

Draft report issued  

26 October 2016 

  

  

Firearms Licensing (6.16/17) Bedfordshire 

(Q3/4) 

Draft report issued  

11 November 2016 

  
  

Human Resources Cambridgeshire 

(Q3) 

January 2017   
  

Risk Management and 

Assurance Framework 

Cambridgeshire 

(Q4) 

February 2017   
  

Preparedness for Athena   Cambridgeshire 

(Q1) 

February 2017 Delayed at management request** 

ICT Cambridgeshire 

(Q2/3) 

March 2017   
  

Professional Standards Cambridgeshire 

(Q3) 

March 2017** 

(TBC) 

Change in 

coverage** 
  

Public Contact Hertfordshire  

(Q2) 

N/A Delayed to 2017/18** 

** Please see change control below 
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2 OTHER MATTERS  

2.1 Annual Opinion 2016/17 

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 issued one final report with a partial 

assurance opinion but this will not in isolation negatively impact our year end opinions for either the Constabulary or 

the OPCC. 

 

2.2 Changes to the 2016/17 audit plan 

*Cambridgeshire only audit plan 

These changes were reported at the last meeting, include the date the change was reported. No further changes have 

been agreed since the last Committee

Audit (date change requested shown in 

brackets) 

Detail 

Victims Satisfaction – (April 2016) This audit has been delayed at the request of management from Q1 to Q3, 

due to an HMIC review and recent department merger.   

Commissioning, Communication and 

Partnership– (April 2016) 

We have been asked to delay the fieldwork due to holidays and to allow 

time for the new PCC and any changes in priorities, so this has been 

moved from Q1 to Q3. 

Commissioning, Communication 

and Partnership– (Decemebr 2016) 

We are currently in discussion with management on the coverage 

and scope of the review to ensure this adds the most value to the 

organisations.  

 

**Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Police audit plan 

We have highlighted the changes to the audit plan below, we have also included the Committee date the change was 

reported. There have been no further changes to the Collaborative audit plan since the last meeting. 

Audit (including date changed) Detail 

Public Contact - (April 2016) Public Contact implementation has been delayed and therefore the 

proposed coverage in the 2016/17 audit plan has been deferred to the 

2017/18 plan.  A new implementation date for public contact is dependent 

on the implementation of Athena. 

To replace this review, we were originally requested to complete a second 

audit on the Preparedness for Athena. It was agreed that this would be a 

review of the project management and work stream arrangements within 

June 2016, followed up in September 2016 prior to implementation. 
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However, please see below for further details on the Athena reviews. 

Athena – Preparedness – (May 

2016) 

Following an independent technical review of Athena, our associated 

reviews of this area have been delayed. The timing of these reviews will 

be further followed up within the Tri-Force Committee meeting. 

Athena – Preparedness – 

(September 2016) 

We are working closely with BCH management on the implementation of 

Athena and the timing of our work to support this project. At the time of 

writing this paper, it is anticipated that preparedness for Athena review in 

February 2017 would be of most benefit, but this will be under ongoing 

review and discussions with management and progress reported back 

through the Committee.  

Professional Standards – 

(September 2016) 

As part of our scoping meeting we have been requested to undertake 

three reviews in this area.  

 Follow up of HMIC and Peer Review, as they will start in 

September this will be Q4. 

 Review of the Vetting Unit around compliance with the new code 

when it is finalised, so this also Q4 

 Complaints based on revised mandatory and discretionary 

responsibilities for the PCC due in 2018, and the options the three 

PCCs are considering taking in advance of that, also Q4. 

It has been requested that time available from the Public Contact above is 

used to complete the increased coverage of the three reviews. 

Athena – Preparedness – 

(December 2016) 

Due to the delay in the implementation of Athena, we have been 

requested to delay our review until 2017/18. We are currently in 

discussion with management on a replacement for this review.  

 

2.3 Added value work 

We have issued one further client briefings since the last Joint Audit Committee which was published on 18 November 

2016, this included briefings on the following topics: 

- Emergency Services Network, 

- Little book of cyber scams, 

- Delivering good governance, 

- Joined up response to child protection, 

- Police procurement, 

- Public confidence in the police, 

- RSM’s police risk register analysis.



 

  Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire Constabulary / Internal Audit Progress Report  

 

Daniel Harris 

daniel.harris@rsmuk.com  

Tel: 07792 948767 

 

Suzanne Lane 

suzanne.lane@rsmuk.com   

Tel: 07720 508148 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT 

mailto:daniel.harris@rsmuk.com
mailto:suzanne.lane@rsmuk.com
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We use the following levels of opinion classification within our internal audit reports. Reflecting the level of assurance 

the board can take: 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the organisation 

cannot take assurance that the controls upon which the 

organisation relies to manage this risk are suitably 

designed, consistently applied or effective. 

Urgent action is needed to strengthen the control 

framework to manage the identified risk(s). 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the organisation 

can take partial assurance that the controls to manage 

this risk are suitably designed and consistently applied. 

Action is needed to strengthen the control framework 

to manage the identified risk(s). 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the organisation 

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). 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the organisation 

can take substantial assurance that the controls upon 

which the organisation relies to manage the identified 

risk(s) are suitably designed, consistently applied and 

operating effectively. 

 

  

APPENDIX A - : CLASSIFICATION OF OPINIONS  
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APPENDIX B - : EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES AND ACTION 
PLANS FROM FINALISED REPORTS 
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1.1 Background  

An Income and Debtors audit was undertaken as part of Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and 

Cambridgeshire Constabulary’s (the Force) approved internal audit plan for 2016/17.  

A tri-force set of Financial Regulations have been agreed between Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire 

Constabularies (BCH). The Cambridgeshire finance team are responsible for raising invoices and credit notes as well 

monitoring aged debts and actively chase these. 

As at October 2016, the amount of aged debt held by the Force is £127.4k and consisted of one £113.5k outstanding 

debt, which is individually owed by a single debtor. A fully agreed payment plan has been put in place with the debtor, 

and is expected to be paid in full.  

As part of a tri-force project for BCH, a new electronic workflow system is expected to go live in January 2017 which 

will consolidate the systems and process surrounding income and debtors. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Force can take 

substantial assurance that the controls upon which the 

organisation relies to manage the identified area is suitably 

designed, consistently applied and operating effectively. 

 

  

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

 The Financial Regulations for BCH and the Force Financial Instructions (FFI’s) specifically for Cambridgeshire 

Constabulary contained roles and responsibilities with regards to income, and were consistent with each other.  

 The FFIs contained a list of the Budget Holders for the 2016/17 year and the members of the Finance Team who 

were able to raise sales invoices and credit notes. 

 There were local procedure notes on debt recovery management, and the Integra system provides a prompt to 

ensure that reminder letters are sent out to outstanding debtors on a timely basis. 

 Two named users (trainee accountants) had changed department at the Force, yet retained their access rights to 

raise invoices. There is a risk of financial loss to the Force if unauthorised individuals have access to raise credit 

notes and invoices. A medium priority management action has been agreed to ensure that these access rights 

are removed immediately once the individuals no longer require them. 

 In a sample of 14 invoices raised in the 2016/17 financial year, all 14 had the Head of Business Support or the 

Budget Manager copied into the email sent to the sales invoice mail box, in line with the FFI’s. 6 additional 

invoices sampled (20 invoices in total) related to a form 76, Application for Employment of Police, which we 

confirmed had been authorised by the Business Support Finance Officer. 

INCOME & DEBTORS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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 All invoices had been raised in a timely manner, including 11 of the 20 invoices sampled being raised on the 

same day as the requisition. 

 A retrospective independent check had then been conducted to ensure that all the details and amount raised by 

Finance were accurate against the requisition. This mitigated the risk that an invoice was inaccurate, or was not 

raised, ensuring that there is no loss of income.  

 From a sample of five credit notes raised in the 2016/17 financial year, we confirmed that all matched to an 

invoice, the budget holder had been copied into the email (as per with invoice approval), and the credit note had 

been raised on the same day as the request. 

 Income had been accurately recorded to the relevant debtor on the Integra system. From a sample of ten 

receipts from three months bank statements (August, September and October 2016), in all instances the income 

was credited to the correct account. 

 We confirmed that in all seven outstanding aged debts, the Finance team were aware of the status of the debts, 

had sent out the reminder letters in line with the procedures, and had managed their recovery by writing a diary 

entry to describe the latest statement of payment in each instance. 

 There was only one write-off in the year, for £50. We obtained the email evidence of the written off debt and 

verified that it had been authorised by the Finance Supervisor on the grounds that it was no longer economical to 

pursue it. We confirmed that this write off was in line with the procedures. 

 We obtained the last two years final KPI reports, presented to the Joint Audit Committee on 15 April 2015 and 23 

June 2016. We confirmed that the reports documented sales ledger and credit control information, detailing the 

sales ledger balance, with a comparative on the previous year’s performance to provide the JAC with further 

context. The debtor days were highlighted as the principal KPI, and showed a year-on-year improvement from 

69.4 days in 2012/13, to just 18.9 days in 2015/16. 

 

Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Income & Debtors 0 (8) 1 (8) 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 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: Income & Debtors 

1.2 Two individuals who were no 

longer in a relevant role to 

raise invoices, had not had 

their access to raise invoices 

and credit notes removed. 

Medium The Senior Financial 

Accountant will ensure that 

individuals have their access 

rights to raise invoices and 

credit notes immediately 

removed, once they have left 

the department or the Force. 

30 November 2016 

 

 

Jo Conlon, 

Chief 

Accountant 
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1.1 Background  

A Payroll and Expenses audit was undertaken as part of Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and 

Cambridgeshire Constabulary approved internal audit plan for 2016/17.  

 

A tri-force set of Financial Regulations has been agreed between Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire 

(BCH). Payroll Officers are responsible for authorising Payroll runs, inputting and checking data such as new starters, 

leavers, expenses and overtime.  

 

The Constabulary currently uses the ePayFact System for their payroll functions, which is operated and maintained by 

CGI and also uses the Corporate Overtime System (COTS) for recording and authorising overtime. Currently, receipts 

are not needed for mileage claims as VAT is not reclaimed by the Force due to it not being a cost effective process. 

 

The payroll’s as at October 2016, include the following split:  

 

• Constabulary staff and officers (1387 employees); 

• Pensioners (1029 employees); 

• Police and Crime Commissioner Office (21 employees). 

 

1.2 Conclusion 

 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Force and OPCC  

can take substantial assurance that the controls upon which 

the organisation relies to manage the identified area(s) are 

suitably designed, consistently applied and operating 

effectively. 

 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

Policies and Procedures 

We obtained the Tri-force Financial Regulations for BCH and the Force Financial Instructions specifically for 

Cambridgeshire Constabulary. Through review, we confirmed that both contained adequate information on the roles of 

responsibilities regarding payroll, the delegated limits and both had been appropriately authorised. We also obtained 

the payroll procedure for staff and found that these were in line with the financial regulations and instructions. 

We confirmed that the five current members of the payroll department all had the correct level of access to the system 

and corresponded with the quarterly access reports sent by CGI. However, from a review of this report we noticed that 

it listed an individual who had left the organisation. Access was removed during the audit of the individual’s user 

profile, but this had not been completed prior to the audit. As a result of this issue, we have agreed a Low priority 

management action.   

PAYROLL AND EXPENSES - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



 

  Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire Constabulary Payroll and Expenses (3.16/17) 

Starters, Leavers and Amendments 

We selected a sample of 20 new starters and confirmed that all had been input and checked by different members of 

the Payroll team. We found in three instances, details of the new starter had only been authorised by one of either the 

chair of the interview panel or the budget holder and not both as required in HR procedures. Therefore, we have 

agreed a Low priority management action. 

We also selected a sample of 20 leavers and confirmed that all had been input and checked by different members of 

the Payroll team all with the exception of one had been processed promptly, the exception resulted in an overpayment 

which was being chased for repayment. 

Furthermore, we selected a sample of 20 amendments to staff details covering pay and bank details and confirmed 

that all had been input and checked by different members of the Payroll team. Two instances were found where 

evidence of authorisation for amendments could not be found. We were informed that one of these instances may 

have been processed by Hertfordshire Police. If a sufficient audit trail is not maintained for the authorisation of 

amendments we cannot provide assurance that they have been authorised in line with the procedures. This could 

result in changes in incorrect changes being made to employee personal details and potentially monies being paid to 

the wrong accounts. As a result of this exception, we have agreed a Medium priority management action. 

Deductions 

We selected a sample of 20 voluntary and 20 involuntary deductions and confirmed that all had been processed by the 

Payroll team accurately and authorised appropriately where applicable. We also confirmed that all relevant supporting 

documentation had also been retained. 

Additional Payments, Overtime and Expenses 

We selected a sample of 20 expense claims and confirmed that all had been signed by the employee, authorised by 

the employee’s line manager, evidenced with receipts and reviewed by the Payroll team. We also confirmed that the 

decision not to claim VAT on mileage claims was approved by both the Director and Deputy Director of Resources as 

it was not considered cost effective.  

For overtime, we selected a sample of 20 overtime claims and confirmed that all had been appropriately authorised 

and accurately processed by the Payroll team.  

Checking and Payment Authorisation 

We obtained the exception reports produced for the last three months and confirmed that all had been adequately 

reviewed by a member of the Payroll team. We also obtained the month end checklist for the last three months and 

confirmed that all tasks had been completed prior to the payroll run, and that the payroll run had been authorised 

appropriately for the last three months. 

Finally we reviewed the salaries control account for the last three months and confirmed that it had been reviewed by 

a member of the Finance team and authorised by another member of the Finance team. We also confirmed that 

reconciliations showed no variances to the bank statements.  
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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 (3) 1 (3) 1 0 0 

Starters, Leavers and Amendments 0 (3) 2 (3) 1 1 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 0 (13) 3 (13) 2 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 1 0 0 

Number of actions implemented/ superseded 1 0 0 

Actions not yet fully implemented: 0 0 0 

 

As part of this review the Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire Constabulary have 

demonstrated good progress in implementing actions agreed to address internal audit recommendations made within 

the Payroll and Expenses Audit (Internal Audit Report: 6.15/16). One ‘low’ priority management action agreed at the 

last audit had been fully implemented. 
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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 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: Starters, Leavers and Amendments 

2.3 We could not find evidence 

of authorisation for 

amendments made on two 

occasions. 

Medium Approval of authorisation 

will be retained by the HR 

department in order to 

provide a sufficient audit 

trail. 

Jan 17 HR Services 

Manager for Pay, 

Conditions & 

Transactional 

Services 
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1.1 Background  

An audit of Cash, Bank and Treasury Management was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan 

for 2016/17. 

The Cash, Bank and Treasury Management day to day responsibilities rest with the Cambridgeshire Treasury 

Management Department who are based in Chord Park. Cash and cheques received through the post at 

Cambridgeshire Constabulary Headquarters and are sent to Chord Park via internal mail. They are stored in a safe 

where an access code is required. 

Cashflow spreadsheets are maintained and updated by the Finance Officers on a daily basis. Every month, the 

cashflow position is reported to the Finance Sub Group. The Joint Audit Committee also receives a report on Treasury 

Management twice a year. 

The total value of investments by fund at the time of our review was as follows. 

Barclays                                                                £3.050m 

Lloyds                                                                   £5.000m 

Aberdeen Liquidity Fund (MMF)     £7.805m 

Goldman Sachs (MMF)                                    £7.805m 

BNP Paribas (MMF)                                         £7.805m 

Total                                                                       £31.465m 

 

The OPCC and Constabulary are in the process of implementing a new finance system as of January 2017; where 

‘eFinancials’ will be replacing Integra.  

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Board can take 

substantial assurance that the controls upon which the 

organisation relies to manage this area are suitably designed, 

consistently applied and operating effectively. 
 

 

  

CASH, BANKING AND TREASURY MANAGEMENT - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

• We identified that there was a Tri-force set of Financial Regulations in place between Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire 

and Hertfordshire (BCH) Police Forces, which detailed a framework for Cash, Banking and Treasury Management. 

These were up to date and had been appropriately approved. We also obtained a number of Treasury Management 

Department key procedure documents, which we noted were out of their review timescale, but had been updated at 

various dates in 2015. Through discussion with the Deputy Director of Resources we were informed that these 

would be next updated when the new finance system is implemented.  

• We confirmed that the Treasury Management Department issue cash receipts upon request, however, we found 

that only one cash receipt had been issued by the department within the 2016/17 financial year. We also identified 

that the Treasury Management Department have in place three different cash receipt books. There is a risk that 

where receipts have not been kept, the department cannot provide an audit trail, particularly where the transaction 

is challenged. (Low) 

• From our sample of ten cash receipts we confirmed that the money was sent to the finance department with a 

document which detailed the amount of money and the code for the ledger. This was input into the receipts log and 

put through the system. The monies were then evidenced as banked. However, receipts had not been issued to 

confirm the banking of monies to the relevant department.  This weakness has been identified and a management 

action raised in the Firearms Licencing review and will not be repeated in this report. 

• We conducted a walkthrough test to confirm whether income received was kept within a locked safe and that 

access to the safe is restricted to appropriate staff. We noted that the access code to the safe had not been 

changed since at least 2014 and that two trainee accountants had access to the safe within their previous roles and 

still had access, but no longer require it. There is a risk of inappropriate access to a safe where money is stored. 

(Low) 

• Through review of the post opening process, we noted that monies received were not opened under dual control. 

For the process in Chord Park, we were notified through discussions with the Finance Officer that a dual control 

process would only be exercised for cash purposes, where a secondary Finance Officer would confirm that the cash 

amounts recorded within the two spreadsheets reconciles to the actual cash received. However, for the post 

opening process at Cambridgeshire Police HQ, we confirmed that there was no dual process. This has been raised 

and discussed previously and the organisation is willing to accept this risk due to the resources involved in having 

dual controls. However, we also identified that adequate records of post opening had not been maintained. (Low) 

• During the course of our review, we confirmed that an insurance policy is in place and covers the period 1 October 

2016 - 31 September 2017. It was ascertained that cover is provided for cash and negotiable instruments.  

• Through a sample of ten banking records, we confirmed that monies received within the finance function were 

banked in a timely manner. We also confirmed that appropriate documentation was maintained on file, and that 

paying-in slips reconciled to the supporting documentation and the bank statements to demonstrate what was 

banked.  

• We reviewed the cashflow forecasts and selected a sample of five days and confirmed that the forecasts were 

updated on a daily basis. We also confirmed that the outputs and inputs from the bank statements for each day 

were reflected in the cashflow and that evidenced was retained. 

• The Treasury Management Strategy Statement was available on a shared server and had been evidenced as 

approved by the OPCC Chief Finance Officer. We confirmed that it adequately details the Treasury Management 

processes and guidance on investment and borrowing decisions.  
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• Testing of bank reconciliations was undertaken on five bank accounts over a period of three months. We confirmed 

that the reconciliations had been completed, supporting documentation was retained and there was a clear 

segregation of duties between the preparer and reviewer. 

• We noted that there were a total of four loans with the Public Work Loans Board and that supporting documentation 

was in place for these loans. A spreadsheet had been maintained by the Treasury Management Department, which 

included the details of each loan, documents the repayment principal and interest paid.   

• We also reviewed the Terms of Reference and meeting minutes for the Finance Sub Group and the Joint Audit 

Committee. We confirmed that the appropriate information could be evidenced as discussed within the minutes. 

 

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Risk Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Cash, Banking, and Treasury Management 1 (15) 5 (15) 3 0 0 

Total   3 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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1.1 Background  

The services to support witnesses and that to support victims were brought together in June 2016 to produce a better 

service where an individual could be both a witness and a victim.  In future these individuals would have a single point 

of contact. 

Only the victim’s part of the service is commissioned by the PCC’s office, but the combined service is managed by the 

Constabulary.   

Victim’s services are commissioned by the PCC’s Office using PCC funds with the Ministry of Justice service grant. 

The service is provided by the Constabulary against a service specification for which there is a performance 

framework. 

There are separate IT systems that manage the journey of witnesses and the journey of victims, with WMS (Witness 

Management System) linked to the CPS enabling Care Coordinators’ to manage the needs of witness, and the Victim 

Management System linked to the crime recording system.  The victims’ management system is updated every 15 

minutes from criminal records and automatically creates a case file for victims flagged as needing support. 

Victims can also self-refer and the details of the service together with contact details are on the Constabulary website. 

The HUB has 18 Care Coordinators plus 3 who can give specialist support, 3 Managers and 3 Business Support 

Assistants.  The Hub also has volunteers to whom victims can be referred for face-to-face support. 

Currently training is continuing to enable staff from the previous two teams to manage both witnesses and victims. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Constabulary and 

OPCC can take substantial assurance that the controls upon 

which the organisation relies to manage the identified area are 

suitably designed, consistently applied and operating 

effectively. 
 

1.3 Key findings 

The key findings from this review are as follows: 

Objectives for victims’ services have been set in the PCC’s Police and Crime Plan.  Victims form one of the strategic 

themes, safeguarding the vulnerable with the aim of delivering a victims first approach and a shared outcome of 

victims and witnesses being placed at the heart of the criminal justice system with access to clear pathways of 

support. 

There is a Service Specification clearly in place that clearly sets out: 

 Service aims and objectives; 

 Services to be provided; and  

 Staffing and volunteer provision 

VICTIM SATISFACTION AND VICTIM / WITNESS CARE - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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A victim satisfaction survey is performed from a sample of all victims whether they have made use of the Hub or not, it 

therefore does not reflect on the performance of the Hub in supporting those who make use of their services, but their 

experience of the criminal justice system as a whole. The survey is conducted via telephone from an independent 

team that work evenings following a standard set of criteria which are logged together with any statements the 

individual makes in support of their response. 

Any additional comments are also collected and where these concern their experience of the  Hub these are as of 

November being collated for outcome monitoring by the PCC’s Office. 

Quarterly performance reports are issued to the Business Co-ordination Board. These reports are not specific to the 

Victim and Witness Hub but reflect performance as far the satisfaction levels experienced by victims of crime selected 

across all reported crime whether the victim made use of the services of the HUB or not. 

The PCC’s Office has designed a performance framework to measure the hub’s achievement against a number of 

outcomes for victims, which are linked to the service specification for victims’ services. These are currently not 

reported against due to IT issues in collecting the data which is an issue that is being monitored through the 

Improvement Group.  We were informed that the interface between systems was resolved at the time of this review 

and there is now the aim to start quarterly reporting by March 2017. 

There is performance measurement and scrutiny on the witness service element delivered by the Hub, which comes 

from the Cambridgeshire Criminal Justice Board, through its Victim and Witness Sub-Group. There are performance 

measures relating to cracked and ineffective trials due to victim and witness issues. 

An assessment was completed on the activities of the hub and its compliance against  the Code of Practice to  Victims 

of Crime  in respects of areas of Police Force responsibility.  The assessment also includes an assessment against 

the Witness Charter. In discussion with the Head of the hub and by reference to the action notes from the 

Improvement Group we confirmed that dip sampling is used to evidence the hub’s compliance to the code.  

A Victim Services’ Peer review day was held with Cambridgeshire, Cheshire, Leicestershire and Northumbria OPCCs 

in September 2016 with the aim to reflect on progress made and to identify future changes that could improve further 

the effectiveness and efficiency of models.  At the time of this review a final report of the outcomes had not been 

published. 

A Witness and Victim Service Improvement Group is in place to bring together senior representatives form relevant 

departments across the organisation to examine the needs of victims and witnesses to help them cope and recover 

from the impact of the crime they have experienced, and the requirement and responsibilities placed on the 

Constabulary to respond to these needs.  

There is a Victim and Witness Hub area on the Constabulary’s website that includes contact details for the hub.  

Furthermore, the website provided sufficient detail as to what the service can offer namely emotional and practical 

support, as well as entitlements under the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime.  We also noted there was information 

for witnesses, including why witness information is valuable and what support the Hub can provide including special 

measures to support witnesses when they give their evidence. 

We reviewed a sample of 15 individuals and confirmed 9 from the victims’ database and 6 from the witness database. 

For the victims we confirmed that: 

 An initial needs assessment had been completed with the exception of one which was self- referred. 

 Contact had been either made or attempted within 24 hours 

 Where vulnerable these had been flagged 

 Records were retained showing where additional support, specialist support or referral to other agencies 

had been made. 

 Logs were retained of contacts and conversations. 

 Where a specialist or volunteer had seen the individual this had been updated on the record. 
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For the witnesses we confirmed 

 Where the individual had been classed as vulnerable this had been flagged, 

 There was a log of all contacts made 

 Where special measures were assessed as required these had been recorded together with requests to 

have these available. 

A training programme is in place to merge roles of the Witness Care staff and Victim Care Coordinators to provide a 

single point of contact for both a witnesses and victims.  The programme is in progress with the target of January 2017 

for completion. 

Performance is monitored by the Constabulary through the Force Performance Board, and by the PCC through the 

Business Coordination Board.  From the minutes of the Business Coordination Board we noted that performance was 

discussed and where appropriate challenge of the Chief Constable around specific issues.  It was noted that victim 

satisfaction levels were stable with the exception of hate crime which was to be taken forward by the Force 

Performance Board, which we noted they discussed in September for follow up in December.  We noted from the 

minutes of both groups adequate reporting with discussion and challenge. 

By reference to the action plan covering the activities of the Victim and Witness Improvement Group that a risk register 

is under development.  We noted from the October meeting a risk log was to be brought to the November meeting. 

 

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Victim and Witness Hub 0 (15) 2 (15) 2 0 0 

Total   2 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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1.1 Background  

An audit of Information Management was conducted as part of the annual audit plan for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire 

and Hertfordshire Police (BCH) for 2016-17. 

Historically, Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Police have each had their own separate information 

management departments. However, in response to austerity requirements and the need for cost savings, over the 

past two years or so, a project has been running to develop a shared information management service with common 

information management standards, for the three Forces. Efficiency and effectiveness savings are anticipated as 

arising from the shared service.  

At the request of the Chief Information Officer, Bedfordshire Police, who is the Head of IMD (the new Tri-Force 

Information Management Department) Designate for the three Forces, and as subsequently approved by the senior 

management of each Force, this review focused on assessing the adequacy of controls over the production of the 

Business Model and the completeness and validity of associated plans for the new joint Information Management 

service. It was intended that management would then take forward any findings from the review into the process for 

consulting with the unions and with staff themselves concerning the new arrangements, scheduled to take place 

during the summer and early autumn of 2016. 

The Business Model for the shared IMD was submitted to JCOB (the Joint Chief Officer's Board) as planned and the 

Board approved the Model on 7th June 2016. Consultation with unions and staff also commenced as intended at the 

end of June 2016 and is expected to be concluded at the end of September 2016. 

 

1.2 Conclusion 

Overall, we found that the controls developed and implemented to ensure the adequacy and suitability of the Business 

Model and plans for the forthcoming BCH shared Information Management service were adequately designed.  

However, in this review we have identified five main areas for control improvement.  These relate to the need for 

approval and agreement by senior management, unions and staff on key elements of the shared service strategy;  the 

need to design external governance arrangements;  the completion of  the design of performance measures and 

reporting procedures; the need to finalise and agree with staff and unions on staffing structures and job 

responsibilities; and the requirement to ensure all appropriate system dependencies are mapped and processes 

planned for the integration of legacy systems and new systems for the shared service. 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Police and Crime 

Commissioners for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and 

Hertfordshire and the three corresponding Police Forces can 

take reasonable assurance that the controls to ensure the 

adequacy and suitability of the Business Model and associated 

plans for the forthcoming shared Information Management 

arrangements are suitably designed and consistently applied. 

 

However, we have identified issues that need to be addressed 

 

COLLABORTION - INFORMATION MANAGEMENT - 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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in order to ensure that the control framework is effective in 

managing the identified risks. 

 

The following controls were found to have been designed adequately: 

 The Business Model for the shared Information Management service was developed as a result of the following: 

 The production of a Business Case for the shared Information Management arrangement, which was raised and 

signed off by senior management in mid- 2015. 

 The allocation of responsibility for the producing the IMD Business Model to a project team, which had been in 

place for about two years prior to this review. The team included dedicated project management staff, a number 

of specialists tasked with designing particular work packages, and Subject Matter Experts drawn from across 

the three Forces. 

 The further allocation of responsibilities and associated planning and monitoring processes implemented within 

the project regarding key elements of the Business Model, including the two overall Business Options and their 

risk ratings, costs and savings information, demand data (i.e. staff resource information), staffing structures and 

benefits realisation processes.   

The procedures in place regarding the production of the Business Model reduced the risks that the model was not 

adequately designed to meet organisational/management requirements regarding cost and efficiency savings and 

would not deliver a collaborative information management service which meets management and customer needs. 

 The IMD project team has produced A Tri-Force Information Charter and Strategy, together with a number of plans 

for the development of the IMD. This reduces the risk that the overall strategic direction of the shared 

arrangements has not been adequately defined and specific areas for information management improvement have 

not in turn been identified. This in turn mitigates the risk that the system will not meet overall corporate/business 

needs and will not deliver a secure, cost effective and more efficient information management service across the 

three Forces.  

 The senior management structure and internal reporting lines for the shared IMD have been defined and 

documented. These proposed arrangements have been adequately designed to reduce the risk of lack of 

appropriate leadership and accountability for the operation of the shared information management service. 

 Workshops have been run, as part of the IMD project, for current information management teams across the three 

Forces, with the aim of mapping and streamlining information management processes to be taken forward to the 

new shared system.  This reduces the risk of lack of staff engagement with and buy-in to the new arrangements, 

which could negatively affect service delivery in the future. 

 Joint structures and processes are already in place which provide a control framework for the governance of the 

physical and logical security of information handled by the three Forces, e.g. through the joint information 

governance structure headed by a single SIRO (Senior Information Risk Owner), and the responsibilities and 

activities of the Tri-Force Information Assurance Board and Information Assurance Working Group. 
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However, we found a number of controls which had not been designed adequately or for which the design had not 

been completed, which have resulted in five medium priority management actions, as follows: 

 The design and documentation of the Tri-Force IMD’s approach to a number of specific strategic issues had not 

been completed at the time of our review. These included: staff resource allocation; Agile working (working patterns 

based on flexible locations and working hours); access to legacy information; storage arrangements for Major 

Crime Information; and the effects on IMD of implementing or not implementing the Athena (shared crime 

information) system. 

This collectively increases the risks of inefficient information management processes and the unavailability or lack 

of access to key crime and other business information under the new shared arrangements. .  

 External governance arrangements have not been defined for the Tri-Force IMD. This increases the risk that 

shortfalls in IMD’s performance and also information security issues will not be identified and addressed in a timely 

manner. This in turn could lead to delay or failure of information management activities and breaches of data 

confidentiality and losses of data availability and integrity.   

 The design of IMD project benefits and Key Performance Indicators for the IMD under BAU (Business as Usual) 

conditions had not been finalised and approved by senior management.  The lack of finalised performance 

reporting processes increases the risk of failure or delay in identifying and remedying any inefficient, ineffective or 

insecure information management processes once IMD is operational, resulting in negative impacts on data 

availability and integrity and potential breaches of data confidentiality.  

 At the time of our review, the staffing structure and reporting lines had been designed and documented and new 

Role profiles for posts proposed under the shared IMD had almost all been evaluated (using the Hay job 

evaluation methodology), but these areas had yet to be agreed with the unions and staff. This increases the risk of 

staff continuing to follow previous information management practices and to work within ‘silos’ and as three 

separate Forces, rather than as a unified service. This could have a significant negative impact on the efficiency 

and effectiveness of the new IMD.  

  Work has yet to be completed regarding the integration of all appropriate existing systems with new information 

management systems being developed in association with the implementation of the IMD, including the new Case 

Management system, federated search systems, the Athena system, and data warehouse systems.  This 

increases the risk of poor co-ordination between the old and new systems, resulting in the unavailability of key 

information for business purposes, and poor performance and inefficiency within the new IMD regime. 

Application of and Compliance with the Control Framework 

Given the nature of this review, the audit work was based in the main on controls design assessment as opposed to 

transactional testing. However, we did address some compliance areas, as summarised below. 

Regarding the production of the Business Model for the shared IMD, we reviewed the relevant meeting minutes and 

confirmed that the model itself, known as 'the Blueprint', for the shared IMD was submitted to JCOB (the Joint Chief 

Officer's Board) as planned and that the Board had approved the 'Medium Risk' option and a number of other options, 

on 7th June 2016, including several provisos, as follows: 

 The overall costs and savings figures in the Business Model were agreed, though vetting and access control 

functions have been removed from the IMD remit. 
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 The proposed appointment of two additional Information Assurance staff within the new IMD was agreed. 

 It was agreed that Agile working will be introduced in two phases over a period of two years. 

In addition to the above, we tested a number of controls in place regarding the development of those plans for the new 

joint Information Management service that had already been completed. We found that the controls concerned were 

operating and had been complied with, as follows: 

 We confirmed by examining the relevant documents that a Tri-Force Information Charter and a Tri-Force Strategy 

document had been produced, as identified in the IMD project plans.  

 We confirmed by reviewing the documentation concerned that, a Draft Benefits Review Plan, i.e. measurable 

improvements resulting from the process change had been produced for the shared IMD as specified in the IMD 

project plans. 

 We confirmed by reviewing meeting agendas, and related documentation that a number of planned recent project 

team–led workshops had been conducted with business staff to review and redesign existing information 

management processes. 

 We verified by reviewing appropriate documentation that a joint information security governance structure had 

been defined, documented and communicated to management and staff as defined in the IMD project plans. 

 We confirmed through examination and review of the minutes from meetings held between November 2015 and 

March 2016 that the key information security governance bodies for the three Forces, namely the Tri-Force 

Information Working Group and the Information Assurance Board were already meeting regularly and operating to 

address security issues affecting information management, as planned. 

 

 

1.3 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Risk Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

The business model and plans for the shared 

Information Management are designed 

inadequately, leading to a shared information 

service that does not meet corporate/management 

needs and to breaches of information security and 

lack of information integrity and availability 

8 (9) 0 (9) 3 5 0 

Total   3 5 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 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 

1.1 The design and 

documentation of the 

Tri-Force IMD approach 

to a number of strategic 

issues had not been 

completed at the time of 

our review.  

 

Medium Management will ensure that the 

following issues are included in the 

documentation for the staff 

consultation process and are 

ultimately resolved, agreed and 

approved by senior management 

and staff: 

 

 The allocation of staff resources to 

ensure adequate coverage at 

information storage locations 

across the three counties. 

 

 Agile working practices covering 

the new storage locations. 

 

 Access to electronically-held 

legacy information, currently held 

separately by each of the three 

Forces. 

 

 How to handle the storage of 

Major Crime information, e.g. 

whether this will stay with the 

‘owning’ Force, or be held 

elsewhere and/or be accessible to 

all three Forces. 

 

 The effects of implementing the 

February 2017 

 

Head of IMD 

Designate 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Athena system or not 

implementing it on future IMD 

operations. 

1.2 External governance 

arrangements, i.e. 

review by managers or 

a nominated group 

independent of the 

immediate line 

management structure 

have not been defined 

for the shared IMD. 

 

Medium Management will define, document 

and seek approval for an external 

IMD governance structure.    

 

February 2017 

 

 

Head of IMD 

Designate 

1.3 The design of IMD 

project benefits and Key 

Performance Indicators 

for the IMD under BAU 

(Business as Usual) 

conditions has not been 

finalised and approved 

by senior management. 

Medium Management will ensure that the 

IMD project benefits are approved by 

senior management and signed off.   

Performance measures for IMD will 

also be defined and signed off, 

together with appropriate 

performance reporting procedures 

covering each of the workstreams 

within the new structure.     

February 2017 

 

 

Head of IMD 

Designate 

1.4 The staffing structure 

and reporting lines had 

been designed and 

documented and new 

Role Profiles for posts 

proposed under the 

shared IMD had almost 

all been evaluated as 

part of the project, but 

these areas had yet to 

be agreed with the 

unions and staff.  

Medium Management will ensure that 

consultation with the appropriate 

unions proceeds as planned from 

July to September 2016 and that 

agreement is reached concerning 

the overall staffing structures and job 

responsibilities of staff under the 

shared IMD arrangements.    

 

Staff consultation 

started on 11 July 

2016 and is 

expected to finish 

by end of 

September 2016.     

 

Head of IMD 

Designate 
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

1.6 Work has yet to be 

completed regarding 

the integration of all 

appropriate existing 

systems with new 

information 

management systems 

being developed in 

association with the 

implementation of the 

IMD, such as the new 

case management 

system, federated 

search processes, the 

Athena system, and 

data warehouse 

systems. 

Medium Management will ensure that all 

appropriate system dependencies 

are mapped and processes are 

planned regarding the integration of 

legacy systems and new systems 

being implemented under IMD, such 

as the integration of legacy data 

collection systems with the proposed 

data warehouse and the link 

between federated search processes 

and Athena.    

February 2017 

 

 

Head of IMD 

Designate 
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Collaboration - Armed Policing Unit and Roads Policing Unit 5.16/17 

1.1 Background  

An audit of Joint Protective Services (JPS), specifically focusing on the governance and reporting arrangements 
around the Armed Policing Unit and the Roads Policing Unit, was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit 
periodic plan for 2016/17. 

Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, and Hertfordshire have entered into a strategic policing alliance for the provision of a 
collaborated joint protective service with benefits including: greater resilience and flexibility in the use of highly skilled 
specialist staff; reduction in duplication of roles and resources; and enhanced capability and capacity. The lead force 
for this service is Bedfordshire, under the management of the Chief Constable. This collaborated services incorporates 
the following units: Armed Policing Unit; Automated Number Plate Recognition; Central Ticket and Collisions 
Administration; Counter Terrorism and Domestic Extremisms Unit; Dogs; Major Crime Unit; Operational Planning & 
Support Unit (OPSU); Roads Policing Unit; and the Scientific Services Unit and a Section 22 Agreement is in place to 
provide the governance framework around this collaboration.  

The Armed Policing Unit provides the following services: 

 Armed Response Vehicles (ARV) within the three counties;    

 Armed policing services to London Luton Airport; 

 Specialist armed capabilities; 

 Interoperability to allow compliance with National Mobilisation requirements; 

 Ensuring appropriate capacity and capability of Strategic, Tactical & Operational command and all firearms 
training; and 

 Development of improving regional capability and interoperability. 

The Roads Policing Unit provides the following services: 

 Road Policing Patrol within the three counties 24/7 focussed on road risk determined by KSI data and other 
metrics; 

 Response to Killed or Serious Injury collisions; 

 ANPR capable response; and  

 Vehicle Recovery Unit. 

Costs for this collaborated service are apportioned to each force through a combination of net realisable expenditure 
and demand characteristics. For the 2016/17 financial year, the apportionment of costs is as follows: 

  

COLLABORATION - ARMED POLICING UNIT AND 
ROADS POLICING UNIT- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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 Total JPS cost Armed Policing Unit Roads Policy Unit 

Bedfordshire £12.335m; £2.773m; £3.281m; 

Cambridgeshire £14.611m £2.418m £4.720m 

Hertfordshire £18.955m. £2.768m £6.294m. 

Total  £7.959m £14.295m 

1.2 Conclusion 

We confirmed that a strong control framework is in place which is well designed and is being applied effectively, 

consisting of the joint protective services framework (Section 22) agreement, budgetary control, and monitoring of 

performance and operational updates through the management structure. 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the organisations 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: 

A Section 22 Agreement is in place across the collaborated forces for the service, which incorporates details on: legal 

requirements; lead force arrangements; cost apportionments for the service; financial monitoring requirements; and 

service specifications for individual units within the service. The original version of this document was signed by the 

respective Police and Crime Commissioners and Chief Constables in December 2013 but has been revised within the 

2016/17 financial year, and issued to the Strategic Alliance Summit for approval in July 2016.  

An overarching budget has been set for the service with a combination of demand data and net revenue expenditure 

(NRE) figures used for apportionment purposes. This budget has been approved through the Strategic Alliance 

Summit and broken down into individual unit budgets.  

Sample testing undertaken on a selection of ten professional practice guidance extracts for both armed policing and 

roads policing identified that operational practices in place across the collaborated forces are aligned to guidance 

issued by the College of Policing. 

An overarching business plan is in place for the service, which provides a high level overview of the three-year plan 

(2016-19) to develop the service. This is split under the following categories: our people; operational delivery; and 

working with our communities and partners and is supported with individual unit business and delivery plans. These 

documents were subject to revisions within the 2016/17 financial year with review and approval by the Strategic 

Alliance Summit in July 2016.  

  



 

Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Police and Police and Crime Commissioners /  
Collaboration - Armed Policing Unit and Roads Policing Unit 5.16/17 

The performance monitoring framework has been subject to considerable changes to align monitoring to Her Majesty’s 

Inspectorate of Constabularies (HMIC) framework. Sample testing was carried out to reconcile reported performance 

data for quarter one 2016 to source documentation and workbooks. In all six instances, quantitative data reported was 

reconciled to source information. 

A clear management structure is in place to provide performance updates through operational (incorporating unit 

leads) management teams up to strategic level governance groups attended by Chief Officers and representatives 

from the Police and Crime Commissioners.  

 

We have also identified three ‘low’ priority weaknesses through completion of this audit. These have been documented 

in sections 2 and 3 below. 

 

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Collaboration - Armed Policing Unit and Roads 

Policing Unit 
1(10) 2(10) 3 0 0 

Total   3 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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1.1 Background  

An audit of Recording and reporting of BCH Collaborative Savings was undertaken as part of the approved internal 
audit periodic plan for 2016/17, this includes a follow up of actions agreed in our 2015/16 report on Collaboration 
Savings Assurance 9.15/16.  

This review has concentrated on the areas where actions were agreed last year and how savings programmes are 
monitored through the: 

• Assurance Review Groups, 

• BCH Medium Term Planning meetings, 

• Programme Boards, 

• JCOB (Joint Chief Officers Board), 

• SAS (Strategic Alliance Summit). 

As part of the scope of our audit, we selected a sample of projects to ensure that there was an audit trail to 
demonstrate when and why changes to costs and savings were made.   

The following is based on information supplied by the Change Portfolio Team of projected savings as reviewed by the 
Financial Planning meeting in October 2016. 

 

 

 
 

2016/17 
 

2017/18 
 

2018/19 
 

2019/20 
 

2020/21   
  5 YEAR 
TOTAL  

  

£'000 

 

£'000 

 

£'000 

 

£'000 

 

£'000   £'000 

           
  

  CLOSED / IN TRANSITION PROJECTS  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

      

 Firearms Licensing   
 

-             198  
   

              
 

                   
 

                       
 

-             198  

 HR - subject to exception report  
 

-             518  
 

                   0  
 

-         1,040  
 

-             522  
 

                       
 

-           2,079  

 SMT - CJ & Custody  
 

-             124  
 

                      
     

   
 

-             124  

 Criminal Justice Phase 1  
 

-             444  
 

-               18  
     

                        
 

-             462  

 TOTAL  
 

-         1,283  
 

-               18  
 

-         1,040  
 

-             522  
 

                        
 

-           2,863  

           
  

  CURRENT PROJECTS  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

      

 Criminal Justice - Phase 2   
   

-             491  
 

-             164  
   

                        -             654  

 Custody Phase 1  
 

          
 

-             689  
     

                       
 

-             689  

 Information Management  
 

                  
 

-             158  
 

-               87  
 

                    
 

                       
 

-             245  

 ICT   
 

-         1,274  
 

-           1,370  
 

-         1,300  
 

-             300  
 

                        
 

-           4,244  

 Athena   
 

  
 

                    -    
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

                    -    

 Public Contact    
 

          
 

                    
 

-       2,000  
 

-          300  
   

-       2,300  

 CJ Virtual Court  
 

  
 

           172  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

            172  

 BCH Mobilisation  
 

  
 

                 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

                    

 TOTAL  
 

-      1,274  
 

-       2,535  
 

-       3,551  
 

-          600  
   

-       7,960  

           
  

  SUB TOTAL   
 

-      2,557  
 

-       2,553  
 

-       4,591  
 

-       1,122  
 

-              0    -     10,822  

           
  

  FUTURE PROJECTS  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

      

 Firearms Licensing IT SOLUTION  
     

-            67  
    

  -             67  

RECORDING AND REPORTING OF BCH 
COLLABORATIVE SAVINGS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



 

Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire Police and Police and Crime Commissioners /  
Recording and reporting of BCH Collaborative Savings (4.16/17) 

 Finance  
   

-           284  
 

-          852  
    

  -       1,136  

 TOTAL  
 

                    
 

-           284  
 

-          919  
 

       
 

      -       1,203  

           
  

  5% pa STRETCH SAVINGS POST 
IMP  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  
  

  

 Firearms Licensing  
     

-            26  
 

-            24  
  

  -             50  

 HR   
         

-          567    -           567  

 Criminal Justice  
   

   
 

-            41  
 

-            39  
  

  -             81  

 Custody  
       

-          501  
 

-          476    -           977  

 Public Contact  
   

   
     

-       1,228    -       1,228  

 ICT  
         

-          853    -           853  

 IMD  
       

-          117  
 

-          111    -           228  

 Finance  
       

-          115  
 

-          110    -           225  

 TOTAL  
   

  
 

-            67  
 

-          797  
 

-       3,345    -       4,209  

           
  

  TOTAL BCH COLLABORATIVE 
CHANGE  

 
-      2,557  

 
-       2,837  

 
-       5,577  

 
-       1,919  

 
-       3,345    -     16,234  

 

1.2 Conclusion 

We confirmed that a control framework is in place which is well designed and is being applied effectively, specifically 

with regards to project documentation relating to project savings and monitoring and reporting of financial updates. 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Organisations 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: 

 The CFOs (Chief Finance Officers) meet each month for the BCH Medium Term Financial Planning meetings.  

These meetings review the latest financials for individual projects including costs and potential savings.  Meetings 

receive updates on individual projects on a continuing basis from the Project Accountants.  A ‘snap shot’ of the 

current savings and cost position is reported by the Finance Lead, Change Portfolio Office.  Any decisions and 

actions resulting from the review of these reports are logged.  From a review of the action and decision logs we 

confirmed these recorded discussion around the financials for individual projects including changes to the original 

FBC (Full Business Case) projections.  We also noted that there is review of the overall BCH savings schemes 

and annual projections and changes due to progress of projects against programmed timelines.  These savings do 

not link to an overall BCH financial plan which will be covered as part of our review of BCH Governance in a 

separate report. 

 Review of new projects, as part of the business case development, is through the JCOB meetings with final fall 

business cases being issued to the SAS for approval who receive assurance from the internal review process and 

external assurance reports.  The process also includes a review of financials by the BCH Medium Term Financial 

Planning meetings before reporting to the JCOB and SAS. 
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 A monitoring spreadsheet is in place which records the approval of the original FBC and financials, and the 

approval of any changes in costs and savings.  This is a new report first drafted in August 2016 and reviewed at 

the August Medium Term Financial Planning meeting to which it will be reported in the future. 

 The new apportionment and savings template was discussed at the August 2016 meeting of the Medium Term 

Financial Planning meeting, and on review we noted that it contained elements of the existing Gateway report, but 

extended to document the movement of costs and savings from the FBC as projects advanced towards 

implementation.  The spreadsheet includes the following elements to a summary sheet: 

 Agreement of the FBC and section 22 agreement. 

 Agreement of budgeted costs and savings. 

 Changes in costs and savings. 

 Latest projected savings. 

 The summary sheet is supported by additional tabs that explain the movements with brief explanations and more 

detailed breakdowns of costs and savings by year and organisation.  Although the spreadsheet records changes it 

does not record when these were discussed and agreed, and as this is a live document it is not clear when these 

changes were recorded on the spreadsheet, therefore the audit trail would be further improved if a copy was 

saved and dated each month rather than having a single live document.   

 Benefits which are to arise through a project are documented within a project implementation workbook which is 

completed by the project manager with progress and issues reported through the highlight report to the 

Programme and Governance Boards. 

 The movement in projected costs and savings are monitored through review by the Assurance Review Groups 

and upward reporting to the Medium term Financial Planning meetings, Programme Boards and the SAS. We 

reviewed the projected savings for the following business cases: 

 Human resources; 

 Criminal Justice (phase 1); 

 Custody (phase 1); 

 Firearms licencing; 

 Public Contact. 

For each of the above schemes we were able to reconcile the starting position as far as the FBC between the 

savings and apportionment spreadsheet and the gateway report issued at the start of the current financial. The 

exceptions were for Custody and Public Contact.  In each case the savings and apportionment spreadsheet gave 

a short explanation of the reasons.  We also noted that development of these projects had been adequately 

recorded within action and decision logs for the Medium Terms Financial Planning and JCOB meetings, 

Assurance Review Group meetings and Programme Boards. The Programme Boards and the Governance Boards 

review risks in relation to individual projects as part of the Project Highlight reports, and the SAS and JCOB 

receive and review the Change Portfolio Strategic Risk Register; this covers risk relating to the change programme 

not specifically to savings plans. 
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We have identified one ‘low’ priority action through the completion of the audit fieldwork. These are detailed in section 

2 and section 3 of the report.  

1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Area Control 

design* 

Compliance 

with 

controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

Financial and Cost Savings Follow Up 1(10) 1 (10) 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 0 1 1 

Number of actions implemented/ superseded 0 0 0 

Actions not yet fully implemented: 0 0 0 

 

The High priority action related to the difficulties in reconciling projected savings being reported at the time of our 

review to the original FBC planned savings, as there was no record of how the revised figures were arrived at.  

However, with the introduction of a new spreadsheet recording the change and with reference to decision logs this is 

now possible.  However, we have agreed a ‘Low’ priority action to enhance this control further. 

The Medium priority action related to the lack of challenge of risk within the minutes of meetings which we have noted 

has improved so we have not repeated the action.  A Risk management audit is also due to be carried out later this 

financial year where this will be followed up further. 


