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	Meeting:
	Joint Kent Police and Crime Commissioner and Chief Constable Audit Committee

	Date & Time:
	Thursday 12th March 2026 13:00 pm – 16:00 pm

	Venue:
	OPCC Meeting Room, Maidstone, HQ.

	Attendees:
		Attendees are expected in person.
Committee Members – Akhter Mateen (Chair), Karen Holland, Sue Martin, Michael Norman
Office of Kent Police and Crime Commissioner (OKPCC) – Laura Steward (Head of People and Standards); CFO), Rob Phillips (OPCC CFO)
Kent Police – Chief Constable Tim Smith (CC), DCC Peter Ayling (Deputy Chief Constable), PSE David Jedrzejewski, Louisa Neiles (Head of Force Inspectorate), Philip Wilson (Chief Accountant)
Internal Auditors (RSM) – Dan Harris
External Auditors, Ernst & Young (EY) – Elizabeth Jackson, Chloe Willamson

	




	
	Owners, please treat papers as read and only provide brief highlights for your item

	
	

	Open Session (webcast)

	Agenda Item

	1.
	Apologies (1 mins)

	Matthew Redford (Committee Member), Jonathan Castle (Force CFO), ACO Claire Medhurst, David Paul (Chief Executive)

	2.
	Declarations of Interest (1 mins)

	None declared.

	3.
	Previous December 2025 Minutes (3 mins)

	No comments made. Minutes signed off.

	4.
	Matters Arising (5 mins)

	Discussed, changes made.

	Performance Update

	5.
	Chief Constable attendance & Force Update (20 mins)

	The Chief Constable opened the discussion highlighting to JAC members that governance and performance monitoring is carried out weekly where operational matters are discussed with the Police and Crime Commissioner, while formal meetings are carried out at the quarterly Performance and Delivery Board.

PEEL
· Kent is now towards end of PEEL, with final publication towards the end of March 2026.
· Though the final report has not been seen, they have had sight of a draft report which shows positive outcomes.

Performance 
· Call demand has previously been challenging. Average answer time for 999 calls is now just over 5 seconds with 94% under 10 seconds. 101 call performance is now improved, and the data shows an average of only 2.9% of 101 calls terminated, with average answered call times down to 30 seconds.
· Digital contact is continuing to increase with members of the public reporting through online systems.
· Over the last 4 years, there has been a decrease in the numbers of crimes being reported. Crimes against society has decreased, with drugs offences have seen the largest increase, but arrests and charges have increased by 8.8% since the previous years.
· The Policing neighbourhood model is well embedded, and performance outcomes are positive, with positive public feedback. As of January 2025, 312 officers were solely dedicated to neighbourhood policing roles through funding provided. 2026 will see more officers moving into neighbourhood policing roles. 
· Criminal Justice (CJS) remains a challenge within the country. The total number of cases managed by the victims and witness care unit, who have recently won a national award for their work, are 161% above pre-pandemic levels. There are five times more trials outstanding within Kent courts and crown court trial dates are being delayed until late 2029. Cases awaiting trial in Magistrates’ courts have risen by 39% over the last year which remains a huge challenge. Announcements from Government are awaited on the future of the CJS. 
· Medium term financial plans show challenging positions with difficulties finding a balance between the impact on operational policing and police staff. Savings programmes for the next financial year shows significant changes to how policing is funded and will result in re-considering how the force is structured.
· Strategic challenges include trust and confidence. The force is carrying out work around Angiolini and around how the Force profiles risk in the organisation, how the Force manage this risk, vetting processes, how the Force supports colleagues, recruitment and manage complaints.
· Police reform will have impact on how Kent Police is structured as a service. Legislation is being drafted though still in the early stages of publication.

The Chair raised the changes of the OPCC coming in 2028 and questioned the Force’s perspective including how Kent Police keep relationships with the OPCC. The Chair also raised the new National Police Service.

The CC noted that changes for the OPCC have been discussed with the Commissioner. Until the date the OPCC is abolished, he and the Commissioner will continue to work very closely. Discussions will be carried out around what the transition will look like. The future of police governance is not yet clear.
 
SM raised issues around performance management for the Force and the complexity of doing this at a regional level.

KH questioned if the Force put in mitigation following the AI case in the West Midlands and any impact from this case.

The CC noted the Force is following the national guidance and looked carefully at the West Midlands. Kent has a different governance structure around AI which is stricter than the West Midlands. The training level given to police staff has been very good around AI. Checks and balances safeguarding in place are carried out by staff rather than AI.

	6.
	HMICFRS Inspections and Recommendations Tracker

	LN noted there had been no new HMICFRS publications since the last meeting, though Part 2 of the Angiolini enquiry was published in December which has been included and circulated with the meeting papers. This second part of the enquiry focused on preventing sexual motivated violence in public spaces and on predatory male behaviour. Kent is in a strong place around VAWG. Prevention is embedded as a core pillar within public protection and there is a new proactive safeguarding team. 
The report contains 13 recommendations and reflects on the progress on recommendations from part one. Kent has progressed and discharged six of the recommendations part one.

PEEL
· Assessment for 2025 has concluded, which was an intense level of scrutiny over several months.
· Initial feedback received in January 2026, and final report will be published in the last week of March. 
· HMICFRS have confirmed 14 of the AFI’s from last PEEL inspection have been achieved and officially closed. One open AFI remaining is the finalisation outcomes. While not closed yet this will be superseded in the new report.

Several HMICFRS recommendations have been discharged, and work is on-going around outstanding recommendations on race disparity and CJ decision making. A completion date has been set for June.

SM congratulated LN on getting all recommendations closed and raised the overlap between HMICFRS’s approach to monitoring force performance and the Home Office’s, and if this were a concern in respect of duplication. 

LN noted there has always been an overlap between HMICFRS and the Home Office and ensures this will be managed appropriately. 

DCC Ayling explained policing is moving toward a more consistent national performance framework, using a three‑tier model with national, force‑level, and local indicators, alongside HMICFRS acting as the main scrutiny body. He raised concerns that early HMICFRS tiering decisions will rely on a small set of pillars, including the government’s mission to halve violence against women and girls (VAWAG). While he emphasised strong support for this ambition, he warned that placing sole responsibility on policing is unrealistic without wider societal investment in education, health, and family support. He also cautioned that focusing performance measures too narrowly on domestic abuse could create perverse incentives around recording, stressing the importance of continuing to support victims and encourage reporting in an already under‑reported area.


	Audit

	7.
	Audit Recommendations Tracker
	
	
	

	PW presented the report and highlighted key areas of importance in the audit.
· Detailed progress on the internal audit recommendations shows 74 out of 92 have been completed with 7 remaining outside of their due date.
· 14 recommendations opened since the last JAC meeting.

KH asked where on the table shows superseded actions, as this would be helpful to see on the current tracker.

ACTION: PW to review the current tracker and ensure the relevant action is linked to the superseded item, so it is clear where actions have been superseded.

The Chair made an observation on good progress being made on reducing overdue recommendations.

MN raised within the report, an audit on information management has slipped, is there a link between the information asset owners and information management. Will this reappear as part of this audit.

AF reiterated information management is to be a part of this audit review.

DCC Ayling gave assurance and noted that the force security committee was where most discussions are held around information asset ownership, and he was confident in terms of the high level of governance around this.

ACTION: DCC Ayling to review the level of governance around information management.

	
	
	

	8.
	Internal Audit Report 
	
	
	

	DH noted since the last meeting, two reports have been finalised, both with positive outcomes. A further two reports are in draft with one recently issue prior the paper deadline.

DH gave an apology relating to appendix A of the report.  This showed the user device allocation audit had been taken off this table. DH provided reassurance this audit is a joint audit and has been de-briefed and still in this year’s plan and has been delivered. DH assured members this will be detailed in the June meeting and referenced in the annual report. 

DH highlighted that eight final reports have been issued year to date, two have been negative (partial assurance) opinions with six positive opinions. Other reviews are either in draft or field work in progress stage, with field work concluded by the end of March, and a draft report issues for those in field work in progress.

DH explained that since the last meeting, there has been a further change to the audit plan, with the Estates audit being replaced by a Governance audit. It was felt that Q4 was the appropriate time for this. The Governance audit is included in the next paper for 2026/27 and is scheduled for Q2 of the 2026/27 financial year. In place of the Estates audit, a further follow‑up review will be carried out, as several partial assurance audits have now had their actions self‑assessed as implemented by management. DH also confirmed that the high‑priority actions from the National Intelligence Model review will be picked up by RSM.

DH is anticipating issuing an unqualified opinion, thought there are still five reviews to finalise. 

KH questioned, given that RSM have not undertaken any specific Risk or Governance audits, has this impacted on their opinion?

DH continued it has not impaired RSM position. He was confident there was coverage of governance across the other audits, but understands that a governance review needs to be undertaken.

MN supported KH’s statement and raised concerns around the fact that there will be significant police reform, which is a long time away, while needing assurance around governance now.

The Chair expressed disappointment with the process, noting that although the plan had been discussed between RSM and the JAC, it should come to the JAC for a formal decision. He highlighted a disconnect between how JAC members understand the plan and its scope compared with how the executive interprets it. The Chair emphasised that this raises broader concerns about governance, including how the structures underpinning the two organisations operates.

RP suggested sharing the scopes with the JAC members for assurance.

ACTION: RP to share the Governance Audit scope with JAC members to provide assurance.

SM queried how do audit members raise their concerns about the management response times with the Force and the OPCC.

ACTION: DCC Ayling to review progress within the Chief Constable’s Office regarding awareness and responses to audit actions, including how this work is being progressed, the current diagnosis, and whether the matter can be brought forward for discussion at the Chief Constable’s Management Board.

The Chair queried if RSM will be issuing conclusions rather than assurances and asked for more information around this. DH noted RSM are compliant with the global standard and was not aware of that the methodology was changing.

	
	
	

	9.
	Approval of Internal Audit Plans
	
	
	

	DH discussed the audit plan for 26/27 which was developed through meetings with the PCC’s Office and key force personnel and aligned to strategic risks. An initially oversubscribed long list of potential reviews was narrowed down due to budget constraints, with excluded items listed for transparency. The proposed plan includes seven risk‑driven reviews, one joint audit, five core service reviews, a governance review, a VAT health check, and required follow‑up work. Section 2.1 outlines past coverage, highlights where partial assurance opinions have since been followed up and includes forward‑looking elements. The audit plan remains flexible throughout the year to respond to emerging risks, with any in‑year changes to be coordinated through established monthly meetings or directly via the Chair if needed before the next formal committee session.

The Chair made an observation that he would like the JAC to have an informal conversation around the plans should look like, what is being proposed, any changes, and what the reviews will look like before it is approved.

KH queried why last year’s plan was 207 days with this year being 175 days, and why there was no mention of fees.
RP noted that they try to stick to the same number of audits with RSM. 

DH explained that the change in audit days is primarily due to the VAT health check being delivered by tax specialists who operate at a different day rate. Some audits will also require a blend of higher‑skilled staff, and while the fees are kept consistent year‑on‑year, the number of days may vary depending on the skill mix required.
The Chair suggested, during the interim, RSM should show the last couple of reviews showing how many days, the fees to compare, and coverage.

ACTION: DH to provide JAC members with details of the last couple of years’ reviews, including the number of days allocated, coverage, and associated fees, to enable comparison with the current audit plan.

KH and the Chair observed that many of the audits that almost made the final plan, but did not, were operational in nature. They asked whether the balance between operational audits and back‑office reviews is appropriate, and whether the audits not included this year are expected to be reconsidered in a future audit cycle.

RP noted audits that have been discussed for this year will be included in the discussions for next year. They are not dropped completely and are not deferred. They will be part of the discussion again next year, and DH confirmed this.

The Chair observed that a review of overpayments, and Payroll, may be of use in future.

	
	
	

	10.
	External Auditor’s Report
	
	
	

	EJ confirmed the 2024/2025 audits have been signed and closed on 26th February. EJ noted this is a qualified audit report and whilst in normal circumstances this would not be favourable, this is a positive step forward. EY gave thanks to PW, JC, and the team for the help to get this report finalised.

EJ noted she was hopeful that the 2025/2026 audits would be back to unqualified. No further findings on the audit report to bring to the committee. An updated final report has been shared to management.

EJ noted her tenure with Kent Police is ending and this JAC meeting will be her last meeting. EJ introduced CW who will be taking over EJ work. The Chair thanked EJ on behalf of the organisation for her worked and great support through a difficult journey through the past couple of years and welcomed CW to KPPC. 

	
	
	

	11.
	Agreement of External Audit Fees and Plan
	
	
	

	The Chair noted EY and JAC members had an external meeting outside of the JAC where the external audit fee and plan was discussed.

	
	
	

	Finance

	12.
	In-Year financial Monitoring and MTFP 

	PW provided an update to members covering the period April–December which follows the usual format for the JAC.

Revenue Position
· A break‑even position is forecast on service expenditure.
· There is an additional £0.5m of council tax income, resulting in a £0.5m underspend.
· Table 1 (first row) includes a £3.5m transfer to earmarked reserves. 
· This transfer is not yet shown in the reserves appendix but will be updated following this meeting.
· Table 1 also reflects all movements since Quarter 2.

Revenue Savings
· Section 4 notes that while the variance suggests £4m of savings have not been achieved, the true shortfall is closer to £1.4m once reserve movements and other transfers are accounted for.
· The shortfall is due to delays in implementing business cases.

Capital Programme
· The capital programme shows a £12m underspend, due to delays in the North Kent project and the heating and cooling upgrade programme.

Appendices
· Reserves (to be updated with the £3.5m transfer post‑meeting).
· Treasury indicators (also referenced in the separate Treasury Management Strategy item).

MN observed that public sector bodies often struggle to fully spend their capital budgets. He questioned whether this issue stems from limited capacity to develop business cases or broader capacity constraints within the organisation. 
MN also asked whether this under‑spending is contributing to the projected build‑up in the treasury indicators and how this relates to the medium‑term plan for 2027–2028.

PW explained that capital spending does occur but often later than planned due to delays such as securing suppliers or obtaining quotes. Unspent capital can be carried forward through a formal roll‑forward process, where Heads of Service must justify requests and obtain Chief Officer approval. PW noted an exceptional case this year with the North Kent project, where the underspend was due to final tender costs being significantly lower than the original estimate rather than timing delays.

RP explained Capital Financing Requirement represents the accumulation of capital spending that requires borrowing over several years, along with future planned expenditure. He noted that the figure can often appear higher than the actual borrowing needed because the organisation does not always spend its full capital allocation. RP added that the force is currently in a borrowing phase, though this may change depending on year‑end reserve decisions, meaning borrowing requirements will naturally rise and fall each year in line with the capital programme.

MN highlighted a new estates‑related risk, noting that despite discussions on AI and the digital strategy, underspends remain and planned work has not been completed. Strategically have we got the capacity to do these developments, and are we optimising our capital requirements.

RP explained some delays in capital and development projects are due to factors outside the organisation’s control. For example, joint projects such as those undertaken with Essex or wider national programmes can be slowed depending on partners’ timelines. He noted that digital forensics is a project that has progressed more slowly than expected due to external dependencies. RP added that, from both the PCC’s and the force’s perspective, capacity is also a significant issue. There are limited resources, both in terms of funding and specialist staff, particularly within IT, and the complexity of IT projects continues to increase. At times, priorities also shift during the year, requiring resources to be redirected to more urgent needs. RP emphasised that project delivery is affected by a combination of external factors, limited capacity, and changing operational priorities.

PW continued that the Estates team is currently developing a new estates strategy designed to optimise future capital requirements. Once completed next year, the strategy will provide a comprehensive review of all estate assets, identify what work is needed and when, and support improved planning of both timelines and resources.


	13.
	Treasury Management Strategy and Performance Reports

	RP briefed members on the report noting the PCC is required under the Code of Practice to delegate a body to review treasury management activity, which is why the strategy is presented for approval. The strategy remains broadly unchanged, with only minor adjustments reflecting healthier reserves that allow slightly higher investment limits subject to review at year‑end. It maintains a balance between maximising investment opportunities and managing risk. Borrowing continues to be managed for cash‑flow needs rather than specific projects, with MRP adjustments made as required. The force’s treasury advisers have been reappointed following a tender process and the SLA with KCC is being reviewed.

The Chair asked how individual investments are performing in terms of profit, interest, and overall returns, and queried whether there is a point in the year when the JAC could be provided with an update on their performance.

RP confirmed that the JAC will receive a quarterly treasury management report each meeting, outlining investment performance, any borrowing activity, and any matters outside the agreed strategy. Any required amendments such as changes to investment limits if reserves differ from forecasts will be reported, typically in June.
Most investments are short‑term due to cash‑flow needs, with funds available early in the month and reduced by payroll at month‑end. The only long‑term investment is with CCLA, a property fund widely used by public bodies. This investment has delivered steady revenue income but has not achieved capital growth.


	Risk and Governance

	14.
	OPCC Risk Register

	LS outlined key areas.
·  A key risk relates to national policing and government changes, with members noting the circulated OPCC update outlining recent developments. 
· The PFI risk will be removed from the register following a scheduled briefing for members. 
· Staffing remains the primary organisational risk, with current pressures expected to persist. 
· There is an emerging risk concerning Police Appeal Tribunal chair availability, which may delay the progression of complaints and misconduct cases.

SM raised the police reform white paper and the potential changes and questioned if Kent is engaging with the Home Office.

LS noted that the PCC, acting as deputy lead for the APCC, plays a significant role across key strategic boards and is heavily engaged in their work.


	15.
	Police and Crime Plan and associated Budget Plan – to note

	RP noted the precept paper went to the police and crime panel in February for review and for vote on the PCC precept proposal. It was reviewed and voted the paper to be agreed. 

ACTION: JAC to provide feedback around the associated budget plan.


	

	16.
	Forward Planner 2026 (5 min)

	Noted, nothing raised.

	17.
	AOB (5 mins)

	Nothing raised.

	Break and move into CLOSED SESSION



Date of next meetings: 
· Thursday 11th June 2026
· Thursday 17th September 2026
· Wednesday 2nd December 2026
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