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Public Sector Audit Appointments Ltd (PSAA) issued the “Statement of responsibilities of auditors and audited bodies”. It is available from the PSAA website (https://www.psaa.co.uk/audit- quality/statement-of-responsibilities/)).The Statement of responsibilities serves as the formal terms of engagement between appointed auditors and audited bodies. It summarises where the different responsibilities of auditors and audited bodies begin and end, and what is to be expected of the audited body in certain areas.
The “Terms of Appointment and further guidance (updated July 2021)” issued by the PSAA sets out additional requirements that auditors must comply with, over and above those set out in the National Audit Office Code of Audit Practice (the Code) and in legislation, and covers matters of practice and procedure which are of a recurring nature.
This report is made solely to the Chief Constable, Police & Crime Commissioner, Joint Audit Committee and management of Kent Police in accordance with the statement of responsibilities. Our work has been undertaken so that we might state to Chief Constable, Police & Crime Commissioner, Joint Audit Committee and management of Kent Police those matters we are required to state to them in this report and for no other purpose. To the fullest extent permitted by law we do not accept or assume responsibility to anyone other than Chief Constable, Police & Crime Commissioner, Joint Audit Committee and management of Kent Police for this report or for the opinions we have formed. It should not be provided to any third-party without our prior written consent.



[bookmark: _bookmark0]Purpose
The purpose of the auditor’s annual report is to bring together all of the auditor’s work over the year.
We would like to thank officers at Kent Police who have worked with us through 2021-22 and enabled us to issue our audit report for the year ended 31 March 2022 on the 07 October 2022. This is a really positive outcome in the context of a challenging local government environment for both finance teams and auditors.
A core element of the report is the commentary on value for money (VFM) arrangements, which aims to draw to the attention of Kent Police, or the wider public, relevant issues, recommendations arising from the audit and follow-up of recommendations issued previously, along with the auditor’s view as to whether they have been implemented satisfactorily.
Responsibilities of the appointed auditor
We have undertaken our 2021/22 audit work in accordance with the Audit Plan that we issued on 15 June 2022. We have complied with the National Audit
Office’s (NAO) 2020 Code of Audit Practice, other guidance issued by the NAO and International Standards on Auditing (UK).
As auditors we are responsible for:
Expressing an opinion on:
· The 2021/22 financial statements;
· Conclusions relating to going concern; and
· The consistency of other information published with the financial statements, including the narrative statement.
Reporting by exception:
· If the governance statement does not comply with relevant guidance or is not consistent with our understanding of Kent Police;
· If we identify a significant weakness in the arrangements in place to secure economy, efficiency and effectiveness in its use of resources; and
· Any significant matters that are in the public interest.

Responsibilities of the Police & Crime Commissioner for Kent and the Chief Constable for Kent Police

The Police & Crime Commissioner for Kent and the Chief Constable for Kent Police are responsible for preparing and publishing its financial statements, narrative statement and annual governance statement. They are also responsible for putting in place proper arrangements to secure economy, efficiency and effectiveness in its use of resources.
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	2021/22 Conclusions

	Financial statements
	Unqualified – the financial statements give a true and fair view of the financial position of Kent Police as at 31 March
2022 and of its expenditure and income for the year then ended. We issued our auditor’s report on 07 October 2022.

	Going concern
	We have concluded that the PCC and CC Chief Finance Officers use of the going concern basis of accounting in the preparation of the financial statements is appropriate.

	Consistency of the other information published with the financial statement
	Financial information in the narrative statement and published with the financial statements was consistent with the
audited accounts.

	Value for money (VFM)
	We had no matters to report by exception on Kent Police’s VFM arrangements. We have included our VFM commentary in
Section 03.

	Consistency of the annual governance statement
	We were satisfied that the annual governance statement was consistent with our understanding of Kent Police.

	Public interest report and other auditor powers
	We had no reason to use our auditor powers.

	Whole of government accounts
	We have not yet completed the procedures required by the National Audit Office (NAO) on the Whole of Government Accounts submission. This is because we are awaiting confirmation from the NAO of any additional procedures to be performed by auditors for bodies which fall below the reporting threshold.

	Certificate
	We are not currently able to issue our certificate due to the outstanding work required for whole of government accounts as explained above.
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	[bookmark: _bookmark1]Key findings

	The Narrative Statement and Accounts is an important tool for Kent Police to show how it has used public money and how it can demonstrate its financial management and financial health.
On 07 October 2022, we issued an unqualified opinion on the financial statements. We reported our detailed findings to the 20 September 2022 meeting of the Joint Audit Committee. We outline below the key issues identified as part of our audit, reported against the significant risks and other areas of audit focus we included in our Audit Plan. We reported one internal control recommendation in the Audit Results Report.

	Significant risk
	Conclusion

	Risk of fraud in revenue and expenditure recognition
	Under ISA 240 there is a presumed risk that revenue may be misstated due to improper revenue recognition. In the public sector, this requirement is modified by Practice Note 10 issued by the Financial Reporting Council, which states that auditors should also consider the risk that material misstatements may occur by the manipulation of expenditure recognition.

In considering how the risk of management override may present itself, we conclude that this is primarily through management taking action to override controls and manipulate in year financial transactions that impact the medium to longer term projected financial position.

A key way of improving the revenue position is through the inappropriate capitalisation of revenue expenditure. Kent Police has a significant fixed asset base and therefore has the potential to materially impact the revenue position through inappropriate capitalisation.

Our work did not identify any material misstatements from inappropriate capitalisation of revenue expenditure and we did not identify any material weaknesses in controls or evidence of material management override in relation to capitalisation of revenue expenditure. We did not identify any instances of inappropriate judgements being applied.

	Misstatements due to fraud or error
	There is a risk that the financial statements as a whole are not free of material misstatements whether caused by fraud or error. As identified in ISA (UK) 240, management is in a unique position to perpetrate fraud because of its ability to manipulate accounting records directly or indirectly and prepare fraudulent financial statements by overriding controls that otherwise appear to be operating effectively.

Our work did not identify any material weaknesses in the design or operation of controls or evidence of material misstatements, whether due to fraud or error. Our work did not identify any other transactions during our audit which appeared unusual or outside the organisation‘s normal course of business.
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[bookmark: _bookmark2]We identified one risk of significant weaknesses in Kent Police’s VFM arrangements for 2021/22.






Our VFM commentary highlights relevant issues for Kent Police and the wider public.






We have no matters to report by exception in the audit report.
	Scope
We are required to report on whether the Police and Crime Commissioner for Kent and the Chief Constable for Kent Police has put in place proper arrangements to secure economy, efficiency and effectiveness in it use of resources. We have complied with the guidance issued to auditors in respect of their work on value for money arrangements (VFM) in the 2020 Code of Audit Practice (2020 Code) and Auditor Guidance Note 3 (AGN 03). We presented our VFM risk assessment to the 05 July 2022 Joint Audit Committee meeting which was based on a combination of our cumulative audit knowledge and experience, our review of committee reports, meetings with the PCC and CC CFO and evaluation of associated documentation through our regular engagement with management and the finance team
Reporting
We completed our risk assessment procedures in September 2022 and did not identify any significant weaknesses in Kent Police’s VFM arrangements. We identified a significant risk related to finance arrangements and sustainability as part of our risk assessment procedures. We set out our planned response in our Audit Plan. We reported this matter by exception in the audit report on the financial statements and provided further details in the Audit Results Report.
Our commentary for 2021/22 is set out over pages 7 to 9. The commentary on these pages summarises our conclusions over the arrangements at Kent Police in relation to our reporting criteria (see below) throughout 2021/22. Appendix A includes the detailed arrangements and processes underpinning the reporting criteria. These were reported in our 2020/21 Annual Auditors Report and have been updated for 2021/22.

	
	

Reporting criteria
	Risks of significant weaknesses in arrangements identified?
	Actual significant weaknesses in arrangements identified?

	
	Financial sustainability: How Kent Police plans and manages its resources
to ensure it can continue to deliver its services
	Yes a significant risk was
identified
	No significant weaknesses
identified

	
	Governance: How Kent Police ensures that it makes informed decisions and properly manages its risks
	No significant risks identified
	No significant weaknesses identified

	
	Improving economy, efficiency and effectiveness: How Kent Police uses information about its costs and performance to improve the way it manages and delivers its services
	No significant risks identified
	No significant weaknesses identified
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Financial Sustainability: How Kent Police plans and manages its resources to ensure it can continue to deliver its services


Kent Police is required to have arrangements in place to ensure proper resource management and the primary responsibility for these arrangements, and reporting on the design and operation of these arrangements via the annual governance statement, rests with management. In accordance with the NAO’s Code the focus of our work should be on the arrangements that the audited body is expected to have in place during the year ended 31 March 2022.

For 2021/22, we identified a risk of significant weakness in arrangements to secure financial sustainability. We identified a risk in this area as a result of our exception reporting in the prior period (2020/21). In 2020/21 we reported significant weaknesses as a result of internal misreporting during a portion of the financial year. As a result of this, and other in year financial pressures, an overspend was reported as at the 31 March 2021 and the need to draw on reserves was greater than anticipated. The General Fund Reserve balance fell below the minimum level required by the Police & Crime Commissioner’s Chief Finance Officer.

Internal Audit were engaged to perform a detailed review and we, as external audit contributed to the scope of this work through engagement of our fraud
specialists. A series of recommendations were raised following these reviews including, but not limited to:
· The information underpinning the Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP), and subsequent budget monitoring, should be based on financial information derived from the accounting system;
· procedure notes for the production of financial monitoring and outturn reporting should be developed;
· The CFO for the Police & Crime Commissioner should perform a review of Financial Management Reporting and challenge assumptions and variations before information is reported internally; and
· Where appropriate, the MTFP should be supported by a savings plan in order to deliver the required savings.

We have reviewed the progress made by Kent Police during the year 2021/22 against the recommendations made in 2020/21 by both internal audit and external audit following the control weaknesses and significant weaknesses identified in the prior year. Overall, Kent Police have made strong progress against the recommendations. All external audit recommendations have been completed and, at the time of completing our value for money work, nearly all internal audit recommendations had been addressed.

In addition to our evaluation of progress against recommendations our work highlighted that there is now a clear record of savings which aligns with the Medium Term Financial Plan. These are regularly reviewed, and RAG rated by senior officers through the Finance Oversight board and a forecast is tracked to allow management to have a clear view through the year of savings progress. Good progress has been made against savings plans in 2022/23 and outstanding savings are appropriate based on our understanding of Kent Police.

In response to our risk of significant weakness we also performed a review of the underlying assumptions made within the Medium Term Financial Plan which covers the period 2022/23 to 2026/27. We considered each of the key assumptions and assessed whether they corroborated to third party evidence and historic performance. We found that key assumptions are clearly listed in the report and our review finds these assumptions to be reasonable and appropriate.

Conclusion: Based on the work performed, Kent Police had proper arrangements in place in 2021/22 to enable it to plan and manage its resources to ensure that it can continue to deliver its services.
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Governance:
 
How
 
Kent
 
Police ensures
 
that
 
it
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informed
 
decisions
 
and
 
properly
 
manages
 
its
 
risks
Kent
 
Police is
 
required
 
to
 
have arrangements in
 
place
 
to
 
ensure proper risk
 
management and
 
the
 
primary
 
responsibility for
 
these arrangements and reporting on the design and operation of these arrangements via
 
the annual governance statement rests
 
with
 
management. In
 
accordance with the NAO’s
 
Code the focus of our work
 
should be
 
on the arrangements that the audited body is expected to have
 
in place during the year
 
ended 31 March 2022.
In
 
2021/22
 
we
 
did
 
not
 
identify
 
a
 
risk
 
of
 
significant
 
weakness
 
in
 
arrangements
 
in
 
place
 
to
 
ensure
 
sound
 
governance.
Kent
 
Police has
 
a
 
Governance Framework
 
based
 
around the
 
seven
 
principles described in
 
the
 
Local Code of
 
Corporate
 
Governance. The primary
 
decision-making forum for the Force is the Chief Officer Strategic Meeting (COSM) which meets weekly
 
and decides
 
the strategy and direction
 
of the Force. Below this are various other strategic and tactical boards including Directorate Boards each chaired by the relevant Chief Officer lead.
The Force
 
meets
 
with,
 
and
 
is
 
held
 
to
 
account, by
 
the
 
Police &
 
Crime
 
Commissioner via
 
formal
 
and
 
informal
 
mechanisms, including the
 
Performance and
 
Delivery Board 
and also
 weekly
 
at standing Chief Constable and Police & Crime Commissioner meetings.
The Joint Audit Committee (JAC)
 
play
 
a
 
key
 
part
 
in
 
enabling the
 
Police &
 
Crime
 
Commissioner and
 
the
 
Chief
 
Constable to
 
discharge their
 
duties. The
 
Committee meets quarterly and is comprised of appropriately skilled and experienced members, has clear terms of reference with 
emphasises
 the Committee's role in providing effective challenge and has an
 
annual work plan to help ensure that it
 
focuses on the relevant
 
aspects of governance, internal 
control
 and financial reporting.
 
Their regular scrutiny of both 
organisations
 strengthens the governance arrangements and understanding of risk. The issues and concerns raised
 
in the JAC Annual Report inform the ongoing work in both 
organisations
.
The Force and the PCC
 
have risk
 
registers, both at
 
a
 
strategic and operational level.
 
These are
 
reviewed
 
and challenged by the Joint Audit Committee (JAC). The risks assessed are
 
wider
 
than just financial, due to the nature of the Force's activities. Risks are
 
RAG rated and given a direction of travel
 
along with mitigations and sources of independent assurance.
 
Both registers form part of the established management processes within respective operations and are used as a key driver for improvement.
The
 
Force
 
has
 
an
 
outsourced
 
Internal
 
Audit
 
service
 
(RSM)
 
to
 
help
 
gain
 
assurance
 
over
 
the
 
effective
 
operation
 
of
 
internal
 
controls.
 
The
 
Chief
 
Finance
 
Officers’
 are
 
responsible
 
for
 
the
 
adequate
 
provision
 
of
 
Internal
 
Audit
 
with
 
oversight
 
from
 
the
 
Joint
 
Audit
 
Committee.
 
For
 
2021/22
 
Internal
 
Audit
 
reported
 
that
 
both
 
the Police
 
and
 
Crime
 
Commissioner
 
for
 
Kent
 
and
 
the
 
Chief
 
Constable
 
for
 
Kent
 
Police
 
have
 
an
 
adequate
 
and
 
effective
 
framework
 
for
 
risk
 
management
 
governance and
 
internal
 
control.
 
Management
 
is
 
responsible
 
for
 
responding
 
to
 
the
 
Internal
 
Audit
 
findings
 
appropriately
 
and
 
in
 
a
 
timely
 
manner
 
with
 
appropriate
 
challenge 
from the Joint Audit Committee.
Our
 
work
 
in
 
2021/22 included a
 
deep
 
dive
 
into
 
arrangements around
 
decision making
 
in
 
relation
 
to
 
a
 
specific
 
contractor and
 
we found that
 
both the
 
Police
 
and Crime Commissioner and the Chief Constable are
 
well-informed of issues as they arise
 
and are
 
provided with sufficient levels of detail to make informed decisions. We also found that appropriate specialist and legal advice is
 
taken when appropriate and shared with key stakeholders through regular briefings to support informed decision making.
Conclusion:
 
Based
 
on
 
the
 
work
 
performed,
 
Kent
 
Police
 
had
 
proper
 
arrangements
 
in
 
place
 
in
 
2021/22
 
to
 
enable
 
it
 
to
 
make
 
informed
 
decisions
 
and
 properly
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Improving economy, efficiency and effectiveness: How Kent Police uses information about its costs and performance to improve the way it manages and delivers its services
Kent Police is required to have arrangements in place to ensure economy, efficiency and effectiveness, and the responsibility for these arrangements and reporting on the design and operation of these arrangements via the annual governance statement, rests with management. In accordance with the NAO’s Code the focus of our work should be on the arrangements that the audited body is expected to have in place during the year ended 31 March 2022.

In 2021/22 we did not identify a risk of significant weakness in arrangements in place to ensure economy, efficiency and effectiveness.

The Force is regularly inspected by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). Prior to 21/22 assessments were carried out annually and Forces were assessed as outstanding, good, requires improvement or inadequate. In 2021/22 significant changes were made to the PEEL programme. A five-tier system of judgements was introduced allowing HMIC to state more precisely where improvement is considered necessary.

In the 2021/22 PEEL assessment Kent Police scored as follows:
· Outstanding - Recording Data about Crime;
· Good - Preventing crime, treatment of the public, developing a positive work place and good use of resources;
· Adequate - protecting vulnerable people;
· Requires improvement - investigating crime, responding to the public and managing offenders;
No areas were graded as ‘inadequate’.

Although the report identified areas for improvement, management have been able to demonstrate that there is a PEEL improvement plan in place which outlines the areas of improvement identified by HMIC along with actions and business owners to address all of the points raised. Areas are RAG rated to demonstrate progress which is overseen by Chief Officers and their respective business leads through governance arrangements and incorporated into existing plans where relevant. This overarching PEEL Improvement Plan is owned by the Deputy Chief Constable with governance taking place via the Force Improvement Board. Further scrutiny by the Chief Constable occurs through the PEEL Oversight Board. Outcomes from reviews by HMIC are also reported to the Joint Audit Committee at regular intervals by the Chief Officer team including an overview on the existing recommendations from previous HMIC inspections.

The Police & Crime Commissioners actively engages with a range of partners to support delivery of the Police and Crime Plan priorities. This can be demonstrated through the engagement with a wide variety of partnership groups, activities and organisations, such as Community Safety Partnerships, victim and community support services and the Kent Criminal Justice Board. Essex Police have been the Force’s collaboration partner for a number of years and the two Forces have a number of shared functions. In addition to collaboration with Essex Police, Kent are also a part of a Seven Force collaboration on Procurement. The procurement functions for all seven Forces are combined into one overall procurement service, working to deliver savings across the Eastern region. Procurement is overseen by a Strategic Procurement Governance Board and the procurement function has procedures to ensure that there is appropriate local oversight.

Conclusion: Based on the work performed, Kent Police had proper arrangements in place in 2021/22 to enable it to use information about its costs and
performance to improve the way it manages and delivers services.	9
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Appendices






	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body ensures that it identifies all the significant financial pressures that are relevant to its short and medium-term plans and builds these into them
	There is a comprehensive framework and process to support both the Police & Crime Commissioner and Chief Constable achieving the required outcomes via the Medium-Term Financial Plan (MTFP). The Police and Crime Plan, budget and MTFP are reported as a joint paper to the Police and Crime Panel, reflecting the need for them to be developed together, and there is a financial planning timetable and process that ensures they are integrated. This report is also presented to the Joint Audit Committee (JAC) who provide independent scrutiny of the assumptions and financial pressures included in the plan. There is regular communication between the two respective CFOs, Chief Officers and the Police & Crime Commissioner which assist in determining the information needed which in turn informs the decision making. The MTFP is updated regularly to reflect the changes in the social, governmental and financial environment, and any significant changes are reported to the Chief Officer Team and JAC each quarter.
In 2020/21 inaccurate monthly reporting due to ex-CFO mis-reporting contributed towards un-forecasted reductions, we reported evidence of significant weaknesses in the prior year in relation to this matter and both us as external audit, and internal audit raised a number of recommendations for management as a result. We have reviewed the progress made by Kent Police during the year 2021/22 against the recommendations made in 2020-21 by both internal audit and external audit following the control weaknesses and significant weaknesses identified in the prior year. Overall, Kent Police have made strong progress against the recommendations. All external audit recommendations have been completed and nearly all internal audit recommendations have been addressed with those which have not being addressed being partially completed. We do not consider the outstanding elements to give rise to a significant weakness in arrangements through the year 2021/22.

	How the body plans to bridge its funding gaps and identifies achievable savings
	Regular reporting on financial performance and planning to the Chief Officers Management Board (COMB), OPCC (Office of the Police & Crime Commissioner), JAC (Joint Audit Committee) and PDB (Performance & Delivery Board) enables Kent Police to identify gaps in funding and develop savings plans.
The Force has a significant budget gap over the medium term and will need to demonstrate that there are savings plans in place to address this gap. In the previous year this formed part of the recommendations in our prior year audit work.
As part of our VFM work in 2021/22 we have assessed whether savings plans are now in place and the completeness and viability of any identified savings and the likely deliverability of those plans. Our work provided evidence that management has addressed the recommendations from the prior year in relation to savings. There is a clear record of savings which aligns with the MTFP. These are regularly reviewed, and RAG rated by senior officers through the Finance Oversight board and a forecast is tracked to allow management to have a clear view through the year of savings progress. Good progress has been made against savings plans in 2022/23 and outstanding savings are appropriate based on our understanding of Kent Police.
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	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body plans finances to support the sustainable delivery of services in accordance with strategic and statutory priorities
	The Force has a 'Safer in Kent' plan which articulates how it will deliver its statutory responsibilities. The Safer in Kent Plan is then translated into a Medium Term Financial Plan (covering both the PCC and CC) which sets out a proposed budget and precept proposals along with a Capital Programme and Reserves Strategy. The Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) is agreed each February as part of the budget setting process and is updated and refreshed throughout the year to reflect any changes in the social, governmental and financial environment. Any significant changes are reported to the Chief Officer Management Board (COMB) and Joint Audit Committee each quarter.

	How the body ensures that its financial plan is consistent with other plans such as workforce, capital, investment, and other operational planning which may include working with other local public bodies as part of a wider system
	The Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) is produced alongside the Capital Strategy and the Reserves Strategy which ensures consistency across the three plans. Financial plans are reported to the Police and Crime Panel as well as the Joint Audit Committee alongside reporting on key performance areas including crime levels, response times and officer numbers. The Police and Crime Panel has strong engagement with the monitoring of priorities against the Police and Crime Plan and are in a position to challenge and scrutinise financial plans if inconsistent with these over- arching priorities.

	How the body identifies and manages risks to financial resilience, e.g. unplanned changes in demand, including challenge of the assumptions underlying its plans
	Monthly budget monitoring is reported to the Chief Constable via the Chief Officer Management Board (COMB) and to the Police and Crime Commissioner through the Performance and Delivery Board as well as through the Joint Audit Committee. The reports include actual financial outturn for the month to date, as well as the expected / projected outturn position for the financial year. The reports also highlight any risks to achieving the planned outturn position, any changes to the original plan and plans to address any new risks. Changes to financial plans are reported to Chief Officer Team and the Joint Audit Committee each quarter.
As part of our work in 2021/22 we have performed a review and assessment of the key assumptions included within the MTFP. Our work found that key assumptions made within the MTFP are clearly listed in the report and our review finds these assumptions to be reasonable and valid.
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	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body monitors and assesses risk and how the body gains assurance over the effective operation of internal controls, including arrangements to prevent and detect fraud
	The Force and the PCC have risk registers, both at a strategic and operational level. These are reviewed and challenged by the Joint Audit Committee (JAC). The Force strategic risk register is managed by the Deputy Chief Officer (DCO) and operational risks are managed at all levels throughout the organisation. The OPCC’s risk register process is led by the Police & Crime Commissioner’s CFO and features as part of routine discussion on overall delivery in both the Police & Crime Commissioner’s regular meetings with his senior team, and senior officers’ monthly management meetings. It is updated and reported on a quarterly basis to the Joint Audit Committee. The risks assessed are wider than just financial, due to the nature of the Force's activities. Risks are RAG rated and given a direction of travel along with mitigations and sources of independent assurance. Both registers form part of the established management processes within respective operations and are used as a key driver for improvement.
The risk registers also inform the Internal Audit programme. The Force has an outsourced Internal Audit service (RSM) to help gain assurance over the effective operation of internal controls. The Chief Finance Officers’ are responsible for the adequate provision of Internal Audit with oversight from the Joint Audit Committee. Management is responsible for responding to the Internal Audit findings appropriately and in a timely manner with appropriate challenge from the Joint Audit Committee.

	How the body approaches and carries out its annual budget setting process
	The purpose of Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) is to set out the proposed budget and precept proposals by the Police & Crime Commissioner. It delivers one of the key responsibilities of the Police & Crime Commissioner under the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011. In determining the overarching budget proposals, the Police & Crime Commissioner has had regard to:
· The priorities within the ‘Safer in Kent’ Police and Crime Plan;
· National targets and objectives including the Strategic Policing Requirement;
· Consultation with the Chief Constable;
· The results of consultation with the public and partners;
· The plans and policies of other partner agencies relating to community safety and crime reduction;
· Government policy on public spending and the Police Funding Settlement;
· The Reserves Strategy and the prudent use of reserves over the medium term;
· The Capital Strategy and investment programme;
· The Commissioning Strategy;
· Continuous improvement and value for money for the taxpayer of Kent; and
· The CIPFA Financial Management Code of Practice.




 Governance	

	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body ensures effective processes and systems are in place to ensure budgetary control; to communicate relevant, accurate and timely management information (including non-financial information where appropriate); supports its statutory financial reporting requirements; and ensures corrective action is taken where needed
	Internal reporting to the Performance & Delivery Board includes a range of non-financial management information on
all of the Force’s key performance areas.
Data for performance reporting is extracted from a range of operational applications, for example Crime Recording – Athena, call handling and response times – Arc and Storm. These systems are subject to regular audit both internally and by the regulator – HM Inspectorate of Constabulary, and Kent Police has a strong track record from these reviews.
Internal reporting to the Performance & Delivery Board includes a range of non-financial management information on all of the Force’s key performance areas. Data for performance reporting is extracted from a range of operational applications, for example Crime Recording – Athena, call handling and response times – Arc and Storm. These systems are subject to regular audit both internally and by the regulator – HM Inspectorate of Constabulary, and Kent Police has a strong track record from these reviews.
In the prior period (2020/21) financial misreporting as part of monthly budget monitoring was evidence that the process for financial reporting contained weaknesses. Recommendations were raised following internal audit review into key financial controls and our audit work in the prior period also included recommendations. In 2021/22 we identified a significant risk if weaknesses in arrangements and performed a review of progress against the recommendations raised. Our work identified a clear process in place for tracking recommendations and evidence that key recommendations had been fully implemented within the period. Internal audits follow up review received a Reasonable Assurance opinion and we did not identify any issues in our work that were indicative of weaknesses in budgetary control.
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	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body ensures it makes properly informed decisions, supported by appropriate evidence and allowing for challenge and transparency. This includes arrangements for effective challenge from those charged with governance/audit committee
	Kent Police has a Governance Framework based around the seven principles described in the Local Code of Corporate Governance and linking directly to the College of Policing’s Code of Ethics, its Mission, Vision, Values and Priorities, and the Force Management Statement. The primary decision-making forum for the Force is the Chief Officer Strategic Meeting (COSM) which meets weekly and decides the strategy and direction of the Force. Below this are various other strategic and tactical boards including the Strategic Change and Resourcing Board and Directorate Boards each chaired by the relevant Chief Officer lead.
The Force meets with, and is held to account, by the Police & Crime Commissioner via formal and informal mechanisms, including the Performance and Delivery Board and also weekly at standing Chief Constable and Police & Crime Commissioner meetings.
The Joint Audit Committee (JAC) play a part in enabling the Police & Crime Commissioner and the Chief Constable to discharge their duties. The Committee meets quarterly and is comprised of appropriately skilled and experienced members, has clear terms of reference with emphasises the Committee's role in providing effective challenge and has an annual work plan to help ensure that it focuses on the relevant aspects of governance, internal control and financial reporting. Their regular scrutiny of both organisations strengthens the governance arrangements and understanding of risk. The issues and concerns raised in the JAC Annual Report inform the ongoing work in both organisations.
Our work in 2021/22 included a deep dive into arrangements around decision making in relation to a specific contractor and we found that both the PCC and CC are well-informed of issues as they arise and are provided with sufficient levels of detail to make informed decisions. We also found that appropriate specialist and legal advice is taken when appropriate and shared with key stakeholders through regular briefings to support informed decision making.

	How the body monitors and ensures appropriate standards, such as meeting legislative/regulatory requirements and standards in terms of officer or member behaviour (such as gifts and hospitality or declarations/conflicts of interests)
	Kent Police has policies and procedures in place to ensure that staff operate in accordance with relevant legislative and regulatory requirements. These policies are reviewed regularly with the policy owner charged with ensuring they remain up to date and accurate with any changes consulted on and communicated to all officers and staff through email and or the intranet. Both the Police & Crime Commissioner and the Chief Constable have adopted a Code of Conduct which includes arrangements for promoting and maintaining high levels of conduct by officers. The code requires officers to abide by the Nolan Principles which include: Selflessness, Integrity, Objectivity, Accountability, Openness, Honesty and Leadership.
There are specific policies for staff in respect of gifts and hospitality and conflicts of interest. Annually, all senior staff and members are required to make declarations which are recorded in a register and is published on both the Police & Crime Commissioner and Chief Constable’s respective websites.






	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How financial and performance information has been used to assess performance to identify areas for improvement
	The Performance & Delivery Board receives reports on performance against the six key priorities of the Police and Crime Plan. The reports clearly outline performance against planned targets and outcomes. Depending on the performance area, a Board committee will have oversight of the actions being identified and taken to address areas where performance is below plan. Each Committee has a process in place for monitoring agreed actions and these are then included in subsequent Board reports.

	How the body evaluates the services it provides to assess performance and identify areas for improvement
	The Force has an array of ways of measuring its own performance across all aspects of its operations. It brings these together in the form of quarterly reporting to the Performance and Delivery Board against national and local indicators.
The Force is also regularly inspected by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). PEEL is an assessment of police forces in England and Wales. Forces are assessed on their effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy. Prior to 2021/22 assessments were carried out annually and Forces were assessed as outstanding, good, requires improvement or inadequate under each of these categories (known as ‘pillars’). In 2021/22 significant changes were made to the PEEL programme, which moved to a more intelligence-led, continual assessment approach rather than annual inspections. A five-tier system of judgements was introduced allowing HMIC to state more precisely where improvement is considered necessary.
In the 2021/22 PEEL assessment Kent Police scored as follows:
· Outstanding - Recording Data about Crime;
· Good - Preventing crime, treatment of the public, developing a positive work place and good use of resources;
· Adequate - protecting vulnerable people;
· Requires improvement - investigating crime, responding to the public and managing offenders;
· Inadequate - none.
Although the report identified areas for improvement, Management have been able to demonstrate that there is a PEEL improvement plan in place which outlines the areas of improvement identified by HMIC along with actions and business owners to address all of the points raised. Areas are RAG rated to demonstrate progress. Progress against the individual areas for improvement are overseen by Chief Officers and their respective business leads through governance arrangements already in place and incorporated into existing plans where relevant. This overarching PEEL Improvement Plan is owned by the Deputy Chief Constable with governance taking place via the well- established Force Improvement Board. Further scrutiny by the Chief Constable occurs through the PEEL Oversight Board.
Outcomes from reviews by HMIC are reported to the Joint Audit Committee at regular intervals by the Chief Officer
team including an overview on the existing recommendations from previous HMIC inspections.


 (
Appendix
 
A
 
–
 
Summary
 
of
 
arrangements
 
(continued)
Improving
 
economy,
 
efficiency
 
and
 
effectiveness
)

 (
16
)



	Reporting Sub-Criteria
	Findings

	How the body ensures it delivers its role within significant partnerships, engages with stakeholders it has identified, monitors performance against expectations, and ensures action is taken where necessary to improve
	The Police & Crime Commissioner has an overarching Commissioning Strategy which drives partnership working and the Police & Crime Commissioner’s Police and Crime Plan includes a commitment to collaborate with other organisations to tackle crime and community issues more effectively, particularly focusing on improved communication, making better use of limited resources and greater sharing of skills and expertise.
The Police & Crime Commissioners actively engages with a range of partners to support delivery of the Police and Crime Plan priorities. This can be demonstrated through the engagement with a wide variety of partnership groups, activities and organisations, such as Community Safety Partnerships, victim and community support services and the Kent Criminal Justice Board, which the Police & Crime Commissioner now chairs. This approach enables opportunities for collaborative working to be identified and progressed. Essex Police have been the Force’s collaboration partner for a number of years. The two Forces have the following shared functions:
· Human Resources and Learning and Development;
· Serious Crime Directorate; and
· Support Services (Business Services, Transport, Information Technology and Procurement).
The collaborative directorates report to the Kent and Essex Collaboration Board. The Serious Crime Directorate is led by an ACC and is accountable to both Chief Constables. Support Services is led by the Director who also reports to the two Chiefs. Every six months an Essex Collaboration Oversight meeting is held with is chaired by the Kent Police & Crime Commissioner and Essex Police and Fire Crime Commissioner. The purpose of the meetings is to keep collaboration under review and to hold the respective Chief Constable’s to account for the effective and efficient delivery of services across both counties.
Joint audits are also commissioned to assist with the governance of the collaborative directorates with reports going to both Force CFOs, the two Offices of the Police & Crime Commissioners and both Joint Audit Committees. In addition to collaboration with Essex Police, Kent are also a part of a Seven Force collaboration on Procurement. The procurement functions for all seven Forces have been combined into one overall procurement service, working to deliver savings across the Eastern region. A ‘7F’ Procurement Governance Board has been established to provide the Police & Crime Commissioner’s CFO with a clear view of procurement issues.

	Where the body commissions or procures services, how the body ensures that this is done in accordance with relevant legislation, professional standards and internal policies, and how the body assesses whether it is realising the expected benefits.
	The Police and Crime Plan clearly sets out the financial arrangements and medium-term budget for partners and commissioning. The Office follows all procurement guidelines as set out in the Financial Regulations, and the Official Journal of the European Community processes for the tendering of services where the threshold is reached. The Commissioning Strategy provides guidance on the commissioning approaches available and decisions on the approach taken are based on the best procurement route for services. All contracted services are procured through a formal procurement process and are subject to contract terms and conditions.
As part of Kent Polices collaboration with the Seven Forces, procurement is overseen by a Strategic Procurement Governance Board and the procurement function has procedures to ensure that there is appropriate local oversight and agreement to procurement approaches.	17
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 (
The table
 
below
 
sets out all
 
the
 
recommendations arising
 
from the
 
financial statements and value
 
for
 
money audits in
 
2021/22.
 
All
 
recommendations have
 
been agreed by management.
Recommendations
)


	Issue
	Recommendation
	Management Response

	Financial statements: Valuation of Property, Plant and Equipment
	We recommend that management challenge the property valuation specialist for clarity over the movements reported in their market review to ensure these are accurate and supportable before processing adjustments. We also recommend that management review and challenge the property valuation specialist when external works are charged at high levels and considers whether the obsolescence charged applied in the valuations is representative of the remaining useful economic lives of the assets, the level of capital expenditure incurred on the assets and their condition. These assumptions should be supported by appropriate audit evidence.
	Management agree with the recommendation.
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[image: ]Appendix C – Fees
Relationships, services and related threats and safeguards

The FRC Ethical Standard requires that we provide details of all relationships between Ernst & Young (EY) and Kent Police, and its senior management, including all services provided by us and our network to Kent Police and other services provided to other known connected parties that we consider may reasonably be thought to bear on the our integrity or objectivity, including those that could compromise independence and the related safeguards that are in place and why they address the threats.
There are no relationships from the 01 April 2021 to the date of this report, which we consider may reasonably be thought to bear on our independence and objectivity. As at the date of this report, there are no future services which have been contracted and no written proposal to provide non-audit services has been submitted.
We confirm that we have not undertaken non-audit work.

	Services provided by Ernst & Young

	
	Planned fee 2021/22
	Scale fee 2021/22
	Final Fee 2020/21

	
	£’s
	£’s
	£’s

	Total Fee – Code work
	44,041
	44,01
	44,041

	Changes in work required to address professional and regulatory requirements and scope associated with risk (see Note 1)
	47,455
	
	22,535

	Revised Proposed Scale Fee
	91,946
	44,041
	66,576

	Additional work:
	
	-
	

	New VFM requirements under the revised NAO Code of Practice (above the old requirements
	8,430
	-
	8,430

	Work of internal pensions expert for the additional Pension procedures required to address the identified risk
	4,027
	-
	4,027

	Non-compliance with laws and regulations in the prior year - use of EY fraud specialists, additional work performed to address VFM risks, internal consultation procedures and additional reporting in the AAR including modified audit report consultation process.
	
-
	
-
	
7,596

	Total fees
	103,953
	44,041
	86,629

	All fees exclude VAT
The final scale fee variation for 2020/21 has been approved by PSAA at a value of £42,588 as reflected above. The scale fee variation for 2021/22 presented above will be subject to approval by PSAA.

Note 1 - we have proposed an increase to the scale fee to reflect the increased level of audit work required which has been impacted by a range of factors, as detailed in our Audit Plan and Audit Results Report. Our proposed increase has been discussed with management and is with PSAA for determination.
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EY | Assurance | Tax | Transactions | Consultancy
About EY
EY is a global leader in assurance, tax, transaction and advisory services. The insights and quality services we deliver help build trust and confidence in the capital markets and in economies the world over. We develop outstanding leaders who team to deliver on our promises to all of our stakeholders. In so doing, we play a critical role in building a better working world for our people, for our clients and for our communities.

EY refers to the global organization, and may refer to one or more, of the member firms of Ernst & Young Global Limited, each of which is a separate legal entity. Ernst & Young Global Limited, a UK company limited by guarantee, does not provide services to clients. For more information about our organization, please visit ey.com.

© 2020 EYGM Limited. All Rights Reserved.
ED None
EY-000070901-01 (UK) 07/18. CSG London.
In line with EY’s commitment to minimise its
impact on the environment, this document has been printed on paper with a high recycled content.
This material has been prepared for general informational purposes only and is not intended to be relied upon as accounting, tax, or other professional advice. Please refer to your advisors for specific advice.
ey.com
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