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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 

Held on Friday, 27 June 2014 at 10.00 am in 
Norfolk Room, Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Mr C.R. Jordan (Chairman) 
Mr M J Nairn 
Mr J.W. Nunn 
 

Mr T. Ludlow 
Mr K. Stevens 
Mr C G Carter (Substitute Member) 
 

 
Also Present  
Mr M.A. Kiddle-Morris 
 

Mrs E. M. Jolly 

 
In Attendance  
Emma Hodds - Internal Audit Consortium Manager (IACM) 
Mark Finch - Assistant Director of Finance 
Julie Britton - Senior Committee Officer 
Paul Bourgeois - Assistant Programme Manager 

 
 
 Action By 

34/14 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 The Minutes of the meeting held on 13 June 2014 were confirmed as a 

correct record and signed by the Chairman, subject to the following 
amendments/additions: 
 

a) Annual Report on Standards Arrangements (Minute No. 22/14): 
 

Mr Stevens said that he had seen no mention of his question 
asked which had been in relation to whether there were any 
sanctions in place that could be imposed upon those Parish 
Councils that had not submitted their Disclosable Pecuniary 
Interest (DPI) forms; and although the answer had been no, the 
Chairman asked that this matter should be pursued through 
Cabinet. 

 
b) Annual Report on Treasury Management Performance (Minute 

No. 30/14) 
 

Referring to the final paragraph, Mr Ludlow advised that the pie 
chart that he had referred to was the non-UK segment. 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VT/MF 

35/14 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from R Childerhouse, R Kybird, B 

Canham, A Riglar and R Murray. 
  

 

36/14 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 3)   
  
 The Independent Members left the room for this item of urgent business. 

 
The Assistant Director of Finance advised that the initial three year term 
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of office for the Independent Members had been reached and he asked 
the Committee whether it wished to re-advertise or offer extensions to the 
existing appointments.  Members were informed that following some 
research, the Senior Committee Officer had found that there was no 
statutory requirement to re-advertise and it was quite acceptable to 
extend the existing appointments. 
 
The Chairman said that he was quite content with the contribution that the 
current Independent Members made and felt that their input to the 
meetings had been excellent and proposed that their appointments be 
extended for a further three years. 
 
It was agreed that the Senior Committee Officer would write to the 
Independent Members to inform them of their extended term. 
 
RESOLVED that the appointment of Keith Stevens and Tim Ludlow as 
the Audit Committee’s Independent Members be extended for a further 
three years until June 2017. 
 
Mr Ludlow and Mr Stevens returned to the meeting. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JB 

37/14 DECLARATION OF INTERESTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)   
  
 None. 

  
 

38/14 NON-MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 5)  

 

  
 Ellen Jolly and Mark Kiddle-Morris. 

  
 

39/14 TRAINING (STANDING ITEM) (AGENDA 6)   
  
 Nothing to report. 

  
 

40/14 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (ED) SERVICE TRANSFORMATION 
PHASE 1 (AGENDA ITEM 7)  

 

  
 Councillor Kiddle-Morris highlighted the progress to date in relation to the 

set up of the Resource4Growth Community Interest Company (CIC).  
With the support of the Finance Team all the necessary bank accounts, 
VAT registrations, insurances and professional indemnities were now in 
place.  
 
Two contracts had been secured thus far, one with South Holland District 
Council and the other with Broadland District Council.  Both contracts 
were being delivered by additional resources that had been procured 
through Resource4Growth.  A number of further contract opportunities 
were being explored. 
 
In response to a question, the Committee was informed that the Council 
was using full absorption costs for charging officer time to the Company. 
 
The update was noted. 
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41/14 LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUDIT COMMITTEE BRIEFING (FOR 
INFORMATION) (AGENDA ITEM 8)  

 

  
 The Assistant Director of Finance presented this agenda item in the 

absence of Rob Murray, the Director for Ernst Young who had sent his 
apologies. 
 
The Local Government Audit Committee Briefing was a document that 
Ernst & Young provided for all its authorities for information.  The 
document covered economic and sector issues that could have an impact 
on the Council. 
 
The Briefing document was noted. 
  

 

42/14 PROGRESS REPORT ON INTERNAL AUDIT ACTIVITY (AGENDA 
ITEM 9)  

 

  
 Emma Hodds, the Internal Audit Consortium Manager, presented the final 

progress report on internal activity. 
 
The report examined progress made between 28 November 2013 and 16 
April 2014 in relation to delivery of the Annual Audit Plan for 2013/14 that 
included abbreviated management summaries in respect of the audit 
reviews which had been finalised in the course of this period. 
 
Members’ attention was drawn to the progress report on internal activity 
that had been appended to the agenda (see page 19).    One significant 
change that had been made to the Audit Plan since its approval in 
February 2014 was the audit on Affordable Housing Initiatives (BRK1412) 
which had been deferred until 2014/15 due to the move to review 
Breckland’s Planning Policies into a single Local Plan which was not due 
to be adopted until 2016.  Additionally, there was further work that was 
still on-going. 
 
The current position in completing audits to date within the financial year 
had been shown at Appendix 1 of the report and progress date was in line 
with expectations – all audits had been completed on time.  On 
completion of each individual audit an assurance level had been awarded 
using the definitions shown in the table at section 4.1 of the report.   
 
Members were informed that the Appendix provided an overall view of the 
assurances awarded. 

During the period covered by this report, the Internal Audit Service issued 
7 final reports and the Executive Summaries of these reports had been 
attached at Appendix 2 of the report. In summary, the final reports issued 
concluded the following: 

• Accountancy Services 

A “Good” level of assurance remained in place, indicating a stable 
control environment which ensured objectives had been met. No 
high or medium recommendations had been raised.  The Council 
had sound systems of control in the following areas; Treasury 
Management, Control Account, Banking, Bank Reconciliation, Asset 
Register, Budgetary Control and Journal Entries.  
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• Anglia Revenues Partnership Governance Arrangements 
 
 A “Limited” level of assurance remained in place due to one high 

and 2 medium priority recommendations. The high priority 
recommendation related to the need to develop a mechanism for the 
reporting of ARP’s risks to the member authorities, including 
Breckland Council. In addition, two medium priority 
recommendations had been made in the following areas: 
 
- to ensure an overarching progress report provided a more 
transparent approach to communicating ARP’s intentions to key 
stakeholders; and, 

 
- a Service Plan should be developed for 2014/15, including the 
remaining steps for implementation of the strategic direction, along 
with clear time frames, resource requirements and assessment of 
risks. 

 

• Work to support the Annual Governance Statement (AGS)  
 

Only one low priority recommendation had been made in addition to 
other work already performed to support the AGS. An overall 
assurance level was not required for this work. Due to the level of 
coverage as part of the AGS audits (i.e. the full system was not 
reviewed, only the key controls), it had not been possible to award a 
“Good” assurance in this instance. This audit reviewed the 
fundamental financial systems that had not been subject to full audit 
review in the financial year and also undertook top up testing of 
those areas, whereby a full year’s sample was not reviewed as part 
of the original audit within the year.  

 

• Sundry Debtors 
 

The level of assurance awarded had improved from “Adequate” to 
“Good” since the last review. There was a sound system of control 
in place and there were no recommendations resulting from the 
review.  

 

• Receipt, Handling and Banking of Remittances 
 

The level of assurance awarded had improved to “Adequate” - there 
had been only one recommendation (medium priority) resulting from 
the review, relating to the posting of income in respect of the 
suspense account. In the areas of policies and procedures, physical 
security, receipting of monies and the reconciling of income, the 
controls were sound. 

 

• Firewall Administration 
 

An “Adequate” level of assurance remained in place, with two low 
priority recommendations made. There were sound controls 
operating in the areas of Firewall Administration, Firewall 
architecture, Firewall change control, Firewall rules and services, 
intrusion detection, logging and monitoring and penetration testing. 
The 2 low priority recommendations would provide enhancements to 
the current system in relation to Firewall OS and patch management 
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and Firewall backup and resilience. 
 

• Data Centre, Backup and Disaster Recovery 
 

A “Limited” level of assurance remained in place. One high and 3 
medium priority recommendations had been made during the 
review. The high priority recommendation related to the need to 
develop, agree and implement appropriate Disaster Recovery Plans. 
The three other areas identified would benefit from strengthening – 
namely,  

 
 - to ensure that NCC could adequately support its services should 

its primary site at County Hall be unavailable for any reason; 
 

- the agreed Disaster Recovery Plan should be periodically tested 
and lessons learned; and 

 
- Management should work with NCC Management to understand 

the nature of the work being done to enhance the System Centre 
Operations Manager (SCOM) application to incorporate the 
monitoring of the Council's network switch infrastructure. 

 
Breckland Council did place reliance on West Suffolk Internal Audit for 
certain work where different opinion definitions were used. The 
summaries of these reports had been attached at Appendix 2, the final 
reports issued concluded the following: 
 

• Housing and Council Tax Benefit. 

A “Substantial” level of assurance had been awarded - this means 
a small number of significant (but no fundamental) 
recommendations to improve controls had been made. 

• Council Tax 
 

A “Substantial” level of assurance had been awarded - this means 
a small number of significant (but no fundamental) 
recommendations to improve controls had been made. 

• National Non Domestic Rates (NNDR) 

 
A “Substantial” level of assurance has been awarded - this means 
a small number of significant (but no fundamental) 
recommendations to improve controls had been made. Four high 
priority recommendations were made:  

 
- one relating to the treatment of valuation office amendments 
(inaccurate NDR1 forecasting. -properties were not efficiently 
identified and valued, resulting in loss of income to the authority); 
and  

 
- three relating to NNDR refunds (the need to address reminder 
parameters to ensure that monies were correctly refunded and not 
for personal gain, appropriately checked and appropriately 
authorised). 
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Mr Ludlow referred to page 20 of the agenda where it mentioned target 
dates and asked if the Council managed to get anywhere near those 
times.  Members were informed that these times.  Members were 
informed that these dates were agreed with management and should be 
achievable.  Members were advised that recently more realistic dates 
were being proposed by management.  The Assistant Director of Finance 
explained that with the high priority recommendations, it was not always 
possible within the three month period, particularly if a policy needed to 
be introduced which required Committee approval.  The Chairman asked 
who kept a check on the timescales.  Members were informed that this 
formed part of the Performance System.  The Chairman felt that Cabinet 
Members should be made aware.  The Internal Audit Consortium 
Manager pointed out that Cabinet Members did see sight of the final 
reports and were aware of the recommendations being made in their 
Portfolio areas. 
 
Referring to page 30 of the agenda and in response to a question in 
relation to whether the key systems in progress were on track or on 
schedule, Members were informed that these were not due for 
implementation and were work in progress. 
 
RESOLVED that the outcomes of the 10 completed audits finalised in the 
period covered in the report be noted. 
  

43/14 STATUS OF INTERNAL AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS (YEAR END) 
(AGENDA ITEM 10)  

 

  
 The Internal Audit Consortium Manager presented the report and 

provided Members with a detailed update on the year end position. 
 
Internal Audit had been aware that the Committee had not been happy 
with the progress made by management implementing agreed 
recommendations at the meeting held in December 2013.  Page 51 of the 
report highlighted the progress made throughout the year for 
implementing the recommendations of which there were 66.7% 
outstanding. 
 
Section 2.3 of the report (page 52, also attached at Appendix 2) detailed 
the high priority recommendations which were outstanding from systems 
audits. An appendix would usually be attached detailing these outstanding 
recommendations from IT audits; however, there were currently none to 
report. 
 
Section 2.10 of the report analysed the high priority recommendations in 
more detail and out of the seven reported as outstanding in February 
2014, two of these had now been implemented: Internet and Email 
(BRK/12/17) concluded that all recommendations within this audit had 
now been closed and network Infrastructure and Security (BRK/13/11) 
had also been closed.   
 
Of the five still outstanding, Asset Management (BRK/11/06), in relation to 
street lighting, had since been discussed with management and had been 
re-worded to more accurately reflect the current situation and would be 
monitored to a satisfactory conclusion even though this could take further 
time to resolve. 
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In relation to procurement (BRK/13/02) there were three high priority 
recommendations that were currently outstanding, with a further two 
medium and one low priority recommendation that required attention.  In 
relation to procurement knowledge, management response had indicated 
that this was being considered within the structural review currently being 
undertaken.  In the interim, professional procurement advice was being 
sought from Procurement Lincolnshire. 
 
Development Control (BRK/14/03) a limited assurance had been awarded 
on conclusion of this review with six recommendations being raised (I 
high, 4 medium and 1 low), all of which remained outstanding.  The high 
recommendation related to Building Control. 
 
A further high priority recommendation that had been noted that was still 
outstanding was brought to the Committee’s attention in relation to 
Homelessness and Housing Strategy (BRK/14/06).  This recommendation 
related to the nature of service delivery performance information and the 
reporting of this on a monthly basis.  Management responses had 
indicated that the current system supplier might not be continuing beyond 
the end of the contract, June 2014, therefore, the recommendation had 
been put on hold for the time being whilst the service considered its 
options. 
 
The Chairman asked who was responsible for monitoring these audit 
recommendations as he felt that this should be the responsibility of the 
Portfolio Holders.  Members’ attention was drawn to page 55 of the report 
where it stated that Procurement Knowledge was the responsibility of 
Vicky Thomson.  Councillor Jolly advised that the person in question had 
forwarded this concern to the relevant officers.  She explained that the 
names listed did not necessarily mean that that person was dealing with it 
as most of the time the subject would be passed down to someone else 
and therefore the line of responsibility could be blurred and she had 
concerns how to pin this down.  Members were informed that recruitment 
to procurement would happen in the next few months but the 
responsibility was an issue.  Touching on the responsibility issues, the 
Internal Audit Consortium Manager said that she did ensure that the 
correct responsible officer was made aware and that a recommendation 
would not be forced onto just anyone.  It was about getting the 
mechanism in place to ensure that the right person was assigned.  Mr 
Stevens felt that this was a management issue.  The Assistant Director of 
Finance explained that the performance system had gone through a 
number of iterations and changes over the past two years but expected 
the reporting and processes to settle down.  The Chairman felt that these 
teething problems should not be happening anymore and should be 
solved through the Shared Management Team.  Councillor Nunn felt that 
it was a case of ownership and should be followed up with the Portfolio 
Holder.  Councillor Nairn reminded Members of the last meeting when it 
had been noticed that procurement had been pulled by the Corporate 
Management Team as they felt it was not a risk.  Councillor Jolly pointed 
out that internal audit was separate from performance and had not 
changed, neither had the implementation of high priority items; however, 
the unaddressed items still carried on.  The Chairman felt that it was 
about how to manage the Managers.  On the subject of procurement, Mr 
Ludlow had noted that some mitigation had been put in place and that 
overall the percentage of high priority items overdue had improved since 
last year; however, in his opinion the Council was still in a quite poor 
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position.  It seemed as if the Council still had a big issue about just 
moving a date on when a date had been past; in other words, just rolled 
on to another quarter.  He felt that doing it this way was wrong and 
highlighted the glass bottle bank as an example of which the date for 
implementation was in a few days time.  The Internal Audit Consortium 
Manager explained that she had asked a member of the Mazars Team 
that realistic revised deadline dates were required.  Her understanding 
had been that a revised deadline date was needed to flag up these issues 
and there had been many revised dates supplied by management.  Mr 
Stevens felt that there should be an assessment carried out to ensure that 
the revised dates were reasonable.  Councillor Nunn thought that this 
needed to be included on an Executive Member report so it was flagged 
up to the Members when a date should be rolled forward.  He did not 
have a problem with them being on the list but a reason was needed for 
the date to be moved so that Members could focus on the ones that were 
not being monitored.  Councillor Jolly asked if this should be the Manager, 
or the Corporate Management Team as a whole or the Portfolio Holder.  
The Chairman felt that these matters should rest with the Portfolio Holder 
as the Managers were responsible to the Portfolio Holders.  Councillor 
Nunn said that it was the Managers responsibility for delivery.  Councillor 
Jolly said that this issue had been very challenging and had not changed 
for many years.  The Chairman knew that anytime anything changed 
there were always ‘teething’ problems and ‘cracks’ appeared in the 
process; however, he felt that after two years this should have been dealt 
with and the ‘cracks’ needed to be sorted.  Mr Ludlow said that perhaps 
what was missing was the ability to hold someone to account and what 
the consequences would be when constantly rolling high priority 
recommendations forward.   Mr Stevens pointed out that it used to be 
much better when the Council had Performance Clinics as it was a much 
stricter regime and Members were in control of Officers.  The Chairman 
felt that it was not as simple as that.  Councillor Nunn asked how these 
concerns were passed on as he felt that the Chairman should confer with 
the Chief Executive.  Members were informed that such concerns would 
be noted in the Minutes and through Councillor Ellen Jolly as part of her 
Portfolio responsibilities.  Councillor Jolly said that the process of 
development of performance had not been resolved. 
 
RESOLVED that the contents of the report be noted and the Committee’s 
concerns be flagged up with the Chief Executive. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MF 

 
 

44/14 ANNUAL REPORT AND OPINION 2013/14 INCLUDING REVIEW OF 
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERNAL AUDIT (AGENDA ITEM 11)  

 

  
 The Internal Audit Consortium Manager gave a detailed overview of the 

report.  The new Public Sector Internal Audit Standards had replaced 
CIPFA’s Code of Practice for Internal Audit in Local Government in the 
UK (2006) and these were very similar to the old Code of Practice in 
terms of year end Internal Audit reporting requirements.  The report also 
now contained conclusions of the Review of the Effectiveness of Internal 
Audit.  This had previously been reported to the Audit Committee as a 
separate report; however, the view had been taken that these could be 
considered as one report as they were inextricably linked.  The 
opportunity had been taken to do this as part of the launch of new report 
templates across the six authorities that were part of the consortium, with 
the view to ensuring consistency and streamlining the audit reporting 
process, whilst ensuring that best practice was met. 
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It was noted that when considering the report and its attached opinions, 
the statements made therein should be viewed as key items which 
needed to be used to inform the organisation’s Annual Governance 
Statement.   
 
The Internal Audit Consortium Manager’s overall opinion was that the 
framework of governance, risk management and control at Breckland 
Council was deemed to be adequate.  The Council had also received 3 
good assurance levels on the conclusion of audits, indicating that there 
was a sound system of internal control designed to achieve the client’s 
objectives.  
 
The interim opinion of the previous Internal Audit Consortium Manager as 
at 28 February 2014 had also been taken into account and this could be 
seen at Appendix 4 of the report. 
 
On the basis of the audit work undertaken in 2013/14, the Audit 
Committee approved the Annual Audit Plan for 2013/14, which 
encompassed 19 audits totalling 232.5 days of work.  Due to 
amendments to the plan in year, which had been discussed with Senior 
Management and reported to the Audit Committee in the Progress reports 
provided in year, the actual work delivered was 17 audits, totalling 209.5 
days.  In addition to the Annual Audit Plan, the Audit Management Team 
had been requested to carry out a final review of the REV Active project 
and grants claim work; although this piece of work had been undertaken 
in Quarter 1 of 2014/15, the claims applied to the calendar year – January 
to December 2013, and the final few months of the claim in 2014.  The 
work conducted here involved 10 days of extra input from the Audit 
Management Team.  The Audit Committee had received regular updates 
from the Team on the project and at the meeting on 13 June 2014 
received the closure report which also contained the final audit review of 
the project. 

In relation to the follow up of management actions, to ensure that they 
had been effectively implemented, the position at year end was that 6 
high priority recommendations remained outstanding, 4 of these had been 
carried forward from previous financial years, 2 of which had been raised 
during 2013/14. Detailed information in relation to follow up had been 
reported previously on the agenda; however, Members were asked to 
note that the implementation of internal audit recommendations had not 
been as active as in previous years, with 42 recommendations remaining 
outstanding at year end and a further 14 which would require attention in 
the new financial year. 

 

All 51 audit recommendations that had been raised on conclusion of 
audits had been accepted by management.  Implementation of high 
priority recommendations had improved on the performance reported in 
the previous year (up to 65% this year); however, there were still a 
number outstanding at year end and targets were not being met.  More 
commentary on this had bee provided in the report. 

Further to the comments above regarding the implementation of high 
priority recommendations the following issues were significant enough for 
disclosure within the Annual Governance Statement (AGS).  

Outstanding high priority recommendations carried forward from 2012/13 
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– one in relation to Asset Management and three in relation to 
Procurement.  In addition two outstanding high priority recommendations 
from 2013/14 – one in relation to building control decisions and one in 
relation to the monitoring of performance for the Choice Base Letting 
scheme. 

In arriving at the overall opinion, reliance had been placed on third party 
assurances provided by West Suffolk Internal Audit Section. Protocols 
were in place to enable this in so much as all audit work programmes had 
been shared with the Audit Management Team before the start of the 
audit and the Team were also provided with the summary working papers 
and draft report on conclusion of the work and the final report had also 
been provided.  This approach enabled the Audit Management Team to 
have input into the scope of the audit to ensure that all pertinent areas 
had been covered; it also enabled the Team to review in detail the work 
that had been undertaken and to be in agreement with the conclusions 
that had been reached and the recommendations that had been raised. 
This was the second financial year during which these arrangements had 
been in place, lessons had been learnt from the first year and a robust 
scope agreed this year, ensuring that no top up testing would be required 
and reliance could be placed on the outcomes of the work. 

Section 5 of the report, the Annual Review of the Effectiveness of Internal 
Audit, used to be presented to the Audit Committee as a separate report, 
but as previously mentioned, the view had been taken that these could be 
considered as one report as they were inextricably linked.  Full 
compliance had been recorded in relation to the Definition of Internal 
Auditing, Code of Ethics and Performance Standards.  Partial compliance 
had been recorded in relation to the final area of Attribute Standards 
whereby there was a requirement for an external assessment to be 
completed by 31 March 2018; a report would be brought back to the 
Committee at a future meeting to address this. 

Performance of the Contractor throughout the year was discussed.  Audit 
briefs should be issued to key clients at least 10 days before the fieldwork 
was due to start to ensure that they were well informed of the 
requirements of the audit. Performance in this area had been poor this 
year, with the issue of audit briefs varying between 1 and 31 days before 
the start date, with only 36% of these issued within the appropriate 
timeframe. In the majority of cases the Internal Audit Services Contractor 
was responsible for the short lead in times and improvement within this 
area was expected. There were a few occasions where information was 
requested from key clients but not released in a timely manner, these 
were issues across the Consortium and were not specific to Breckland. 
Discussions had already been held with the Internal Audit Services 
Contractor and a change of approach had been agreed to streamline the 
level of detail required in audit briefs (in line with the PSIAS 
requirements). Deadline dates were now given where information was 
needed and if it was not received, the audit brief would be issued without 
it. It was hoped that this would result in an improvement in performance in 
this area; this still followed best practice. 

Once audits were underway, 11 of these had been completed on time or 
in advance of the agreed date, with only 3 over running (2 minimally). 
Performance in this area had greatly improved and it was expected that 
this upward trend would continue into the next financial year. 

Performance in relation to the issue of draft reports upon the completion 
of fieldwork still remained poor, with performance deteriorating from the 
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previous year and targets not being met. Only 6 of the 14 draft reports 
had been issued within the expected 10 working days. The late 
progression of audits to draft report had been largely due to the internal 
review progress and the clearance of review points, raised by either 
Mazars Managers or the Audit Management Team. The progressing of 
draft reports had also effected in the second half of the year as a result of 
the loss of key staff within Mazars at a busy point in the year and the 
knock on effect of the transfer of the staff from Deloitte to Mazars. Other 
reviewing managers had been brought in to attempt to mitigate the risk, 
but this had still had an impact on performance and improvements by the 
Contractor were expected.  

Performance in progressing a draft report to a final report had significantly 
improved this year, with 86% of reports being finalised within 15 working 
days, and the average time only taking 9 working days. This indicated the 
improved response by management to audit reports. 

Finally, post audit feedback had been requested on conclusion of each 
audit where an opinion had been awarded. The average score for 
feedback had remained consistent from the previous year with ‘good’ 
being the overall conclusion, this was above target. However, the 
response rate had been disappointing (this had not been specific to 
Breckland Council) with only 8 out of 14 requested responses being 
received. Response rates across the Consortium were not encouraging 
and work had been completed by the Audit Management Team to review 
and update the feedback form to make this more efficient and increase 
the likelihood of these being completed. The new feedback forms would 
be used for 2014/15 audits going forward. 

Under section 5.3 of the report, the Effectiveness of the Head of Internal 
Audit (HIA) arrangements as measured against the CIPFA role of the HIA; 
this Statement set out the 5 principles that defined the core activities and 
behaviours that applied to the role of the Head of Internal Audit, and the 
organisational arrangements to support them. The Principles were: 

• Champion best practice in governance, objectively assessing the 
adequacy of governance and management of risks; 

• Provide an objective and evidence based opinion on all aspects of 
governance, risk management and internal control; 

• Undertake regular and open engagement across the Authority, 
particularly with the Management Team and the Audit Committee; 

• Lead and direct an Internal Audit Service that was resourced to be 
fit for purpose; and 

• Head of Internal Audit to be professionally qualified and suitably 
experienced. 

On review of the 5 principles and in benchmarking against these it could 
be concluded that there was substantial compliance with the aspects 
associated with each Principle. 

Partial compliance had been recorded in relation to awareness of Council 
activities and access to Senior Management, whereby informal process 
was in place and accessed could be inferred through the Audit Charter; 
however, it was felt that it would be worthwhile formalising these links to 
ensure timely awareness of new projects. 

In relation to ensuring there were sufficient resources available to carry 
out satisfactory level of Internal Audit, there was resilience provided by 
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the audit contractor to ensure that the necessary resource was available; 
however, the Audit Charter did not address the procedures to be followed 
in the event that the IACM considered the resources available were 
insufficient to perform the role effectively; however, this was not 
considered to be an issue as this had already been mitigated through the 
discussions held with the Assistant Director of Finance, the Management 
Team and the Audit Committee (if required) regarding the resources 
required to ensure delivery of internal audit activity; however, this would 
be formalised through the next update of the Audit Charter. 

Councillor Nunn was pleased to note that 51 recommendations had been 
accepted but he felt that these reports had been ‘parked’ until next year.  
Members were informed that these would be included in the Progress 
Report in December. 

 
RESOLVED that: 
 

1) the contents of the Annual Report and Opinion of the Internal Audit 
Consortium Manager be received and approved; 

2) it be noted that, an adequate audit opinion had been given in 
relation to the framework of governance, risk management and 
control for the year ending 31 March; 

3) it be noted that the opinions expressed together with significant 
matters arising from internal audit work contained within the report 
be given due consideration when developing and reviewing the 
Council’s Annual Governance Statement for 2013/14; and 

4) the conclusions of the Review of the Effectiveness of Internal Audit 
be noted.  

  
45/14 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE AUDIT COMMITTEE (AGENDA ITEM 12)   
  
 The Internal Audit Consortium Manager presented the report and 

highlighted the Audit Committee’s activities during 2013/14.  
 
During 2013/14, the Committee had met on 6 occasions and attendance 
had been excellent and use of substitutes had been classed as very 
good.  There had been a great deal of officer attendance at these 
meetings and at section 3.3 of the report it highlighted who had been 
involved in the committee meetings throughout the year. 
 
An overview of the key items considered had also been highlighted at 
section 3.6 of the report. 
 
Referring to section 3.6.5 of the report, Councillor Nunn asked if this 
matter of progress against the plan and implementation of 
recommendations could be enhanced to highlight and reinforce the 
Committee’s serious concerns of high priority recommendations not been 
reacted to.   The Chairman said that this was a report of the Audit 
Committee and there could be an addendum to this report for Full Council 
to express the concerns raised.  Mr Stevens agreed and felt that it would 
be to the Committee’s advantage if an addendum was included as at Full 
Council it would be heard and seen by all.   
 
The Chairman said that it had been a pleasure chairing this Committee 
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throughout the year. 
 
RECOMMEND to Council that the contents of the Annual Report be 
approved and the addendum to highlight the Committee’s concerns be 
noted. 
  

 
 
MF/EH 

46/14 DRAFT ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT (AGENDA ITEM 13)   
  
 The Assistant Director of Finance presented the revised draft Annual 

Governance Statement that had been circulated prior to the meeting. 
 
Councils had a responsibility for reviewing the effectiveness of its 
governance arrangements with the review informing the Annual 
Governance Statement. 
 
The revised report had been circulated to reflect the comments and 
opinions from the Internal Audit Consortium Manager’s Annual Report 
and Opinion.  If this amendment was accepted, it would be included in the 
papers issued for audit by Ernst & Young along with the Statement of 
Accounts. 
 
Mr Ludlow said that the word ‘new’ needed to be removed when 
mentioning the shared management arrangements as, in his opinion, this 
arrangement was no longer ‘new’.  The Assistant Director of Finance said 
that this word would be removed. 
 
RESOLVED that the revised Annual Governance Statement be approved. 
  

 

47/14 LOCAL CODE OF CORPORATE GOVERNANCE 2014/14 (AGENDA 
ITEM 14)  

 

  
 The Assistant Director of Finance advised that the Council had prepared 

a Local Code of Corporate Governance which was consistent with the 
revised CIPFA/SOLACE guidelines.  The Code demonstrated the ways in 
which the Council would achieve good corporate governance.  
Breckland’s proposed Local Code had been set out at Appendix A of the 
report and had been revised in a more succinct way to reflect the changes 
to the guidance as well as changes to the way the authority operated.  
The Code also recognised the partnerships that Breckland Council had in 
place. 
 
A concern was raised in relation to Core Principle 2 where it was asked to 
ensure that this covered the new standards arrangements in place. 
 
RESOLVED that the revised Local Code of Governance be adopted. 
  

 

48/14 WORK PROGRAMME (AGENDA ITEM 15)   
  
 It was agreed that the Internal Audit Consortium Manager would email the 

Audit Committee’s Self Assessment Exercise and Action Plan to 
Members in advance of the September meeting so that it could be dealt 
there and then rather than having to bring it back again to the December 
meeting. 
 
It was agreed that the Audit Committee Self Assessment Exercise and 
Action Plan be removed from the Work Programme for the December 

 
 
 
EH 
 
 
 
MF/JB 
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meeting. 
  

 

49/14 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 15)   
  
 The arrangements for the next meeting on Friday, 26 September 2014 at 

10.00am in the Norfolk room were noted. 
 
The private meeting between the Audit Committee and Internal and 
External Audit Managers would commence at 9.00am.  

 
 
All to Note 

 
 
The meeting closed at 11.10 am 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


