
Abbreviated Management Summaries arising from Final Audit Reports 
 

Appendix 2 (1) 
 

Audit No. BRK/11/01 – Final Report issued 28 September 2010 
 
Audit Report on Development Services 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Limited Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• Weaknesses in the system of internal controls are such as to put the client’s objectives 
at risk. 

• The level of non-compliance puts the client’s objectives at risk. 
 
Summary of Findings 
 
Contract Monitoring – General 
Governance arrangements have been documented in the Partnering Agreement between the 
Council and Capita Symonds Ltd.  Service area specifications have been documented as well 
as terms of reference for the Service Planning and Performance Group which is the primary 
forum for client / contractor liaison.  
 
A Scheme of Delegation for officers of the Council and Capita Symonds in relation to planning 
and building control decisions has been documented.  We noted that the Scheme of 
Delegation for the Development Control Committee was last reviewed in 2006 and does not 
reflect the contract between the Council and Capita Symonds. 
 
The Council does not retain a client function with the necessary expertise in all relevant 
aspects of planning and development services to provide the necessary challenge for 
decisions made under its regulatory powers.  Although the Head of Legal Services does have 
a planning background, as did the previous Deputy Chief Executive who helped draw up the 
Partnering Agreement, he is predominantly reliant on recommendations made to him by 
Capita Symonds before approving decisions in all aspects of the service, including those for 
which he does not have detailed knowledge of, e.g. building control.  Whilst we were able to 
confirm compliance with delegated approvals, including those decisions made by the 
Development Control Committee, doubts may be raised over whether the Council is able to 
fully comply in discharging its regulatory and statutory duties. 
 
Regular meetings of the Service Planning and Performance Group are taking place, 
essentially to monitor performance, through review of performance indicators specified in the 
Partnering Agreement and other matters as they arise, including ongoing monitoring of growth 
income.  Meetings were originally due to take place on a monthly basis as per the terms of 
the Partnering Agreement but following agreement by all parties, actually take place six-
weekly to coincide with the planning committee cycle. However, as a consequence of the 
transfer of all staff to Capita Symonds, the Council officers attending these meetings do not 
have the necessary expertise in all aspects of the service.  Although there is provision for a 
Contract Monitoring Officer post, the Council has yet to fill this role.  Part of the reason for this 
is that the Council had been waiting for the outcome of the shared services proposals with 
South Norfolk DC to be confirmed before investigating potential options.    
 
The Service Planning and Performance Group meetings take place on a six weekly basis to fit 
with the Development Control Committee meeting cycle, with Capita Symonds providing a 
report to the Council outlining progress against performance indicators specified in the 
Partnering Agreement.   



Performance indicators were reviewed for Planning (see below), Building Control and Land 
Charges which included two of the three ‘critical indicators’ specified in the Partnering 
Agreement; the third relates to the Local Development Framework which was excluded from 
this review.   Weaknesses were identified in relation to the performance information 
supporting the local Land Charges indicator.  However, a recommendation has not been 
raised as management have highlighted inadequacies with this indicator and are working with 
the Capita Symonds to replace it with one that is considered more meaningful.  
 
No issues of concern were identified with the performance indicator for Building Control.   
 
We also noted that the Council is due to introduce a revised Data Quality Strategy, whereby 
service departments will be required to maintain supporting documentation for performance 
indicators which will be subject to periodic review by the Performance Team to validate 
results provided.   This strategy, which is due to become effective during June 2010, applies 
to contractors/partners who provide data on behalf of the Council in reporting their 
performance indicators.  Although this will act as an additional control over the validity of 
performance information provided, it will not have applied to performance data supplied by 
Capita Symonds during the first year of the Partnering Agreement.  
 
Business Planning 
The Partnering Agreement with Capita Symonds commenced on 29

th
 June 2009 and included 

a requirement for Capita Symonds to submit the draft version of the Business Plan two 
months prior to the first anniversary of the first year (and then two months prior to the 
beginning of each subsequent year).  However, we noted that these timescales had not been 
adhered to with the Policy and Performance Manager consequently having attended three 
meetings with Capita Symonds since April 2010 to formulate the draft business plan.  
Subsequent to the audit fieldwork, it was confirmed that the draft business plan was submitted 
to the Council on 3

rd
 June 2010 and is due to be approved at the next Service Planning and 

Performance Group meeting scheduled for July. 
 
Payments/Income 
Payment mechanisms to and from the Council to Capita Symonds are made using core 
charges which are increased on an annual basis in line with indexation as detailed in the 
Partnering Agreement. We noted that informal agreements between the Council and Capita 
Symonds have been made for alterations to the invoicing timeframe and increases to charges 
for 2010-11.  We noted that charges relating to April and May 2010 have been paid at 2009-
10 rates as agreed by both parties, until increases in the RPIX are known with the Council 
making the necessary adjustments thereafter.   
 
Planning Applications 
Policies for Planning are documented within the Local Development Framework for 
Breckland, approved at Full Council on 17

th
 June 2009.  Procedures for Planning are a mix of 

handwritten and typed procedure notes.  No formal review of procedure notes has been 
undertaken since the commencement of the Partnering Agreement; the procedure notes omit 
pre-application procedures and have not been made available via the shared drive.  
 
Standards for dealing with planning applications have been set nationally by the Government.  
These are specified in the Partnering Agreement as a critical indicator for monitoring 
purposes.   
 
Although no issues were noted in testing of planning applications in relation to recording of 
key dates in monitoring the performance indicators NI157a, b and c, we did indentify an 
inherent risk between Ocella and manual case files over the integrity and validity of 
performance information due to inadequate controls over the Ocella system access rights. 
 
Planning applications are logged onto Ocella and are validated by a second officer who 
ensures that all appropriate documentation has been submitted, e.g. correct number of 
drawings, and that a correct fee has been received by the Council. 
 



Decisions for minor and other planning applications are made via a recommendation from 
Capita Symonds to the Head of Legal Services for approval as outlined above.  Major 
applications and any contentious applications are decided by the Development Control 
Committee.  
 
Decision Notices are provided to the applicant and information on decisions and all stages of 
the application is made available to the public via the Council’s website and also on request at 
the Council’s reception at Elizabeth House. 
Notification of the applicant’s right to appeal is documented on the decision notice.  We noted 
that no appeals have been successful since the commencement of the Capita Symonds 
contract.  
 
Fees are charged in line with nationally set scales.  Income is directly received by the Council 
(as the regulatory body) and a receipt provided to Capita Symonds for their records.   
However, there is no formal reconciliation between the Council’s financial system Integra and 
the planning module of Ocella.  
 
Planning Enforcement 
Capita Symonds has a separate team for Enforcement whose remit is documented within the 
service specification in the Partnering Agreement with the Council.   
 
Procedures for Enforcement are handwritten, although coverage is not comprehensive nor 
have they been updated since the commencement of the Partnering Agreement, as they do 
not reflect changes to Ocella processes. 
 
Enforcement is undertaken on a reactive basis which is triggered by a complaint from a 
member of the public, a member of the Council’s staff, or a Councillor.  Once a complaint is 
received it is logged on the Ocella system and a file of ‘pre-determination’ work is compiled. 
Monitoring of enforcement action is undertaken via file chronologies and by adding reminders 
into the Enforcement Officer’s Outlook calendar.  Improvements to the monitoring of the future 
enforcement action process, and in particular better use of Ocella, have been identified.   
 
Decisions on enforcement action are taken via a recommendation by Capita Symonds to the 
Council which is reviewed and approved by the Head of Legal Services.  Although acting 
under delegated authority, we have previously highlighted the limitation of this process. 
 
Reports are provided to the Development Control Committee on a six weekly basis outlining 
cases of enforcement action within the district.  An informal monthly report is run to provide 
the Enforcement Officers with an update of latest positions of cases in the other officers’ 
absence.  We noted a lack of evidence on the reports of approval of the review process by an 
independent officer.  
 
Section 106 Agreements 
The Council’s Local Development Framework contains policies which may result in certain 
types of developments requiring s.106 agreements. 
 
Upon drawing s.106 agreements, a report is provided to the Development Control Committee 
outlining compliance with relevant policies. 
 
S.106 agreements are drawn up by Norfolk County Council, and fees paid in respect of this 
role.  Agreements are drafted by Breckland District Council and discussed with the Housing 
team to confirm their agreement to the terms for Affordable Housing criteria. 
 
Monitoring of triggers to obligations is undertaken by the Planning Obligations Officer.  
Weaknesses in the monitoring process were identified in that Ocella was not being utilised to 
its full potential for recording and monitoring trigger points for all s.106 agreements.  
 



Risk Management 
A joint risk register has been included in the draft business plan submitted to the Council on 
3

rd
 June 2010.  Progress will be monitored and reviewed via TEN, in line with the Council’s 

Risk Management Strategy. 
 
The following number of recommendations has been raised: 
 

Area of Scope Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

Contract 
Monitoring – 
General 

Amber Amber 2 0 0 

Business 
Planning 

Green Amber 0 1 0 

Payments/Income Green Green 0 0 0 

Planning 
Applications 

Green Amber 0 3 0 

Planning 
Enforcement 

Green Amber 0 1 2 

Section 106 
Agreements 

Green Amber 0 1 0 

Adequacy 
and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk Management Green Amber  0 0 0 

Total 2 6 2 

 
High Priority Recommendations: 
 
We have raised two high priority recommendations as a result of this audit.  These are in the 
following areas: 
 
Contract Monitoring – Approvals and delegations for decision making  

• The Council should ensure it is able to fully discharge its regulatory responsibilities in 
approving decisions for all aspects of the planning and development service.    
Furthermore, the Council should update its delegated powers of responsibilities to 
ensure they are reflective of current arrangements / officers in respect of the 
Partnering Agreement with Capita Symonds, including that at present, other than 
major planning applications, making it clear that the Head of Legal Services is 
currently approving decisions under powers delegated to him by the Chief 
Executive/Deputy Chief Executive.  

    
Contract Monitoring – Contract Monitoring Function 

• In addition to the contractor/client meetings, the Council should establish controls to 
ensure that a contract monitoring function is put in place to monitor delivery of the 
contract between Capital Symonds and the Council.  In doing so, the relevant 
officer(s) should possess the requisite skills and experience to discharge their duties 
effectively across all aspects of the service.  This officer could also be used to monitor 
delivery of Capita Symonds’ Business Plan. Additionally, the Council should consider 
that Capita Symonds introduce its own self monitoring arrangements which could be 
reviewed as part of the Council’s overall monitoring arrangements 

 
 
Management have agreed with all recommendations raised. 

 



Appendix 2 (2) 
 

Audit No. BRK/11/02 – Final Report issued 2 July 2010 
 
Audit Report on Marketing and Communications 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Adequate Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 

The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• While there is a basically sound system of internal control, there are weaknesses, 
which put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• There is evidence that the level of non-compliance with some of the control processes 
may put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• This opinion results from the one medium and two low priority recommendations 
which we have raised.   

 
Summary of Findings 
 
Marketing and Communications – Policies and Procedures 
The Council has a Communications Strategy for the period 2008-2011, which was last 
updated in March 2010 and is available to staff, Members and stakeholders. 
Current issues, developments and key messages are communicated to staff and Members of the 
Council. 
 
Relevant information regarding the services/facilities provided by the Council and key aspects of 
its operations and achievements are communicated to customers, prospective customers and 
any other external stakeholders in a complete, accurate, valid, timely and effective manner.   
 
Staff responsible for dealing with the media are suitably trained and provide a responsive 
service. 
 
Media Monitoring Forms are not always completed and there is no other log for recording and 
monitoring stakeholder enquiries.  Therefore, it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of 
this process.  
 
We were informed that the presentation and format of any communications / marketing material 
is checked for consistency, although this level of check is not formally documented.  
The content of all communications / marketing material is checked for compliance to relevant 
legislative requirements. 
 
The Marketing and Communications Department is not involved in the selection of campaigns 
or the securing of funding, but has obligations to promote the initiatives.  Examples of major 
initiatives that have secured funding, where the Marketing and Communications Department 
do not have direct involvement are the Pride in Breckland scheme, Match Funding and the 
Local Strategic Partnership.  These are approved by Cabinet. 
 
It was noted that evidence of approvals for press releases was not being retained beyond three 
months.  Therefore, we were unable to confirm that any press releases outside this period had 
been subject to the appropriate levels of approval.   
 
Marketing and Communications – Finance 
The Council has entered into two contracts in respect of Marketing and Communications 
relating to the designing and printing of ‘Voice’ and for the Council’s printing machines.  Both 
were procured in accordance with the Council’s Financial Regulations and are monitored to 
ensure that there is compliance with the terms and conditions of each agreement.   



All purchase orders and payments made are authorised by an appropriate officer with 
adequate segregation of duties present.  
 
Budget reports are produced by Finance on a monthly basis and are monitored by the budget 
holder.  
 
The Council does not actively seek advertising, although controls are in place to allow for 
advertising revenue with an advertisement present within the Council’s ‘Voice’ publication.   
All advertisers are invoiced prior to publication, with payment requested within 30 days.   
 
Performance Information 
There are no performance targets in place for Marketing and Communications.  Indicators 
were previously used, but were removed as they were not considered to add value.  
The Council monitors performance against objectives for the service through monthly portfolio 
updates and through the quarterly performance clinics.    
 
Risk Management 
Two risks have been identified by the Council in relation to Marketing and Communications 
within the Corporate Risk Register.  Both these risks had mitigation plans attached and are 
regularly monitored. 
 
The following number of recommendations has been raised: 
 

Area of 
Scope 

Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

Policies and 
Procedures 

Amber Amber 0 1 2 

Finance Green Green 0 0 0 

Performance 
Information 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Adequacy 
and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk 
Management 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Total 0 1 2 

 
High Priority Recommendations 
We have raised no high priority recommendations as a result of this audit. 
 
Management have disagreed with one recommendation raised: 
 
Recommendation 2: Confirmation of the checking of Branding (Medium Priority) 
The Graphic Designer should keep a log of all branding checks undertaken. 
 
Rationale supporting Recommendation 2: 
Maintaining a log with sign-off of all checks undertaken on branding provides the Council with 
assurance that the communications material issued in its name is consistent with the branding 
procedure. 
 
At present, the Graphic Designer will check all communications for consistency with the 
Council’s branding guidelines.  No record is maintained of what communications or marketing 
material has been checked in order to confirm this level of control. 
 
Where branding is not consistent with the Council’s policy, there is an increased risk of 
confusion or non-compliance with legislation and potential for reputational risk or adverse 
publicity to the Council. 
 



Management Response: 
I do not agree with this recommendation.  It does nothing to prevent people from ignoring the 
control measure and not presenting material for approval, so as such it does not minimise the 
risk.  It will only serve to prove that there is a control measure is in place. 
 
Audit Comment: 
We acknowledge management’s comments to disagree with this recommendation.  However, 
we consider that the stated risks still remain and therefore will retain this recommendation in 
the final report. 
 



Appendix 2 (3) 
Audit No. BRK/11/04 – Final Report issued 15 September 2010 
 
Audit Report on Procurement 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Adequate Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• While there is a basically sound system of internal control, there are weaknesses, 
which put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• There is evidence that the level of non-compliance with some of the control processes 
may put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• This system was previously audited by Deloitte in May 2009 and was awarded a 
limited assurance having raised eight high and two medium priority 
recommendations.   

• This audit has awarded Adequate Assurance, showing an improvement in the 
direction of travel indicator. 

 
Summary of Findings 
 
Established Policies, Procedures, Laws and Regulation 
The council should formally review, Part 4B – of its contract standing orders, in particular, Part 
B entitled ‘contracts up to £75,000’, with regards reference to contracts under £5,000, in order 
to make it clearer about the requirements for the correct number of quotes.  Presently it 
requires one quote up to £5,000.  However, this implies no comparison on purchases up to 
this value which appears high and does not necessarily allow the council to achieve value for 
purchases up to this value.   
 
Up to date guidance covering all aspects of council policy and procedures in respect of 
procurement has been produced and is available to all staff via the council’s intranet.   
 
Resources, Roles and Responsibilities 
The main contact for procurement advice and guidance within the council is the Strategic 
Contracts and Procurement Manager, whom we are informed, is a qualified member of the 
Chartered Institute for Purchasing and Supply (MCIPS).  However, subsequent to completion 
of the fieldwork, we have been made aware that this officer will be leaving the council to take 
up a new post at a neighbouring authority.  A decision regarding a replacement has yet to be 
made although this officer is supported by the Treasury Manager and Procurement 
Supervisor, who was previously employed as the Assistant Procurement Officer whilst a 
student member of the Chartered Institute for Purchasing and Supply, although did not 
subsequently obtain full qualification in this area.  
 
Day to day responsibility for procurement rests with departmental service managers and 
delegated officers. Roles and responsibilities for procurement are outlined in the Strategic 
Contracts and Procurement Manager’s job description and in the council’s Contract Standing 
Orders. 
 
Limited training has been provided to officers responsible for procurement since March 2008 
as confirmed by our previous  audit of Procurement (BRK0903 - fieldwork completed in 
December 2008 – final report issued May 2009), subsequent audit follow up work including 
attendance at a special Performance Clinic in October 2009 and audit fieldwork carried out in 
June 2010.  
 
During the previous review, despite evidence that procurement training had been provided, 
inadequate record keeping meant that it was not possible to confirm the extent to which 
officers had attended this training.  A recommendation was thus made (No 3) which was 
accepted by management and included agreement that ongoing training would be provided 



with the development of a refresher programme for staff and that staff would be required to 
sign to confirm their attendance for any training received.  In the course of audit follow up 
work conducted last year, we were made aware that an e-mail had been circulated to 
Services Managers on 7

th
 May 2009 explaining that newly revised procedures had been put in 

place and a presentation on Sustainable Procurement was made at the All Staff Briefing on 
7

th
 August 2009.  Training on the use of P Cards was also provided in Quarter 3 of 2009/10.     

 
We established that the Strategic Contracts and Procurement Officer received further training 
and that an objective from this officer’s appraisal is to deliver procurement training to key 
officers and service managers during 2010/11.  We have subsequently been advised by the 
Head of Finance that the provision of training has been requested from the Strategic 
Contracts and Procurement Officer to be delivered during her notice period.  This should 
include weaknesses raised as part of this review.      
 
Recording of Suppliers 
The council does not have an approved suppliers list but instead purchases the majority of 
goods and services through framework agreements.  The Strategic Contracts and 
Procurement Manager is the key contact when officers purchase goods and services.  
However, observations referred to in this report indicate that this officer is not always 
consulted or made aware of all contracts that exist.  
 
Issues were also found with the council’s contract register.  Despite attempts to update the 
contracts register for all known contracts, no definition has been provided to officers informing 
them as to what constitutes a contract for inclusion in the register.  Furthermore, a number of 
payments reviewed during testing related to contracts which had not been notified to the 
Strategic Contracts and Procurement Manager to update the contracts register.  As a 
consequnce, we were unable to confirm the completness and accuracy of the contracts 
register.    
 
Tendering and Quotation Rules 
Issues were identified in relation to non adherence with the council’s quotation rules in the 
following contracts in terms of evidence of having followed correct procedure:  

• Berryman – Collection of Glass Recycling banks;  

• King and Barnhams – Electrical Maintenance Contract; 

• PKF(UK)LLP – Consultancy fees;  

• Pattrick and Thompson – Building works for Strategic Housing.   
In addition to these, the contract with LEX – leased vehicles contract was reviewed.  Although 
records of the tendering process were unavailable, we confirmed with the Head of Finance 
and S.151 Officer that there was no value for money risk associated with the contract as the 
council only makes a subsidy payment dependant on officers’ pay grades and as such, any 
financial risk with this arrangement rests with the individual employee when agreeing a deal 
with the lease car company.    
 
Contracts that exceed OJEC thresholds are advertised in the European Journal.  This was 
confirmed via walkthrough as no payments tested related to contracts over £75,000.  As such 
controls for tendering rules were not tested as part of this review although the previous audit 
in the area of Procurement (BRK0903) included a more detailed focus on the higher value 
contracts; hence the approach agreed this time with management was to focus on value for 
money via interrogation of the purchase ledger.    
 
Standard contracts are used although formal contracts were not in place for arrangements 
with either Berryman; Kings and Barnhams and; PKF (UK) LLP, as outlined above.  
 
Waivers were found to be in place and appropriately authorised except in the case of the 
arrangements with ‘Berryman; Kings and Barnhams; PKF (UK) LLP; and Patrick and 
Thompson.   
 



Performance Information 
No performance indicators for procurement are monitored and reported against other than 
timeliness of paying invoices, which will be covered in the Exchequer Services review 
(BRK/11/07).  No indicators were considered appropriate with which to add value to the 
procurement process.  
 
Risk Management 
One risk in relation to Procurement has been identified for 2010/11, and appears in the 
Performance Service team plan.  Existing controls have been stated with mitigating controls 
included to further reduce the impact and likelihood of risks adversely affecting the 
achievement of objectives. 
 
The following number of recommendations has been raised: 
 

Area of Scope Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

Established 
Polices, etc. 

Green Amber 0 1 0 

Resources, 
Roles, 
Responsibilities 

Green Amber 1 0 0 

Recording of 
Suppliers 

Green Amber 0 1 1 

Tender & 
Quote Rules 

Green Amber 0 3 0 

Performance 
Information 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Adequacy 
and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk 
Management 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Total 1 5 1 

 
High Priority Recommendations 
 
We have raised one high priority recommendation as a result of this audit: 
 
Procurement Training 
All staff responsible for procurement should receive formal and ongoing training.  Initial 
training should be undertaken by the Strategic Contracts and Procurement Officer before she 
leaves the council and periodically thereafter by a suitably trained officer.  A register of 
attendance should also be maintained with staff signing to confirm they have received 
training.  Particular training should cover: 
 
- National Sustainable Procurement task force training provided to the Strategic Contracts 
and Procurement Manager. 
- Compliance with the council’s Contract Standing Orders, policies and procedures. 
- Awareness of single tender contract documentation. 
 
Management have agreed all recommendations raised. 
 



Appendix 2 (4) 
Audit No. BRK/11/05 – Final Report issued 11 August 2010 
 
Audit Report on Environmental Services - Waste Management and Grounds 
Maintenance 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Good Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• There is a sound system of internal control designed to achieve the client’s objectives. 

• The control processes tested are being consistently applied. 

• This opinion results from only one low priority recommendation having been raised. 

• A previous audit of the Environmental Services Contract was carried out in 2008/09 
(Audit No. BRK/09/04, final report issued March 2009).  The report was given a 
Limited Assurance rating.  The assurance level has improved since the last audit visit.   

 
Summary of Findings 
 
Contract Monitoring 
Written guidance was held, which explains the key aspects of the service to be monitored.  
We were informed through discussion with the Interim Environmental Services Manager that 
the Environmental Services Monitoring Manual was last updated in May 2009.  The document 
is not currently dated and no further review of the guidance had been scheduled at the time of 
the audit.  Controls were in place for the verification of the data provided by the contractor in 
respect of performance.   
 
The monitoring system provides assurance that the services provided are to the agreed 
standards.  Provision exists for addressing any non-compliance with contractual 
arrangements.  
 
We observed that Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for grounds maintenance are potentially 
being ‘over monitored’, in particular PPM KPIs GM1, GM2 and GM3 relating to the 
percentage of grassed areas, rose/shrub beds and hedges that are cut to the standards 
specified in the contract.  Monitoring of performance against these indicators involves a 
council officer carrying out monthly inspections on a minimum of 150 plots during the cutting 
season (a lesser plot sample is reviewed in the off season).  Inspections are usually 
undertaken over a period of around six working days of the month.  A sample of three months’ 
inspections was tested and for all three months the contractor achieved 100% for these 
indicators, suggesting there may not be a need for continued control at this level.  Through 
discussion with the Interim Environmental Services Manager it was confirmed that steps are 
being taken to further strengthen the partnership with the contractor, with a view to reducing 
the level of monitoring by the Environmental Services team and increasing the contractor’s 
self monitoring activities.  As such, no recommendation has been raised in this report. 
 
Any issues arising as a result of poor operational performance are formally raised with the 
contractor on a weekly basis via written issue logs, controls are in place for the monitoring of 
complaints received regarding the contractor’s performance or conduct.  
 
Payments made to the contractor for works carried out were found to be accurate, timely, 
appropriately authorised and in line with contractual requirements and controls are in place to 
ensure income due to the council is collected in full and in a timely manner and is correctly 
accounted for. 
 
Budget monitoring is undertaken on a monthly basis, with any significant variances explained 
and appropriate action taken where necessary. 
 



Recycling 
Suitable controls were in place to ensure income due in respect of recycling is collected in a 
timely manner.   
 
The council’s 2008-14 Business Plan states that ‘We will recycle more than half of the 
household waste we collect by 2010’.  Whilst this target has proved unattainable for a number 
of reasons, primarily linked to the economic downturn, steps are being taken to improve 
recycling performance.  A report written by the Interim Environmental Services Manager was 
submitted to Cabinet in June 2010 setting out a number of options for improving recycling 
rates.  The report provided a cost benefit analysis of the different options and made 
recommendations to Cabinet on the most suitable course of action.  The recommendations 
were accepted by Cabinet at the meeting held on 8

th
 June 2010. 

 
The council’s recycling efforts were also publicised via a range of different media, providing 
assurance that local residents are kept up to date with the council’s recycling aims. 
 
Performance Information 
There are a number of national and local indicators in respect of Environmental Services.  
The council reports on performance against these indicators via the TEN performance 
management system.   
 
Data collection arrangements were in place and the data collected is reported to Cabinet via 
the Performance Clinic on a quarterly basis.  The council narrowly missed the targets set in 
respect of NI191 and NI192 for 2009/10.  However, as discussed previously, steps are being 
taken to improve performance against these indicators. 
 
Risk Management 
Risks have been identified as appropriate and are monitored on an on-going basis with 
mitigating controls and proposed actions for further mitigation having been formally 
documented. 
 
The following number of recommendations has been raised: 
 

Area of 
Scope 

Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

Contract 
Monitoring 
 

Green Amber 0 0 1 

Recycling Green Green 0 0 0 

Performance 
Management 

 
Green 

 
Green 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Adequacy 
and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk 
Management 

 
Green 

 
Green 

0 0 0 

Total 0 0 1 

 
High Priority Recommendations 
 
We have raised no high priority recommendations as a result of this audit. 
 
Management have agreed the one recommendation raised. 
 



Appendix 2 (5) 
 

Audit No. BRK/11/06 – Final Report issued 13 October 2010 
 
Audit Report on Asset Management 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Limited Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• Weaknesses in the system of internal controls are such as to put the client’s 
objectives at risk. 

• The level of non-compliance puts the client’s objectives at risk. 

• This system has previously been audited by Deloitte (Audit No. BRK/09/02 – Asset 
Management) in June 2008 with the final report being issued in October 2008. 
Limited assurance was awarded, hence the direction of the travel indicator has 
remained unchanged since the previous audit. 

 
Summary of Findings 
 
Property Management 
The Asset Management Plan (AMP) was initially due to be completed by the end of Q2 
2010/11.   The council has called upon the services of CIPFA to help provide a more effective 
AMP with Executive approval being granted for completion to be extended until the end of Q4 
2010/11.  The AMP will set the council’s approach to the management of its property portfolio 
and once completed the council’s draft Reinvestment Strategy will need to be revised and 
approved, particularly the attributes that should be considered when considering portfolio 
opportunities, i.e. acquisitions and disposals. 
 
Officer priorities and duties have been outlined in the Asset Management Service Plan and 
will be supplemented through the AMP as well as being monitored and assessed through 
local performance indicators. 
 
The council’s Standing Orders, documented in Part Four of the council’s Constitution - C4 
Delegations to Executive Members - sets down guidance and protocols that must be followed 
for acquisitions and disposals. 
 
No acquisitions have been made since March 2009 and as such we were only able to confirm 
arrangements rather than verify them through any meaningful testing.  Two disposals of 
commercial properties have taken place over the same period and it was confirmed that they 
had been undertaken in line with correct procedure.  A financial and non-financial appraisal of 
the opportunity had been undertaken and had been authorised in line with delegated powers. 
The Commercial Property Manager undertook a review in July 2010 of expired leases.  A 
report from the District Valuer (DV) was obtained, and where the council was found to be 
leasing properties under the value recommended by the DV, a lease renewal was triggered.  
Despite this, we still highlighted properties which had not been subject to review where the 
lease had expired.  We were informed that once the new property system (Estateman) is 
operational, a comprehensive lease renewal review will be undertaken.  The introduction of 
Estateman is an outstanding recommendation from the previous audit review (BRK0902 – 
Asset Management) which we have been informed through the follow up programme is due to 
be implemented by the end of September 2010.  This will be monitored through the next cycle 
of follow ups due to be completed late in October 2010 in order to confirm the status of all 
outstanding recommendations with a due date for implementation of on or before 30

th
 

September 2010. 
 
Vacant commercial properties are added to the council’s website as well as the commercial 
letting website, EG Property. 



Deposits of half the annual rent (up to a maximum of £10k) are required prior to 
commencement of the lease which is promptly repaid when premises have been vacated, 
subject to an inspection verifying the condition of additional works carried out in line with the 
schedule of dilapidations.  Any deductions for additional works to be carried out or overdue 
rent payments are deducted before remaining deposit sums are returned to the tenant. 
 
Although not common practice, due to current market conditions rent free periods may be 
granted as an inducement to occupy vacant/difficult to let properties.  However, guidance for 
processing rent free periods was not formally documented and justification for those granted 
was unclear. 
 
Rental arrears are pursued in line with documented procedures.  However, insufficient details 
of the review process are documented; in particular the recovery officer and the reviewing 
officer do not sign the aged debt report to confirm actions taken.  One aged debtor in rental 
arrears has been outstanding since 1992 and has been making a payment of £10 per month 
on a regular basis without evidence of review to consider whether alternative arrangements 
could be agreed with the debtor for improved recovery terms. 
 
We have been informed of the ongoing arrangements to monitor and recover the outstanding 
arrears in respect of Barnham Broom Golf and Leisure.  Further testing of these 
arrangements fall outside the scope of the present audit.  
 
Asset Management maintain a commercial property register known as the ‘Code Book’ but 
this is not reconciled to the council’s asset register. 
 
Title deeds/leases are held within a secured bunker within the Guildhall in Dereham.  Access 
is restricted to the bunker via keys held by Committee Services and Asset Management. 
 
Service charges are calculated based on a set percentage documented in the tenant’s lease.  
Payments are made monthly and are included in monthly rental payments.  Year end 
reconciliations are undertaken to verify that correct service charges have been paid with 
either a credit or additional charge being added to the tenant’s account.  
 
The council allocates £100k per annum to fund maintenance projects.  However, there is 
insufficient justification and reporting of the selected projects to fund. 
 
When commercial properties are empty the council is responsible for their maintenance to 
health and safety standards. The council maintains the health and safety standards within the 
communal areas and vacant space at the Breckland Business Centres (Thetford and 
Dereham) and the Ecotech Business units (Swaffham).  Upon re-leasing other properties, 
electrical certificates and, where appropriate, gas and asbestos surveys, are undertaken and 
provided to the in-going tenant, who becomes responsible for health and safety standards 
during their lease.  These are provided in a handover pack where they sign a New Tenant 
Occupation Form.  It is suggested that this form is updated to note that the tenant has 
collected health and safety certificates.   
 
Commercial properties are insured under the council’s insurance policy with Zurich Municipal.  
Details of commercial properties are reviewed by the Business Services Manager before 
annual renewal documents are provided to the insurer.  The current insurance policy runs 
from 31

st
 April 2010 to 1

st
 May 2011.  

 
Property Valuation 
The council has established a four year rolling revaluation programme through the council’s 
Financial Asset Management system (FAM) which was introduced for the 2010/11 
revaluations.  In 2009/10, the council undertook a review of its property stock and identified all 
those properties that had not been reviewed within the previous five years or where there was 
no record of their previous valuation.   
 
Revaluations for 2009/10 were undertaken in December 2009 as at 1

st
 September 2009, in 

time for year-end reporting in April 2010. 



Revaluations will be undertaken in a similar fashion for 2010/11.  FAM will be used to 
generate a crystal report listing properties to be re-valued, as opposed to spreadsheet 
records used in previous years.  Reports are provided to the DV who provides a return in the 
form of a certificate and a schedule of valuations for each property.   
 
Building Services 
The maintenance of operational and non-operational properties is undertaken by numerous 
contractors of which Haymills is one with whom the council has a contract.  This was checked 
as part of the previous review (Audit No. BRK/09/02 – Asset Management).  The council is 
currently undertaking a re-tendering exercise for the provision of the building maintenance 
service with tenders due by 15

th
 October 2010.  This was necessary due to only one tender 

having been received first time round.  The contract with Haymills expired on 31
st
 May 2009, 

despite this agreement being included in the council’s contracts register.  We were advised 
that the uncertainty over the outcome of the local government review was the main reason for 
deferring renewal with the rates applied for 2009/10 being the same as those for 2008/09.  
 
Monthly budget holder meetings are held between budget holders and Asset Management, 
maintenance costs are monitored as part of these meetings. 
 
Maintenance of car parks is undertaken through customer complaints and through two-
monthly reports from Serco as part of the Environmental Services contract.  The condition of 
the council’s car parks is of concern and this is reflected in the risk register for asset 
management. 
 
Street lighting maintenance is undertaken through a contract with Norfolk County Council.  
However, this contract had expired on 31

st
 March 2010 without adequate provision being 

made in a timely manner, and despite it appearing in the council’s contracts register.  Despite 
this, both parties (Breckland DC and NCC) are continuing to comply with the terms of the 
previous contract.     
 
Performance Information 
Performance is monitored on a quarterly basis through a series of local performance 
indicators via the council’s performance management system, TEN.  Evidence was 
maintained to support performance being reported.  However, flaws were identified with the 
robustness of data collection methods for two performance indicators, namely: 

• KI-AM 04 - Produce lease plans within 24 hours of being instructed. 

• KI-AM 05 - Respond to all Health and Safety Issues within 24hours. 
 
Risk Management 
Risks are reported through the council’s performance management system, TEN.  Risks are 
reviewed on a quarterly basis by risk owners, with mitigation actions documented where 
existing controls are insufficient to reduce the impact and likelihood scoring of risks to a level 
which is in line with the council’s risk appetite. 
 



The following number of recommendations have been raised: 
 

Area of 
Scope 

Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

Property 
Management 

Amber Amber 1 4 3 

Property 
Valuation 

Green  Green 0 0 0 

Building 
Services 

Amber Amber 1 0 0 

Performance 
Information 

Green Amber 0 1 0 

Adequacy 
and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk 
Management 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Total 2 5 3 

 
High Priority Recommendations 
 
Property Management – Asset Management Plan 

• An Asset Management Plan (AMP) which describes how the council's property 
portfolio is to be strategically managed should be formally documented and approved 
by Cabinet.   
As part of the AMP the Reinvestment Strategy should be reviewed, particularly the 
investment attributes section in 4.0 – Proposals, to confirm these are in line with set 
objectives.  After review, the Reinvestment Strategy should be approved by Cabinet. 
 

Building Services – Maintenance and Street Lighting Contracts 

• The council should ensure that the new maintenance contract and the street lighting 
contract are in place as soon as possible.   
For future reference, all new contracts should be negotiated in advance of the expiry 
of the existing contract and should be undertaken in line with the council’s 
procurement policies and procedures.   

 
 
Management have agreed all recommendations raised. 
 



Appendix 2 (6) 
 
Audit No. BRK/11/07 – Final Report issued 8 October 2010 
 
Audit Report on Exchequer Services 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Good Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• There is a sound system of internal control designed to achieve the client’s objectives. 

• The control processes tested are being consistently applied. 

• This opinion results from the fact that two low priority recommendations have been 
raised. 

• This system has previously been audited (Audit No. BRK/09/09), with the final report 
being issued in April 2009 and was awarded Adequate Assurance.  Although this 
audit had a reduced scope compared to the previous review, as it excluded coverage 
of Insurances and Officers’ Expenses, of the previous eight recommendations made 
at the time, one low priority recommendation related to Creditors and one medium 
and one low priority recommendation related to Credit Cards.  As such, the direction 
of travel shows improvement since the last audit visit.   

 
Summary of Findings 
 
General 
Finance procedures are set out in the council's Constitution, Part 4: Standing Orders, which 
includes the procedures in respect of the ordering of goods and services.  Compliance with 
standing orders for ordering was examined as part of BRK1104 – Procurement and a 
recommendation was raised accordingly in respect of the ordering of goods under £500k and 
the number of quotes that should be obtained.  No examples of non-compliance with financial 
procedures were identified during this review. 
 
Orders 
Controls were in place for raising and approving orders.  There is segregation of duties 
between the input and amendment of suppliers, and supporting documentation is retained to 
back up actions taken.  Orders can only be raised for an established and approved supplier.  
Where an invoice is received without a valid purchase order number, contact is made with the 
supplier.  Levels of delegated authority exist over the approval of orders.  System parameters 
prevent officers authorising orders over their approval limit or where there is insufficient 
budget provision.  An audit trail is retained in the purchase ledger system allowing all orders 
to be traced from the initial request through to payment.   
 
Creditors 
Controls were in place over the justification and authorisation of payments.  Daily control 
reports are run and checked against individual hard copy invoices for accuracy.  Invoices are 
paid in a timely manner, although issues remain over the accuracy of data for measuring 
performance (refer to the Performance Information section below).  
 
Secure arrangements were present over the ordering, printing, issue and dispatch of cheques 
and the weekly BACS payment run is subject to independent authorisation prior to 
submission.  Controls were in place regarding correct VAT accounting and recovery where 
appropriate, and guidance is available for officers compiling and submitting VAT claims.  It 
was identified that the Partial Exemption Threshold in respect of input tax is not subject to a 
regular formal monitoring process.  However, we were informed through discussion with the 
Revenues Accountant and the Head of Finance and s.151 Officer that whilst it is 
acknowledged that there is small risk, the informal monitoring of large capital expenditure 
coupled with the fact that the council opts to tax on the vast majority of goods and services 



means that the risk is deemed to be too low to warrant further control.  However, should there 
be in an increase in exempt transactions this would need to be reviewed at a later date.  The 
calculation for 2009/10 was undertaken by an external VAT consultant, Elysian Associates 
and found to be 3.16% (1.84% within the threshold of 5%).  Steps had been taken in respect 
of developing the required functionality for the external reporting of all payments over £500 in 
value, in accordance with the Government’s transparency requirements.  
 
Corporate Credit Card/ P-Card Usage 
Controls were in place over corporate credit cards and procurement cards (P-Cards).  
Expenditure via corporate credit cards is subject to independent review and approval before 
being passed for payment.  Applications for P-Cards are approved by the relevant budget 
holder.  Expenditure incurred via P-Cards is checked to supporting receipts, statements and 
transaction logs before being approved for payment by the relevant budget holder.  
Documented guidance exists for both corporate credit cards and P-Cards and officers are 
required to sign to state that they are aware of and comply with the responsibilities when 
issued with a card.  However, the guidance makes no reference to the requirement that on-
line transactions are only to be made through secure sites.  Cards are cancelled and 
destroyed when holders leave the council.  
 
Performance Information 
Two local indicators exist for monitoring performance.  Whilst performance is regularly 
monitored and acted upon, issues were identified with the reliability of the data collection 
method used for one of the indicators, in particular the timeliness of processing invoices by 
Financial Services.  This has cast doubt over the integrity of the data being reported in the 
council’s performance management system (TEN).  There is no corporate indicator for 
measuring the volume / percentage of invoices paid within 30 days (which is an industry 
standard also used by other local authorities) or alternatively within supplier terms, which may 
act as a better reflection of the council’s overall performance in paying invoices.  
 
Risk Management 
One high level financial risk has been identified that relates to the scope of this project: 
‘Failure to maintain adequate internal controls leading to an increase of fraud or misuse of 
council resources’.  The risk has been documented in the TEN performance management and 
internal audit’s opinion on the control environment is used as assurance that the controls are 
sufficient. 
 

Area of 
Scope 

Adequacy 
of 

Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

General Green Green 0 0 0 

Orders Green Green 0 0 0 

Creditors Green Green 0 0 0 

Corporate 
Credit Card/ P 
Card Usage 

Amber Green 0 0 1 

Performance 
Information 

Green Amber 0 0 1 

Adequacy and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

Risk 
Management 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 2 

 
High Priority Recommendations 
 
We have not raised any high priority recommendations as a result of this audit. 
 



Management have disagreed with one of the recommendations raised: 
 
Recommendation 2: Timeliness of processing Invoice Payments Performance Indicator (Low 
Priority) 
A more meaningful local key performance indicator should be introduced that provides an 
accurate assessment of the timeliness in processing supplier invoice payments on a 
corporate level.  The industry standard of payment within 30 days from invoice date could be 
used as a benchmark against which to measure performance, or alternatively payment within 
agreed supplier terms would still ensure the Council is monitoring performance within the 
spirit of the Prompt Payment Code. 
 
Furthermore, if Financial Services retain local indicator KI-F-06, then the integrity of the data 
collected should be verified through a consistently applied methodology in order that 
outcomes are accurate and reliable for determining actual performance.  
 
Rationale supporting Recommendation 2 
Introducing a more meaningful performance indicator for measuring the timeliness in 
processing invoices on a corporate level would help identify potential areas of poor 
performance and highlight areas where improvements can be made.  The 30-day payment 
requirement is an industry standard, which is used by other local authorities for measuring 
timeliness with payment terms.  Applying a more consistent methodology for calculating local 
indicator KI-F-06 would provide a more accurate account of performance within Financial 
Services over processing of invoices for payment.    
 
The current local indicator, ‘KI-F-06 – Average number of days to pay undisputed invoices’  is 
an operational measure used to assess the Finance team’s performance in respect of the 
timeliness of invoice processing.  The current target is based on the Prompt Payment Code, 
which the council signed up to in 2009, although new supplier forms issued to new creditors 
state that payment will be within 30 days from the date of the invoice, an industry standard, 
which is not measured. 
 
A report is run of all payments made in the month, detailing the invoice registration date (the 
date the invoice is input on to the system) and the dates of payments.  A sample of payments 
that have missed the target is then selected and investigated and where the reasons for 
delays are found to be outside of the Finance team’s control, the particular entries are omitted 
from the calculation.  The sample selected for investigation varies each month depending on 
time constraints and not all payments that fall outside of the target are investigated making it 
difficult to consistently measure performance from one month to another.  
 
Whilst the current indicator is partly effective in respect of identifying any issues with the 
Finance team’s performance, selectively omitting certain entries from the calculation 
compromises the integrity of the data.  Furthermore, this indicator does not provide a 
meaningful assessment of the timeliness with the overall payments process throughout the 
council. 
 
In the absence of a reliable performance measure for the measuring the timeliness of 
processing invoice payments across the council, there is an increased risk that poor 
performance and/ or issues of concern, are not identified and acted upon appropriately.  This 
could lead to complaints from suppliers and reputational damage as well as cash flow 
problems.  Data submitted in support of local indicator KI-F-06 is also unreliable due to the 
inconsistent approach being applied in terms of what is/ is not included.   
 



Management Response 
Disagree. The intention of the local PI is to measure the performance of exchequer staff and 
also to ensure that, as a Council, we can demonstrate that invoices are paid on average 
within 10 days to support our Prompt Payment Code status. We want to avoid the 
experiences from the old BVPI008 which made the measuring of a 30 day indicator an 
onerous and inefficient task. Additionally we do not have sufficient resources within the team 
to introduce a new indicator based on 30 day turnaround. We recognise that not every 
payment made outside of the 10 day target is fully investigated, but the reports provide 
sufficient information for us to take a risk based approach to identifying and following up 
problem areas and departments. 
 
Audit Comment 
We acknowledge management’s comments but believe the recommendation still to be of 
value as per the rationale detailed above. 



Appendix 2 (7) 
 

Audit No. BRK/11/09 – Final Report issued 21 October 2010 
 
Audit Report on Data Quality / Performance Indicators 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
Adequate Assurance given 
 
Rationale supporting award of opinion 
 
The audit work carried out by Internal Audit indicated that: 

• While there is a basically sound system of internal control, there are weaknesses, 
which put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• There is evidence that the level of non-compliance with some of the control processes 
may put some of the client’s objectives at risk. 

• This system was previously audited in May 2009 and was awarded an Adequate 
Assurance based on having raised one medium and one low priority 
recommendation.  However, the previous review related to coverage of other 
indicators and not those included in the present review.   

• This audit has also been awarded Adequate Assurance indicating no change in the 
direction of travel indicator.  The reason for awarding an Adequate Assurance rather 
than a Good Assurance, despite having only made one medium priority 
recommendation, is that for all three indicators reviewed, processes were incomplete 
(as detailed in the Summary of Findings) and we were therefore unable to review the 
completed controls or fully verify accuracy of all data submitted for all three indicators.   

 
Summary of Findings 
 
NI 185 - Co2 reduction from Local Authority operations and NI 194 - Level of Air Quality – 
reduction in NOx and primary PM 01 emissions through Local Authority’s estate and 
operations 
The Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) and Defra have yet to confirm the 
final reporting requirements for NI 185 and NI 194 for 2009/10 and for 2010/2011, primarily 
due to the recent change in government.    
 
The DECC has provided definitions along with guidance notes, updates and template 
spreadsheets for reporting purposes.  The baseline data was provided by the council in July 
2009 in accordance with laid down timescales.  For reporting purposes year one is 2009/10 
and year two is scheduled to be 2010/11.  As a consequence, we were only able to review the 
controls for data capture arrangements thus far.   
 
There are two main categories the Council has to report data for, namely transport and 
stationary (i.e. buildings); the Council is required to report data in respect of its own 
operations, and for third party operations undertaken on its behalf. Controls were in place to 
capture data, including spreadsheets accessible via TEN.  The Environmental Awareness 
Officer has undertaken some verification checks on data submitted, such as member’s 
mileage, where anomalies were noted and subsequently corrected for reporting against this 
indicator.        
 
Although considerable work has been undertaken to collate all the necessary information, 
further work is required to ensure all sources of information have been collected and verified, 
despite still awaiting final clarification from the DECC and a confirmed deadline date for 
reporting final information.  This includes obtaining data from Serco on grounds maintenance, 
and details of travel claimed by ARP staff as a proportion of their workload whilst working on 
Breckland caseloads.   
 
Whilst no issues regarding lack of cooperation were noted, service plans do not include a 
requirement for service areas to provide the requisite data for indicators where the reporting 



responsibility lies within other service areas, such as for NI 185 and NI 194 where data is 
required from many council services.   
 
Local Indicator - OI-ED 01 – ‘Number of Businesses and Business start ups 
Assisted/Supported’  
Local indicator OI-ED 01 is a new indicator for 2010/11.  A target had been set of 50 by the 
end of quarter two, with a total annual target of 200 for 2010/11, based on what the service 
believed it could reasonably achieve.   
 
Whilst outcomes are supported from various sources, no actual data had been recorded in 
support of quarter two, although we were advised that the outturn figure was likely to exceed 
the quarter two target.  The outcomes are due to be reported in October 2010, after which the 
supporting data would be checked/verified and recorded on TEN as appropriate.  As a 
consequence, we were only able to establish the reporting streams as opposed to checking 
actual data.  The information tended to meet the definition, albeit that eligibility was quite wide 
ranging, from records kept of enquiries through to issue of grants and outputs from third 
parties working with the council, such as Business Link and NWES Advance Business 
Enterprise.  The rationale for this indicator is to track the impact and success of the support to 
businesses, and to assist in future planning, although it is difficult to determine the 
effectiveness of outcomes against targets set.   
 
Whilst this indicator may yet prove useful in the long term for demonstrating that the council is 
supporting businesses – and contributing to targets to create prosperous communities - it 
does not link to the qualitative aspect of how effective the business support given actually is.  
As the council is still in the process of obtaining data to support these targets, and therefore 
cannot assess how useful this information is as yet, we have not raised a recommendation; 
however, in the long term, the service may wish to consider revising this indicator to a target 
that gives more qualitative information (e.g. the amount of business start-ups supported still in 
operation after a year). 
 
The following number of recommendations has been raised: 
 

Area of 
Scope 

Adequacy 
of Controls 

Effectiveness 
of Controls 

Recommendations 
Raised 

   High Medium Low 

NI 185 and 
NI 194 

**Amber **Amber 0 1 0 

Adequacy and 
Effectiveness 
Assessments  
 

OI-ED 01 – 
‘Number of 
Businesses 
and 
Business 
start ups 
Assisted/ 
Supported’ 

Green Green 0 0 0 

Total 0 1 0 

**Amber – Refer to the ‘Rationale Supporting Award of Opinion and Direction of Travel’ 
above for reasoning of these ratings. 
 
High Priority Recommendations 
 
We have not raised any high priority recommendations as a result of this audit. 
 
Management have accepted the one recommendation raised. 


