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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Fraud Advisory Panel (the ‘Panel’) is a registered charity and membership 

organisation which acts as an independent voice and supporter of the counter fraud 

community in the United Kingdom.  

 

1.2 Established in 1998, the Panel works to encourage a truly multi-disciplinary perspective 

on fraud. It has over 300 corporate and individual members, drawn from the public, 

private and third sectors and across a variety of professions.  

 
1.3 The Panel’s role is to raise awareness of the immense human, social and economic 

damage caused by fraud and financial crime and to help individuals and organisations 

to develop effective strategies to prevent it. 

 

1.4 The Fraud Advisory Panel welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Home Office’s 

consultation paper on policing in the 21st century, particularly where this can bring 

renewed attention and focus on the effective enforcement and disruption of fraud. We 

consider fraud to be a pervasive threat to the economic well-being of the United 

Kingdom; a crime that undermines trust in honest businesses and professionals and 

blights the lives of millions of victims across all sectors of society. 

 

1.5 The consultation paper covers a wide range of issues that are of interest to our 

members but for ease we have chosen to respond to a number of questions where we 

feel our expertise might add most value.  

 
2 THE CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 

 
2.1 Question 1: Will the proposed checks and balances set out in this chapter 

provide effective but un-bureaucratic safeguards for the work of the 

Commissioners, and are there further safeguards that should be considered? 

 
2.2 The Fraud Advisory Panel believes that consideration must also be given to the ways 

in which Commissioners might be made accountable for the identification and 

assessment of future fraud threats in their area which may not yet have become 
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apparent to the general electorate, and for criminal activity which crosses electoral 

boundaries: 

 

• Fraud can hit local communities hard resulting in job losses, knock-on business 

closures and consequent hardship and suffering for those directly and indirectly 

affected.  

 

• Cybercrime has no boundaries, and is often committed across multiple national 

and/or international jurisdictions. While the perpetrator may be based within a 

single police jurisdiction, it is likely that the victims will be more widespread.  

 

• Fraud is a major source of funding for organised crime and terrorist activities.  

Commissioners may find it difficult to convince the electorate of this fact.  

 
2.3 Question 2: What could be done to ensure that candidates for ‘Commissioner’ 

come from a wide range of backgrounds, including from party political and 

independent standpoints? 

 
2.4 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question two of the 

consultation paper.  

 
2.5 Question 3: How should Commissioners work best with the wider criminal 

justice and community safety partners who deliver the broad range of services 

that keep communities safe? 

 
2.6 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question three of 

the consultation paper.  

 
2.7 Question 4: How might Commissioners best engage with their communities – 

individuals, businesses and voluntary organisations – at the neighbourhood 

level? 

 
2.8 The Fraud Advisory Panel welcomed the Fraud Review 2006 and believes that the 

institutional response which followed it – such as the establishment of the National 

Fraud Authority (NFA), National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB), Action Fraud and 



 

Lead Police Force for Fraud – demonstrates some of the benefits of effective national 

coordination of the counter fraud community. 

 
2.9 This new approach provides an example of what can be achieved when there is 

leadership and active partnership across public, private and third sectors. The notable 

improvements in reporting and measuring fraud, supporting victims, sharing data on 

criminals and targeting organised fraudsters shows there is a strong will and that there 

are some new and effective ways to tackle fraud.  

 
2.10 However, none of these improvements would have occurred had individual citizens, 

businesses and third sector organisations such as the Fraud Advisory Panel and Victim 

Support not supported the initiatives at the national and local level. It is important that 

Commissioners build on the trust and support that has been established to ensure it is 

not lost or marginalised with the introduction of new crime fighting agencies.      

 
2.11 Question 5: How can the Commissioner and the greater transparency of local 

information drive improvements in the most deprived and least safe 

neighbourhoods in their areas? 

 
2.12 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question five of the 

consultation paper.  

 
2.13 Question 6: What information would help the public make judgements about 

their force and Commissioner, including the level of detail and comparability with 

other areas?  

 
2.14 It is vital that the public has access to information on the nature and extent of 

criminality both locally and nationally in order to make fair judgements on the 

performance of the police and other parties acting on their behalf. For far too long, the 

true extent of fraud has not been visible to the police or public, making it difficult for 

appropriate judgements on police performance to be made.      

 
2.15 The Panel has recently completed a detailed examination into the reporting of 

corporate fraud in the United Kingdom. The report, fraud reporting in listed 

companies: a shared responsibility, highlights the importance of fraud reporting in 
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the prevention and detection of fraud. In short, if incidents of fraud are not reported 

within a company, or when reported insufficient action is taken, it must follow that, with 

reference to corporate fraud if not other types of fraud, the ambition to learn more about 

the nature and extent of fraud in the UK is doomed to fail.  

 
2.16 Question 7: Locally, what are examples of unnecessary bureaucracy within 

police forces and how can the service get rid of this? 

 
2.17 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question seven of 

the consultation paper.  

 
2.18 Question 8: How should forces ensure that information that local people feel is 

important is made available without creating burdensome data recording 

process? 

 
2.19 We believe individuals and businesses must be able to report fraud and this 

information should be available locally and nationally. At the same time we recognise 

that additional reporting of fraud could place additional demands on the police and it is 

essential that the police are adequately funded and resourced to not only receive these 

reports but to also investigate them.  

 
2.20 It is reassuring to see early successes coming from the NFIB, which is receiving fraud 

data from Action Fraud and across sectors for the first time. This data is used to identify 

and target organised criminals. We believe Action Fraud and NFIB are good initiatives 

that address the issues of under-reporting and how to use fraud intelligence and 

technology in an innovative way.  

 
2.21 Over time these initiatives will be able to provide the Commissioners and public with 

more reliable information about the nature and extent of fraud which can be 

supplemented with data on how police investigative resource is deployed in respect of 

fraud to measure and compare performance.  
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2.22 Question 9: What information should HMIC use to support a more proportionate 

approach to their ‘public facing performance role’, while reducing burdens and 

avoiding de-facto targets? 

 
2.23 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question nine of the 

consultation paper.  

 
2.24 Question 10: How can ACPO change the culture of the police service to move 

away from compliance with detailed guidance to the use of professional 

judgement within a clear framework based around outcomes? 

 
2.25 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question ten of the 

consultation paper.  

 
2.26 Question 11: How can we share knowledge about policing techniques that cut 

crime without creating endless guidance? 

 
2.27 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question eleven of 

the consultation paper.  

 
2.28 Question 12: What policing functions should be delivered between forces acting 

collaboratively? 

 
2.29 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question twelve of 

the consultation paper.  

 
2.30 Question 13: What are the principal obstacles to collaboration between forces or 

with other partners and how can they be addressed? 

 
2.31 It will be important to ensure that mechanisms are in place to prevent local democratic 

accountability from impeding collaboration between local police forces and with national 

agencies.  

 
2.32 Question 14: Are there functions which need greater national co-ordination or 
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which would make sense to organise and run nationally (while still being 

delivered locally)? 

 
2.33 In the past three years significant advances have been made in countering the threat of 

fraud and financial crime, such as the creation of the NFA, Action Fraud, NFIB and a 

new Lead Force to fight fraud. These new services are producing the kind of results the 

public wants to see, with improved mechanisms for the reporting and centrally 

recording of fraud; better support for victims; adoption of sophisticated intelligence 

systems and coordinated enforcement action led nationally and locally by the City of 

London Police.  

 
2.34 However we believe there is still more that can be done to improve the UK’s response 

to fraud. In particular we believe that the current fraud prosecution landscape is 

confusing and this is having a detrimental effect on the UK.  

 
2.35 Earlier this year the Panel published a discussion document Roskill Revisited: Is there 

a case for a unified fraud prosecution office? which concluded that the time has come 

to end to the confusion and overlap caused by so many different agencies all pursuing 

similar goals. It called for a coherent approach to the prosecution of fraud. We therefore 

support the concept of bringing fraud prosecution bodies together as one national 

organisation.  

 
2.36 However, the public needs to be assured that by restructuring fraud prosecution 

agencies, the resources will be put in place to facilitate more coordinated enforcement 

and prevention action, rather than being simply a costly renaming exercise. 

 
2.37 Police forces in Northumbria, the West Midlands and Greater Manchester have 

demonstrated how the police can effectively coordinate joint enforcement activity to 

disrupt serious fraudsters by working in partnership with the City of London Police and 

NFIB. Our members would like to see more of this proactive activity from the police and 

from other counter fraud agencies. There would be merit in the National Crime Agency 

(and any corresponding Economic Crime Agency) supporting this collaborative 

approach with police forces and using it as a means to increase performance in this 

area.    
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2.38 Question 15: How can the police service take advantage of private sector 

expertise to improve value for money, for example, in operational support, or 

back office functions shared between several forces, or with other public sector 

providers? 

 
2.39 The Fraud Advisory Panel is aware of three additional ways in which the police service 

could take advantage of private sector expertise: 

 

• More and more effective partnerships with national sectoral fraud fighting bodies 

such as CIFAS – the UK’s Fraud Prevention Service and The UK Cards 

Association.  

 

• Consideration of the introduction of a scheme equivalent to special constables 

through which the police have access to a pool of volunteers with experience and 

expertise in forensic accounting or other similar specialist skills without the need 

for them to serve time doing beat constable work for which they are not suited.  

 

• Increased cooperation between the police and private sector specialists acting for 

the victims of crime.  

 
2.40 Question 16: Alongside its focus on organised crime and border security, what 

functions might a new National Crime Agency deliver on behalf of police forces, 

and how should it be held to account? 

 
2.41 We believe that any newly established national agency, whether it is the National 

Crime Agency or a new Economic Crime Agency, should assign resources to tackle 

fraud, but should not relieve local police forces of their responsibilities to investigate 

economic crime. Indeed, there is a risk that the creation of the NCA and/or ECA may be 

seen by some police forces as an opportunity to further reduce their capacity and 

capability to investigate fraud and financial crime. We believe this would be a 

retrograde step and send a clear signal to criminals that fraud is a low risk activity in 

which to engage.    

 
2.42 Data emerging from SOCA, ACPO and other agencies during recent years all point to 

the strong relationship between economic crime and other serious organised crime, 



 

with a significant number of criminal gangs actively engaged in fraud and money 

laundering.  

 
2.43 Regrettably, the level of police and SOCA resources devoted to investigating such 

criminality does not appear commensurate to the threat. Similarly, the number of 

investigations conducted and successful prosecutions secured by SOCA, SFO, FSA 

and others is disappointing given the level of investment in those bodies.   

 
2.44 The reason for the failure to tackle serious fraud is partly due to inefficient and 

overlapping structures that need overhauling. More fundamentally, there is a lack of 

understanding of the harm caused by fraud, confusion around the options to tackle 

offending, and a lack of accountability for action taken or not taken.  

 
2.45 We believe that police forces should continue to be held accountable for crime 

occurring in their areas and fraud should be no exception. The new Commissioners 

should play their part by understanding the true nature of the fraud threat locally and 

nationally, and for holding police chiefs to account. The NCA should take responsibility 

for coordinating regional and national counter fraud activity. The City of London Police 

and NFIB have a unique role to play in coordinating police activity and in securing the 

support of counter fraud partners in the public and private sectors with clear lines of 

accountability and should be supported in this role.     

 
2.46 Question 17: What arrangement should be in place in future to ensure that there 

is a sufficient pool of chief officers available, in particular for the most 

challenging leadership roles in the police service? Is there a role for other 

providers to provide training? 

 
2.47 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question seventeen 

of the consultation paper.  

 
2.48 Question 18: How can we rapidly increase the capability within the police service 

to become more business-like, with police leaders taking on a more prominent 

role to help drive necessary cultural change in delivering business process 

improvement? 
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2.49 Police performance in cutting crime over the past decade is testament to the quality of 

leadership that exists and is worthy of recognition. However, the police service faces 

unprecedented demands that will require new skills. 

 
2.50 Police leaders will need the ability to adopt better risk-based approaches to problems. 

To do this they need to be set clear and realistic aims. They also require accurate 

information upon which to base their action and measure their performance. In the case 

of fraud, we believe the aims set for the police and the information available to them is 

lacking.          

 
2.51 All crimes addressed by police forces including fraud, will only be prioritised if it is 

understood and is assessed against a matrix of risks. Therefore, we believe it is 

essential that police leaders (including those within the NCA and ECA) are able to 

identify their priorities based on an accurate picture of the crime threats – and this 

picture must include fraud offending and victimisation.          

 
2.52 The Fraud Advisory Panel recognises that police leaders have finite law enforcement 

resources and these must be deployed efficiently and in a manner that is most effective 

against known threats. We have seen the large scale financial damage inflicted on our 

public finances and large business organisations as a result of fraud. We are now also 

starting to better understand the harm caused to the majority of fraud victims who are 

within our communities where millions of citizens are suffering from an epidemic of 

often unreported crime.  

 
2.53 The under-reporting of fraud disguises the true extent of the fraud and results in the 

problem receiving a far lower score in terms of risk when set against the other 

competing demands of modern policing. This failure to assess risk presents a major 

threat to the UK. 

 
2.54 Question 19:  What more can the Government do to support the public to take a 

more active role in keeping neighbourhoods safe? 

 
2.55 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question nineteen of 

the consultation paper.  
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2.56 Question 20:  How can the Government encourage more people to volunteer 

(including as special constables) and provide necessary incentives to encourage 

them to stay? 

 
3 Under question 15 above, we suggested that government may wish to consider the 

introduction of a scheme equivalent to special constables through which the police 

have access to a pool of volunteers with experience and expertise in forensic 

accounting or other similar specialist skills without the need for these volunteers to 

serve time doing beat constable work for which they are not suited.  

 
3.1 Question 21:  What more can central Government do to make the criminal justice 

system more efficient? 

 
3.2 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question twenty-one 

of the consultation paper.  

 
3.3 Question 22:  What prescriptions from Government get in the way of effective 

local partnership working? 

 
3.4 It is important for Government to recognise that effective partnerships can work at both 

national and local level.  Effective partnership between the police and fraud victims can 

be noticeably lacking in some cases. Police forces should be trained to handle private 

sector concerns in a manner likely to encourage better collaboration and partnership 

with their local business communities.  

 
3.5 Question 23:  What else needs to be done to simplify and improve community 

safety and criminal justice work locally? 

 
3.6 The Fraud Advisory Panel has no comments to make in respect of question twenty-

three of the consultation paper.  
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