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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 

Held on Friday, 29 June 2012 at 10.00 am in 
Norfolk Room, Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Mr C.R. Jordan (Chairman) 
Mr R.G. Kybird (Vice-
Chairman) 
 

Mr T. J. Jermy 
 

 
Also Present  
Mr T. Ludlow Mr K Stevens 

 
In Attendance  
Emma Patchett - Audit Manager 
Chris Brooks - Governance and Performance 

Accountant 
Mark Finch - Assistant Director of Finance 
Sandra C. King - Head of Internal Audit 
Julie Britton - Senior Committee Officer 

 
 
 Action By 

38/12 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 Subject to a number of questions raised by Mr Ludlow in relation to 

the Minutes to which responses were provided, the Minutes of the 
meeting held on 15 June 2012 were confirmed as a correct record 
and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

39/12 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from R Childerhouse, E Jolly 

and R Murray. 
  

 

40/12 NON-MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING 
(AGENDA ITEM 5)  

 

  
 None. 

  
 

41/12 MONITORING OF THE EXTERNAL AUDIT SITUATION 
(STANDING ITEM) (AGENDA ITEM 6)  

 

  
 This was still work in progress and discussions were on-going. 

  
 

42/12 EXTERNAL AUDIT PROGRESS REPORT - BRECKLAND 
COUNCIL 2011/12 (AGENDA ITEM 7)  

 

  
 The External Audit Progress report had been split into two parts.  
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The first part highlighted work that had been completed; during this 
phase of work the systems that had a material impact upon the 
financial statements had been documented.  The second part 
related to other matters of interest which included an update on the 
externalisation of the Audit Practice. 
 
Mr Ludlow was pleased to see that the audit fee had been reduced 
but had concerns about the future and asked if the forthcoming new 
audit arrangements would have an affect on the current service 
provided.  He also asked a question in relation to the term of the 
new contract with Ernst & Young.  In response to the first question, 
the Audit Manager did not anticipate any changes to service.  As far 
as the latter question was concerned, Members were informed that 
the contract term, she believed, was two, two year rolling terms. 
 
Another question related to the retainment of the power to issue a 
public interest report, one of the key features in the new local public 
audit regime, the Vice-Chairman asked what would trigger such a 
report.  Members were informed that it would have to be a 
significant matter such as financial misdemeanours that were not in 
the public domain.   
 
The arrangements going forward were explained and more 
importantly the scale of fees which would be reduced by 40% for 
2012/13. 
 
The report was otherwise noted. 
  

43/12 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE AUDIT COMMITTEE (AGENDA 
ITEM 8)  

 

  
 The Head of Internal Audit presented the Annual Report of the 

Committee that was a requirement under its terms of reference.  
This was the fourth year that such a report had been produced. 
 
The report summarised the work of the Audit Committee during 
2011/12 and confirmed that it had operated in accordance with its 
terms of reference and had complied with best practice.  The 
Committee had also demonstrated effective challenge during its six 
meetings in the year.   
 
The Chairman felt that the report highlighted how resilient the Audit 
Committee had been over the year. 
 
Mr Ludlow queried the Panel meetings that had been held and 
asked what these were.  The Vice-Chairman explained that these 
particular meetings had been held for Members from both the Audit 
Committee and the Overview & Scrutiny Commission to review 
Members’ ICT options and the hardware subsequently supplied to 
them by the Council. 
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Another question related to whether the wording of the Whistle-
blowing Policy should be changed in the light of the new external 
audit arrangements.  The Chairman thought the wording should 
remain for now until further clarification from the Government on the 
new arrangements had been received. 
 
Referring to the membership of the Committee in relation to non-
attendance, the Vice-Chairman felt that for those Members that had 
not attended but had provided written submissions, such 
submissions should be recorded.  The Chairman felt that this would 
be useful and asked that this be included in future reports. 
 
Mr Stevens queried the Audit Committee’s Self-Assessment for 
2011/12. The Head of Internal Audit advised that the annual self-
assessment exercise had always been rigorously undertaken to 
identify the extent to which best practice operational guidance was 
being met and in previous years, there had been action plans 
formulated to address deviations noted and/or areas where 
Members felt more support was needed.  However, this year, there 
had been full compliance recorded against the best practice 
checklist and thus, no further action was required at this time. 
 
Subject to written submissions being noted in the report from 
Members who had sent their apologies; it was 
 
RESOLVED that the report be approved for submission to the next 
meeting of the Council. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MF/SK/JB 

44/12 BRECKLAND TRAINING SERVICES PROPOSAL (AGENDA 
ITEM 9)  

 

  
 The report requested Members to consider the proposals to charge 

for Breckland Council’s training services, including a proposal to 
increase the staff establishment by one. 
 
There was no-one in attendance to present the report. 
 
Mr Jermy asked to what extent this new service would address the 
budget issue.   
 
Mr Ludlow felt there were a number of issues on the structure of the 
business case, particularly in relation to generating profit.  The 
Assistant Director of Finance pointed out that no profit could be 
made but the overheads would be absorbed. 
 
Members felt there were many questions relating to the Business 
Plan that needed a response prior to moving this proposal forward. 
 
Mr Stevens had concerns about the goals listed on page 29 of the 
Plan as he could not see how these could be achieved.  He would 
have preferred to have seen sight of the market research and as 
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such it had not been given him confidence in the figures. 
 
Mr Jermy said that this report had been presented very differently at 
the Member Development Panel. 
 
The Chairman felt that the document could be interpreted in two 
different ways; the idea itself was very good but was it viable.  He 
suggested that all Members should be provided with a presentation 
at a future Council meeting.   
 
There were a number of issues highlighted relating to the document 
including, data protection issues, market research and costs of 
other resources.  Furthermore, clarification was required as to 
whether this was a commercial model and what the financial 
projections had been based on. 
 
The Head of Internal Audit pointed out that such a report and the 
decision required was not part of Audit’s remit and was puzzled as 
to why this had been added to the Committee’s work programme.   
 
Members of the Committee concurred with the above view and it 
was agreed that the Assistant Director of Finance would ascertain 
who had asked for the report to be included on the Audit Committee 
agenda. 
 
RESOLVED that the Breckland Training Services proposal be 
deferred until further notice for the aforementioned reasons. 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K Ralphs/ K 
Hitchcock 

 

45/12 SERVICE TEAM PLANS AND STRATEGIC RISK REGISTERS 
(AGENDA ITEM 10)  

 

  
 The Governance & Performance Accountant explained that this 

report had been to various meetings and the information had been 
gathered from the new Performance Plus system. 
 
The report included the strategic and operational risk registers.   
 
The responses to the following questions put forward by Mr Ludlow 
before the meeting were as follows: 
 
NB: not all the responses had come from the risk owners, due to 
officer unavailability.   
 
The Governance & Performance Accountant had answered these 
queries to the best of his ability based on conversations from risk 
review meetings that had been held with risk owners. 
 
Members are asked to note that individual risks where the rating 
has not changed has not been mentioned despite control measures 
and mitigations plans unless it has a current rating of more then 6 
or there is another specific query relating to it. 
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In BC-AP-OR 03 what does CMT stand for? 
Corporate Management Team  
 
In BC-AP-OR 08 what does ATT stand for? 
Academy Trust (Trading) (I believe – this risk relates to Swaffham 
High School moving to academy status).  
 
In BC-ED-OR 04 what does KOG stand for? 
Key Officer Group (non-service managers - next tier of 
management)  
 
Strategic 
 
BC-SR 01 - Maxine O’Mahony 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
The risk score has not changed as it is recognised that economic 
pressures are outside of our control, despite the implementation of 
control measures / mitigation plans.  It is felt to be prudent to reflect 
the risk at its current score.  
 
BC-SR 02 - Mark Finch 
Why has the likelihood increased after the effect of control 
measures and mitigation plans? 
This is due to the “inherent” score being a historic score.  Used as a 
benchmark and reflects that because of current budgetary 
pressures this risk has increased.  It is felt to be prudent to reflect 
the risk at its current score. 
 
BC-SR 05 - Maxine O’Mahony 
How are the increases in capacity to be achieved when there is no 
HCA funding for Trafalgar? 
Delivery of affordable housing is not dependent on HCA Funding.  
 
BC-SR 06 - Vicky Thomson 
Surely the risk is not just about reputational damage - what about 
the real impact on residents? 
This is a fair point – this will be reviewed with the risk owner and 
updated accordingly.     
 
BC-SR 07 - Mark Stokes 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk score has not changed – whilst controls have been 
identified, there are still actions to be completed.  It is felt to be 
prudent to reflect the risk at its current score in light of this.  
 
BC-SR 11 - Maxine O’Mahony 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
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The outcome of this risk is still unknown.  As a result it was deemed 
appropriate the risk score has remained the same.   
 
BC-SR 12 - Mark Stokes 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk score has not changed – whilst controls have been 
identified, there are still actions to be completed.  It is felt to be 
prudent to reflect the risk at its current score in light of this.  
 
BC-SR 15 - Mark Stokes 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk score has not changed – whilst controls have been 
identified, there are still actions to be completed.  It is felt to be 
prudent to reflect the risk at its current score in light of this.  
 
BC-SR 16 - Mark Stokes 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk score has not changed – whilst controls have been 
identified, there are still actions to be completed.  It is felt to be 
prudent to reflect the risk at its current score in light of this.  
 
BC-SR 19 - Vicky Thomson 
This talks about loss of efficiency due to reduced use of the 
intranet. Does this not also apply to reduction in use of the website 
as external issues will have to be dealt with in a more labour 
intensive way e.g. telephone? 
The intention of this risk was to highlight this issue.  Wording will be 
reviewed to reflect this.   
 
BC-SR 20 - Mark Finch 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
Due to uncertainty around the new proposals it is felt to be prudent 
to keep scores the same. 
 
BC-SR 21 - Mark Finch 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
Due to uncertainty around the new proposals it is felt to be prudent 
to keep scores the same. 
 
Asset Management 
 
BC-AP-OR01 - Steve Udberg 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
The risk score has not changed as it is recognised that economic 
pressures are outside of our control, despite the implementation of 
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control measures / mitigation plans.  It is felt to be prudent to reflect 
the risk at its current score.  
 
Communications 
 
BC-CM-OR 03 - Dominic Chessum 
Is there a typo in the risk consequences - should ‘No work’ be ‘Non 
work’? 
Yes – this will be amended. 
 
BC-CM-OR 05 - Lisa Green 
Why has likelihood decreased as a result of the control measures 
and mitigation plan - wouldn’t the impact reduce but not the chance 
of staff illness? 
This is due to the historical “inherent” score.  Work has recently 
been undertaken with the communications team to review risks, it 
was felt that this was rated to highly.  It had previously been higher 
due to member of team absent due to long term sickness.  
  
BC-CM-OR 06 - Dominic Chessum 
The risk consequences allude to ‘the following problems’ but then 
don’t detail them. 
Don’t the control measures and mitigation plan only reduce the 
impact and not the likelihood of an illegal traveller incursion? 
Apologies, this was my error.  This information was hidden within 
the spreadsheet I was working from.  This risk will be updated.  The 
problems that should have been detailed are as below: 
 
• Mixed and inaccurate messages being given out. 
• Officers tied up with needless phone calls and extra work. 
• Officers taking needless angry phone calls. 
• Traffic to contact centre being driven up dramatically. 
• Lack of officer coordination. 
• Members anger and their being unable to answer questions from 
the pubic. 
• Public anger and confusion 
• Reputation damage to the council 
 
BC-CM-OR 08 - Dominic Chessum 
As there is no mitigation plan at present, as work is still being done, 
should the rating reduce? 
Again, this was my error.  The rating should be reduced – I did not 
update the control measures and mitigations, following a meeting 
with communications - they have completed Business Impact 
Assessments and have contingency plans in place.  This risk will be 
updated.   
 
Community Development 
 
BC-CD-OR 01 - Communities Manager 
Surely negative impact on performance indicators is not a risk, it is 
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a certainty - aren’t the control measures and mitigation plans 
designed to reduce the likelihood not the impact? 
This is a very fair point.  This will need to be reviewed with the 
Communities Manager (when appointed).  
 
Customer Services 
 
BC-CS-OR 03 - Dylan Powles/BIT 
Should the mitigation plan include the full documentation of the 
procedures if that does not already exist? 
Full documentation of procedures is not possible due to the varying 
nature of the work undertaken.  This has received raised 
awareness recently and additional training is to be provided to 
contact centre officers in to mitigate against this.   
 
Environmental Health 
 
BC-EH-OR 01 - Phil Adams 
In risk consequences shouldn’t there also be a risk of actual 
deterioration of the level of service, not just the perception of it? 
The intention of this risk was to capture the risk of actual 
deterioration.  The risk wording will be revised in order to reflect 
this.   
 
BC-EH-OR 02 -Phil Adams 
As there is no mitigation plan at present, as work is still being done, 
should the rating reduce? 
This risk has been reviewed and the “inherent” score is a historic 
score.  Currently felt that on reflection is rated as a 4.  The Council 
has taken the decision not to provide an out of hours service.   
 
Environmental Services 
 
BC-ES-OR 01 - Simon Dade 
Why has the impact increased after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation plans? 
This is due to the “inherent” score being a historic score.  The 
impact was reviewed recently and has changed due to reduced 
resources and the re-assessment of the categories of risk for tree 
management.    
 
BC-ES-OR 03 - Glen Chapman 
Why has the impact increased after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation plans? 
This was an error on the risk register.  The inherent risk impact 
rating should have been high.  This has been updated.    
 
Finance 
 
BC-F-OR 03 - Mark Finch 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
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and mitigation actions? 
The risk score has not changed as it is recognised that this risk is 
outside of our control, despite the implementation of any control 
measures / mitigation plans.  It is felt to be prudent to reflect the risk 
at its current score.  
 
Housing 
 
BC-H-OR 02 - Housing Manager 
What is the status of the implementation of the discretionary HMO 
licensing scheme which was due to start in the Spring of this year? 
The final sign off of the scheme by members at the next Cabinet 
meeting (31st July) 
 
BC-H-OR 03 - Housing Manager 
What is the status of the proposals for the options for the service 
delivery post which were due to be agreed by the end of March this 
year? 
The options are being presented to members at Cabinet on the 31st 
July.   
 
BC-H-OR 04 - Housing Manager 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
The risk score has not changed as the number of homeless 
customers presenting is outside of our control, despite the 
implementation of control measures / mitigation plans.  It is felt to 
be prudent to reflect the risk at its current score.  
 
BC-H-OR 05 - Housing Manager 
Why has the likelihood increased after the effect of control 
measures and mitigation actions? 
This is a historic “inherent” score.  The “current” score has changed 
recently as the relationship with Flagship housing has changed, 
commissioning has also changed with health and social care 
coming together - the arrangements are still uncertain.  It was felt 
appropriate to increase the score to reflect these changes.  
 
BC-H-OR 07 - Housing Manager 
Why are we not expecting this risk to arise until June 2013? 
This is when public consultation regarding travellers’ sites will take 
place with residents.   
 
BC-H-OR 08 - Housing Manager 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
It was felt that it was prudent to keep this risk at this rating.  The un-
ring-fencing of funds continually underpins this risk.   
 
Human Resources 
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BC-HR-OR 02 - Richard Wills 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk score has remained the same as this has yet to be 
implemented.  
 
BC-HR-OR 03 - Richard Wills 
The control measure says that a Marketing Plan has been devised 
and implemented - I thought that the Audit Committee was only 
going to approve the project on 29/6/12.  
The marketing plan has been devised as part of the preparatory 
work for this project.  The marketing plan covers existing training 
provision that the Council already provides to external 
organisations.  
 
BC-HR-OR 05 - Neil Fordham 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
The risk rating has remained the same in order to keep a watching 
brief on this risk.  This contract will need to be extended during the 
financial year.  
 
ICT 
 
BC-IT-OR 06 - ICT Manager 
Why has the rating not changed after the effect of control measures 
and mitigation actions? 
This risk has remained the same as there is still uncertainty around 
this service.  It was felt prudent for score to remain at this level.   
 
A question was asked about why risk reference BC/SH-P-OR 01 
had been considered as a high impact issue and whether a timeline 
had been put in place.  The Governance & Performance 
Accountant said that he did not have the information to hand and 
would follow this up. 
 
RESOLVED that the Service Team Plans and Strategic Risk 
Register report be noted. 
  

46/12 QUARTER 4 GOVERNANCE REPORT RISKS (AGENDA ITEM 
11)  

 

  
 The Governance & Performance Accountant presented the Quarter 

4 Governance report. 
 
Referring to commercial property investments, Members were 
informed that the target for lettings was relatively high but there was 
still some level of detail that had yet to be completed (see pages 96 
and 97 of the agenda).  In response to a question, the lettings 
based in Thetford related to small business units and the Business 
Centre based in Breckland House. 
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It was pointed out that the rent income forecast was a net figure.  
The commercial property account was monitored separately and 
had been approved in the Statement of Accounts. 
 
In response to a query in relation to BC-SR 05 on page 98 of the 
agenda, Members were informed that the healthy pipeline of 
affordable housing related to Flagship Housing. 
 
On page 100, with regard to whether there was any provision in the 
accounts for potential insurance claims to the Council in relation to 
Breckland Leisure Centre, the Assistant Director of Finance 
explained that the Council should be able to cover any such claims 
from its Reserves. 
 
RESOLVED that the report be noted. 
  

47/12 WORK PROGRAMME (AGENDA ITEM 12)   
  
 The Assistant Director of Finance reminded Members of the 

Treasury Management training session that would be held following 
the meeting in September – lunch would be provided. 
 
A training session on the Performance Plus system had yet to be 
arranged. 
 
It was noted that the Breckland Training Services Proposal would 
be added to a future meeting of the Audit Committee following 
clarification as mentioned at Minute No. 44/12 above. 
 
It was agreed that all major contracts of the Council would be 
reviewed by the Audit Committee at some stage. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M Finch/R 
Walker 

48/12 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 13)   
  
 The arrangements for the next meeting on Friday, 28 September 

2012 were noted.   
 

 
 
The meeting closed at 11.05 am 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


