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

	Date & Time:
	Thursday 11th June 2026 10:00 am – 13:00 pm

	Venue:
	County Room, Maidstone, HQ.

	Attendees:
		Attendees are expected in person.
Committee Members – Akhter Mateen (Chair), Sue Martin, Michael Norman, Matthew Redford
Office of Kent Police and Crime Commissioner (OKPCC) – David Paul (Chief Executive), Laura Steward (Head of People and Standards); CFO), Rob Phillips (OPCC, CFO)
Kent Police – Louisa Neiles (Head of Force Inspectorate), Jonathan Castle (Force CFO), ACO Claire Medhurst, T/D/Supt Jo Lay
Internal Auditors (RSM) – Dan Harris, Alastair Foster
External Auditors, Ernst & Young (EY) – Chloe Wilkinson 

	




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

	
	

	Open Session (webcast)

	Agenda Item

	1.
	Apologies (1 mins)

	Karen Holland

	2.
	Declarations of Interest (1 mins)

	None declared.

	3.
	Previous March 2026 Minutes (3 mins)

	Accepted.

	4.
	Matters Arising (5 mins)

	Discussed, changes made.

	Performance Update

	5.
	HMICFRS Inspections and Recommendations Tracker

	· Strong performance overall, with effective leadership and governance, stable leadership, and positive progress in neighbourhood policing, operational performance, and victim-focused investigations, alongside rising positive outcome rates. 
· Use of police powers is assessed as adequate, with some identified issues around recording and supervision of use of force that are currently being addressed. 
· Crime investigations require greater consistency in outcomes, with ongoing work to strengthen audit and learning processes. 
· Safeguarding and vulnerability need further improvement, particularly around supervisory oversight, and consistency in managing missing persons, linked to resource pressures. 
· 7 PEEL reports published to date, with Kent Police ranked among the top performing forces and the only one not receiving any required improvement or inadequate ratings. 
· HMICFRS has highlighted increasing demand pressures across policing, including challenges in training capacity and delays in digital forensic which present key risks. 
· Strong local practice demonstrated, including an effective child protection and CSE task force, high compliance rates for offender management visits and strong partnership working. 
· Of the 16 recommendations from the thematic report, 9 of which are for forces with 3 of these been signed off as completed this week.
· Internal review of vetting, misconduct, and countering misogyny recommendations led to a small number being reopened to incorporate additional evidence and updates. Overall progress continues with several recommendations now closed and remaining actions advancing.

The Chair acknowledged the strong progress being made and asked how the Force compares its standards with other Forces.

LN advised that based on the latest PEEL gradings, Kent performs very well and is positioned at the higher end nationally.

MR asked how learning and good practice from Kent’s success is shared across the wider policing system. 
LN explained that regular meetings and governance structures enable forces to share best practice. Kent reviews other force reports to identify and adopt effective approaches and hosts a national good practice event in July. 

SM highlighted the Force’s outstanding progress in workforce diversity and inclusion, recognising this as a significant achievement built over time. 

The Chair queried whether improved diversity and inclusion is reflected in staff surveys, engagement, and overall workforce perception. 
LN noted this was supported by the workforce survey that went out as part of PEEL. Feedback and findings from this survey formed part of the evidence and gradings. 70% of evidence forms the gradings which is taken from reality testing. As a force we can evidence this through documentation, though huge engagement is performed with staff to reflect this. 

The Chair noted that while no AFIs were identified, there is a need to strengthen the use of predictive analysis within the Force Management Statement (FMS). 

LN clarified that analysis based on crime data and trends is now incorporated into the current FMS to support future planning, although predicting demand remains challenging due to external factors, feedback from HMICFRS is expected on whether this is sufficient.

ACTION: JC to share the force governance framework scope to JAC members.


	6.
	Force Complaints Trends and Management

	JL outlined that during 2023–24 a review was completed of the complaints system, including its structure, resourcing, and management of demand. Complaint levels remain stable, with around 3,500 cases logged in the last financial year, indicating appropriate recording practices. 

Approximately 7,300 allegations were recorded. Significant work has been undertaken to better categorise allegations to improve understanding, set clear terms of reference and support effective investigation. 

The three main complaint themes have remained consistent over the past five years:  service delivery, use of police powers, and individual behaviours. Although current categorisation is seen as subjective and under review with the IOPC. 

Timeliness remains a challenge, with an average of 6 working days to contact complainants and 8 days to log cases. Legislative requirements and limited authorised officers (Inspector and above) contribute to delays, with resilience options under consideration. 

The Force recognises opportunities to improve processes through technology but is keen to retain a personal, people-focused approach rather than over-automating interactions. 

1,832 complaint cases were finalised with an average resolution time of 40 days (up from 16 days the previous year). 
PSD manages all complaints centrally to ensure confidentiality, with ongoing work to strengthen performance frameworks, divisional accountability, and governance. 

A key theme identified is the need for better communication with victims, particularly ensuring officers take time to explain processes. Learning and training packages are being developed in collaboration with Essex to address this. 
The complaint review processes are working well with effective collaboration and shared documentation between PSD and the OPCC.

The Chair queried whether there has been an increase in activity around allegations submitted by employees. It was also asked whether the format of complaints is predetermined or if a standard template is in place.

JL advised that complaints are now more complex than ever before with individuals increasingly using tools such as ChatGPT and other AI to draft submissions. PSD had originally aimed to allow open access for anyone wishing to submit a complaint however, the volume and length of emails became unmanageable. As a result, the Force introduced changes, discontinuing direct email submissions after systems became overwhelmed. An automated response is now in place, directing individuals to submit complaints via an online link. While this has resulted in a more structured approach, there remains concerns about the change. It was noted that Kent is not the only force to adopt this method, but it does present a potential risk moving forward.

The Chair raised questions regarding governance, specifically how information within Kent Police is managed and escalated. This included queries around how data is analysed, who is responsible for oversight, and how insights are fed through the organisation.

JL outlined the governance arrangements, including the breakdown and analysis of approximately 3,500 complaints. The Senior Team Lead for complaints reviews this data, including trends in discrimination cases and fluctuations in reporting. The Divisions team maintains its own data hub, and matters relating to disproportionality are considered at the Disproportionality Board. Where outliers or emerging trends are identified, these can be escalated and where necessary, a dedicated board can be convened to address them.

LS noted that from a strategic oversight perspective, PSD is one of the most highly regulated areas within the Force with external oversight provided by the IOPC, HMICFRS, and the OPCC. Internally, governance boards review data in detail to ensure effective oversight.

MN queried whether any themes or notable value had emerged from complaints over the past year that would be useful to highlight.

JL responded that the process of providing thorough explanations to complainants can help to manage expectations and improve understanding. Taking the time to clearly explain outcomes to individuals, particularly where there may be misunderstanding is important. This approach is being reinforced across divisions.

SM commented positively on the strong working relationship between PSD and the OPCC, noting regular contact and expressing continued confidence in the quality of PSD’s work.

MR observed that some contextual information was missing from the report and suggested that including more explanation particularly the why behind trends and the associated learning would improve understanding.

JL highlighted that PSD is one of the most challenging areas to work within Kent Police, with a significant increase in cases being brought forward. It was noted that staff burnout typically occurs after approximately four years. A welfare event is being arranged, and PSD is working closely with Mental Health and Wellbeing teams to ensure appropriate support networks are in place for staff.


	7.
	OPCC Complaints and Reviews Trends and Management

	LS noted that all recommendations and oversight points raised by the OPCC within Section 3 have consistently been accepted by PSD. This reflects the strong working relationship between the OPCC and PSD, as well as a shared understanding of the complaint’s framework. Examples of the impact of the OPCC team’s work include several cases each year being reopened following their review.

LS highlighted key risks and pressures, noting a 34% increase in the number of review requests compared to the previous financial year, with figures for the current year expected to be higher still. This is likely to present ongoing challenges, particularly within the wider policing landscape.

LS emphasised the importance of staff wellbeing particularly in relation to burnout. One approach has been to broaden staff portfolios. Training and development opportunities are also prioritised. The OPCC has facilitated staff attending the police training college sessions to enhance their understanding of policing contexts. Last year, this included Officer Safety Training and this year the team is undertaking some officer probation training, covering areas such as domestic abuse and coercive and controlling behaviour. This supports staff in developing the knowledge required to effectively assess and review cases.

LS noted that performance remains strong, with turnaround times continuing to exceed the national average. The OPCC review function continues to add value to the Force through regular feedback provided in meetings, enabling issues to be escalated at the appropriate level. There is also a strong working relationship with PSD to ensure complaints are recorded effectively, creating a continuous learning loop between PSD and the OPCC.

The Chair queried how complaints are selected for a review by the OPCC.

LS clarified that it is the complainant who decides whether to request a review. PSD initially determines the severity of the complaint, which in turn dictates whether the review is handled by the OPCC, or referred to the IOPC.
The Chair raised questions regarding workload pressures and whether these are more acute within the OPCC.
LS responded that efforts are made to ensure team members have varied workloads and are not solely focused on complaint reviews, supporting resilience and job satisfaction.

The Chair also raised questions regarding the future of the OPCC and whether any changes may impact the review process.

LS acknowledged that while the team is stable, its small size presents challenges, particularly if staff are absent due to illness. It was noted that the complaints and review function is expected to transition into any future structure, with discussions suggesting the process may become more extensive.

DP raised concerns about a lack of understanding regarding the complexity of the work of the OPCC, noting that communications have been issued to the Home Office to highlight this.

MR raised the potential risk, given ongoing political uncertainty, that the work of the OPCC could be affected or discontinued and whether the current direction of travel will continue.


	8.
	Self-Assessment by JAC, Annual Review and ToR

	The Chair provided an overview of the self-assessment outcomes, noting that overall feedback had been positive. However, four to five areas were identified as falling below the midpoint and requiring further action. These areas have been reviewed and discussed by the JAC.

The Chair highlighted one specific area relating to the skills and capabilities of JAC members. It was proposed that a paper be presented outlining the desired skill set for JAC members, alongside an assessment of how this aligns with the current membership.

Two key development areas were identified where further focus is required around digital and cyber skills and climate sustainability. The Chair noted an opportunity to introduce development sessions for JAC members similar to those delivered in other committees.

It was noted that DH had raised with AM the availability of the ESG team, which is currently undertaking work on climate risk management for other forces. It was suggested that the team could deliver a session for JAC members to provide an insight into how other police forces are approaching climate and sustainability risks. This may help inform future discussions and considerations from a PCC perspective.

In addition, it was suggested that over the coming months JAC members would benefit from a development session delivered by the Force, focusing on digital and cyber security to enhance understanding in these areas.

ACTION: The chair requested a team meeting with the Force, to deliver a development session to the JAC focusing on digital and cyber security to enhance the JAC’s understanding.

The Chair confirmed that discussions have taken place with JAC members regarding their expectations, perceptions of their role and how they are contributing to the Committee. This remains ongoing work. It was noted that from September JAC members will begin discussions on this year’s review, with a view to increasing member contribution. An outcome of this will be reported back at the December meeting.

In relation to the Terms of Reference, the Chair noted that these remain good overall but suggested that they could benefit from further refinement. While some areas such as treasury and financial management are already specified, it was agreed that further consideration will be given over the next few meetings to determine whether the Terms of Reference should be expanded and more clearly defined in terms of expectations.

ACTION: LS to contact AM around discussing skills mapping exercises for the JAC.
ACTION: LS to identify and provide examples of JAC Terms of Reference for AM to review and consider.


	Audit

	9.
	Audit Recommendations Tracker
	
	
	

	JC highlighted as this is the first meeting of the financial year, a limited number of audits have been completed to date however, delivery remains on track and in line with the planned programme.

3 reports are currently in draft status. The payroll audit has been finalised and resulted in no recommendations, reflecting a strong level of assurance. JC extended full credit to the team for this outcome.

Overall, there are 21 recommendations recorded which is consistent with the position in previous years.
Since the last meeting, 6 recommendations have been formally signed off. One recommendation was closed as it had been superseded by a new one. This is because a more comprehensive control measure is in place, following the introduction of an enhanced control framework.

Section 5 of the report highlights recommendations that are overdue or outside of the required timescales. It was noted that all items have been updated by their respective owners.

The Chair noted that one of the issues identified appears to be outside of the organisation’s direct control, relating to leadership oversight and treasury management arrangements. It was highlighted that this involves an existing arrangement with Kent County Council, who provide treasury management services.

RP clarified that Kent County Council manages the organisation’s treasury functions, including investment activity. It was noted that a service-level agreement or performance framework is in place however, this has not been reviewed or updated recently. RP confirmed that a meeting is scheduled for later in the summer to progress this work. It was acknowledged that, due to competing priorities, this has not yet been actioned, and further follow-up will be required.

The chair noted good progress from JC and his team.

	
	
	

	10.
	Internal Audit Report 
	
	
	

	AF reported 3 final audit reports have been completed since the previous meeting in March, highlighting a positive period of progress in follow-up activity.
 
Part 2 of the report shows all actions have been implemented, a Reasonable Assurance opinion was provided for Information Management, alongside a Partial Assurance opinion for aspects of Forensics.

AF confirmed that 18 actions have now been closed. Follow-up work has been undertaken across several areas, including the National Intelligence Model, State of Safety Order, Contract Governance, Technology Authorisation, and Victims and Witness Care Units, demonstrating continued progress in the implementation of agreed actions.

3 medium-priority actions were agreed for the Information Management report. These relate to the need to amend access restrictions for certain information registers, ensure that risk ratings are consistently reviewed across sampled departments, and address instances of out-of-date information within policing divisions where some records had not been updated within the required 12-month period.

AF also highlighted the Emerging Risk Radar which supports horizon scanning across the organisation. Key risks identified include geopolitical instability, increasing cyber threats, and the evolving challenges around artificial intelligence governance.

	
	
	

	11.
	Annual Internal Audit Report
	
	
	

	AF highlighted that the report provides a positive overall assurance opinion based on the audit work completed during the year. Opinions were provided across governance, risk management, and internal control arrangements, with the report outlining the basis on which these conclusions have been reached. Overall, the system of internal control was assessed as generally sound, while recognising that there are areas where further improvement can be made.

AF confirmed that audit findings for governance support a positive conclusion. The report also references HMICFRS findings including conclusions from the PEEL inspection, which further support the overall governance assessment. It was noted that there are plans to undertake more targeted governance and risk management audits during 2026/27.

AF advised overall 8 positive audit opinions, and 2 positive follow-up opinions were issued during the year, with 3 negative opinions and no minimal assurance opinions. The position for 2025/26 remains consistent with previous years however, the number of negative opinions has reduced from 5 to 3 indicating an improving position.

It was further noted that there has been a reduction in the number of high and medium priority actions, suggesting a positive direction of travel and strengthening of internal controls.

AF also highlighted that the Force continues to compare favourably with other police audit clients, particularly in relation to follow-up opinions and the outcomes of finance-related audits. AF noted strong engagement from management of organisational culture with the internal audit process.

AF referred to a correction noted earlier in the meeting. Specifically on page 16, section 3.6 of the report, an error had been recorded against compliance measures relating to timeliness and internal/external liaison, which will require amendment.

ACTION: AF to review and amend the error identified on page 16 of the Annual Report, relating to recorded compliance against timeliness and internal/external liaison.

	
	
	

	12.
	External Auditor’s Report
	
	
	

	CW presented the External Audit Plan for the year ending 31 March 2026. It was noted that pages 8 and 9 of the report summarise the key audit risks, which remain consistent with the previous year. Significant risks include the potential for management override of controls, as required under ISA 240, and the risk of inappropriate capitalisation of revenue expenditure. A new risk has been identified in relation to the incorrect recognition of collaboration and recharging arrangements, reflecting materiality considerations and the potential for errors in agreed cost-sharing arrangements, particularly with partner forces such as Essex.

CW noted that risks of material misstatement remain unchanged and continue to focus on PPE, pensions, and PFI arrangements. 

CW outlined the proposed audit timeline. Audit fieldwork is scheduled to take place between the end of June and September. The intention is to present the final Audit Results Report to the JAC at the December meeting, with sign-off to follow shortly thereafter. Although the statutory backstop date for 2025/26 is the end of January, the audit team is aiming to complete and sign off the accounts by early December.

The Chair queried whether in future years the audit process could be completed earlier, for example by the September JAC meeting.

CW responded that while there may be scope to bring timelines forward in future, it is unlikely that the audit would be ready for sign-off by September at present. CW noted that elements such as consultation processes, particularly where modified opinions are involved can extend timelines. It was anticipated that October and November may become quieter periods once the main audit work is complete.

RP added that the timing is also influenced by dependencies on external audits, particularly the pension fund audit. This is undertaken by a separate organisation, sign-off cannot be completed until that work is finalised. While this has historically been completed in time for September, there remains a risk due to wider backlog pressures. RP noted that future years may place the organisation in a stronger position, but this dependency remains a factor.

CW advised that a short report will be presented at the next JAC meeting outlining the results of work to rebuild assurance for Kent Police. This includes a risk assessment of historic gaps in assurance and plans to address these in the current year, with the aim of achieving an unqualified audit opinion as soon as possible.

MR queried whether there were any known risks that could impact the completion of this risk assessment by the end of June 2026.

CW confirmed that the work is complete and currently undergoing internal review with a positive outlook. CW noted that across audited bodies, organisations are categorised into tranches based on their readiness to rebuild assurance. Kent Police has been placed in the highest priority tranche, indicating strong potential to rebuild assurance within the current year.

MN raised in relation to the newly identified risk regarding collaboration and recharge income, asking whether the Executive Team was confident in managing this risk.
MN also raised regarding recent changes in the external audit team, including the appointment of a new Audit Partner and Manager, and whether this posed any potential risk or impact to the audit process.

CW confirmed that there were no concerns from their perspective. CW noted prior experience working on the Kent Police audit earlier in her career, combined with broader experience gained across other audit clients, which provides a strong understanding of the organisation and associated risks. It was also noted that the Audit Manager has worked with CW previously and is regarded highly, having made a positive start to the engagement.

JC echoed this position and confirmed there were no concerns regarding the changes to the audit team.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Finance

	13.
	In-Year financial Monitoring and MTFP  

	JC presented the draft financial outturn report, noting it remains subject to the audit process before finalisation. The position shows a break-even revenue outturn.

A total expenditure of £14.4m of capital was noted, of which £5.3m is requested to be carried forward, with an underspend of approximately £9m attributable to the North Kent programme.

JC explained the four main reasons for differences between the budget and actual financial position, excluding any transfers to reserves. 
· Additional government funding received after budget setting for specific initiatives.
· Higher-than-anticipated vacancy rates
· Underspends in areas such as IT and estates due to project delays
· Increased interest income resulting from reduced borrowing requirements and higher cash balances.

JC advised while there is an underlying underspend position, this should be treated with caution. Many of the contributing factors are one-off in nature, such as funding linked to specific operations that have now concluded and therefore cannot be relied upon in future years. It was noted that cost pressures are already emerging early in the financial year.

JC confirmed there have been no material changes within the capital section compared to the previous update.
JC raised the reserve position reflecting an overall increase in reserves, primarily because of the transfer of in-year underspend.

SM queried the recurring underspend in capital expenditure and how this will be managed going forward.

JC explained that, although £5.3m of capital has been rolled over, the overall budget has not increased. An assumption of typical underspend has been built into planning, which is expected to reduce underspend in the current year.

The Chair noted that persistent vacancy factors are a common issue across organisations and queried whether an establishment review would be beneficial to better align staffing levels with the reality of ongoing vacancies.

MN questioned whether limited progress on digital forecasting reflects underinvestment in IT and change capacity, and whether a cautious approach to recruitment may be restricting opportunities.

JC advised that the budget has not been overly conservative but acknowledged that a review of resourcing in this area is underway to ensure the appropriate level of capacity is in place.

SM ask about police attrition and the police uplift programme, and if the Force has a view of what is going to happen or what the government's view about PUP is going to be this year?

JC advised that the Police Uplift Programme is no longer in place and there is no longer a requirement to maintain a specific overall officer number. However, there remains a requirement to meet the Neighbourhood Policing Guarantee, which sets expectations for neighbourhood officer and staff levels.


	14.
	Treasury Management Strategy and Performance Reports 

	The chair noted the paper had been read. 

Committee members asked relevant questions relating to PFI.


	15.
	Finance Regulation – update on debt write offs and significant waivers

	The chair noted the paper had been read.

	16.
16 a
	Draft Force and OPCC AGS and update on Final Accounts
Local Code of Governance (to note)

	The chair noted the paper had been read.

	Risk and Governance

	17
	OPCC Risk Register

	The chair noted the paper had been read.

	

	18.
	Forward Planner 2026 (5 min)

	The chair noted the paper had been read.

	19.
	AOB (5 mins)
· PFI report (NB- meeting took place 29/5/26)
· CJS Report – Action 10/25
· JAC annual report 2025-2026 

	The Chair commented that the PFI meeting was positive, noting that it was clear and that the process was well understood.

MN reflected that as PFI was a new area for them, they did not feel they had sufficiently challenged or explored the detail during the discussion. MN noted that within the JAC there are members with relevant expertise who have prior experience with PFI. It was suggested that in future where significant financial matters arise, consideration could be given to involving a JAC member to provide independent scrutiny and challenge.

MN also highlighted the strong work being undertaken in relation to the Criminal Justice System report, noting that this continues to address a particularly complex issue.

DP shared positive feedback regarding criminal justice partners, noting improved collaboration. It was highlighted that there has been increased strategic use of video remand hearings over the past year representing a significant improvement. DP observed a shared recognition that system challenges require a collective approach, with strong local partnership working in place. It was also acknowledged that there are multiple interdependencies across the CJS and policing is only one component. Ongoing work relating to the Sentencing Act was noted as a key issue, with implications for policing and partner agencies, and this continues to be monitored by the Core Performance Group.

The chair requested the previous annual report to be shared, and work will commence on the 2025/26 JAC Annual Report.


	Break and move into CLOSED SESSION



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