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JOINT INDEPENDENT AUDIT COMMITTEE – 4 SEPTEMBER 2014

POLICE AUDIT COMMITTEE CHAIRS SEMINAR

REPORT BY MR A CLARKE, VICE CHAIRMAN

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

To inform the Committee about the Police Audit Committee Chairs Seminar attended by Mr A
Clarke at the University of Warwick on 16 July 2014.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 I attended this Seminar, at which 27 police areas were represented.  It was hosted by
Grant Thornton who provide an external audit service to a number of forces and PCCs
and was chaired by the representative from the Metropolitan Police Service.

1.2 Inevitably there was an element of marketing by Grant Thornton and, where relevant, I
have attached some of their leaflets as Appendix A to this report.  They do contain some
useful information and reminders for us as the Audit Committee.

2. GENERAL DISCUSSIONS

2.1 We were asked to consider a number of questions about the role and effectiveness of
Audit Committees and it became clear that there was a wide disparity between how the
Chairs saw their role and what they were being asked to do by both PCCs and Chief
Constables.

2.2 One Chair said that her PCC had asked the Audit Committee to be involved in executive
and management roles with the Force rather that a scrutiny role.  Another said that their
Committee was being starved of information and could not effectively carry out their role.

2.3 Some Committees had simply morphed from the former Police Authority Audit Committee
and there had been no attempt to recruit a new membership.

2.4 A number of Chairs said they had a good relationship with their PCC and Chief Constable
(who both attended every meeting of the Committee) – others rarely saw them and (it was
felt by some) that the Committee was an irrelevance and was only there because the
statutory requirement.

AGENDA NO: 15



Not Protectively Marked
Freedom of Information Classification – Open

2

2.5 Most Audit Committees had been asked to take on the Ethics role but only a minority had
a separate Ethics Sub-Committee.  Inevitably this made meetings of the Audit Committee
quite long and some were considering monthly meetings.

3. NATIONAL REVIEW OF AUDIT COMMITTEES

3.1 Grant Thornton’s April 2014 publication: Police Reform - A developing Picture considered,
among other things, governance and accountability and the role of Audit Committees. The
full report is attached at Appendix B.

3.2 The report concludes that Audit Committees are managing to meet the needs of both the
PCC and Chief Constable and they give sufficient and appropriate amounts of time to the
business of both organisations.

3.3 In the authors’ experience Audit Committees are most effective where they have regular
face-to-face meetings with the PCC and Chief Constable.

3.4 Agendas should be set in such a way that the key risks are regularly considered and that
appropriate assurances are given to both parties.

3.5 At this stage, few Audit Committees have reviewed their own effectiveness.

4. HOW IS DORSET DOING?

4.1 Generally it came across that we are fulfilling our role well and that we are can be satisfied
that we are not lagging behind the “leaders of the pack”.

4.2 Our way of dealing with the Ethics etc role was, I believe, better than most – particularly
our consideration of an Ethics Committee.

4.3 While we do not see our PCC and Chief Constable as much as some, I believe our
relationship with both of them is good and does not impede in any way the effectiveness
of our role.

4.4 We should be reviewing our own effectiveness – I suggest the time to do that is as part of
the consideration of the Annual Report.

4.5 Overall a seminar worth attending.  There was a suggestion that should be an annual
event but no decision was made at the time.

Andrew Clarke
Vice Chairman

Appendices:

Appendix A: Copies of some Grant Thornton leaflets
Appendix B: Police Reform - A Developing Picture


