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OVERVIEW OF INTEGRITY CONTROLS ASSURANCE FRAMEWORK 

This is the first Integrity Controls Assurance Framework Report on the non-financial integrity 
arrangements that the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner (the “Commissioner”) 
and Cambridgeshire Constabulary (the “Constabulary”) have in place.  

Integrity – ‘doing the right thing in the right way’ - cuts across all areas of policing in respect 
of the decisions that are made and how people are treated.  Both the Commissioner and the 
Constabulary are committed to the need for governance, oversight and the delivery of 
professional behaviour within the Constabulary and the Commissioner’s own office, the 
Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner.   

The Commissioner and the Chief Constable recognise the need to build upon and enhance 
the controls assurance mechanisms to continuously deliver and embed a transparent and 
ethical integrity agenda within policing.   

Taken together, our mechanisms deliver across the business but focus on specific areas, such 
as crime recording, complaints and organisational practices, and provide assurances to the 
Commissioner and the Chief Constable, and ultimately the public. 

This Annual Report specifically provides:  

 a summary of the control processes and their inter-relationship; 

 evidence of the control processes being used and their effectiveness; and  

 a summary of complaints and any learning that should be applied. 

The expectations of the public are increasing. Future reforms in policing and technology will 
continue to drive up standards. However, in times of austerity, reducing resources and new 
ways of working will have an impact on risk and tough decisions will need to be taken about 
the balance of resources.    Consequently there is no place for complacency in existing 
integrity practices.  Integrity controls must evolve to both reflect reforms and meet public 
expectations.  Accountability, transparency, trust and confidence will continue to remain 
important factors in ensuring that the public are assured that integrity is at the forefront of 
everyday policing.   

I hope that this Report provides assurance of the importance that both the Commissioner and 
the Constabulary place on integrity and ethical standards in policing.  

 

Dr Dorothy Gregson 
Chief Executive  
Office of Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner  
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Summary of the control processes and their inter-relationship 

Robust control processes are in place to ensure the non-financial integrity of policing in 
Cambridgeshire. These processes establish standards, objectives, and methods for measuring 
actual performance, comparing results, reinforcing strengths and taking necessary corrective 
action.  

These processes take place at a range of levels to provide appropriate control and assurance 
in terms of both hierarchy and independence. This means that some of these processes are 
the sole or joint responsibility of the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner (the 
“Commissioner”) and/or the Chief Constable of Cambridgeshire Constabulary (the 
“Constabulary”). Some relate to Cambridgeshire’s oversight responsibility on behalf of 
Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, as collaboration partners, for the Professional Standards 
Department (PSD).     

Each of these controls processes are briefly described below.  For ease of reference they are 
described within three controls governance groupings to reflect the business or their 
autonomy:   

 ‘domestic’ – those that deal with integrity within the Constabulary and on behalf of the 
Commissioner; 

 

 collaborative – those where the Constabulary and the Commissioner are responsible for 
leading on behalf of the strategic collaborative alliance with Bedfordshire and 
Hertfordshire; 

 

 independent – those that have independent members.  

External control processes are also important and the internal mechanisms ensure any 
consequent actions are taken forward or processes put in place.  Her Majesty’s Inspectorate 
of Constabulary (HMIC) and the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) bring both 
independence and encourage improvement, and seek to champion the public interest. 

External control drivers 

 There are also external integrity control ‘drivers’ which shape or assist the internal control 
processes.  The College of Policing’s Code of Ethics1 is one of the drivers; the IPCC’s Statutory 
Guidance on Complaints2 is another.  Reports produced by HMIC following inspections of the 
Constabulary or reports arising from thematic inspections3, and lessons learnt from dealing 
with complaint cases also act as integrity drivers.   

 It is also recognised that the work of the Commissioner and Constabulary must be 
transparent, enabling scrutiny by the public.  Legislative drivers, such as those that require 
Commissioners to publish information, further facilitate transparency.  

                                                           
1 http://www.college.police.uk 
2 http://www.ipcc.gov.uk/page/statutory-guidance 
3 These inspections examine a key issue across a representative number of forces, identify deficiencies 
relevant to the police service as a whole and spreads good practice regarding a specific aspect of policing. 
 

http://www.college.police.uk/en/20972.htm
http://www.ipcc.gov.uk/page/statutory-guidance


NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED    

 

 

Control processes  

These control process and their relationships are also illustrated diagrammatically at 
Appendix 1.   For the purposes of this Report the Constabulary’s current governance groups 
are given below.  However, the Constabulary are currently finalising a revised governance 
structure to meet evolving needs.  The new governance structures will be reported on in the 
next annual overview of controls assurance.  

Domestic - those that deal with integrity within the Constabulary and on behalf of the 
Commissioner 

Business Co-ordination Board  

The Business Coordination Board (BCB) is a monthly meeting between the Commissioner, 
Deputy Commissioner, senior officers from the Constabulary and the Office of the Police and 
Crime Commissioner (OPCC), chaired by the Commissioner. It is a forum in which current and 
future business is discussed between the senior leaders of the two bodies, focussing on issues 
relating to strategy, governance, business and holding the Chief Constable to account. It is 
one forum in which decisions can be made by the Commissioner, informed by the 
Commissioner’s Decision Making Policy. The BCB takes a risk-based approach. Minutes of the 
meeting and key papers are published on the Commissioner’s website.  Minutes from the 
Finance and Estates Sub-Groups are also presented to the BCB.  A paper on the integrity 
landscape across the Commissioner’s office and the Constabulary was presented to the BCB 
last year and will become an annual paper.     

Force Executive Board  

The Force Executive Board (FEB) is the Constabulary’s most senior management team.  FEB 
members include the Chief Constable, Deputy Chief Constable and Assistant Chief Constable. 
The remaining members each represent a directorate or department and staff association 
representatives.  All the members support and advise the Chief Constable in the overall 
strategic direction of the Constabulary.  FEB meets every month and is responsible for 
ensuring that the vision, values and strategic aims of the Constabulary are maintained, 
supported and therefore effective. They also ensure 'corporate governance' - which is 
providing effective systems and processes for the Constabulary to work and relate to its 
communities and partners.  

Ethics Committee 

The Constabulary has its own internal Ethics Committee which meets every two months.  
Membership consists of senior management from across the Constabulary, along with an 
independent advisor from the University of Cambridge.  The Committee’s specific purpose is 
to promote the highest standards of conduct in line with the Code of Ethics, with one of its 
key objectives being learning from best practice.  
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Crime Data Integrity Working Group  

In January 2014, the UK Statistics Authority withdrew the “national statistics” classification of 
police crime recording due to significant concerns that police forces were under-representing 
figures.  HMIC conducted a national assessment, with an interim national report published in 
May 2014 and the Constabulary specific report4 published in November 2014.  The 
Constabulary sees accurate information as crucial in promoting an ethical and transparent 
service. The Constabulary’s Crime Data Integrity Working Group was established in November 
2013 to ensure recording is accurate and victim focussed. The Group meets monthly and 
considers and embeds recommendations from national and Constabulary specific reports into 
working practices. 

 

Collaborative - those where the Constabulary and the Commissioner are the responsible for 
leading on behalf of the strategic collaborative alliance with Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire  

PSD Alliance Sub-Group 

This Group serves a dual purpose in enabling the Commissioner to fulfil his responsibility on 
behalf of Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire to have overall oversight of the collaborated PSD.  
In addition, the Group enables the Commissioner to carry out his statutory function to 
monitor all complaints made against Constabulary officers and staff.  This Group, which meets 
four times a year, is chaired by the Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner for 
Cambridgeshire, with membership from consisting of PSD senior management and officers 
from Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire OPCCs. 

PSD Governance Board 

This Board meets every two months and is Chaired by the Deputy Chief Constable from the 
Constabulary with senior level membership from the Constabulary, Bedfordshire Police and 
Hertfordshire Constabulary, along with the Cambridgeshire OPCC representing the 
Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire OPCCs.  The Board is responsible for the governance and 
oversight of all PSD business.  This includes seeking assurance and promoting the highest 
standards of professional behaviour and conduct of all staff and officers, actively supporting 
and promoting the Code of Ethics, identifying and addressing specific risk, and ensuring that 
lessons are learned with all necessary actions seen through to completion. This Board reports 
to the PSD Alliance Sub-Group. 

 

Independent - those that have independent members. 

Police and Crime Panel 

The Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Panel provides support and challenge to the 
Commissioner.  The Police and Crime Panel also has a statutory role of overseeing all 
complaints against the Commissioner and the Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner.  Any 

                                                           
4 http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/crime-data-integrity-cambridgeshire-
2014.pdf 
 

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/crime-data-integrity-cambridgeshire-2014.pdf
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmic/wp-content/uploads/crime-data-integrity-cambridgeshire-2014.pdf
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complaints are handled in accordance with the legislation, IPCC guidance and their own 
Complaints Procedure.  A report is presented to the Police and Crime Panel at each meeting 
updating them on any complaints received against the Commissioner and Deputy 
Commissioner.   

Joint Audit Committee and Integrity Sub-Committee 

The Joint Audit Committee comprises five members who are independent of the 
Commissioner and the Constabulary.  The Committee, which meets quarterly, provides an 
independent assurance on the adequacy of the corporate governance and risk management 
arrangements in place.   

An Integrity Sub-Committee is in place to support the Joint Audit Committee in carrying out 
its functions in respect of overseeing the management of conduct, complaints and integrity 
matters (as the controls assurance). The purpose of the Sub-Committee is to review the 
mechanisms for effectively and transparently handling and monitoring complaints against the 
Commissioner and his/her staff, complaints against the Chief Constable and the Constabulary, 
and integrity issues such as appointment processes, gifts and hospitality and registerable 
interests. 

 

Out of Court Disposals Scrutiny Panel 

The purpose of the Scrutiny Panel is to independently review a selection of anonymised cases 
that have been resolved by use of an out of court disposal by the Constabulary.   Its aim is to 
determine whether the method of disposal, such as a cannabis warning or a simple caution,   
is considered appropriate based on a review of the information available to the decision 
maker at the time.  The Panel meets three times a year and has an independent Chair and 
membership, made up from representatives of the judiciary, Crown Prosecution Service and 
Youth Offending Teams.  The Constabulary takes the Panel’s recommendations and actively 
translate these into learning and development at both individual feedback level and across 
the Constabulary.  

Integrity Advisory Group  

The Commissioner has his own independent Integrity Advisory Group consisting of three lay 
members who meet twice a year.  The purpose of the Group is to provide an external sounding 
board for the Commissioner on matters relating to integrity.   

Outcomes 

The key outcome from work in this area is to provide reassurance to the public about the 
delivery of professional behaviour within the Constabulary and the Office of the Police and 
Crime Commissioner. This means having transparent mechanisms in place to ensure that: 

 public concerns about potentially unprofessional behaviour are be dealt with 
appropriately and lessons are learnt; 
 

 potentially unprofessional behaviour can be identified and dealt with appropriately. 

Work is underway to ensure that the Commissioner’s performance monitoring arrangements 
reflect this. 
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Evidence of the control processes being used and their effectiveness 

Integrity in complaints handling  

The Constabulary’s PSD Governance Board has identified the need to both strategically and 
operationally independently review PSD arrangements.  The purpose was to provide 
assurance to the Constabulary, Bedfordshire Police and Hertfordshire Constabulary that the 
complaints and misconduct system was effective, the integrity of information provided to the 
respective police forces and the three Commissioners was fit for purpose and could be relied 
on to inform improvements,  and provide confidence to the public that the arrangements are 
working.   This review resulted in the Governance Board accepting all the recommendations 
as relevant and appropriate and for these to have been taken forward to improve delivery of 
the PSD function.     

Another demonstration of the effectiveness of the controls process is in response to recent 
IPCC guidance for Commissioners on clarifying practices on the handling of complaints against 
Chief Constables.  The PSD Alliance Sub-Group recognised that integrity in the handling of 
complaints needed to be maintained in accordance with statutory guidance yet was an 
effective and efficient process given the number of complaints formally recorded remains 
relatively low.  Therefore, the Group asked for work to be undertaken to identify if 
effectiveness and efficiency could be improved through the Commissioners developing an 
operating framework across the Eastern Region.  

Crime Data Integrity  

Both the Commissioner and the Constabulary are very cognisant that accurate information is 
crucial in promoting an ethical and transparent service.  Following the HMIC Crime Data 
Integrity Inspection of Kent Police in June 2013, the Constabulary commissioned an internal 
audit to ensure it was compliant with the National Crime Recording Standards.  

As a consequence of the audit results, a Crime Data Quality Action Plan was immediately 
requested by the Constabulary’s Force Performance Board to address the issues identified. 
The Action Plan looked at four specific areas: leadership and governance; systems and 
processes; people and skills; and communication.  The Action Plan is delivered through a 
Crime Data Integrity Working Group which is chaired by the Head of Information 
Management and consists of managers from key areas across the Constabulary, including 
crime managers, and which meets on a monthly basis.    Regular crime audits have been 
undertaken since the start of the Action Plan in order to map improvements.   The Working 
Group reports to the Force Performance Board who review and monitor progress on a 
monthly basis.  

HMIC have recently published their findings from their Crime Data Integrity inspection of the 
Constabulary.  The Working Group will consider recommendations that are resultant from the 
report and embed within working practices.   

Integrity in decision making 

The Constabulary are keen that the Out of Court Disposal Scrutiny Panel ‘adds value’ and that 
members challenge sanctioning decisions made.  Learning has led to new training and 
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guidance in the areas of balancing pragmatic decisions with the judgement made on the 
public interest factors and explored where this could have resulted in a different sanction 
being given.  As a result of the Group’s challenge the Constabulary have revisited their policy 
position.  In another case, the Constabulary recognised that individual feedback to an officer 
was required and also provided an opportunity for wider learning across the Constabulary.     

 

Complaints Process  

One of the highest profile areas integrity can be called into question is around conduct or, in 
the case of the Chief Constable (or someone carrying out his functions), decisions made about 
how the Constabulary is run.   
 
Where this results in a complaint the Chief Constable, the Commissioner and the Police and 
Crime Panel all have statutory responsibilities for dealing with complaints.   The necessary 
handling processes for complaints are driven by legislation and statutory guidance.   The PSD 
Alliance Sub-Group and the PSD Governance Board provide control processes through 
oversight and monitoring, identification of trends and lessons learnt inform changes in future 
delivery of the business.      

Part of the monitoring aspect of these governance groups is on performance and statistics 
relating to complaints against police officers below the rank of Chief Constable.  This includes 
information on the numbers of complaints and allegations recorded, the type of allegations, 
outcomes of complaint cases, number of appeals considered and upheld, and ethnicity data 
relating to the complainant.  During April 2013 to March 2014 there were 747 allegations 
arising from 382 recorded complaint cases (a case can include multiple allegations) of which 
43 related to direction and control matters (i.e processes and procedures within the 
Constabulary), whilst the remainder related to conduct matters.  32 allegations were upheld 
by the IPCC or the Constabulary (dependent on who was responsible for investigating), with 
52 persons having a case to answer (an allegation can have multiple persons linked to it and 
each one will have a separate outcome).    

A total of 20 appeals were upheld by the respective appeal body: 12 by the Constabulary and 
eight by the IPCC.  

During the same period the Commissioner recorded seven complaints against the Chief 
Constable.  Of these seven, none of which were upheld by the Commissioner, or the IPCC 
where the complainant exercised their right of appeal. The Panel did not record any 
complaints against the Commissioner or the Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner.   

Conclusion 

This is the first Report on the non-financial integrity arrangements that the Commissioner and 
the Constabulary have in place.   This Report aims to provide assurance of the importance 
that both the Commissioner and the Constabulary place on integrity and ethical standards in 
policing.  

An overview of the integrity controls assurance will be presented annually to the 
Commissioner’s and Constabulary’s Joint Audit Committee.   


