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MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE JOINT INDEPENDENT AUDIT 
COMMITTEE HELD AT POLICE HEADQUARTERS, KIDLINGTON ON 9 AUGUST 
2016 COMMENCING AT 9.30AM  AND CONCLUDED AT 11.05am 
 
Members present: 
Dr L Lee (Chairman) (LL), M D Day (MD), R Jones (RJ), Mrs A Phillips OBE (AP), Dr 
G A Woods (GW) 
 
Officers present: 
F Habgood  (FH)  Chief Constable (TVP),  
P Hammond (PH)  Chief Executive (OPCC) 
I Thompson (IT)  Chief Finance Officer (OPCC)  
L Waters (LW)  Director of Finance (TVP)  
M Grindley (MG)  Executive Director, Ernst & Young  

(appointed external auditors)  
A Balmer (AB)  Manager, Ernst & Young 
D Roden (DR)  Manager, Ernst & Young Fraud Dispute Team 
 
Minutes:  
C Roberts (CR) 
 
Apologies: 

A Stansfeld (AS)   Police and Crime Commissioner 
 

 
             

 
17 STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2015/16  
 
Members were reminded that the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 
had created two ‘corporation sole’ bodies, the Police and Crime Commissioner 
(PCC) for Thames Valley and the Chief Constable of Thames Valley Police. Each 
corporation sole is required to produce their own separate set of financial statements 
(the PCC is also required to produce the consolidated Group Accounts) and an 
annual governance statement. Members received a copy of both sets of documents 
(not reproduced).  
 
The report showed, overall, the revenue budget had been underspent by £1.259m 
(or 0.3%) of the approved net cost of services of £424.524m. The capital outturn of 
£16.972m was £0.096m above the drawn down Annual budget of £16.876m. In total, 
some £9.782m of capital budget had been carried forward and added to the 2016/17 
capital programme. 
 
Members presented questions and raised points of clarification in respect of both 
Statements.  
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A number of drafting errors in the ‘Statement of Accounts 2015/16’ covering report 
were noted by LL: 
 

 In paragraph 1.7 on page 4 of the Statement of Accounts covering report, the 
reference to the PCC’s Statement of Accounts should be 2015/16 and not 
2014/15.   

 In paragraph 1.11 on page 4, the reference to “the Group Balance Sheet on 
page 826” should read “page 82”. 

 In paragraph 1.13 on page 5 the reference to ”The preface by the Chief 
Constable is provided on page 3 and the Director of Finance’s narrative 
report starts on page 4”  should read “page 2” and “page 3”, respectively.  

 
In the section of the covering report headed “Audit Results report”, it was reported 
under paragraph 1.21 that three adjustments had been made as a consequence of 
the audit. These had been agreed with Ernst & Young:   
 

a) In note G3 in Appendix 1 the value of the SE Regional Organised Crime Unit 
(SEROCU) grant had been reduced from £3.552m to £2.954m (previously 
included Proceeds of Crime income as well). 

b) In the PCC’s Comprehensive Income & Expenditure Statement, £2.856m 
previously shown as Investigations has been reclassified as Local Policing 
(new total for local policing is £5.587m).  The associated income (£2.562m) 
had also been moved from Investigations to Local Policing. 

c) In the Chief Constable’s Comprehensive Income and Expenditure Statement, 
£0.457m of expenditure, reported in 2014/15, has been moved from 
Corporate and Democratic Core to Non-Distributed Costs. 

 
It was also reported at the meeting that, in the week prior to this meeting, Ernst & 
Young had identified a disclosure error arising from the ‘GAD v Milne’ pension 
payments made during the year.  This matter had been resolved and IT explained 
which disclosure notes need to be amended as a result.   
 
LL placed on record his congratulations to all officers concerned for the work 
undertaken in producing two good Statement of Accounts that were compliant with 
relevant reporting requirements and produced within the statutory deadline. He also 
acknowledged the extra work that relevant officers and external auditors had 
undertaken to resolve the last minute accounting issues to finalise the accounts in 
time for this meeting. 
 
RJ referred to the ‘Narrative Report and Financial Review’ incorporated within the 
PCC’s Statement of Accounts 2015/16,  with specific reference to “PCC Controlled 
Budgets” shown on pages 11 and 12 of the Statement of Accounts.  Regarding the 
PCC’s Community Safety Fund grant payments of £3.1m, RJ highlighted that due to 
the way the grants were reported selectively, the total value of grants shown, which 
totalled £2.1m, was a lot less than the total amount of grants paid and was not clear 
what services the substantial difference of £1.0m had been spent on. Similarly, the 
examples of spending on victims support services totalled £1.767m whereas it was 
stated in the Narrative Report that the PCC had spent his full grant allocation of 
£2.562m.  
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IT explained the PCC’s respective arrangements for allocating Community Safety 
Fund grants to local authorities and for contractually commissioning or grant funding 
victims support services.   This was particularly pertinent to the issue of Community 
Safety Fund grants, as the grants are awarded to local authorities who then directly 
manage and administer spending on service delivery at a local level, which may 
involve a ‘pooling’ of PCC and local authority funding rather than discrete services 
being funded by discrete pots of money.  
 
Notwithstanding this issue, for future Statement of Accounts, IT undertook that the 
Narrative Report and Financial Review section would summarise the total spending 
shown under ‘PCC Controlled Budgets’ in full as well as giving, where possible, a 
flavour of what services are being delivered, by whom, and to which recipients as a 
result of PCC funding, in terms of the range, nature, volume and cost of services.   
 
On page 107 of the PCC’s Statement of Accounts 2015/16 LL asked whether the exit 
package costs were as a result of ill health or dismissals.  LW pointed out that these 
were mainly redundancies, including both voluntary and compulsory redundancies.   
 
LL congratulated both teams for their excellent work in achieving the target of 
presenting the Statement of Accounts to this Committee by the 9th August 2016. 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
That the two separate Statement of Accounts for the PCC and Group, and the Chief 
Constable, be noted. 
 

That the two letters of representation shown as Appendices 3 and 4 in respect of the 
PCC and Group accounts, and the Chief Constable accounts, be noted and to be 
signed after the meeting today. 
 
 
 
 
18 ERNST & YOUNG AUDIT RESULTS REPORT 
 
Members received a report from Ernst & Young (E&Y) which summarised their 
findings from the 2015/16 audit. The report included the messages arising from the 
audit of the PCC’s and Chief Constable’s financial statements and the results of the 
work undertaken to assess arrangements to secure value for money in the use of 
resources. 
 
MG went through the Audit Results Report confirming that they would be able to 
achieve an early signoff of the accounts before the statutory deadline of the end of 
September.  MG thanked the PCC’s and Chief Constable’s teams for facilitating this 
early closure, which she considered a real achievement and puts the organisation in 
a good position for completing the preparation and audit of the 2016/17 accounts by 
the earlier internal deadline next year of end of July 2017. 
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Other Matters 
E&Y experienced some difficulty in being able to verify assets which were 
categorised as ICT. They noted that there was no central register of such assets to 
facilitate testing of the assets at specific locations across the Force but were 
eventually able to secure an ’Existence Assertion’ assurance and recommended that 
a register be maintained to facilitate greater control of the ICT assets.   
 
A number of assets in the register were showing as having no net book value and 
were thus fully depreciated. E&Y recommended a programme of general 
housekeeping within the register to cleanse it.  This will be monitored but LW 
confirmed that, generally, the overall depreciation policy was working effectively and 
reflected typical average useful lifespans of assets. 
 
Control themes and observations 

AB went through the supporting documentation. In respect of journals he reminded 
the Force and OPCC that all journals should be filed with supporting documentation. 
 
Actuarial Assumptions – Local Government Pension Scheme 

With regard to the Local Government Pension Scheme, MG explained that E&Y did 
have some concerns over the methodologies used by the TVP pension scheme 
actuary to determine the scheme’s discount rate assumptions and RPI inflation 
assumptions.  However, whilst E&Y will need to monitor this issue, they had 
concluded that the assumptions used as a whole by the actuaries are acceptable 
based on market conditions as at 31st March 2016.  
 
ACTION: Ernst & Young to update Members at the next JIAC meeting in 
September. 
 
Request for written representations 
GW asked how E&Y audited collaboration with Hampshire.  MG pointed out that she 
audits the financial statements for Hampshire but could not breach confidentiality 
across both forces of certain information.  MG would need to go through the proper 
channels to obtain relevant information from a partner organisation. 
 
Value for Money 
 

DR reported E&Y’s findings concerning the governance arrangements in respect of 
TVP & HC’s 5 year ICT Strategy and ICT procurement.   
 
It was noted that the ICT plan had been approved by the PCC’s and the CC’s but 
that there was no formal minute of the approval of the 5 year ICT Strategy by the 
Chief Constable.  Whilst challenges were made by various parties across both 
organisations and by external 3rd parties, there was no single record kept of the 
challenges made during the development of the 5 year ICT Strategy.  No record had 
been kept of the consultations carried out by the ICT Team with stakeholders 
showing what they were consulted on and, therefore, how the 5 year ICT Strategy 
met the needs of all relevant stakeholders.   LW clarified that consultations had taken 
place and confirmed that the ICT Strategy met with user needs.  The Chief 
Constable said that as a result of  reviews undertaken of the Strategy and 
procurement arrangements,  he was satisfied that the Strategy remained appropriate 
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to the Force’s needs and TVP did not feel it necessary to amend the current ICT 
Strategy.   
 
It was acknowledged that minutes of all decisions had not been recorded but 
stakeholders were and remain well informed.  However, even though there was no 
clear audit trail of any decisions made by the Chief Constable and PCC, LW 
confirmed the approval of the ICT Strategy decision had been put before the PCC’s 
Level 1 meeting which was approved.  E&Y confirmed that they would redraft this 
part of the Audit Results Report and add in that they did not have any major 
concerns with the procurement and governance arrangements, and were satisfied 
that key personnel were consulted and kept informed. 
 
AP suggested that MG should expand the first bullet point where it states that the 
decision taken by Thames Valley Police to continue with the 5 year ICT Strategy had 
not been documented, and to make it clear here that it had been established by 
other means that it was perfectly reasonable that this Strategy would continue and 
there was ancillary documentary evidence to support this decision. 
 
LL complimented E&Y on a very clear report. 
 
AB confirmed that E&Y had substantially completed the audit of the financial 
statements and, subject to satisfactory completion of the outstanding items included 
in Appendix C of the Audit Results Report, will issue an unqualified audit opinion and 
certificate in due course.  
 
One question from the Audit Panel to the Chief Constable was in regard to ‘Blue 
Light’ collaboration and what planning was ongoing around this issue.   
 
The Chief Constable reported that he had met with the three Chief Fire Officers and 
that a lot of collaboration was already going on while the legislation was going 
through Parliament.  The Chief Constable would continue to work with the three chief 
fire officers but would revisit this issue of further collaboration once the legislation 
had been passed and would then discuss options and opportunities with the PCC.   
 
PH noted the following: 

 Reinforcement of the statutory duty on PCCs and chief constables to 
collaborate was part of the Policing and Crime Bill, so collaboration activity 
would continue in any event. 

 The option for the PCC to explore the possibility of a transfer of governance 
responsibility for fire and rescue services to PCCs was being looked into. 

 It is the responsibility for the PCC, if he has an interest to take on the 
responsibility for fire and rescue service governance, to prepare and submit a 
business case to the Home Secretary for approval. 

 
As the issue of the PCC taking on the responsibility for governance of the fire and 
rescue services is a separate matter to the duty to collaborate, the PCC would need 
to develop a business case to pursue this.  If approved, that may then present more 
opportunities for collaboration. 
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IT noted that there are 5 PCCs nationally that are planning to ‘go live’ and assume 
the responsibility for their local fire and rescue services as soon as possible after 1st 
April 2017. However, PH reported that he had had informal conversations with Home 
Office civil servants about the more complex governance and operational situation in 
the Thames Valley and it was considered that the prospect of a successful transfer 
of responsibility by April 2017 would not be realistic within the Thames Valley even if 
the PCC wished to do so.     
 
LL thanked both teams, directors etc. for doing an excellent job and looked forward 
to progress over the next year.  
  
 
RESOLVED: That the External Auditor’s unqualified audit opinion on the accounts 
be noted. 


