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AUDIT SERVICES OUT-TURN REPORT 2008-09 AND REVIEW OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AUDIT SERVICES



1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report summarises the work undertaken by Audit Services for the period 1st April 2008 to 31st March 2009, and provides Members with information to enable a view to be taken on the effectiveness of Audit Services.


1.2 The Strategic and Annual Audit Plans for 2008-09 were presented to, and agreed by, Members of this Committee at their meeting on 15th April 2008 - Report CORP 4/08 refers. 


2 PROGRESS AGAINST PLAN FOR THE YEAR


2.1 All Final Reports were presented to Members of the Audit Committee during the year as appropriate.  Reports CORP1/08, CORP28/08, CORP48/08, CORP75/08 and CORP 2/09 refer.


2.2 In accordance with agreed practice, a “level of assurance” was given for each of the systems reviewed, based on the number and grading of the recommendations arising.  



	Level


	Evaluation

	1.Substantial
	Very high level of assurance can be given on the system/s of control in operation, based on the audit findings.



	2.Reasonable
	Whilst there is a reasonable system of control in operation, there are weaknesses that may put the system objectives at risk.



	3.Restricted
	Significant weakness/es have been identified in the system of internal control, which put the system objectives at risk.



	4.None
	Based on the results of the audit undertaken, the controls in operation were found to be weak or non-existent, causing the system to be vulnerable to error and/or abuse.




2.3 In all, an “assurance  level” was given for 29 reports  as follows - 

Substantial Assurance – 11
Reasonable Assurance – 13
Restricted Assurance – 5
No Assurance – nil


2.4 Based on the above, it can be seen that 83% of all audited systems have been assessed as “reasonable” or “substantial”.


2.5 Other work which was undertaken during the year, but which did not result in formal reports, included

Use of Resources and preparation for Shared Service (IT and Revenues and Benefits) – the Principal Auditor was involved in this work for a significant part of the year

Code of Corporate Governance - the Head of Audit Services co-ordinated the collation of evidence to support, and the preparation of,  the Annual Governance Statement 

Action taken on the Code of Corporate Governance Action Plan was monitored and reported to the Audit Committee at each meeting

Follow-up work on previous recommendations – all recommendations were followed up at the appropriate time, and any “failures to action” were reported to he Audit Committee 

Co-ordination of the responses to 48 requests under Freedom of Information Legislation

Undertaking internal and external financial checks relating to prospective tenants at the Enterprise Centre and Industrial Units – 38 such checks in all.

Co-ordination of an investigation into the fraudulent activities of a former employee, which led ultimately to prosecution.

A review of the supporting information and method of calculation of a number of Performance Indicators


3 STAFFING ISSUES. 


3.1 There were no significant issues arising during the year. 


4 ADEQUACY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERNAL CONTROL DURING 2008/09

4.1 It is not possible to give an opinion on the overall system of control within the Authority, as any such opinion can only be expressed in relation to the audit reviews which were undertaken during the year, the findings and recommendations made, and the remedial actions taken by management.  As stated at paragraph 2.4 above, however, the overall rating for the year was 83% at “reasonable” or “substantial” control.


4.2 The Annual Governance Statement and the attendant Action Plan provide further assurance on the overall system of internal control.


4.3 There is an agreed practice for bringing any of the following to Members’ attention –

Any instances where it is not possible to reach agreement on a grade “A” recommendation.

Any instances where no action has been taken on an agreed recommendation and no reasonable explanation has been provided.

Any matters which are likely to have an adverse effect on the Annual Governance Statement.

Any other matters relating to systems, controls etc to which it is deemed necessary to draw Members’ attention.


4.4 The only issues arising during the year, to which it was necessary to draw Members’ attention, were in relation to the MASS database for fixed assets, the role of the External funding Officer, and the authorisation of Members’ expenses-claims. 



5 Review of the Effectiveness of Audit Services


5.1 At the meeting of the Audit Committee on 23rd January 2007, Members agreed that in order to meet the requirements of the Accounts and Audit (Amendment)(England) Regulations 2006 relating to the effectiveness of Audit Services, they would rely on the completion of the checklist provided in the CIPFA Code of Practice for Internal Audit in Local Government in the United Kingdom.


5.2 A full review was subsequently undertaken and the results were reported to Members on 22nd June 2007 (Report CORP23/07 refers).


5.3 The Guidance Document that was received from the CIPFA Finance Advisory Network recommends that a full review of Audit Services should be undertaken every three years, with a “light touch” in the intervening years.


5.4 It is therefore considered that the next full review should be undertaken and presented to Members in June 2010. This was agreed by Members at the meeting of this Committee held on 23rd June 2008 (report CORP29/08 – Minute ref AUC.41/08), and this report therefore represents the “light touch” for 2008/09.



5.5 Because of the differing definitions of “effective time” used by other Authorities, no meaningful comparison can be made.  We achieved an overall rating, on our own method of measurement, of 65.7% (net “chargeable” time) for 2008/09.  The figure for 2007/08 was 63%, as reported to Members in report CORP 29/08 referred to in paragraph 5.4 above.


5.6 For clarity, our method of measurement is to state the total number of productive days as a percentage of the total “paid” days – i.e. net of holidays, bank holidays, sick-leave, training, admin etc.


5.7 Although we have not participated in the CIPFA Benchmarking Club for Audit Services since 2006, the table below shows that we are providing an Audit Service at significantly below average cost, compared to all other participating Shire Districts. N.B. The differences do not allow for three years’ inflation, which would make our figures even better by comparison.



	
	Average – all Shire Districts (2006 costs)


	Carlisle City Council

(2009 costs)

	Staff costs
	£34,363
	£32,871



	Overall costs including overheads


	£47,630
	£42,069

	Cost per “Audit day”
	£272
	£256




6 Recommendations

6.1 Members are requested to receive the report, to note progress made against the Strategic Plan, and to accept this report as the “light touch” as previously defined and agreed.

Ian Beckett

Head of Audit Services

June 2008


