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Question Reply by: Answer / Comments 

   

1: p3 para 3 – are these to be at a later AC 
meeting? 

Mark Finch Yes. Currently we have draft reports, awaiting confirmation and 
finalisation. 

   

6: p9 para 3.1 ff.  There have been some impacts 
on the transitional costs between auditors and the 
increases in the IA Partnerships.  Were these 
expected?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
What was the impact on the audit approach and the 
audit fee?   
 
 
 
 
What impact did the delays in reporting have on the 
Authority, our costs and the overall audit opinion?   
 
 
 
 
 
Is there any comeback against Bentley Jennison 
who appear to have been unimpressive throughout 
the changeover.   
 

Sandra C. 
King 

Although the total costs of each contractor vary significantly and it 
therefore looks like costs have risen sharply, this is not actually the case. 
 
The Bentley Jennison auditors provided 109 days with 3 separate day 
rates applying – systems audit @ £240 per day, computer audit @ £409 
per day and extra work @ £261 per day, whereas the Deloitte & Touche 
auditors have delivered 135 days @ a composite rate of £300 per day. 
We were expecting higher day rates as a consequence of retendering the 
contract and that the contract letting process would also incur costs.  
 
The audit approach has been substantially improved by the Service 
Specification within the contract. 
The audit day rate has marginally increased and we can now purchase 
computer audit days at a far more competitive price than previously 
because a composite day rate applies, instead of a specialist day rate. 
 
Delays in reporting did not affect contractor costs as fixed job budgets 
applied, so if the contractor took longer than the time allowed, they bore 
the additional costs.   However, the delays led to increased audit 
management time on my part chasing outstanding work.   As for the 
overall audit opinion, this was not adversely affected as all the information 
was to hand by the time that I had to give an opinion. 
 
No.  To be honest, Bentley Jennison were unimpressive before the 
changeover which was a contributory factor to reletting the contract when 
we did. 
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Was the £96k cost of the IA Service in line with 
expectations or budget?   What were the reasons 
for any cost over/under run? 

Costs were well within expectations and budget, as at the start of the 
year, a raft of work relating to Project Create had also been envisaged 
and this was not then required.  The ‘under run’ was down to the removal 
of the Project Create related reviews. 

   

6:10 para 3.2.5 – amplified elsewhere:  were the 
areas identified in Appendices 1 and 2b expected?  

 

 

 

What action steps have been put in place to 
amend/reduce them as at today’s date? 

Sandra C. 
King 

2007/08 was the first time that indicative assurance levels were applied to 
individual audit assignments.  Each contractor had developed different 
bases for their assurance levels.  I did not have any specific expectations 
as the systems of internal control can change from year to year, e.g. with 
the advent of new computer systems, changes of staff, the introduction of 
new working practices, etc. 

Assurance levels will only improve if agreed actions accepted by 
management, as detailed in individual audit reports, are completed within 
target times set. 

   

6: p12 para 3.5.7 – is this point solely limited to 
having an impact on the ARP?  I think not 

Mark Finch Confirmed. This impacts on the partner authority’s prior year balances, 
and is not reflective of the performance of ARP. 

   

6: p12 para 3.5.8 – is the resource available? Rod 
Urquhart 

The resource is being made available to clear all aspects of the report via 
 ARP Trading, so that there is no impact on the day to day running of the 
Partnership. 

   

6: p13 para 3.8.1 – why are some audits still waiting 
to be finalised?  Why also the significant shortfall in 
audit work for the Project Create audit?  The 
explanations given are not sufficient in my view.  Is 
there an IA Service resource issue?  This links 
into… 

Mark Finch A significant allowance was made in the audit plan for gateway reviews 
for project Create, assuming that all work streams would be pursued with 
the strategic partner, as the contract rate for planned work was better 
value than the rate for ad hoc work. Fewer gateway reviews were 
conducted as the Council either suspended work on work streams at an 
early stage (e.g. HR & payroll), or pursued opportunities in-house 
(Planning & Building Control). 
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6: p13 para 3.8.1 – why are some audits still waiting 
to be finalised?   

 

 

Why also the significant short-fall in audit work for 
the Project Create audit?  The explanations given 
are not sufficient in my view.  Is there an IA Service 
resource issue?  This links into… 

Sandra C. 
King  

Final audit reports have still to be produced in respect of 2 reviews and 
these are overdue because there was some slippage on the Annual Audit 
Plan.   The reasons for the slippage have been recorded at page 15, 
para. 3.9.3. 

 
Management decided that Project Create audit work was no longer 
required following Cabinet reports on CAPITA and Project Create. 

There was NO IA Service resource issue. 

   

6: p14 para 3.9.1 – the delays in issuing draft and 
final audit reports, and in issuing the reports 
themselves, are simply too long.  This is a 
changeover period, but the IA Service surely could 
have planned better.  Bentley Jennison were surely 
in breach of their contractual terms and conditions 
(final sentence para 3.9.2) and Deloitte and Touche 
have shown pretty poor planning and resourcing at 
the outset.  Has this been raised or penalised? 

Sandra C. 
King 

I have been very disappointed with both contractors’ performances in this 
area and agree that reports should have been turned around in 
accordance with the targets that were in the contract which I inherited and 
then, in the new contract that I was involved in drawing up. 

Bentley Jennison failed to perform as they should have done, but it had 
not reached a breach of contract situation.  My key aim was to extract 
outstanding reports from them as quickly as possible, after they came off 
site at the end of September 2007.  

In both contractors’ cases, the contractors’ resource planning has clearly 
been to blame.   I raised this issue with Bentley Jennison on numerous 
occasions as did my predecessor.   I have also seen the General 
Manager and the Engagement Manager from Deloitte and Touche about 
this problem and been given firm assurances that the situation will be 
resolved as quickly as possible. 
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6: p18 – 22 (Appendix 1 and 2b) – weaknesses and 
adverse assurance are amplified elsewhere.  Are all 
the areas identified subject to remedial action? 

Sandra C. 
King 

Yes.  Action Plans apply to the individual audits involved, which identify 
the internal control weaknesses and what should be done to remedy the 
situation.   Management then takes ownership of the agreed actions 
arising and Internal Audit will then follow up progress taken at a later date 
and feed back to the Audit Committee on the status of the High, Medium 
and Low priority recommendations. 

   

6:  p26 – a few of the identified weaknesses (paras3 
– 5 especially) are easily put in place or 
reviewed/evidenced.  Have the high priority 
recommendations (final paras) been actioned yet? 

Anita 
Brennan 

I can confirm that both of the high priority recommendations from the 
affordable housing Audit have now been actioned and are being 
monitored.  Progress is also good against the lower level actions 
identified.   

   

6: p28 – again, have the high priority 
recommendations been actioned yet? 

Niall Perry The risk assessment of the network infrastructure is partially complete 
and due to complete by end-July 2008.  

The reinforcement of compliance relating to Change Control has been 
implemented. 

   

6: p29 – minor point, but I am intrigued why there 
should have been a minor deterioration in the 
direction of travel for the management 
arrangements 

Sandra C. 
King 

The previous time that management arrangements were audited, no 
recommendations were made.   This time, it was necessary to make 1 
Medium priority recommendation. 

   

6: p31 – there is a typo in the audit opinion – there 
is not (I think) a deterioration in the direction of 
travel – surely elsewhere there is mention of an 
improvement?  Re Control Account reconciliations 
(final para), this is a quick fix – has it been done 
yet? 

Mark Finch Paragraph three suggests an improvement in the direction of travel.  

Key reconciliations are by matter of course usually reviewed by 
independent officer. As an additional control I now review and sign off the 
monthly control log, to ensure that all reconciliations are complete and 
counter signed. 
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6: p32 – the Bank Contract Standing Orders – have 
these been found or replaced.  We look silly here. 

Mark Finch Following formal acceptance of the tender, various schedules and 
agreements were signed for individual accounts. However no overall 
contract was signed. This has subsequently been provided and signed. 

   

6: p33f (Appendix 4(6)) – this is quite a significant 
area which appears to be the subject of some 
disagreement elsewhere in my papers.  The 
adverse opinion and supporting rationale 
presumably are because we had no policy rather 
than the policy was in breach.  Is there a policy 
now?  If not, why not?  For the record, in my view 
some of the risks raised by the Auditors are 
spurious, but nonetheless this is a significant risk 
area which highlights a lack of financial and 
budgetary control (the 3G card costs are way out of 
current prices).  I note (p35) that all 17 
recommendations received management’s 
“endorsement”, but have they been actioned yet?  If 
not, please explain why. 

Kevin Rump The Council does not have a Mobile Devices Policy in place.  However, 
as part of the Audit recommendations we have developed a policy using 
a template from our mobile phone provider, have obtained approval from 
CMT to go to LJCC (19th June) and General Purposes (16th July) for final 
Approval.  Once approval is obtained, the policy will be rolled out across 
the Council. 

An approved and implemented policy will satisfy 10 of the 17 audit 
recommendations.  A further 5 have been addressed since Audit. The 
remaining 2 recommendations are being addressed as we speak. 

Since Audit recommendations, there has been a monthly meeting held 
between Finance & IT to address the mobile devices itemised billing.  
This includes addressing any 3G card usage issues, and changing of 
tariffs to suit the specific use. The pricing structure in place is in line with 
the OGC framework agreement.  

   

8: p45 no.1.4 – can I suggest glossy version of the 
annual report is written in plain English with a 
“jargon buster” at the back and/or graphs instead of 
numbers to identify improvements in performance? 

Mark Finch Noted. The Annual report will be free of the type of technical language 
that we are forced to use by the more prescriptive nature of, for example, 
the statement of accounts. 

   

8: p50 no.1.12 – the Partnership review appears a 
high priority in a number of respects.  Is the July 
target date achievable? 

Mark Finch The reviews have been completed and draft reports written. All that 
remains is for the reports to be finalised and any recommendations 
agreed and timetabled. 
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13: p70-71 (App 3(1)) – this is quite a combative 
section throughout, particularly regarding the 
recommendations.  I am unclear why so many were 
not accepted.  Has the Business Continuity Plan 
now been established?  

Niall Perry These responses were provided by a previous Interim Head of IT (HoIT). 
Different HoITs IT have had a different view on risk and how to manage it. 
The appointment of a permanent HoIT should introduce more 
consistency.  

There has been some confusion between Disaster Recovery and 
Business Continuity Planning. The extract below is the management 
response to the audit recommendations in this area and should clarify the 
current position: 
 
1. IT Disaster Recovery: Steria maintain a documented and tested DR 
plan for the recovery of key IT systems in the event of a disaster. 
However not all of the key systems are covered by it. The list of IT 
systems is being ranked in terms of business-criticality and the disaster-
recovery service already provided by Steria will be extended where 
necessary to those systems whose ranking is “high”.  
 
Note that this is not a full business continuity service: it is simply a 
service which provides for the rapid recovery of IT systems at a location 
of the Council’s choice following a disaster. It does not cover 
accommodation, documentation, furniture, recovery of non-IT services, 
etc. which should be covered by a Business Continuity Plan for the 
Council as a whole supported by Service/Team plans (of which ICT will 
be one). 
 

2. Business Continuity Plans: responsibility for the implementation of the 
Council’s Business Continuity Plan at both Corporate and Service/Team 
levels rests with the Emergency Planning service (Richelle Morton). The 
wider Corporate BC Plan acts as an umbrella plan encompassing all of 
the Service/Team plans. Most of the Service/Team plans are in place: the 
IT Service/Team BC plan is under development and will be completed by 
end-July 2008. 
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13: p72-74 (App 3(2)) – There appear some pretty 
major concerns over the financial models used by 
both parties to assess this strategic alliance, with 
again some strong links to ICT platforms.  What is 
the outcome of this to date?  How does that affect 
our risk profile, especially regarding this 
partnership? 

Paul Calkin (reply to follow) 

   

13: p75-76 (App 3(3)) – there are some quick wins 
in this area (as well as some quite basic control 
weaknesses).  What is the current position, 
particularly regarding the high priority 
recommendations? 

Mark Finch Post bags are now delivered to the customer service desk at Breckland 
House, rather than being left unattended. 

The register of received cheques has been introduced, but a weekly 
check and follow up has not been implemented. 

Arrangements have been made to have a suitable secure DX mail box 
installed at Elizabeth House. 

   

13: p79-81 (App 3(5)) – the opinion is strong and 
direct, and speaks for itself.  Have the caseloads 
now been bought up to speed?  Have the identified 
transaction errors been corrected?  Do we have a 
to-date status of the high recommendations? 

Rod 
Urquhart 

As may be appreciated and aware, we cannot discuss the findings of this 
report in depth, as it is owned by ECDC. I can state that we are working 
closely with ECDC’s audit team to resolve all of their errors in appropriate 
timelines. In terms of processing claims etc, the actual times have been 
reducing progressively throughout the year and have been stated in the 
ARP Monthly performance report. 
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14: p82-88 (Appendix 1) – overall comment here is 
of quite a combative approach particularly in the 
areas of IT/ICT.  Was there a personality clash?   

Some low priority areas (e.g. no 3 p83) are quite 
easy fixes and will get the item off the radar.   

 

 

 

Other areas (e.g. no 12 p85) are quite substantive 
and could recur – surely this is an easy point to fix?  
Is this a technical matter or a point of principle?   

There are clearly a number of significant issues 
surrounding IT/ICT – see my comments on 6: p33f 
(Appendix 4(6)) above which no doubt will recur 
next year. 

Niall Perry I agree that the overall tone of the responses is combative perhaps 
unnecessarily so. The appointment of a permanent HoIT should introduce 
more consistency.  

No3, p.83 – the recommendation that security monitoring be undertaken 
by the IT Strategic Board is definitely inappropriate… that is not part of 
the function of this group. So I agree with the rejection of this 
recommendation (but I agree with the overall thrust that security breaches 
should be formally monitored … this is a separate audit recommendation) 

 

No 12, p85 this recommendation regarding the Audit settings in Microsoft 
Active Directory is even more inappropriate and I agree with its rejection 
as well. It is primarily a technical matter. 

The improved governance arrangements for managing audit 
recommendations should prevent the same issues recurring. 
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14:  p89-93 (Appendix 2) – general comment is that 
I would like to know what the current status of the 
outstanding issues listing is.  I am particularly 
intrigued at the large number of IT/IS issues that are 
not so much outstanding, but appear more to have 
been simply ignored despite the extension of the 
deadline and a revised implementation date.  In 
some instances this simply appears to be 
unacceptable feet dragging.  Is there sufficient 
resource in this area? Or is someone simply not yet 
on top of things? 

I am aware that Rosemary Allen (who devised the 
ICT strategy for Yarmouth and Waveney) has 
contacted our ICT department and Paul Calkin 
about progressing our work in this area.  Is this an 
avenue that should be pursued further? 

Niall Perry Management responses have now been submitted by the current interim 
HoIT. Responses were not provided before the original deadline primarily 
because of the lack of continuity from one interim HoIT to another: the 
current HoIT attempted to meet the second deadline but obtaining 
Director signoff was subject to a last-minute delay. It is evident that this 
has not been a satisfactory state of affairs. Improved governance 
arrangements are in place to ensure that audit responses are acted on in 
a timely manner however it is extremely important that a proper handover 
is effected between the interim and the permanent HoIT when he/she 
takes up the post. 

  

The interim HoIT is developing a new IT strategy which will be considered 
by the IT Strategic Board in July or August. If further resources are 
required to develop/implement the new strategy then using Rosemary 
Allen will be one of many options that could be examined. 

 


