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EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
 

SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
 

THURSDAY 15 MARCH 2012 AT 10.00 hours 
 
MEMBERS  
 
East Sussex County Council  
 
Councillors Fawthrop, Healy, Livings, Sparks and Thomas.  
 
Brighton and Hove Council  
 
Councillors Carden, Theobald and Wakefield. 
 
You are requested to attend this meeting to be held at East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service 
Headquarters, 20 Upperton Road, Eastbourne, at 10.00 hours. 
 

AGENDA 
  

753. To (a) confirm all participating Members have undertaken to observe the Authority's 
Code of Conduct, (b) check if any wish to amend their written declarations of 
interests under Part 3 of the Code and (c), in relation to matters on the agenda, 
seek declarations of any personal or personal & prejudicial interests under Part 2 of 
the Code. 

  

754. Apologies for absence. 
  

755. Notification of items which the Chairman considers urgent and proposes to take at 
the end of the agenda/Chairman‟s business items. 

  
 (Any Members wishing to raise urgent items are asked, wherever possible, to notify 

the Chairman before the start of the meeting.  In so doing they must state the 
special circumstances which they consider justify the matter being considered 
urgently). 

  
756. To consider any public questions and petitions. 

  
757. Non-confidential Minutes of the last Scrutiny & Audit Panel meeting held on 5 

January 2012 (copy attached).  
  



 2 

 
758. Callover. 
  
 The Chairman will call the item numbers of the remaining items on the open 

agenda. Each item which is called by any Member shall be reserved for debate. 
The Chairman will then ask the Panel to adopt without debate the 
recommendations and resolutions contained in the relevant reports for those items 
which have not been called. 

  
759. Audit Commission Draft Audit Plan – 2011/12 – joint report of the Chief Fire Officer 

& Chief Executive, Treasurer and Monitoring Officer (copy attached).  
  
760. Assurances to the Audit Commission for the 2011/12 Audit – joint report of the 

Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive, Treasurer and Monitoring Officer (copy 
attached).  

  
761. Future of Local Public Audit – Update – report of the Treasurer (copy attached)  
  
762. 
 

2011/12 Value for Money Review – Procurement – report of Councillor Pat Ost, 
Member Lead for Commissioning and Procurement (copy attached). 

  
763. Draft Value for Money and Business Audit/Review Programme for 2012/13 to 

2016/17 to support the Fire Authority‟s Efficiency and Improvement Agenda – 
report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive (copy attached).  

  
764. 2011/12 – 3rd quarter progress report on Key Task Areas and Corporate Projects – 

report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive (copy attached).   
  
765. 2011/12 3rd quarter performance results report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief 

Executive (copy attached).  
  
766. 2011/12 South East Fire Improvement Partnership (SEFIP) Regional Survey 

Benchmarking Report report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive (copy 
attached).  

  
767. Fire & Rescue Service National Framework for England – consultation draft 

response report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive (copy attached).  
  
768. Staff Survey 2010 and Investors in People Review – report of the Chief Fire Officer 

& Chief Executive (copy attached).   
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769. Exclusion of the Press and Public 
  
 To consider whether, in view of the business to be transacted or the nature of the 

proceedings, the press and public should be excluded from the remainder of the 
meeting on the grounds that, if the public and press were present, there would be 
disclosure to them of exempt information. NOTE:  Any item appearing in the 
confidential part of the Agenda states in its heading the category under which the 
information disclosed in the report is confidential and therefore not available to the 
public. A list and description of the exempt categories are available for public 
inspection at East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service Headquarters, 20 Upperton 
Road, Eastbourne, and at Brighton and Hove Town Halls. 

  
770. 2011/12 Value for Money Review – Procurement Issue – confidential report of 

Councillor Pat Ost, the Lead Member for Commissioning and Procurement (copy 
attached). (Exempt category under paragraph 5 of the Local Government Act 
1972).    

  
  
  
  
 ABRAHAM GHEBRE-GHIORGHIS 
 Monitoring Officer 
 East Sussex Fire Authority 
 c/o Brighton & Hove City Council 
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                          Agenda Item No. 757        
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
 
Minutes of the meeting of the SCRUTINY AND AUDIT PANEL held at East Sussex Fire 
& Rescue Service Headquarters, 20 Upperton Road, Eastbourne, at 12:00 hours on 
Thursday 5 January 2012. 
 
Members Present: Councillors Carden, Fawthrop, Livings, Pidgeon (sub), Sparks (Chairman) 
and Thomas. 
 
N.B. Councillor Pidgeon attended the meeting in place of Councillor Theobald, having been 
nominated by the Monitoring Officer in consultation with the relevant Group spokesperson. 
 
Also present: 
Mr. D. Prichard (Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive), Mr. G Walsh (Deputy Chief Fire 
Officer), Mr. G. Ferrand (Assistant Chief Fire Officer), Mrs. C. Rolph (Assistant Chief Officer 
– People & Organisational Development), Ms. L. Woodley (Deputy Monitoring Officer), Mr. 
D. Savage (Deputy Treasurer), Mr. R. Charman (Director of Financial Services) and Mrs. S. 
Klein (Clerk). 
 
743. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
  
743.1 (a) It was noted that all participating Members had undertaken to observe the 

Authority‟s Code of Conduct; 
 (b) It was noted that no Member wished to amend their written declarations of 

interests under Part 3 of the Code; 
 (c) It was noted that, in relation to matters on the agenda, no Member wished to 

make any declarations of personal or prejudicial interest under Part 2 of the 
Code. 

  
744. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
  
744.1 Apologies were received from Councillors Healy, Theobald and Wakefield. 
  
745. ANY OTHER NON-EXEMPT ITEMS CONSIDERED URGENT BY THE 

CHAIRMAN/CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS 
  
745.1 The Chairman welcomed past Chairmen of the Fire Authority Mike Murphy and Ted 

Kemble, who had been invited to the presentation of the Certificate of Achievement 
of the SE Employers‟ Charter for Member Development, and Mark Palmer, from SE 
Employers, who was presenting the Certificate (agenda item no. 749).   

  
745.2 The Chairman congratulated the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive on his award of 

the OBE in the New Year Honours List. 
  
746. TO CONSIDER PUBLIC QUESTIONS OR PETITIONS, IF ANY 
  
746.1 There were none. 
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747. NON-CONFIDENTIAL MINUTES OF THE LAST SCRUTINY AND AUDIT PANEL 
MEETING HELD ON 17 NOVEMBER 2011 

  

747.1 The Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive pointed out that, under minute no. 731.2, 
there was now no Member Lead for Health & Safety.  This role had previously been 
covered by Councillor Howson, who was now responsible for Equality & Diversity 
and Community Safety, and he asked the Chairman and Group Leaders to consider 
a suitable nomination.1 

  

747.2 RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting of the Scrutiny & Audit Panel held on 
17 November 2011 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.  
(Copy in Minute Book). 

  

748. CALLOVER 
  

748.1 Members reserved the following items for debate: 
 749. South East Charter for Member Development  
 750. Corporate Risk Register Review  
 751. ESFRS Response to HSE Consolidated Inspection Report  
  

749. SOUTH EAST EMPLOYERS’ CHARTER FOR MEMBER DEVELOPMENT 
  

749.1 Members considered a report of Councillor Roger Thomas, Lead Member for 
Member Learning & Development, which updated them on the results of the recent 
assessment.  (Copy in Minute Book). 

  

749.2 In July 2009, East Sussex Fire Authority had committed to achieving the South East 
Employers‟ Charter for Member Development.  Following this commitment, a Lead 
Member was appointed and a Member Development Steering Group established to 
drive progress against a template which represented good practice.  On 21 
November 2011, arrangements for Member Development were assessed using 
analysis of a portfolio of evidence submitted in advance, a number of interviews with 
key personnel and a Member workshop, to verify the presented evidence and to 
identify forward plans for continuous improvement.   

  

749.3 Based on this, the Assessment Team concluded that the Standard for the Charter 
had been achieved, and the Authority was awarded Charter status for three years 
from 21 November 2011.  It was noted that the Authority had also committed to a 
process of continuous improvement over the next three years.   

  

749.4 A certificate of achievement was then formally presented to the Chairman of the Fire 
Authority by Mark Palmer of South East Employers. 

  

749.5 Councillor Sparks thanked Councillor Thomas for the outstanding way he had led on 
this and the excellent result achieved.  Councillor Thomas responded that this had 
been due to an amazing amalgamation of work between Members and officers and 
thanked the past Chairmen, Mike Murphy and Ted Kemble, who had started the 
process, and also the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive. 

  

                                            
1
 Following the meeting, Councillor Fawthrop agreed to take on this role. 
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749.6 Mark Palmer thanked Members for inviting him to the meeting and pointed out that 
East Sussex was one of only two Fire Authorities in the South East to achieve the 
Charter, which was a testament to its culture of Member development.  He saw the 
Member Development Steering Group and Cheryl Rolph as critical to the progress 
made, and hoped that East Sussex would continue its journey towards Charter Plus 
status, and be an advocate for the Charter both regionally and nationally. 

  

749.7 Members considered the suggested improvement areas and were happy to let the 
Member Development Steering Group decide which should be incorporated within 
the development plan. 

  

749.8 Councillor Livings asked what the impact of a possible merger with West Sussex 
would be and was assured that East Sussex could take the award forward to a new 
Sussex Fire Authority should it proceed, but would have to show evidence after 12 
months that they were progressing Member development within the new Fire 
Authority.  Mark Palmer also assured Members that East Sussex could extend the 
18 month period to apply for Charter Plus status or delay their application. 

  

749.9 RESOLVED – That  
 (i) the report be noted; and  
 (ii) the Member Development Steering Group be asked to decide which of the 

suggested improvements should be incorporated within the development plan. 
  

750. CORPORATE RISK REGISTER REVIEW 
  

750.1 Members considered a report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive which 
reported on the latest quarterly review of Corporate Risk and sought their agreement 
of outcomes.  (Copy in Minute Book). 

  

750.2 The latest series of meetings with Corporate Risk Owners had been carried out 
during November 2011 to update risk management action plans and review the 
position of each risk and these were then considered by Corporate Management 
Team (CMT) in December 2011. The Panel was asked to note that all risk 
management action plans had been updated following individual reviews for each 
risk owner to monitor and review each action plan in line with Service key task areas 
and other service delivery objectives.   

  

750.3 The Panel considered the following proposals:  
 i. 0 risks to be removed. 
 ii. 0 risks to be enhanced from „Below the Line‟ to „Above the Line‟.   
 iii. 2 risks to be reduced but remain „Above the Line‟ (Risks 10 and 37); 
 iv. 2 risks to be reduced from „Above‟ to „Below the Line‟ (Risks 7 & 39); 
 v. 2 new risks to be approved:  

 Risk 44 – Further Collaboration and Possible Merger with WSFRS, is 
submitted for inclusion Above the Line.  

 Risk 43 – Olympic Games 2012 is submitted for inclusion Below the Line.  
 vi. 6 existing risks to remain „Above the Line‟  
 vii 17 risks to remain „Below the Line‟  
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750.4 ACFO Ferrand updated Members on the Gold Command training event he had 
attended, which had been organised by West Sussex FRS and the Sussex 
Resilience Forum, to test resilience arrangements for the 2012 Olympic Games.  
This had been very successful, with all parties learning more about each other‟s 
work, and proved that the plans in place were effective. 

  

750.5 Members questioned whether moving Risk 10 (Achieving Corporate Aims and 
Objectives in the current Financial Climate) from AII to CII was too big a jump at the 
current time, but were assured by the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive that CMT 
had considered the latest financial information and were confident that the level was 
appropriate for this Quarter. 

  

750.6 RESOLVED – That the latest update to the Corporate Risk Register be approved. 
  

751. ESFRS RESPONSE TO HSE CONSOLIDATED INSPECTION REPORT 
  

751.1 Members considered a report of the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive that 
updated them on the review of ESFRS actions against the outcome of the HSE 
inspection of eight Fire & Rescue Services in 2010.  (Copy in Minute Book). 

  

751.2 In December 2010, CMT had agreed the development of an Action Plan which 
mapped the HSE‟s national findings against current H&S control measures in 
ESFRS.  The Action Plan subsequently addressed the highest priority issues for the 
Service. 

  

751.3 Members considered the latest version of the Action Plan which provided a simple 
Red, Amber, Green system to show progress against actions and also provided 
commentary against each action; there were no fundamental issues of concern.  

  

751.4 Councillor Sparks asked how successful the changes to BA training had been, and 
ACO Rolph explained that significant amendments had been made to the existing 
systems, with various one-day courses being amalgamated into a four-day 
requalification course which had provided a more holistic approach to training.  
ACFO Ferrand also explained that the increase in compartment fire units at the 
Training Centre from three to nine had improved compartment fire training. 

  

751.5 The Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive thanked ACFO Ferrand for the way he had 
brought these outcomes into a consolidated report and suggested that it would be 
helpful to have an elected Member leading the process.  He reminded Members of 
the importance of having effective BA training to ensure the competence of all 
firefighters, especially those on the retained duty system who might not attend many 
incidents requiring the use of BA, but who may be first on the scene in rural areas.  

  

751.6 RESOLVED – That the contents of the report and the progress being made against 
the Action Plan be noted. 

   

752. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC 
  

752.1 There were no items for which the press and public needed to be excluded. 
  

752.2 The meeting concluded at 12.44 hours. 
  

 Signed Chairman 
  

 Dated this                           day of                                           2012 
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Agenda Item No. 759 
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
  

Panel: Scrutiny & Audit 

  

Date: 15 March 2012 

   

Title of Report: Audit Commission Draft Audit Plan – 2011/12 

  

By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive, Treasurer and 

Monitoring Officer 

  

Purpose of Report:  To consider and approve the recently published Draft 

Audit Plan 2011/12.   

  

  

RECOMMENDATION: The Panel is asked to consider and approve the recently 
published draft Audit Plan 2011/12, attached as a separate 
document. 

  

 

MAIN ISSUES 

  

1. The Audit Commission has recently published the Draft Audit Plan 2011/12 relating 
to East Sussex Fire Authority which is attached as a separate Appendix for Members 
only.  (Copies are available on request from the Clerk/on the website). 

  

2. Lizzie Peers, who is our Audit Commission Engagement Lead, will attend the 
meeting to introduce the Plan and discuss matters arising.   

  

Des Prichard 

CHIEF FIRE OFFICER &  

CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

 

Sean Nolan  

TREASURER 

Abraham Ghebre-Ghiorghis 

MONITORING OFFICER  

1 March 2012 
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Agenda Item No. 760 
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit  
  
Date: 15 March 2012  
  
Title of Report: Assurances to the Audit Commission for the 2011/12 

Audit 
  
By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive, Treasurer and 

Monitoring Officer   
  
Purpose of report: To confirm the Panel’s arrangements regarding 

compliancy issues on risk of fraud and other legal and 
regulatory requirements as required by the Audit 
Commission to meet the latest International Standard on 
Auditing 

  

  
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel is asked to approve the report. 
  

MAIN ISSUES 
  
1. The most recent External Audit Plan which relates to the audit of the 2011/12 

accounts is attached as a separate appendix to the previous agenda item for 
approval. (Agenda Item 759 – copy available on request to the Clerk or on the 
website).  The Panel need to take cognisance of the audit issues to be covered 
by the External Auditors as set out in their Plan on Accounting Statements and 
Whole of Government Accounts and Value For Money in addition to the 
Assurances the Panel need to give which are covered in this report.   

  
2. One of the requirements within the Plan is the need to confirm with the Audit 

Commission that satisfactory arrangements are in place regarding the Panel‟s 
arrangements for being assured of the organisation‟s compliancy issues on risk 
of fraud and other legal and regulatory requirements.   This assurance is 
required by the 30th April 2012 by the Audit Commission to meet the 
International Standard on Auditing.   

  
3. Members are reminded that both the Treasurer and the Monitoring Officer have 

statutory roles in relation to advising officers and Members on matters regarding 
the risk of fraud and legal compliance generally.   

  
4. Appendix 1 sets out the compliancy issues upon which the Panel needs to be 

satisfied that it has understanding, knowledge and oversight upon.  
  
5. Appendix 2 provides a summary of all the business reports presented or due to 

be presented to Scrutiny and Audit Panel from March 2011 to May 2012 with the 
standard reports that cover probity, corporate governance, risk and compliancy 
issues highlighted in blue.  (Several reports are year-end reviews which cannot 
be reported until the May meeting, but are nevertheless a key part of our 
corporate assurance system and which the Auditors will examine in due course).  
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6. Appendix 3 summarises the corporate policies and processes that underpin 
these reports to support the compliancy statements necessary to provide 
assurances to the Panel.   

  
7. The Panel is asked to confirm that the arrangements are sufficient to meet the 

assurance standards required.  
   
Des Prichard  
CHIEF FIRE OFFICER &  
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
 
1  March 2012  

Sean Nolan 
TREASURER  

Abraham Ghebre-Ghiorghis  
MONITORING OFFICER 
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Appendix 1  

 
Assurances for the 2011/12 Audit 

 
1) How the Scrutiny & Audit Panel exercises oversight of management's processes for:   
 

 assessing the risk that the financial statements may be materially misstated because of 
fraud or error (including the nature, extent and frequency of these assessments); 

 

 identifying and responding to risks of fraud, including any specific risks which 
management has identified, or brought to its attention, or classes of transactions, 
account balances or disclosures for which a risk of fraud is likely to exist;  

 

 communicating to employees its views on business practice and ethical behaviour (for 
example by updating, communicating and monitoring against the code of conduct); 

 

 communicating to the Panel/ those charged with governance the processes for 
identifying and responding to the risk of fraud or error.  

 
2) How the Panel oversee management processes for identifying and responding to the risk of 

fraud and possible breaches of internal control? Whether the Panel is aware any breaches 
during 2011/12. 

 
3) How the Panel gains assurance that the Authority has complied with all relevant laws and 

regulations?  Are you aware of any instances of non-compliance during 2011/12.  
 
4) Whether the Panel is aware of any actual or potential litigation or claims that would affect the 

financial statements. 
 
5) Whether the Panel has carried out a preliminary assessment of the going concern 

assumption, and if so, whether the Panel has identified any events which may cast doubt on 
your ability to continue as a going concern?   
 
A response from the Panel is requested to be provided to Richard Smith (r-smith@audit-
commission.gov.uk) by 30 April 2012.  
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Appendix 2  
 

Summary of reports presented to Scrutiny and Audit Panel March 2011 to May 2012  
 

EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
Agenda for Thursday 17 March 2011   (last year’s audit plan went straight to CFA rather 
than Panel due to timings).  
541. Audit Commission Draft Audit Plan – 2010/11  
SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL  
Agenda for Thursday 14 April 2011 
663. Code of Conduct. 
664. Apologies for absence. 
665. Urgent items. 
666. Public questions and petitions. 
667. Non-confidential Minutes of the meeting held on 6 January 2011.  
668. Callover. 
669. Assurances to the Audit Commission for the 2010/11 Audit. 
670 Accounts and Audit (England) Regulations 2011 (SI 2011 No 817) – oral report. 
671. Exclusion of Press and Public. 
672. Confidential Minutes of the last meeting on Thursday 6 January 2011. 
SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 26 May 2011  
673. Code of Conduct. 
674. Apologies for absence. 
675. Urgent Items. 
676. Public questions and petitions. 
677.  Non-confidential Minutes of the meeting held on 14 April 2011.  
678. Callover. 
679.  Waiver of Standing Orders. 
680.  Draft Annual Governance Statement for 2010/11.  
681. Internal Audit – Annual Report for the period 1 April 2010 – 31 March 2011.  
682.  Internal Audit – Assessment of Internal Audit Needs.  
683.  Operational Assessment (2010-12).  
684.  Value for Money and Business Audit Programme for 2010/11 Progress Report.  
685.  Progress Review of False Alarms from Automatic Fire Detection Systems for the 

period 1 December 2010 to 31 March 2011.  
686.  Corporate Risk Review and Outcomes 2010/11.  
687.  Managing the Risk of Fraud – Update.  
688.  2010/11 4th Quarter Performance Results  
689.  Draft Value for Money and Business Audit Programme Scoping Statements for 

2011/12.  
690. Contract Standing Orders  
691. Exclusion of the Press and Public. 
692.  2010/11 Value for Money Review – Information Management.  
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SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 14 July 2011  
693. Code of Conduct. 
694. Election of Chairman. 
695. Apologies for absence. 
696. Urgent items/Chairman‟s business items. 
697. Public questions and petitions. 
698. Non-confidential Minutes of the last Scrutiny & Audit Panel meeting held on 26 May 

2011.  
699. Callover. 
700. 2010/11 Performance Outcome report. 
701. DCLG Consultation on the Future of Public Audit. 
702. 2010/11 Value for Money Review of Estates Management.  
703.  Exclusion of the Press and Public. 
705. Confidential Minutes of the meeting held on 26 May 2011. 
SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 22 September 2011  
705. Code of Conduct. 
706. Apologies for absence. 
707. Urgent items/Chairman‟s business items. 
708. Public questions and petitions. 
709. Non-confidential Minutes of the last Scrutiny & Audit Panel meeting held on 14 July 

2011.  
710. Callover. 
711. Audit Commission‟s Annual Governance Report and Statement of Accounts 

2010/11. 
712. 2010/11 Review of progress with Partnerships. 
713. Progress Review of False Alarms from Automatic Fire Detection Systems 2010/11 
714.  2010/11 Value for Money Review – Community Safety Service 
715. Outcomes of Opinion Research Service (ORS) Questionnaire regarding incidents 

in the home. 
716. Outcomes of Opinion Research Service (ORS) Questionnaire regarding customer 

service during fire safety audits of commercial premises. 
717. Staff Survey 2010 and Investors in People (IiP) Review 
718. Corporate Risk Register Review 
719. 2011/12 1st Quarter Performance Results 
720. Audit Commission – Future of Local Audit 
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SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 17 November 2011  
723. Code of Conduct 
724. Apologies for Absence 
725. Urgent items/Chairman‟s business items 
726. Public questions and petitions 
727. Non-confidential Minutes of the last meeting held on 1 September 2011 
728. Callover 
729. External Audit Reports to the Fire Authority – Annual Audit Letter 2010/11  
730. Operational Assessment 2010-12  
731. Panel Membership and Lead Member arrangements for 2011/12 and potential 

impacts beyond  
732. Future of the Way Forward Working Group  
733. Outcomes of Opinion Research Service (ORS) Questionnaire Regarding Fire 

Safety Education Programme in Primary Schools 2010/11  
734. 2011/12 second quarter performance results  
735. Value for Money and Business Audit Programme for 2011/12 Progress Report  
736. Update on Equality & Diversity – Service Employment  
737. Environmental Issues – progress update – year 2010/11  
738. Reducing Unwanted Fire Signals  
739. 2010/11 Service Benchmarking Report  
740. Best Value Statutory Guidance  
741. Exclusion of the Press and Public 
742. Confidential Minutes of the last meeting held on 22 September 2011  
SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 5 January 2012  
743. Code of Conduct 
744. Apologies for Absence 
745. Urgent items/Chairman‟s business items 
746. Public questions and petitions 
747. Non-confidential Minutes of the last meeting held on 17 November 2011 
748. Callover 
749. South East Charter for Member Development  
750. Corporate Risk Register Review  
751. ESFRS Response to HSE Consolidated Inspection Report  
752. Exclusion of the Press and Public 
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SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
Agenda for Thursday 15 March 2012 
753. Code of Conduct 
754. Apologies for absence. 
755. Urgent items/Chairman‟s business items 
756. Public questions and petitions 
757. Non-confidential Minutes of the last meeting held on 5 January 2012 
758. Callover 
759. Audit Commission Draft Audit Plan – 2011/12  
760. Assurances to the Audit Commission for the 2011/12 Audit  
761. Future of Local Public Audit 
762. 2011/12 VfM review – Procurement 
763. 5 year vfm programme 
764. 2011/12 – 3rd quarter progress report on Key Task Areas and Corporate Projects  
765. 2011/12 – 3rd quarter performance results  
766. 2011/12 South East Fire Improvement Partnership (SEFIP) Regional Survey 

Benchmarking Report  
767. Fire & Rescue Service National Framework for England  
768. Staff Survey 2010 and Investors in People Review  
769. Exclusion of the Press and Public 
770. 2011/12 VfM review – Procurement Issue 
SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL 
PLANNED SCHEDULED AGENDA ITEMS for Agenda for Thursday 24 May 2012  
771. Code of Conduct. 
772. Apologies for absence. 
773. Urgent Items. 
774. Public questions and petitions. 
775. Non-confidential Minutes of the meeting held on 15 March 2012.  
776. Callover. 
777. Draft Annual Governance Statement for 2011/12.  
778.. Internal Audit – Annual Report for the period 1 April 2011 – 31 March 2012.  
779.  Internal Audit – Assessment of Internal Audit Needs.  
780.  Operational Assessment (2011-12).  
781.  Value for Money and Business Audit Programme for 2011/12 Progress Report.  
782.  Corporate Risk Review and Outcomes 2011/12.  
783.  Managing the Risk of Fraud – Update.  
784.  2011/12 4th Quarter Performance Results  
785. Draft Value for Money and Business Audit Programme Scoping Statements for 

2012/13.  
786. Exclusion of the Press and Public. 
787. Confidential Outcomes on Audit on overspend on the refurbishment costs of Lewes 

and Bexhill fire stations  
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Appendix 3  
 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel overview – summary of relevant corporate policies 
and procedures 
 
SECTION 1 Management processes in relation to: 
 

1) How the Scrutiny & Audit Panel exercises oversight of management's processes for:   
 

 assessing the risk that the financial statements may be materially misstated 
because of fraud or error (including the nature, extent and frequency of these 
assessments); 

 

 identifying and responding to risks of fraud, including any specific risks which 
management has identified, or brought to its attention, or classes of transactions, 
account balances or disclosures for which a risk of fraud is likely to exist;  

 

 communicating to employees its views on business practice and ethical 
behaviour (for example by updating, communicating and monitoring against the 
code of conduct); 

 

 communicating to the Panel/ those charged with governance the processes for 
identifying and responding to the risk of fraud or error. 

 
MEMBERS HANDBOOK  
 
1. All strategic corporate governance documents including the Members Handbook are 

on our website esfrs.org under East Sussex Fire Authority/ Corporate Governance.   
This gives a general introduction to the scope /theme of arrangements.  

1.  Terms of Reference for Panels of the Authority 
2.  Contract Standing Orders  
3.  Financial Regulations 
4.  Delegated Functions  
5. Codes of Conduct for Members and Employees including Antifraud and 

Corruption Strategy and related Whistleblowing policy  
 
2. Relevant sections of the Members Handbook are reviewed annually and any changes 

of significance are brought before the Scrutiny and Audit Panel, but primarily the 
reviews are considered by the Standards Panel within its remit.  Material changes to 
the Fire Authority Strategies are considered by the Policy and Resources Panel, or 
less material changes agreed by Principal Officers/CMT as required.  

 
3. If there is any need to improve upon other contents of the Members Handbook, the 

appointed officers of the Authority have delegated powers to make any minor 
changes with more fundamental ones being reported to the relevant Panels for 
consideration.  An amended version of the Members Handbook is issued in time for 
the CFA AGM in May/June.  

 
MEMBER DEVELOPMENT  
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4. The Fire Authority has been awarded the South East Charter for Fire Authority 
Member Development by the South East Employers, Charter for Member 
Development and the Local Government Association. The Development programme 
completed so far and future plans will assist all Members to fulfil their respective 
member roles in order to achieve the authority‟s aims and objectives.  

 

SCRUTINY & AUDIT PANEL  
 

5. The Scrutiny & Audit Panel has key responsibilities for the management of audit, 
regulatory framework issues, accounts and scrutiny and performance review 
arrangements.  (See Section B of the 2011/12 Member Handbook on the website on 
the terms of reference of the Scrutiny and Audit Panel)  

 

6. The compliance with the terms of reference can be illustrated by the Panel‟s workload 
in relation to the type of report and subject matter over the course of the last year 
attached as Appendix 2 to this report. The key reports that related to the Internal 
Audit programme managed by ESCC on an independent basis and internal reviews 
which cover/potentially cover fraud issues are highlighted in bold.  These are also 
available on the website.     

 

KEY CORPORATE GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  
 

7. The annual summary of outcomes for all these issues is covered in the Fire 
Authority‟s Annual Governance Statements.  These are presented to the Scrutiny and 
Audit Panel annually in the spring for prior approval before being included in the 
accounts.  Changes in regulations make inclusion within the accounts for 2011/12 
optional, but the report will still be brought before the Panel for consideration at its 
May meeting.   

 

CORPORATE RISK   
 

8. The Fire Authority has mature Corporate Risk Management arrangements in place 
which are also under the remit of this Panel to support standards of corporate 
governance.   

 

9. Members have refresher training on corporate risk management issues annually at 
one of the Members‟ Seminars. 

 

10. Both CMT and the Panel have quarterly reviews of corporate risk and if the risk of 
fraud were raised, then this would have been picked up on the Corporate Risk 
Register and a heightened mitigation plan brought forward for approval, but there has 
been no such need in 2011/12.  

 

11. As part of the mature Corporate Risk Management Arrangements, the varying risks of 
fraud are assessed regularly across our functional areas in line with the national 
guidance document „Managing the Risk of Fraud‟. A corporate risk assessment action 
plan has been put into place to reduce all our potential risk of frauds to a low risk 
category. This function is performed by our Corporate Risk Manager who has been 
working with the finance team at ESCC and ESFRS seeking to reduce the risk in all 
areas to low by improving upon control measures. This was largely achieved at the 
end of year 2010/11. Progress is reported to Corporate Management Team (CMT) at 
year end and there are no issues which are likely to be raised in the year end report 
2011/12. 
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12. On a more general note, CMT receive and consider key pre-Panel reports and also 
sign off some reports which do not need to be reported to the Panel as there are no 
material issues to report bearing in mind that the end of year results are reported in 
the Annual Governance Statements.   

 
PROCUREMENT  
 
Contract Standing Orders  
 
13. Contract Standing Orders are kept up to date through the Members Handbook annual 

reviews and have been written to help users go through effective tendering 
arrangements in a chronological order.  ESFRS have run two management training 
courses to cover the financial year 2011/12 (22.03; 01.08) and two more are planned 
for 2012/13 (23/10 and 13/11) to support corporate governance related matters. 
Contract Standing Orders are supported by the Procurement Strategy and ESFRS 
Procurement Manuals.  Tenderers have to complete the necessary tender checks 
and ESCC evaluate their financial viability at appropriate levels. The Corporate 
Services Directorate has a Strategic Finance Manager to oversee Strategic 
Procurement supported by a procurement and corporate risk management support 
team to assist functional managers.  Specialist legal and contract legal advice is 
accessed under our legal services contract with the City.    

 
14. One error relating to a tendering compliance requirement has occurred which 

was identified as a result of an internal Value for Money Review on 
procurement which has raised an issue in relation to the effectiveness of the 
Service’s procurement internal control environment. The error was investigated 
internally with the advice of the ESFRS contracts lawyer and the Lead Member for 
the VFM review apprised of the position at draft report stage prior to CMT 
consideration and subsequent consideration by the Scrutiny & Audit Panel.  This 
report is elsewhere on the Panel‟s agenda for March 2012.  An ESFRS action plan 
has been prepared and a follow up review by Internal Audit already built into next 
year‟s planned audit programme.   

 
Financial Regulations & Delegated functions  
 
15. Financial Regulations are supported by a range of ESFRS Manuals including those on 

delegated financial management, budget monitoring and specific issues.  CMT receive 
monthly budget monitoring reports from the ESFRS financial team who have worked 
with all ESFRS budget managers during the preceding month to examine budget 
variations and review queries.   

 
16. The ESFRS financial team check on commitments to establish whether they are still 

valid, reconcile issues such as procurement cards and monitor petty cash and personal 
claims including subsistence claims supported by VAT receipts etc. as well as standard 
allowances.  ESFRS uses the SAP system and the management controls and access 
levels are in place and reviewed regularly including by Internal Audit as part of their 
cyclical reviews. Dual functioning is not allowed and passwords dictate functions able 
to be performed.   
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The Fire Authority‟s financial arrangements are overseen by the Treasurer who is 
also the Treasurer of ESCC and whose team provide key professional services 
and advice and their services are in turn reviewed by Internal and External Audit as 
part of the managed audit arrangements.  Monthly management meetings take 
place between the Treasurer and Deputy Treasurer/ ESFRS ACO(CS) and 
Director of Financial Services to overview all financial management matters.   
 

17. Any variances are reported to the Policy and Resources Panel.  Internal Audit 
prepares an annual outcome report on the findings of all audits undertaken, but 
once more any material issues identified would be brought before the Panel.   

 
18. Any material matters of financial probity issues would be reported to the Scrutiny 

and Audit Panel in the next reporting period or issues of a more minor nature 
summarised at year end.  

 
Financial monitoring reporting  
 
19. The Policy & Resources Panel rather than the Scrutiny & Audit Panel receive a 

quarterly report on the monitoring of Revenue Budget and Capital Programme 
spend against budget. (Corporate Management Team receives them on a monthly 
basis). Any material concerns are raised in these linked reports.  These reports 
identify all significant variations across all budget heads and capital programme 
projects.  There are also crossover links between the P&R Panel and S&A Panel to 
ensure S&A Panel members can raise an issue should they be concerned. 

 
20. Should a case of fraud be suspected by a member of staff, manager or even 

externally, internal audit are called in to investigate.  There have been no cases 
of fraud detected in 2011/12.  

 
21. Should a misstatement or error occur, it would be most likely to be identified first 

from these regular monitoring processes.  It would be reported via CMT and then 
referred to the P&R Panel as required/advised by the Treasurer/Internal Auditor  
Scrutiny & Audit would receive an associated report to cover their responsibilities 
on such matters. There have been no misstatements which have occurred 
/been identified to date. 

 
22. One error has occurred in 2011/12; if an error is presumed to include a 

material overspend on a particular issue within the context of the defined 
Financial Regulations limits.  This would normally be identified from the budget 
monitoring reports, its scale and scope considered in terms of the level of 
investigation required and depending upon its severity, internal audit would be 
called in to investigate why this has occurred. This process has occurred in 
2011/12.  A material overspend in 2011/12 was identified relating to a Capital 
Contract on a scheme to improve Bexhill and Lewes Fire Stations.  This was 
identified to Policy & Resources Panel, Internal Audit were called in to investigate.  
The outcome of the internal audit investigation, actions which have taken place 
already, and are required to be completed, are being reported to the Scrutiny & 
Audit Panel at its meeting in May 2012.    
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CODES OF CONDUCT FOR MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES INCLUDING ANTI-
FRAUD AND CORRUPTION STRATEGY AND RELATED WHISTLEBLOWING 
POLICY 
 
23. Management‟s commitment to upholding „Our Values‟ is a key principle within the 

organisation to ensure issues such as honesty, respect, and integrity are upheld by 
managers and staff alike not only to make the Service an enjoyable place to work 
but one that is free from threat, intimidation and malpractice.   

 
24. All Members and ESFRS managers attend the corporate governance training 

events (1 to 2 per annum). 
 
25. All employees have a set of leaflets which are also available on the intranet and 

website including specific leaflets on antifraud and corruption and whistleblowing.   
 
26. Station inspection routines also look at key administrative systems  

a. Payroll validation checks are in situ 
b. Pension validation checks are in situ 
c. ESFRS participate in the National Fraud Initiative and any cross matches 

are followed up. 
 
SECTION 2 Management's awareness of the processes for identifying and 
responding to the risk of fraud and possible breaches of internal control. 
Whether the Panel is aware any breaches during 2011/12? 
 
Any issues in relation to actual or alleged instances of fraud are the subject of an 
Internal Audit review.  Any matters of severity would be reported to the Panel at the 
next meeting.  Otherwise, the annual Internal Audit summary report will contain any 
issues which have arisen during the year.  Paragraph 14 above refers to a 
procurement process which has questioned the effectiveness of internal control and 
the action taken/to be taken to re-strengthen and further tighten up current control 
processes.  
 
SECTION 3 How management gains assurance that the Authority has complied 
with all relevant laws and regulations?  Are you aware of any instances of non-
compliance during 2011/12? 
 
Through the role of the Monitoring Officer and the day to day working relationship the 
Deputy Monitoring Officer has with Principal Officers of the Service.   As set out above 
and including the Internal Audit Review programme which is more aligned to areas of 
risk than in previous years. 
ESCC Finance processes and procedures  
ESFRS Finance and Procurement Section manuals and written procedures  
 
Again, the occurrence that took place regarding a tender (see paragraph 14 above) 
resulted in a technical breach of EU procurement processes which was identified by 
the Service‟s internal processes and actions put in place to prevent reoccurrence.  
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SECTION 4 Whether there is any potential litigation or claims that would affect 
the financial statements. 
 
There remain potential insurance claims relating to the Marlie Farm incident which 
have previously been declared as contingent liabilities in the statement of accounts and 
will be similarly declared this year.  These civil claims are not expected to be resolved 
until late 2012/13 at the earliest.  We have had one modest employment related claim 
(less than £10,000) which has just been settled.  No other employment claims are 
outstanding.  All other insurance/injury claims are being managed by our insurers for 
which cover is available.  
 
Based upon the above summary, it is considered that the processes underpinning the 
Panel‟s work, the reports presented to the Panel as well as the arrangements in place 
for reporting to the Panel if required, is sufficient to provide the Panel with an effective 
overview of soundness of the management arrangements. ” 
 
SECTION 5. Whether the Panel has carried out a preliminary assessment of the 
going concern assumption, and if so, whether the Panel has identified any 
events which may cast doubt on your ability to continue as a going concern?   
 
The Policy & Resources Panel are responsible for the Strategic Plan within the context 
of available resources.  This Panel is also undertaking a long term and rolling 
programme of Service Prioritisation exercises to ensure any strategic resourcing gap is 
closed.  
 
The Authority has not overspent at year end, nor is it expected to in 2011/12 as 
reported and Balances remain healthy.  Policy and Resources Panel agenda papers 
are also sent to Scrutiny & Audit Panel members for information/consideration. 
 
The Treasurer would raise any issues of material concern and, as such, the Panel has 
not identified any events which might cast doubt on the Fire Authority‟s ability to 
continue as a going concern for 2011/12, 2012/13 and 2013/14.  The Fire Authority is 
fully aware of the hardening financial environment over the medium term and whilst our 
current attempt to merge with WSFRS cannot take place until the outcome of the Local 
Government Resource Review is known, increased collaboration is taking place on a 
joint control and other areas are being given active consideration.  In terms of the 
current predicted strategic resources gap for 2014/15 and 2015/16, it remains 
manageable within the available resources of the Authority.  
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 Agenda Item No. 761  
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 

  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit 
  
Date: 15 March 2012 
  
Title: Future of Local Public Audit – Update  
  
By: Treasurer 
  
Purpose of Report: To advise the Panel of the Department of Communities and 

Local Government’s (DCLG) response to the consultation 
paper on the future of local public audit and the progress of 
the Audit Commission’s outsourcing exercise. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: To note the report. 
  

  
MAIN ISSUES  
  
1. Following its announcement that the Audit Commission (AC) was to be disbanded, 

the DCLG published a consultation document on the Future of Local Public Audit.  
The document set out the Government‟s proposals for how a new local audit 
framework would work where: 
 

  Audit quality is regulated within a statutory framework, overseen by the 
National Audit Office (NAO) and the accountancy profession  

 Local public bodies will be free to appoint their own external auditors with 
stringent safeguards for independence.  

  
2. The DCLG has now provided an update on its proposals outlined in paragraph 2.1 

below. 
  
  
  

 
Sean Nolan 
TREASURER 
27 February 2012 
 
List of Background Papers: 
Future of Local Public Audit 
NAO Code of Practice 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
  
1.1 Following its announcement that the Audit Commission (AC) was to be disbanded, 

the DCLG published a consultation document on the Future of Local Public Audit.  
The document set out the Government‟s proposals for how a new local audit 
framework would work where: 

  
  Audit quality is regulated within a statutory framework, overseen by the 

National Audit Office (NAO) and the accountancy profession  

 Local public bodies will be free to appoint their own external auditors with 
stringent safeguards for independence.  

  
2. UPDATE ON DCLG PROPOSALS 
  

2.1 The Panel considered a response to the consultation at its meeting on 14 July 2011 
(minute no. 2011-701). The DCLG published its response to the consultation on 4 
January 2012 and a copy is available from the Clerk on request.  In summary, the 
key issues arising from the DCLG‟s response are: 

  
  The new roles for the National Audit Office (NAO), producing the Code of 

Practice and supporting guidance to set out the framework for the audit of local 
public bodies and the Financial Reporting Council as the overall regulator 
responsible for recognition and supervision of Recognised Supervisory Bodies 
(professional accountancy bodies responsible for supervising the work of 
auditors) are confirmed; 

 Despite the fact that the majority of audited bodies who responded appear not 
to have supported the proposal, the DCLG confirms that it will be requiring the 
recommendation on auditor appointment to be made to audited bodies by an 
Independent Auditor Appointment Panel (IAAP), chaired by an independent 
member and with a majority of independent members (i.e. not elected 
members); 

 The Government intends to prescribe the functions of the IAAP to include 
advising on the appointment, independence, removal and resignation of the 
auditor and the issuing of public interest reports and produce guidance on the 
demarcation between IAAPs and Audit Committees. This narrower definition of 
the role of the IAAP is welcomed; 

 In order to facilitate joint procurement / joint appointments, IAAPs can cover 
more than one audited body; 

 The scope of the audit will include a value for money component, in addition to 
the audit of the accounts, but this should be risk based and proportionate and 
based on information provided by the audited body – it is to be hoped to this 
will follow the less bureaucratic process introduced for the audit of the 2010/11 
accounts; 

 There is no final decision yet on the appointment of auditors for smaller bodies, 
but the document makes no reference to this responsibility resting with S151 
officers at first tier councils (the indications from our DCLG contacts is that it 
will not be a county S151 role.) 
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2.2 Whilst DCLG is intending to publish a draft bill in Spring 2012 for pre-legislative 
scrutiny, it is not yet clear when it could become law.  Depending on whether the AC 
let 3 or 5 year contracts as a result of their current outsourcing exercise, the earliest 
that audited bodies will have to appoint their own auditors is for the audit of the 
2015/16 accounts (i.e. by 31 December 2014). 

  
2.3 The Government has begun a period of intense discussion with councils and audit 

firms so they can shape the practical details of the new, localised audit system.  A 
series of workshops with DCLG, NAO and the AC has taken place in January and 
February.   

  
2.4 At the same time, the Audit Commission has been progressing its programme to 

outsource the remainder of its in-house audit provision.  A full timetable is available 
on the Commission‟s website at: 
http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/aboutus/future/Pages/timetable-for-outsourcing-
process.aspx.   

  
2.5 The key dates for the local authorities are: 
  Contract awards decisions – early / mid March 

 Consultation with audited bodies on 2012/13 auditor appointments – April – 
July 2012 

 New auditor appointments for 2012/13 – 1 September 2012. 
  
2.6 The Commission will also determine whether the auditor appointments will be made 

for 3 or 5 years.  A further update will be provided to the Panel at its May meeting, 
including the appointment of the Authority‟s new external auditors, if known. 

  

3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
  
3.1 There are potential financial implications from the Department for Communities and 

Local Government‟s (DCLG) proposals, though these cannot be scaled at the 
moment, primarily through the appointment and ongoing support for an Independent 
Auditor Appointment Panel.  The Audit Commission expects that the exercise to 
outsource its remaining in-house audit provision will result in savings for all 
authorities in excess of 10% (approximately £7,000).   It is not clear what the impact 
on fees will be in the medium term (i.e. 2015/16 onwards) as a result of public 
bodies being able to appoint their own external auditors. 

  
  
  
  
  

  
 

http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/aboutus/future/Pages/timetable-for-outsourcing-process.aspx
http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/aboutus/future/Pages/timetable-for-outsourcing-process.aspx
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Agenda Item No. 762   
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY  

  

Panel: Scrutiny & Audit  
  

Date:  15 March 2012 
  

Title:  2011/12 Value for Money Review – Procurement  
  

By: Councillor Pat Ost, Member Lead for Procurement  
  

Purpose of Report: To seek the Panel’s approval of the recommendations 

included in the attached report.  

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 

The Panel is asked to approve the recommendations set out 
in the in the report.  

MAIN ISSUES   

1. This Review has been conducted as part of the approved 2011/12 Value for 
Money (VfM) Review & Business Review and Audit Programme.   I am the Lead 
Member for the Review.   

  

2. The original VfM review objectives are to demonstrate value for money, including 
proposals including identifying 5% efficiency savings over the medium term, as 
well as to provide a direction of travel towards continuous service improvement.    

  

3. Coterminously with this VfM Review, the Service was conducting a Service 
Prioritisation exercise with a target to achieve real cash savings of £6.5m across 
the organisation by the start of 2015/16. The required savings from the 
Procurement function are being achieved to an earlier timescale than required 
corporately, largely due to the fact that the career decisions of some staff have 
facilitated the desired outcomes.  Their professional and mature considerations of 
the situation are to be commended.   As such, the early savings required have 
been achieved. 

  

4. With regard to the outcome of this VfM Review, Procurement is currently scored 
as „Adequate Performance‟ due to one critical issue which is dealt with in the 
confidential part of the agenda.  The full VfM review is attached as an Appendix to 
this report for the Panel, (copy on request from the Clerk or website), excluding 
the issue dealt with as part of the confidential agenda papers. Significant progress 
has been achieved in a number of areas since the last review was undertaken 
which, but for this issue, would have led to a much higher outcome score.   

  

5. There are two further areas of research still being pursued – a review of the 
effectiveness and use made of the regional procurement role prior to its intended 
regional contract renewal by late 2012/13, and the second is to continue to 
investigate the changes in volumes of contracts from the baseline measurement 
in the last VfM review to 2010/11 outturn and assess whether: 
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 a) All ESFRS contracts, memoranda of agreement and service level 
agreements have now been captured by the central procurement team 
/contracts register.  (This should be resolved by the planned internal audit 
in 2012/13); 

 
b) The changing profiles across types of contract frameworks used prove 

more appropriate/cost effective forms of contracts are being used or 
whether the shifts identified are solely due to changes in the volumes of 
contracts entered into.  This issue  will also be covered by the planned 
internal audit in 2012/13); 
 

c) The extent of further progress that could be achieved in the medium term 
to generate additional efficiency savings  (a further £50k per annum is 
expected to be achieved from the service prioritisation savings currently 
approved in principle anyway).  

  

6. In order to score the service as „Established - Performing well‟, a number of 
areas for improvement identified in this report would need to be addressed.  

  
7. The Panel is asked to approve the recommendations in the attached review 

report and note that the three further pieces of work identified in paragraph 5 will 
be completed and fed into the related internal audit/service prioritisation work in 
due course.  

 
Councillor Pat Ost   
MEMBER LEAD FOR COMMISSIONING AND PROCUREMENT  

2 March 2012 
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Agenda Item No. 763 
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 

 

Panel: Scrutiny & Audit  
  

Date: 15 March 2012 
  

Title: Draft Value for Money and Business Audit/Review 

Programme for 2012/13 to 2016/17 to support the Fire 

Authority’s Efficiency and Improvement Agenda.  
  

By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive 
  

Purpose of Report: To seek the Panel’s endorsement of an amended Value 

for Money and Business Audit/Review Programme for 

2012/13 to 2016/17. 
  

  

RECOMMENDATIONS: 1. The Panel is asked to approve the 2012/13 to 2016/17 
Value for Money and Business Audit/Review programme 
attached as Appendix A (in principle only from 2013/14 
onwards at this stage) and to instruct officers to prepare 
detailed scoping statements for the 2012/13 review 
programme for consideration by the Panel at its May 
2012 meeting.  

  

 2. Group Leaders, in consultation with the Chairman of the 
Panel, are asked to advise officers of a nominated 
Member to lead on the VFM Review of Strategic 
Planning/ Strategic Intelligence for ESFRS business 
requirements scheduled to take place in 2012/13.  

  

MAIN ISSUES 
  

1. The Panel approved the previous Five Year Value for Money Review Business 
Audit programme for 2011/12 to 2015/16 inclusive at its meeting in May 2011 
(Agenda Item 689).   The outcomes of the completion of the 2011/12 annual 
programme will be reported to the Panel for its meeting in May 2012. 

  

2. The aim of this report is to seek the Panel‟s approval for an amended Value for 
Money and Business Audit/Review programme for 2012/13 and an intended draft 
programme for 2013/14 and beyond.  However, it is possible that planned work 
schedule to take place in 2013/14 and beyond may be the subject of fundamental 
change in the light of future Service Prioritisation Reviews and increased 
collaborative working.   As such, it is only the 2012/13 programme that needs to 
be approved, at this stage, and to note that scoping statements will then be 
prepared and resubmitted to the Panel for approval at its next meeting in May 
2012. 

  

3. The 2012/13 draft programme has been devised with the responsible Managers 
to ensure that the reviews continue to support previously approved IRMP Annual 
Action plans, the Fire Authority‟s service improvement agenda and annual 
efficiency requirements. 
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4. It is suggested that a Member Lead is nominated from within the Panel to 

undertake the main VFM review on Strategic Planning/ Strategic Intelligence for 

ESFRS business requirements.  

  
5. The task and finish review heading has been broadened so that resources from 

the performance and review team may be reallocated to issues that may arise 
from the future potential work burdens arising from increased collaboration.   

  
6. The Performance Management Section manages the corporate co-ordination of 

the Value for Money Review/Business Audit & Review programme activity on 
behalf of the Panel and CMT.  The Programme has allowed for some flexibility for 
the Service to respond to dynamic issues that may emerge during the business 
year including, for example, operational debriefs or Investigations. 

  
7. Progress with the reviews is reported to the Panel on a six monthly basis, with the 

last report being submitted in November 2011. CMT are also provided with 
monitoring information on the progress made and will also provide direct guidance 
and support accordingly. 

  
8. There are no other issues pertinent to this report.  
  
Des Prichard 
CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

 

29 February 2012 
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APPENDIX A 

AMENDED FIVE YEAR VALUE FOR MONEY REVIEW & BUSINESS REVIEW/AUDIT 

PROGRAMME 2012/13 TO 2016/17 (Updated February 2012) 

YEAR 1 – 2012/13  

 Value for Money Reviews 

ACO(CS) Strategic Planning/ Strategic Intelligence for ESFRS business requirements – 

Councillor lead TBC 

ACFO Environmental Strategy review – Councillor Sven Rufus 
 

 Mini Value for Money Reviews  

ACO(POD) Organisational Development Communications 

DCFO Operational Planning and Policy – to be further defined 
 

  Business Reviews and Audits   

DCFO  IRMP outcomes for all phases of 3 year IRMP programme 

All POs Task and finish reviews on performance indicator results and other issues that 

may arise * 

DCFO  Annual Review of Partnerships (last report went to CMT in Sept 2011) 
 

  External Scrutiny 

ACO(CS) Customer Service Excellence * 

ACO(POD) Investors In People Award 

ACO(POD) Fire Authority Member Development Programme 

ACO(CS) Service Prioritisation * 

*High priority items to be achieved before other work undertaken 

FUTURE YEARS’  DRAFT PROGRAMMES TO BE NOTED CURRENTLY 

YEAR 2 – 2013/14  

 Value for Money Reviews 

Deleted by 

CMT 

Regional Control arrangements and interface with ESFRS systems 

ACO(POD) L&D VFM Review – to be further defined. 

DCFO  Special Services – to be further defined. 

 Mini Value for Money Reviews  

Deleted by 

CMT  

Devolved Financial Management – no longer required  as dealt with by 

Finance Team in 2012/13 and also subject to 2012/13 internal audit review.  

 Corporate Governance and Risk Management 

  Business Reviews and Audits   

DCFO  Community Risk Management outcomes  

All POs Task and finish reviews on performance indicator results and other issues that 

may arise * 

DCFO  Annual Review of Partnerships 

  External Scrutiny 

ACO(CS) Customer Service Excellence * 

ACO(POD) Investors In People Award 

ACO(POD) Fire Authority Member Development Programme 

ACO(CS) Service Prioritisation * 
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 YEAR 3 – 2014/15  

 Value for Money Reviews 

DCFO  Technical Fire Safety 

ACFO  Health and Safety 

 Mini Value for Money Reviews  

ACO(CS) External Financial Services 

ACO(CS) External Legal Services 

  Business Reviews and Audits   

All POs Task & finish reviews that may arise. * 

Amended ROSPA QSA on H&S management systems (triennial programme) 

DCFO  Annual Review of Partnerships 

  External Scrutiny 

ACO(CS) Customer Service Excellence * 

ACO(POD) Investors In People Award 

ACO(POD) Fire Authority Member Development Programme 

ACO(CS) Service Prioritisation * 

YEAR 4 – 2015/16  

 Value for Money Reviews 

ACFO Estates Management (Follow-up from 2010/11) 

ACFO Information Management  (Follow-up from 2010/11) 

 Mini Value for Money Reviews  

DCFO Partnership Arrangements  (Follow-up from 2009/10) 

DCFO IRMP Effectiveness of CS initiatives  (Follow-up from 2011/12) 

 Business Reviews and Audits   

All POs Task & finish reviews that may arise. * 

DCFO  Annual Review of Partnerships 

 External Scrutiny 

ACO(CS) Customer Service Excellence * 

ACO(POD) Investors In People Award 

ACO(POD) Fire Authority Member Development Programme 

ACO(CS) Service Prioritisation * 

YEAR 5 –  2016/17(new fifth year of the programme)  

 Value for Money Reviews 

ACO(CS) Procurement (Follow-up from 2011/12) 

ACFO Engineering (Follow-up from 2011/12) 

 Mini Value for Money Reviews  

ACO(CS) Performance Management Framework - systems compliance 

  Business Reviews and Audits   

All POs Task & finish reviews that may arise. * 

DCFO  Annual Review of Partnerships 

  External Scrutiny 

ACO(CS) Customer Service Excellence * 

ACO(POD) Investors In People Award 

ACO(POD) Fire Authority Member Development Programme 

ACO(CS) Service Prioritisation * 
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Agenda Item No. 764 
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 

  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit  
  

Date:  15 March 2012 

  
Title:  2011/12 – 3rd quarter progress report on Key Task Areas and 

Corporate Projects  
  

By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive 

  

Purpose of Report: To present a summary of the 2011/12 3rd quarter progress 

report on Key Task Areas and Corporate Projects. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
The Panel is asked to note the report bearing in mind the context 
of all the organisational work priorities being undertaken at 
present.   
 

 

MAIN ISSUES   

 

1. In September 2011, CMT agreed to streamline reporting processes by reporting on 
Key Task Areas and Corporate Projects through the Interplan system for both 
Members and senior officers.  Accordingly, Appendix A is attached for Panel 
Members as a separate document which contains the 3rd quarter progress report at 
a strategic summary level.  (Copies on request to Clerk or on the website) 

  

2. In overall terms, of the 28 projects identified in the Appendix:  
 6 are 100% complete  
 5 are between 80% and 99% complete 
 4 are between 60% and 79% complete 
 2 are between 40% and 59% complete 
11 are less than 40% complete.  
 

Based purely on the figures identified in the column „% on target‟,  15 out of 28 
(54%) of projects are assessed to be less than 75% on target at the three quarter 
year stage  - although, in considering the text, some projects are likely to move 
quickly to fruition in the final quarter.  The Charging Strategy for AFAs has been 
delayed awaiting the Government‟s decision on the required changes in law.  

  

3. All Project Managers must include comments which are „SMART‟ including whether 
their projects are on time, on budget, with any reasons for slippages, or any 
variances that have occurred.   

 

Des Prichard  

CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

16 January 2012 
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Appendix A 

Attached as a separate document for Panel Members  

Copies on request to the Clerk or on website  
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Agenda Item No. 765 
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY  

  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit 

  
Date: 24 May 2012 

  
Title of Report: 2011/12 – 3rd quarter performance results  

  
By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive 

  
Purpose of report: To present the third quarter performance indicator results 

for 2011/12.  

  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 
The Panel is asked to: 
 

 i. note the 2011/12 performance results for Quarter 3 as set 
out in the report and complementary Appendix A; and  
 

 ii. consider the information included within the exceptions 
report set out as Appendix B.   

   

   

MAIN ISSUES   

 

1. This report contains the Quarter 3 performance indicator results for 2011/12, 
compared with the results for the same quarter in 2010/11.   

  
2.  In terms of the overall performance this year, of the Fire Authority‟s priority areas, 3 

are on target and 2 are within 10% of achieving their targets at the end of quarter 3.   
  

3. The Panel is reminded that our strategic performance indicator targets continue to 
expect performance improvement across the entire Service.  However, in many 
areas, it is also accepted that both the rate and scope of future improvement is 
slowing, and some of our targets for 2011/12 and the future trends reflect this 
position.  In some areas, performance improvement will prove ever harder to 
achieve without smarter targeting of risk and community need.  This is where the 
Service is striving to ensure all available information and tools at our disposal 
achieve even tighter targeting of services to the most vulnerable in our local 
communities in future years. 

  
4. The report provides a simple Red, Amber, Green traffic light system.  Where 

particular indicators show two or more reds, a detailed exception report is included 

at Appendix B.  Responsible officers for those indicators have sought to explain the 

variances in performance and provide a short commentary on the actions needed to 

address the current downturn in expected performance.  Further analysis of these 

variations in expected performance has been prepared for the responsible officers to 

further explain at CMT and the Panel meetings.   
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5. The Panel is asked to note that, at its request, additional indicators in relation to 
automatic fire alarms (AFA) have been included in the quarterly performance report 
to negate the need for a separate report on AFA‟s on the agenda. Information is now 
provided on the percentage of AFA calls that were challenged by ESFRS, the 
percentage of AFA calls that were turned back by ESFRS and the percentage of 
AFA mobilised calls to properties covered by the RRO that were then classified as a 
primary fire. 

  

6. The main performance outcome summary is set out as Appendix A attached as a 
separate document for Panel Members (copies on request from the Clerk or on 
website).  

  

7.  The supporting exception report is set out as Appendix B. Responsible officers for 

those indicators where two or more reds are shown have sought to explain the 

variances in performance and provide a short commentary on the actions needed to 

address the current downturn in expected performance.  

 

Des Prichard  

CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

21 January  2012 
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Appendix A 

Attached as a separate document for Panel Members  

Copies on request to the Clerk or on website  
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Appendix B   
EXCEPTION REPORTS – QUARTER 3 2011/12 

Indicator  Commentary  Actions to be taken Responsible 
Officer 

2. Number of 
deaths in 
accidental 
dwelling fires 

Unfortunately, three people 
have lost their lives in fires 
during quarter 3. Two were 
thought to be accidentally 
caused and the third was 
thought to be deliberate. All 
were in domestic dwellings.  

Whilst Fatal Fire reviews 
and HM Coroners‟ Inquests 
have yet to take place, early 
indications are that, in each 
case, the casualty was 
deceased before arrival of 
the FRS and were not 
known to the FRS.   

Director of 
Response and 
Resilience/ 
Director of 
Prevention and 
Protection 

9.  Number of 
deaths in 
primary fires 

 

There have been 7 fire 
deaths up to 31 December 
2011.    
The Service threshold for 
fire fatalities in accidental 
dwelling fires is 4.   
The Service threshold for 
fire fatalities in primary fires 
is 6. 

However, both accidental 
dwelling fire victims fit the 
Service‟s criteria of being 
“vulnerable” and they were 
known to other agencies.   
This emphasises the work 
that must continue with our 
partners to share 
information on vulnerable 
persons. 

Director of 
Response and 
Resilience/ 
Director of 
Prevention and 
Protection 
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Agenda Item No. 766  
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit   
  
Date: 15 March 2012  
  
Title of Report: 2011/12 South East Fire Improvement Partnership (SEFIP) 

Regional Survey Benchmarking Report  
  
By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive  
  
Purpose of report: To present the results of the SEFIP regional survey on the public 

perception of the Fire and Rescue Service and home fire safety 
issues.   

  

  
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel is asked to note the report. 
  
 

MAIN ISSUES 
  
1. Nine Fire and Rescue Services (FRSs) from the South East Region (not including London) 

commissioned Opinion Research Services, in partnership with Experian, to conduct and 
report a telephone survey of 5,000 residents in the South East Region about perceptions of 
their fire and rescue services as well as home and road safety issues. The study is 
innovative in several respects: the regional collaboration; the focus on the important issue 
of unreported fires in the context of home safety; and the relevance to „social marketing‟ 
and the context in which fire and rescue services plan their community safety initiatives. 

  
2. The survey has run for three years and this report presents the comparator findings for 

East Sussex Fire and Rescue Service.  It is pleasing to note that ESFRS has overall 
performed better this year against the rest of the regional FRSs and we have improved 
performance on our own position against the previous year‟s results for the second year 
running.  Appendix 1 contains a summary of the main findings of the survey including the 
fact that East Sussex residents are significantly more likely to report being very satisfied 
with their Fire and Rescue Service compared to the other FRS and that we carry out more 
Home Fire Safety Visits in comparison to other FRS.  The full SEFIP report has been 
considered by Corporate Management Team.   

  
3. This is likely to be the last year that this survey is undertaken unless individual authorities 

within the South East Region commit to funding it from within their own resources.  There is 
no longer any legal requirement under Best Value to conduct such surveys however useful.   
Clearly, it would be desirable to continue with this survey, even if done every 3 to 5 years.  
 

Des Prichard  
CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
16 February 2012 
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Appendix 1  

  

1. INTRODUCTION 

  
1.1 Nine Fire and Rescue Services (FRSs) from the South East Region (not including 

London) commissioned Opinion Research Services (ORS), in partnership with 
Experian, to conduct and report a telephone survey of 5,000 residents in the South 
East Region about perceptions of their fire and rescue services as well as home and 
road safety issues. The survey included sections on satisfaction and contact with fire 
and rescue services, awareness of fire safety and road safety „messages‟, fire safety 
in the home, road safety behaviour, fire risks, and flooding and disaster prevention. It 
also included an important innovative section on unreported fires.  The study is 
innovative in several respects: the regional collaboration; the focus on the important 
issue of unreported fires in the context of home safety; and the relevance to „social 
marketing‟ and the context in which fire and rescue services plan their community 
safety initiatives. 

  
1.2  ORS provide two reports for FRS, an overall graphical report for the Region and an 

individual benchmarking report for each FRS. The following sections contain extracts 
from both reports.   

  
2.  MAIN CONCLUSIONS OF THE OVERALL REGIONAL REPORT 
  
2.1 Satisfaction  
2.1.1 Satisfaction with the fire and rescue service is very high – at 90% when „don‟t know‟ 

responses are discounted. Satisfaction levels have stayed the same since last year‟s 
survey. Members of the public have enormous faith and trust in their fire and rescue 
services – even though most of them have not had any contact and feel poorly 
informed about how the service spends its budget. 

  
2.1.2 Respondents aged over 70 (as well as the retired in general) and those who have a 

long standing illness, disability or infirmity are significantly more likely than average 
to feel satisfied with their fire and rescue service, whereas respondents who are of 
non-white ethnicity are significantly less likely than average to feel satisfied. 

  
2.1.3  Respondents from East Sussex and the Isle of Wight were significantly more likely 

than average to be satisfied with their FRS, whilst respondents from Royal Berkshire 
were significantly less likely to be satisfied. 

  
2.2 Contact with the FRS  
2.2.1 Only 3% of the total sample said they had used the fire and rescue services in the 

last year (the same proportion as last year). Like last year, residents in East Sussex 
were significantly more likely to have had contact with their FRS, while residents in 
Surrey were significantly less likely to have had contact. 

  
2.2.2 Overall, almost five times as many (14%) of the total sample had contact with the 

Service during the last year compared with those who had used the services. This is 
a slight decrease from last year, whereby 15% reported that they had had contact.  
Those who work full time and those aged 25 to 54 were significantly more likely than 
average to have had contact, whilst respondents from East Sussex are significantly 
more likely than other groups to have had contact. 
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2.2.3 Respondents from East Sussex and Oxfordshire were significantly more likely than 
average to be satisfied with the service they received when in contact with FRSs. 

  
2.3 Feeling Informed 
2.3.1 Half of the respondents (50%) felt very or fairly poorly informed about how their FRS 

spends its money – an increase of 2 percentage points since last year. 
  
2.3.2 Half of residents (50%) recalled having seen or heard fire safety messages in the 

past 12 months (7 percentage points less than last year; 57%). Those aged 55 and 
over or who have a long-standing illness are significantly less likely than average to 
recall having seen or heard such messages. 

  
2.4 Fire Safety Messages 
2.4.1 Half of respondents could recall having encountered a fire safety message during the 

last 12 months, 7 percentage points less than last year (57% in 2010). 
  
2.4.2 People aged over 55, retired people and those with a long standing illness, disability 

or infirmity were significantly less likely than average to recall fire safety messages. 
  
2.5 Fire Risk Awareness and Unreported Incidents 
2.5.1 Although hardly anyone (1%) feels unsafe in relation to fire risks, there are a 

significant number of unreported incidents or „near misses‟: 8% of the sample had a 
total of 405 unreported fire incidents during the last year (16 more than last year). 
Those aged between 18 and 24 were more likely than average to have had an 
unreported incident. 

  
2.5.2 Of those who have had any kind of unreported incidents, 3% were deliberate 

fire/arson; a decrease of 1 percentage point since last year. The majority of 
unreported incidents were cooking-related (66%) and 1 in 10 were related to candles 
(10%). Cooking related incidents were also reported by the highest proportion of 
residents in 2010. However, incidents relating to items being too close to 
fires/heaters now appear much higher up the list. 

  
2.5.3 In over four out of five households, someone attempted to tackle the fire (84%) – a 

decrease of 1 percentage point since last year (85% in 2010); this implies that fire 
safety messages and home fire safety checks should address this issue realistically. 

  
2.6 Fire Safety Measures 
2.6.1 Only 5% of households say they do not have a smoke detector in their homes; a 1 

percentage point increase on last year (4% in 2010). 
  
2.6.2 Generally, those aged between 55 and 69 and those with a long standing illness, 

disability or infirmity were significantly less likely than average to have smoke alarms 
in their home. 

  
2.6.3 Routine safety measures are overlooked by very many households: only a small 

proportion (11%) of those with detectors checks them once a week; many have no 
planned escape routes (39%), and at night many do not remove plugs (48%) or 
close internal doors (34%). Most households do not have fire extinguishers (66%).  It 
is also worth noting that people aged 18 to 24 are significantly less likely than other  
groups  to  have  routine  safety  measures  such  as:  a  planned  escape  route,  a  
fire extinguisher and/or fire doors. 
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2.6.4 When asked what they would do if their chip pan/wok caught fire, more than two 
fifths (44%) of respondents stated that they would use a damp cloth to cover it, whilst 
around a third said they would turn the power off the pan (30%). 

  
2.7 Home Fire Safety Checks (HFSCs) 
2.7.1 13% of the sample had had home fire safety checks, the same proportion as last 

year – 69% of them during the last three years. However, there are wide variations in 
the rates at which home fire safety checks are currently being done by different 
FRSs within the region. East Sussex and the Isle of Wight are carrying out more 
HSVs in comparison to other FRSs. 

  
2.7.2 

 
  
2.7.3 People  over  70  (and  the  retired in general)  and those  with  a  long-standing 

illness,  disability  or infirmity are significantly more likely to have had a home fire 
safety check. 

  
2.8 Road Safety  
2.8.1 7% of respondents reported that they have been involved in any form of collision 

with a motor vehicle during the last 12 months. 
  
2.8.2 More than half (52%) of respondents can recall having seen or heard of any road 

safety messages in the past 12 months; a decrease of 10 percentage points since 
last year (62% in 2010). 18 to 54 year olds and those who are employed full-time or 
part time are significantly more likely than average to have seen or heard road 
safety messages in the past 12 months; unlike those who are aged over 55, retired, 
or those with a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity. 
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2.8.3 38% of respondents changed their road safety behaviour as a result of seeing or 
hearing the message. Those aged over 70 and those who are retired are significantly 
less likely than average to have changed their behaviour, whereas 18-24 year olds, 
those who are of a non-white ethnicity are significantly more likely than average to 
have changed their behaviour as a result of the message.   

  
2.8.4 When respondents who have changed their road safety behaviour as a result of 

seeing or hearing road safety messages were asked how, two fifths (40%) reported 
that they now slow down/don‟t speed/stick  to  speed  limits;  around a  third (32%)  
are  now more  aware/considerate/careful and almost a fifth are more aware of 
motorcycles (17%). 

  

2.8.5 Within the ESFRS benchmarking report, it is pleasing to note that one of the key 
findings is East Sussex residents are significantly more likely to have changed their 
road safety behaviour as a result of seeing or hearing a road safety message in the 
last 12 months. 

  
3. MAIN CONCLUSIONS OF EAST SUSSEX BENCHMARKING REPORT  
  
3.1  East Sussex residents are significantly more likely to report being very/ satisfied 

with their Fire and Rescue Service compared to the overall findings. This was 
also reflected as a key finding in the 2009 and 2010 reports. 

  Residents in East Sussex are also significantly more likely to have had contact 
with their Fire and Rescue Service in the past 12 months.  This was also reflected 
in both previous reports.   

  Positively, residents are also significantly more likely to be satisfied that their Fire 
and Rescue Service is acting in the best interests of residents and is treating 
everybody fairly. 

  Positively, East Sussex residents are significantly more likely to agree that their 
FRS is working to make their communities safer, they are informed on spending, 
they provide good value for money and they are prepared for major incidents. 

  Residents in East Sussex are also significantly more likely to have had a home 
fire safety check. 

  Residents in East Sussex are significantly more likely to have changed their road 

safety behaviour as a result of seeing or hearing a road safety message in the 
last 12 months. 

  Residents in East Sussex are also significantly more likely to report that they 
have changed their road safety behaviour due to slowing down/not 
speeding/sticking to speed limits.  

  Residents in East Sussex are significantly less likely to close internal doors, have 
a fire extinguisher in place, have a fire blanket in place 

  
3.1.2  Table 1 contains the full range of indicators and the associated rankings of ESFRS.  

A Score towards 100 is good and a score towards 0 is poor. It is pleasing to note that 
ESFRS has overall performed better this year against the rest of the regional FRSs 
and we have improved performance on our own position against the previous year‟s 
results. 
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Table 1  

Indicator 

All participating Fire and Rescue Services 
Ranking 

2011 

Ranking 

2010 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Score out of 100 - 100 is best     

General impression (satisfaction) 89 90 88 89 88 88 86 86 87 1 2 

Contact in the last 12 months 13 17 16 16 13 14 12 12 10 1 1 

Contact (satisfaction) 94 98 93 98 96 96 96 96 96 1=  1 

Informed on spending 42 45 44 42 44 43 44 43 38 1 6 

Community safety 89 90 89 89 88 89 87 88 86 1 4 

Quick emergency response 88 88 86 87 87 87 85 84 83 1= 2 

Community consultation 74 73 74 70 71 71 70 69 67 3 2 

Act in best interest of residents 90 90 90 88 89 88 88 88 86 1= 3 

Treats everybody fairly 89 89 88 87 89 88 86 86 85 1= 3 

Value for money 83 84 81 81 83 82 80 80 77 1 6 

Prepared for major incidents 83 87 86 84 87 86 83 84 82 1= 4 

Fire safety message awareness 45 50 51 50 53 46 52 55 44 5 = 3 

Changes to fire safety measures 50 39 40 41 39 38 43 43 40 7= 6 

Fire safety (home) 86 87 87 87 88 88 86 87 86 3= 6 

Unreported fire incident in last 

12 months 
93 93 91 91 94 92 92 90 92 2= 6 

Arson 98 100 98 100 97 98 98 98 100 1= 5 

Smoke alarms (installation) 88 86 89 88 87 87 87 84 85 7 3 

Smoke alarms (testing) 15 13 11 9 12 12 11 11 7 2 1 

Matches and children 98 98 98 98 98 98 97 98 97 1= 9 

Fireguard 77 75 73 74 73 73 71 72 75 1= 6 

Close internal doors 52 51 51 61 57 54 56 58 52 8= 9 

Plugs 46 40 39 41 39 40 41 38 36 4= 6 

Escape route 69 58 63 59 65 64 59 58 54 7= 3 

Fire extinguisher 38 29 34 34 33 35 35 37 34 9 7 

Fire blanket 28 21 28 27 22 20 26 23 23 8 8 

Home fire safety check 19 17 14 9 12 15 12 10 9 2 3 

Awareness of road safety 

messages 
56 48 53 52 51 52 52 52 51 9 9 

Changes to road safety 

behaviour 
34 42 39 35 33 39 41 41 38 1 7 

FURTHER INFORMATION     

Number Of Telephone Interviews 

Completed 

55

8 

55

9 

56

0 

55

9 

55

8 

56

1 

55

6 

55

7 

558     

Results for East Sussex are shaded in  [blue]                  

Figures in green show significantly above average 
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 Agenda Item No. 767  
EAST SUSSEX FIRE & RESCUE SERVICE 

  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit 
  
Date: 15 March 2012 
  
Title: Fire & Rescue Service National Framework for England – 

consultation draft response 
  
By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive 
  
Purpose of Report: To seek the Panel’s approval of the draft response to the 

Department of Communities and Local Government’s (DCLG) 
consultation paper on the Fire & Rescue Service National 
Framework for England  
 

  
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel is asked to approve ESFA‟s draft response to the 

consultation. 
  

  
MAIN ISSUES  
  
1. The Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 requires a Fire and Rescue National 

Framework to be in place that sets out the priorities and objectives for fire and 
rescue authorities in connection with the discharge of their functions.  

  
2. In June 2011 the Fire Minister, Bob Neill MP, wrote to partners across the fire sector 

to announce that officials in the Fire, Resilience and Emergencies Directorate were 
due to begin work on the next Fire and Rescue National Framework and this draft 
was subsequently published for consultation on 7 December 2011 – the draft 
Framework can be viewed at 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/fire/fireframeworkconsultation2012 

  
3. The draft Framework marks a key milestone in resetting the relationship between fire 

and rescue authorities and Government. It proposes moving away from prescription, 
enabling fire and rescue authorities to deliver their services in a way that makes 
sense locally, whilst continuing to meet the wider needs of national resilience. The 
Government retains an overarching responsibility for national resilience at a strategic 
level.   

  
4. Members of the Panel are asked to consider and approve the draft response, 

attached at Appendix A, for submission by 19 March 2012. 
  

 
Des Prichard 
CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
27 February 2012 
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Appendix A 
 
 
Dear 
 
Fire and Rescue Service National Framework for England 
 
East Sussex Fire Authority (The Authority) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Framework.  The Authority, however, is concerned that the timescale for responses 
and expected publication does not provide a realistic opportunity for the Department for 
Communities and Local Government to consider our views to shape the final Framework.  
The Framework also misses an opportunity to consider the outcomes of „Fire Futures‟ and 
where this work fits within the Government‟s priorities and objectives for fire and rescue 
authorities.  
 
Therefore, rather than answer the four specific questions within the consultation, the 
Authority has commented on the content within the draft Framework to recognise and 
concentrate on the impact and importance of the content to this Fire Authority, how it 
operates and, most importantly, the impact on the community of East Sussex and the City 
of Brighton & Hove.  
 
Chapter 1 – Safer Communities 
 
Integrated Risk Management Planning 
 
East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service is pleased to see that „localism‟ of service provision 
will continue through the route of the Integrated Risk Management Planning (IRMP) 
processes.  It is evident throughout the draft Framework that IRMPs are to continue to be 
fully embedded in the ownership of the fire and rescue authorities, with the emphasis on 
identifying risk and providing response, prevention and protection services as a result of 
the analysis using a variety of tools.  This approach should continue to be supported from 
the DCLG through development of risk analysis tools and cross government department 
consideration of data that will enhance the risk analysis processes. 
 
The Authority is concerned that the Framework indicates the requirement for additional 
work to consider the fire and rescue service related risks that may be cross-border, multi-
authority and/or of a national nature. The Service already contributes with our Category 1 
and 2 responders, as part of the Local Resilience Forum, towards the Community Risk 
Register and, therefore, we believe that  content on section „Identify and assess‟ is unclear 
in that it proposes an additional burden and remit outside of the Authority‟s responsibility.  
Is DCLG asking fire and rescue services to expand their own IRMP or to work with their 
partners to develop the Community Risk Register and, if the answer is yes, what is the 
mechanism for this to take place given removal of the Regional Government Offices who 
previously co-ordinated the regional resilience agenda? 
 
Prevent and protect 
The draft Framework, in its current guise, fails to fully support the prevention and 
partnership agenda.  Prevention is a key objective for this Authority and to achieve this 
agenda we work with our local partners.  The concept of partnerships is one of the 3 main 
priorities within the Framework but receives only 2 very short paragraphs of text within this 
Chapter; the majority of which relates to Cat 1 and 2 responders, e.g. in a response 
context.  
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At a time when our partners within Community Safety are seeing reductions in key 
community safety budgets and area base grants, what message does this send to our key 
partners?  This Authority believes that DCLG has missed an opportunity to reinforce 
government‟s expectations for local authorities, fire and rescue authorities and other 
partners to join together to address the needs of the vulnerable in society through true 
localism, therefore improving community safety and the health and well-being of our 
communities. 
 
Interoperability 
 
The Authority is pleased that the draft Framework offers an indication of the expectations 
in respect of interoperability, particularly with other fire and rescue authorities, emergency 
services and others to ensure interoperability that will enhance the delivery of response 
services to our communities. 
 
Gap Analysis 
 
Further clarity in this section would be helpful in respect of understanding of the 
expectations of a „gap analysis‟ and, in particular, the meaning of „agreed strategic 
governance arrangements‟.  
 
Chapter 2 – Accountable to communities 
 
The Authority welcomes the comments on the accountability of the Chief Fire Officer/Chief 
Executive and the scrutiny of its delivery of service to the community and, as such, it has 
robust performance and audit and scrutiny arrangements to assess the performance of the 
Service against its approved IRMP standards and other targets. 
 
The Authority supports the proposals to publish locally held data to aid transparency with 
our communities and sees this as a positive step towards „localism‟.  The result of the 
current peer reviews process has worked well for this Authority and we believe that 
information appertaining to the assessment of the fire and rescue service, and openness 
of our approved action plans to address improvements, are sufficient to address this 
requirement but that this area could become a „should‟ rather than „must‟. 
 
Chapter 3 – Assurance 
 
There is a lack of clarity in the draft Framework as to the meaning and processes 
associated with the „statement of assurance‟, particularly in respect of one which provides 
assurance of operational matters. 
 
On our first assessment we can see the similarities between the statements we currently 
make on contracts and performance data in our corporate plans and where annual 
statements are provided to the Fire Authority on financial and legal matters. Most of these 
statements are developed on the basis of annual reviews against a specific „code or 
practice‟ or independent assessment. 
 
If the draft Framework requires an annual statement of „operational matters‟ does this 
presume an annual operational assurance or effectiveness review?  Or, at the very least, a 
review programme that considers operational functions over an agreed timescale?  
 
 



 53 

The Framework should also define what it means by „operational matters‟; are these all 
elements of service delivery and, therefore, cover prevention, protection and response or 
only response services? 
 
The Authority has a positive approach to internal self-assessment and external peer 
review and it has concerns that a „toe dip‟ approach offered by these reviews are unable to 
provide an objective and detailed assessment of the operational matters within an 
individual fire and rescue service.  
 
National Resilience Assurance 
 
The Authority is pleased that Government recognises its role in national resilience and 
welcomes the engagement with the Chief Fire Officers‟ Association so far. However, the 
Framework lacks clarity on why and how and who the DCLG expects that the Authority 
would work collectively with and what are the agreed strategic governance arrangements.  
We are aware that there is a separate consultation taking place with a similar timeframe on 
„Strategic governance arrangements for fire and rescue national resilience‟ and it would 
have been helpful for this consultation to have been completed and the results included 
within the Framework. 
 
Chapter 4 – Legislative context, timescales, scope. 
 
It is noticeable that there is no overall vision for the fire and rescue services or timeframe 
for the Framework; therefore, it is difficult to take these into our consideration as part of our 
approach to Service and medium term financial planning. 
 
There is still a level of uncertainty of funding for years 2013-2015 and it is not clear how 
the cuts in grant funding will impact upon the ability of the Authority to deliver its outcomes 
and core services, as well as the expectations set out in the draft national framework.  A 
reduction in funding will inevitably lead to a reduction in physical resources, which will 
change the way in which we target our resources, to deliver our core services, to achieve 
our outcomes.  Locally, this will be a priority for the Service and for the communities we 
serve.  The framework document does not appear to recognise these constraints or how 
they will impact on the ability to meet national requirements such as national resilience.  
This Authority believes that it would have been helpful if a timeframe related to the 
expected outcomes of the Local Government Resource Review and Comprehensive 
Spending Review could have been considered as a reasonable timeframe for the 
Framework. 
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 Agenda Item No. 768  
EAST SUSSEX FIRE AUTHORITY 
  
Panel: Scrutiny & Audit 
  
Date: 15 March 2012 
  
Title: Staff Survey 2010 and Investors in People (IiP) Review  
  
By: Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive 
  
Purpose of Report: To advise the Scrutiny & Audit Panel on progress with the 

staff survey and IiP assessment action plan. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: To note current progress with the Staff Survey and IiP 

Assessment action plan. 
  

  
MAIN ISSUES  
  
1. The ESFRS Staff Survey and IiP Assessment which were undertaken in 2010 

highlighted a number of issues which were identified in a previous report submitted to 
the Scrutiny & Audit Panel meeting in June 2011. 

  
2. A draft action plan was developed by Heads of Group, with the involvement of the Trade 

Unions and was subsequently approved by the Scrutiny and Audit Panel.  This is 
attached as appendix A. 

  
3. The People & Organisational Development Steering Group, which is chaired by 

Councillor Waite, is monitoring the action plan.  At the last meeting in January 2012, an 
update on progress to date was reported, with 50% of the action points having been 
completed. This is considered to be good progress. 

  
Des Prichard 
CHIEF FIRE OFFICER & CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
28 February 2012 
 
List of Background Papers 
Appendix A – Action Plan (as of January 2012) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
   
1.1. The Staff Survey/IiP Assessment Action Plan was approved in June 2011 by the 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel, with many of the actions already being addressed as a 
result of continuing improvements in areas such as staff engagement and 
communications.  

  
1.2. The action plan is separated into 4 key areas: Communications, Learning and 

Development, Organisational Development, and Stress Management. The plan has 
been updated as of January 2012, with the following progress made: 

 
1.2.1 Communications – the 4 actions points have now been completed. 
  
1.2.2 Learning and Development – 2 out of the 3 action points have been completed. The 

3rd action point is on-going (Personal Development Records – PDR) as it is linked 
in with the introduction and rollout of the new HR database.  In addition to this, the 
Director of Response & Resilience is working with local managers to ensure that 
operational staff fully understand and recognise the need to maintain their records. 

 
1.2.3 Organisational Development – the 2 action points are on-going.  Improved 

management arrangements are in place and a tracker system is populated in 
related to case management, for which arrangements have also been strengthened.  
However, in terms of affecting perception, this is a longer term goal. 

 
1.2.4 Stress Management – the 3 action points are on-going and linked to the Work & 

Well Being Policy and training, which is currently being implemented.   
 
2. CONCLUSIONS 
 
2.1 The surveys presented an informative picture of the perceptions of employees and 

indicated, in a number of areas, very positive aspects of the Service.  The common 
areas of improvement are accounted for within the action plan and these are 
included in the draft action plan.  Good progress has been made with 50% of the 
action points completed. 

 
2.2 It is anticipated that by the time of the next report, the action plan will have been 

completed and communications to staff and trade unions will take place after the 
Scrutiny & Audit Panel has considered a further report. 

  
2.3 A forthcoming best value review of Communications will provide further confirmation 

of progress to date. 



 57 

Appendix A 
Action Plan to address issues arising from the Staff Survey 2010 & IIP Assessment 

 

Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

1. Communications Staff concerns 

about future job 

security, and 

want to be kept 

informed as 

soon as 

possible  

1. Regular 
briefings by 
CFO& CE 
and CMT 
members. 
DVD 
recording 
made of 
staff briefing 
following FA 
meetings.  

2. Full précis to 
be provided 
via Service 
Brief and all 
non 
confidential 
reports and 
minutes 
placed on 
the intranet 
for staff to 
access, 
other copies 
available on 
request. 

Staff receive 

timely 

information on 

matters which 

may have a 

direct impact 

upon them 

Communications 

Team 

 

Business 

Assurance 

Communications Value 

for Money Review. 

Head of OD  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel. 

1. Individual letters 
sent out, 
announcements in 
newsletters, 
consultation 
mechanisms in 
place through 
CMT meetings 
through July, 
August & 
September. 
 

Completed, with 

regular reviews 

 

2. Completed 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

2. Communications Corporate 

documentation 

is jargon heavy 

and full of 

abbreviations 

All written 

communication 

to be presented 

in simple 

language 

(Crystal Mark 

standard).  

Review of Core 

Brief to improve 

understanding 

of risk critical 

information. 

Staff, public and 

partners are 

better informed  

 

Core Brief 

feedback forum 

is recognised as 

an effective 

means of 

seeking and 

providing 2- 

way comms 

Communications 

Team 

Business 

Services  

Business 

Assurance 

Communications Value 

for Money Review. 

Head of OD  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel. 

Review of documents 

has produced simpler 

corporate documents. 

 

Completed.  

3. Communications Operational 

staff concerns 

about lack of 

contact above 

their line 

manager 

 

IIP report  

Page 7 

Communication 

para.3 

Station 

Managers & 

Borough 

Commanders 

reminded of the 

importance of 

face to face 

comms.  

 

 

 

Measurable 

improvement in 

2-way 

communications 

Director 

Response & 

Resilience. 

Borough 

Management 

Teams 

Director Response & 

Resilience 

Head of OD  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

We now have regular 

visits by CMT 

members to stations.  

Borough 

Commanders have 

been informed of 

need to visit stations. 

However, feedback 

from retained Stations 

is that visits are now 

starting to interfere 

with training. 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

Page 8 

Leading & 

Managing 

Para.3 

Staff Survey 

Summary 

report 

Page 7 

Communication 

1.25 

Effective 

communications 

to be 

considered as 

part of job 

description and 

person 

specification 

 

Update on merger 

visit by CMT member 

planned for every 

station and workplace 

 

Awareness of the 

importance of face to 

face meetings 

confirmed.  

Completed. 

4 Communications RDS staff 

concerns about 

lack of support 

 

Staff Survey 

Full report 

Page 136 

Q.B3TX 2nd 

text response 

Station 

Managers & 

Borough 

Commanders 

reminded of the 

importance of 

face to face 

comms. 

RDS staff have 

more regular 

contact.  

Director 

Response & 

Resilience. 

Borough 

Management 

Teams 

Director Response & 

Resilience. 

Borough Management 

Teams 

 

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

Borough 

Commanders have 

been informed of 

need to visit stations. 

Feedback from 

retained Stations is 

that visits are now 

starting to interfere 

with training, so 

planning is being re-

looked at. 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

 

IIP 

Improvement 

Plan 

Leadership & 

Management 

Page 31 

 

Awareness of the 

importance of face to 

face meetings 

confirmed.  

 

Completed. 

5 Learning &  

Development 

Operational 

staff to be 

better informed 

regarding 

training course 

availability and 

access to 

coaching 

L&D have 

developed a 

training 

prospectus 

aligned to each 

operational role 

within ESFRS. 

Further 

coaching 

courses to 

improve access. 

Increased staff 

awareness 

regarding 

availability of 

learning and 

development 

opportunities 

Head of L&D 

Coaches 

Head of L&D  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

Corporate Training 

Prospectus now 

available in hard-copy 

and on-line.  

 

Completed. 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

6 Learning &  

Development 

Support staff to 

be better 

informed 

regarding 

training course 

availability 

(where 

appropriate to 

their role) and 

access to 

coaching 

L&D to develop 

and roll out 

Support Staff 

Development 

Programme 

Equality of 

access to 

learning and 

development 

opportunities, 

with a clear 

message that 

this will be 

dependant on 

the business 

need. 

Head of L&D 

Coaches 

Head of L&D  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

Support Staff 

Development 

Programme now 

launched identifying 

generic inputs and 

activities at each 

level. Further 

embedding and 

support underway via 

L&D Business 

Partners. 

 

Completed. 

7 Learning &  

Development  

Negativity from 

some 

operational 

staff regarding 

PDR process  

L&D to re-

launch PDR-pro 

project in 

conjunction with 

HR database, to 

include positive 

messaging  

Improved user 

experience, 

resulting in 

positive 

feedback  

Head of L&D 

Head of HR 

Head of L&D via 

business plan 

Head of HR via 

business plan 

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

Interim paper-based 

PDR now launched 

for RDS staff which 

simplifies process 

and language. 

Lessons from this will 

be fed into FireWatch 

project. Ongoing. 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at 

end of January 

2012 

8. Organisational 

Development 

(HR) 

Staff perceive 

that there is a 

lack of 

discipline within 

ESFRS. 

Staff Survey 

Full report 

Page 263 

Q.E3BTX 

Staff Survey 

Summary 

Page 33 

7.8, 7.9,  

Page 36 

7.15 

Policies and 

procedures 

have recently 

been reviewed. 

Managers have 

attended ACAS 

training course 

(opened by a 

PO to 

demonstrate 

high level 

commitment) 

 

Managers 

understand their 

role in ensuring 

that ESFRS 

values are 

upheld at all 

times, and are 

provided with 

appropriate 

support should 

action become 

necessary.  

Head of HR 

All managers 

Confidential monitoring 

of case tracker by Head 

of HR, and lead PO. 

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit Panel 

All relevant manual 

notes now in place 

and supplementary 

training now 

completed.  

Disciplinary cases 

reviewed and 

monitored. 

 

ACAS Courses 

completed. 

 

Ongoing. 



 63 

 

Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at end of 

January 2012 

9 Organisational 

Development 

(HR) 

Staff do not 

feel confident 

that they can 

report 

unacceptable 

behaviour 

(discrimination, 

bullying & 

harassment) 

 

See Comments 

from CSN Co-

ordinator 

Re-launch of 

Colleague 

Support 

Network to raise 

awareness via 

an Outlet 

article. Greater 

transparency 

related to 

discipline 

matters. 

Organisational 

support for 

Trade Union 

officials in 

assisting 

members who 

raise issues. 

Staff 

understand the 

mechanisms 

and processes 

available 

through 

contacting the 

support 

networks 

available. Staff 

feel confident 

that action will 

be taken as 

appropriate.  

Head of HR (in 

consultation with 

CSN Co-

ordinator) 

Head of OD 

 

Head of HR  

POD Steering Group 

FA Scrutiny & Audit 

Panel 

Colleague Support 

Network re-launch 

completed.  Clear link 

with bullying and 

harassment policy 

and grievance policy 

and discipline policy 

now in place.  Some 

interim training 

secured for CSN. 

 

Outlet article 

produced with a high 

profile re-launch of 

CSN. 

 

Regular monitoring of 

cases. 

 

Ongoing. 



 64 

 

Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at end of 

January 2012 

10. Stress 

Management 

Not feeling 

Supported by  

Line manager 

 

Staff Survey 

Summary 

Page 41 

A new Work and Well-

Being Policy is being 

introduced to identify 

the causal factors of 

stress.  This will be 

supported by a 

number of 

mechanisms to 

monitor staff well-

being. Managers 

provided with training 

and support to 

increase confidence in 

dealing with 

management issues.  

Individual and 

team work and 

well-being 

assessments will 

be carried out.  

Training will be 

given to all those 

in a Managerial or 

supervisory role 

to complete these 

assessments. 

 

Head of H&S 

Head of HR 

 

Line Managers via 

Work and Well-Being 

Action Plans 

Head of HR  

Head of H&S  

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit 

Panel 

Consultations with 

the Trade Unions 

have agreement on 

the process. 

 

Pilot training course 

completed. 

 

Ongoing. 
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Ref 

No 

Headline Issue + 

Source 

Outputs Outcomes Internal 

Partners 

Performance 

Monitoring 

Comments on 

progress at end of 

January 2012 

11. Stress 

Management 

No Flexibility or 

control over job 

 

Staff Survey 

Summary 

Page 41 

Consider flexible ways 

of working. Coaching 

rather than training. A 

new Work and Well-

Being Policy is being 

introduced to identify 

the causal factors of 

stress.  This will be 

supported by a number 

of mechanisms to 

monitor staff well-being. 

Individual and team 

work and well-being 

assessments will be 

carried out.  

Training will be 

given to all those in 

a Managerial or 

supervisory role to 

complete these 

assessments. 

 

Head of 

H&S 

Head of HR 

Line Managers via 

Work and Well-

Being Action Plans 

Head of HR  

Head of H&S  

POD Steering Group 

FA Scrutiny & Audit 

Panel 

Consultations with 

the Trade Unions 

have agreement on 

the process. 

 

Ongoing. 

12. Stress 

Management 

Feeling under 

pressure to 

work long or 

extra hours, 

particularly 

amongst 

middle 

managers 

Staff Survey 

Summary Page 

40 Stress 

Management 

8.1 

Cultural change, 

discourage 

presenteeism culture. 

Facilitate home working 

where appropriate. A 

new Work and Well-

Being Policy is being 

introduced to identify 

the causal factors of 

stress.  This will be 

supported by a number 

of mechanisms to 

monitor staff well-being. 

Reported stress 

levels are reduced 

as evidenced by 

iindividual and team 

work and well-being 

assessments. out.  

Training will be 

given to all those in 

a Managerial or 

supervisory role to 

complete these 

assessments.  

 

Head of 

H&S 

Head of HR 

Line Managers via 

Work and Well-

Being Action Plans 

Head of HR  

Head of H&S via 

business plan 

POD Steering Group 

Scrutiny & Audit 

Panel 

Monitoring of 

absence levels is not 

showing a marked 

increase in stress 

related absence. 

 

Ongoing. 
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Executive Summary 
 

1. Following the announcement of its decision to abolish the Audit Commission in 
August 2010, the Government consulted on its proposals for a new local public 
audit framework from 31 March to 30 June 2011. Those proposals were 
designed to deliver the Government’s objective for a new local public audit 
framework that places responsibility firmly in the hands of local bodies, giving 
them the freedom to appoint their own auditors, with appropriate safeguards for 
auditor independence, from an open and competitive market for local public 
audit services. They were also designed with the fundamental principle of 
accountability in mind – providing a system of local public audit that allows local 
bodies to be held to account for the public money at their disposal, locally to 
residents and service users, and also as part of a framework of accountability 
that provides assurance to Parliament about the public money it votes to 
Government departments and which is in turn devolved to the local level. 

2. This document (the Government response) sets out the key themes and views 
which were raised during the consultation and what the Government now 
proposes for the new arrangements for audit of principal public bodies. The 
response provides little detail on the audit arrangements for local health bodies. 
The Department of Health is working through the implications of Monitor’s 
changing role and the proposed establishment of the Clinical Commissioning 
Groups, and will specify the detailed arrangements for audit of local health 
bodies, under the new framework, in due course.    
 
 

Key elements of the new local public audit 
framework 

3. The design principles of the new framework for local public audit are that it 
should be localist and transparent, achieve a reduction in the overall cost of 
audit, and uphold high standards of auditing, ensuring that there is effective and 
transparent regulation of public audit, and conformity to the principles of public 
audit. The key elements are: 

 
Regulation 
• There should be a consistent regulatory regime for audit, covering the 

private sector and the local public bodies (paragraph 24). 

• The National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of 
Practice and supporting guidance for audit of local public bodies, subject 
to Parliamentary approval. The National Audit Office will be required to 
consult key partners in developing the Code (paragraph 26). 

• The Financial Reporting Council will be the overall regulator, mirroring 
its role under the Companies Act 2006. The Financial Reporting Council 
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will be responsible for recognition and supervision of Recognised 
Supervisory Bodies (professional accountancy bodies responsible for 
supervising the work of auditors, and for putting rules and arrangements 
in place which their members must fulfil before they can be registered 
auditors) and for Recognised Qualifying Bodies (professional 
accountancy bodies responsible for awarding audit qualifications) 
(paragraphs 31-32). 

 
AUDITOR REGISTRATION  

• Mirroring the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory Bodies will: 
o have the roles of registration, monitoring and discipline for local 

public audit 
o put in place rules and practices covering eligibility of firms to 

undertake local public audit; and   
o keep a register of firms eligible to undertake local public audit 

(paragraphs 33-34). 
 
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT 

• As under the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory Bodies will 
monitor the quality of audits undertaken by their member firms, and 
investigate complaints, disciplinary cases and issues identified during the 
monitoring of firms on the register of local public auditors (paragraph 43). 

• The Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board (part of the Financial 
Reporting council) investigates significant public interest disciplinary 
cases and can impose sanctions on those auditors found guilty of 
misconduct in both the companies and public sectors. We consider that 
the Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board should continue to 
have these powers for local public audit (paragraph 45). 

• There will be additional oversight and monitoring of the audits of 
significant local public bodies (referred to as “Bodies of Significant Public 
Interest”) - the Financial Reporting Council (through its Audit Inspection 
Unit, or as appropriate through delegation to a Recognised Supervisory 
Body) will monitor the quality of the audits of these bodies, mirroring the 
arrangements for Public Interest Entities under the Companies Act 
(paragraph 47). 

 

Commissioning local public audit services 
AUDITOR APPOINTMENT  

• Local public bodies will have a duty to appoint an auditor from the 
register of local public auditors, on the advice of an Independent Auditor 
Appointment Panel (paragraph 60). 

• The Independent Audit Appointment Panel will have an independent 
chair and a majority of independent members (paragraph 60).  
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• We intend to frame requirements in a way that will allow local public 
bodies to share appointment panels (and therefore independent 
members) to ease admin burdens and reduce costs (paragraph 61).  

• The Police and Crime Commissioner will make appointments for police 
bodies; (paragraph 73). 

• The appointment process will be transparent. Local public bodies will be 
required to publish details of the auditor appointment on their website 
within 28 days of making the appointment, together with the Independent 
Audit Appointment Panel’s advice and, if they did not follow that advice, a 
statement explaining why (paragraph 63). 

• Where the local public body is not an elected body, the auditor 
appointment will usually be made directly by the Independent Audit 
Appointment Panel or its equivalent (paragraph 75). 

 
ROLE OF INDEPENDENT AUDITOR APPOINTMENT PANELS  

• Government intends to prescribe specific functions to the Independent 
Audit Appointment Panel limited to the external audit, including advising 
on auditor appointment, independence, removal and resignation, and in 
relation to public interest reports (paragraph 67).  

• The arrangements will allow local public bodies to share Independent 
Audit Appointment Panels, and to expand on the remit of their Panel if 
they wish, choosing a model which best suits their circumstances 
(paragraph 67). 

 
FAILURE TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR 

• Local public bodies will be required to appoint an auditor by 31 
December in the year preceding the financial year to be audited, and 
notify the Secretary of State if they have not done so. The Secretary of 
State will be able to direct the local public body to appoint an auditor or 
make the auditor appointment directly. In addition to meeting the cost of 
the appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction for 
failing to make the appointment (paragraphs 79-80). 

 
ROTATION OF AUDIT FIRMS AND AUDIT STAFF 

• Local public bodies will be required to run a procurement competition for 
its audit services at least every five years (paragraph 86). 

• Auditors will have to comply with the standards and rules set by the 
regulator.  Applying the current standards means the audit engagement 
partner will be able to undertake audit for a local public body for an initial 
five years and be reappointed for a further two years. The audit manager 
will be able to be appointed for a maximum of ten years. After these 
periods, these key audit staff will not be able to work with the local public 
body for a further five years (paragraph 85). 
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RESIGNATION OR REMOVAL OF AN AUDITOR 

• There will be rigorous, transparent processes for auditor resignation or 
removal, designed to protect auditor independence, quality of audit, and 
accountability to the electorate. These broadly mirror those in the 
Companies Act, but are adapted to reflect the principles of public audit 
(paragraphs 90-91). 

 
AUDITOR LIABILITY 

• Auditor liability should be an issue to be dealt with in the contractual 
negotiations between the auditor and audited body (paragraph 96). 

 
SCOPE OF LOCAL PUBLIC AUDIT AND AUDITORS’ WORK  

• The scope of local public audit will remain broadly similar. As now, 
auditors of local public bodies will be required to satisfy themselves that 
the accounts have been prepared in accordance with the necessary 
directions; proper practices have been observed in the compilation of the 
accounts; and the body has made proper arrangements for securing 
economy, efficiency and effectiveness in its use of resources (paragraph 
99). 

• The detail of how auditors should fulfil these requirements will, as now, 
be set out in a code of audit practice.  The value for money component 
should be more risk based and proportionate, with auditors basing their 
assessment of risk on evidence of the local public body’s arrangements 
for securing value for money provided by the local public body 
(paragraph 100). 

• Public Interest Reporting: The duty for auditors of local public bodies to 
undertake Public Interest Reporting will be retained, as will their ability to 
charge audited bodies for reasonable work. The duty on audited bodies 
to consider Public Interest Reports at a meeting within one month of the 
report and to publish the details of the meeting will be retained. A new 
duty will be placed on audited bodies to publish the Public Interest Report 
(paragraphs 105-107). 

• Non-audit services: Auditors will be permitted to provide non-audit 
services to the audited body, subject to adhering to the Auditing 
Practices Board’s ethical standards and the Independent Auditor 
Appointment Panel’s approval (paragraph 110). 

• Public interest disclosure: The local public auditor and the Independent 
Auditor Appointment Panel will be defined as designated persons under 
the Public Interest Disclosure Act, to enable individuals to make 
disclosures under the Act  (paragraph 112). 

• Transparency: The new framework will retain the rights of local electors 
to make formal objections to the accounts, but give auditors greater 
discretion regarding whether to pursue an objection (paragraph 115). 

4 



 

• Freedom of Information: The auditor’s public office holder functions will 
not be brought within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act 
(paragraph 118). 

 
NON AUDIT FUNCTIONS OF AUDIT COMMISSION 

• Proposed arrangements for Grant Certification: following the Audit 
Commission’s closure, Government considers that for new grants, the 
grant paying bodies should agree certification arrangements with grant 
recipients and auditors (paragraph 122). 

• National Fraud Initiative: Government proposes to continue the National 
Fraud Initiative, and is discussing with partners and the local public 
sector about how best to achieve this (paragraph 126). 

• VFM studies regarding the local public sector: The Government 
considers that there is scope for rationalisation in the number of these 
value for money studies compared to the number previously undertaken 
and would like to see a coherent and complementary programme of 
offerings across all providers.  
 
 

Implementation and next steps  
4. Chapter 4 sets outs the next steps. In summary these are to: 

• do some further work with smaller bodies and their representatives on 
regarding audit arrangements for smaller bodies, to explore options for these 
bodies before firming up proposals, and setting out our preferred approach 
in Spring 2012;    

• hold further discussions with local authorities, other local public bodies and 
the audit sector to flesh out the underlying detail of the framework, and how 
it might be implemented;    

• publish a draft Bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in Spring 2012, which allows for 
examination and amendments to be made before formal introduction to 
Parliament; and in advance of introduction of an Audit Bill as soon as 
Parliamentary time allows. 

5. The Audit Commission is currently in the process of outsourcing all the audit 
work of its in-house practice The outsource contracts that the Commission will 
put in place will start from 2012-13 and are expected to run for three or five 
years giving local councils and other public bodies the time to plan for 
appointing own auditors.  Once the audits have been outsourced the 
Commission will be radically reduced in size to become a small residuary body 
responsible for overseeing the contracts and making any necessary changes to 
the individual audit appointments during the life of the contracts.   
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CHAPTER 1 
Background  
 
 

6. On 13 August 2010, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government announced plans to disband the Audit Commission, transfer the 
work of the Audit Commission’s in-house practice into the private sector and put 
in place a new local audit framework.  Local authorities would be free to appoint 
their own independent external auditors and there would be a new audit 
framework for local health bodies.  A new decentralised audit regime would be 
established and local public bodies would still be subject to robust auditing. 

7. In March 2011, the Government published the Future of Local Public Audit 
consultation paper seeking views on proposals for how the new local audit 
framework could work following the disbandment of the Audit Commission.  
These proposals were developed by the Department for Communities and Local 
Government following discussion with a wide range of partners and bodies that 
would be affected by the changes.  These included the Audit Commission, the 
National Audit Office, the Financial Reporting Council, accountancy professional 
bodies, local government, other local public bodies and Government 
departments with an interest. 

8. The consultation paper set these proposals within the context that the current 
arrangements for local public audit, whereby a single organisation is the 
regulator, commissioner and provider of local audit services is unnecessarily 
centralised, and that there is a lack of transparency and clarity as well as 
potential conflicts between the role. 

9. The proposals in the consultation paper built on the statutory arrangements and 
professional ethical and technical standards that currently apply in the 
companies sector with adaptations to ensure that the principles of public sector 
audit are maintained. 

 
 

About the consultation 
10. In total, 453 responses were received to the consultation.  The majority of these 

responses were from local government: parish and town councils, district 
councils, county and unitary local authorities and their representative bodies.  
Responses were also received from professional accountancy and regulatory 
bodies, auditing firms and other audited public bodies and members of the 
public.  The majority of the members of the public who responded identified that 
they had auditing/accounting experience or were involved directly with the 
financial reporting for a council. A breakdown of the total responses can be seen 
below: 

6 



 

 

Type of respondent Number of responses 

Upper tier local authorities 91 

Lower tier local authorities 117 

Parish and town councils 134 

Individual members of the public 30  
(including 4 
councillors) 

Audit and accountancy firms 14 

Professional auditing and 
accountancy bodies 

5  
(including Audit 
Commission) 

Other audited public bodies  

Fire authorities 21 

Police authorities 12 

National Park Authorities 4 

Probation Authorities 4 

Pension authorities 2 

Others 5 

Non-categorised responses 14 

Total 453 

 
11. A summary of the responses to the consultation is available at: 

www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/localauditsummaryres
ponses 
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Format of the Government response 
12. Chapter 2 contains the Government response to the consultation. It is organised 

into sections following the order in the original consultation document. We have 
set out the proposals which the Government made, summarised the key themes 
and views submitted in consultation responses, and presented the 
Government’s response to these. 

13. Chapter 3 covers other functions of the Audit Commission that were not dealt 
with in the consultation. Chapter 4 covers next steps and implementation. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Consultation questions and government 
response 

 
 
 

Design principles  
14. The consultation proposed that the new local public audit framework should be 

based on the principles of localism and decentralisation, transparency, 
continuing to ensure high standards of auditing, while opening up the market 
and securing lower audit fees. Our aim is also to ensure the quality of audit by 
having regard to the principles of local public audit:  

• the independence of public sector auditors 

• the wide scope of public audit 

• good reporting arrangements to democratically elected representatives. 
15. The vast majority of respondents agreed that the consultation document had 

identified the correct design principles of: 

• localism and decentralisation 

• transparency 

• lower audit fees; and 

• high standards of auditing. 
Some respondents (including some professional auditing and accountancy 
bodies), commented that they did not believe that the decentralised approach 
outlined in the consultation document would achieve lower audit fees. Local 
authorities exhibited less concern. 
 

The Government’s response 
16. The responses received to the consultation support the Government’s proposed 

design principles. The proposals that are set out in this response and on which 
we intend to legislate are all vital elements of a new local public audit framework 
which is localist and transparent, and upholds high standards of auditing, where 
audit remains independent, robust and efficient. 

17. The Government is also committed to developing a new local public audit 
framework where audit fees remain competitive, stripped of the need to cover 
the central costs and overheads of the Audit Commission.  Having a single body 
that is regulator, commissioner and provider of local audit services provides a 
unique monopoly position and weak incentives to drive down costs. The key 
drivers of audit fees in the new local public audit framework (aside from 
commercial and market considerations) will be the scope of audit (i.e. what 
auditors are actually required to do) and regulation of the work of auditors. We 
are working with our partners to ensure that these elements of the new 
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framework do not add unnecessary cost into the new system.  The streamlining 
the Commission has done since the Government’s decision to abolish the 
Commission is already resulting in lower audit fees for local bodies, with the 
smaller overheads of the Commission enabling it to propose a 10% reduction in 
fee scales for 2012-131 for the first year of audits done under outsourcing. 
 
PROBATION TRUSTS 

18. As the financial results of probation trusts are consolidated into the National 
Offender Management Service accounts, which are audited by the Comptroller 
& Auditor General, the consultation proposed that in future probation trusts 
should be audited by the Comptroller & Auditor General. The audit of probation 
trusts would therefore not fall under the new local public audit framework. 

19. The majority of those who answered this question (local authorities) agreed that 
the audit of probation trusts should fall within the Comptroller & Auditor 
General’s regime.  The four probation trusts that responded were evenly split as 
to whether they should be included in the Comptroller & Auditor General’s 
regime or not.   
 
The Government’s Response 

20. The Government considers that it would be appropriate for the audit of probation 
trusts to fall within the Comptroller & Auditor General’s regime. We intend to lay 
an order before Parliament under the Government Resources and Accounts Act 
2000 which – if approved by Parliament – would add an amendment to 
Schedule 1 to the Offender Management Act 2007 and transfer responsibility for 
the audit of probation trusts to the Comptroller and Auditor General from April 
2012. 
 
HEALTH BODIES 

21. It is currently envisaged that the new local public audit framework outlined in this 
Government Response will apply to Clinical Commissioning Groups. These are 
new health bodies proposed in the Health and Social Care Bill. The precise 
audit requirements for Clinical Commissioning Groups have not yet been 
finalised and will depend on the passage of the Health and Social Care Bill. The 
application of the new local public audit framework for Clinical Commissioning 
Groups will be specified in due course.  

22. The audit arrangements for Foundation Trusts were not included in the 
consultation because they do not currently fall under the Audit Commission 
regime. Under the current arrangements, a Foundation Trust’s board of 
governors appoints their own auditor, on advice from an audit committee. 
Monitor currently regulates the audits, including providing the Code of Audit 
Practice and guidance. The audits include an opinion on the financial 
statements and a conclusion on value for money. We intend that the audit 
arrangements for Foundation Trusts will remain broadly the same, but some 
changes will be necessary to reflect Monitor’s changing role.  
 
 

                                                 
1 See http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/audit-regime/audit-fees/201213/Pages/default.aspx  
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Regulation of local public audit 
23. The Government considers that having a new and separate regulator for local 

public audit would be inefficient and risks duplication. This would also have an 
impact on fees. We therefore consider that, to the extent possible, there should 
be a consistent regulatory regime for audit, covering the private sector and the 
local government and health sectors. The same arrangements for regulation 
would apply for all local health bodies.  

24. The consultation proposed that the National Audit Office would be responsible 
for developing and maintaining the audit codes of practice which set out the 
approach to audit that auditors must follow when auditing local public bodies. 
Before preparing or altering a code applicable to any accounts, the National 
Audit Office will be required to consult appropriate local public bodies and 
professional accountancy bodies. The National Audit Office would also be 
responsible for producing any supporting guidance. 93% of respondents agreed 
that the National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of Audit 
Practice and the supporting guidance.   
 
The Government’s response 

25. The Government considers that, subject to Parliament’s agreement, the 
National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of Practice which 
auditors will be required to follow when auditing local public bodies. We have 
also discussed with the National Audit Office how it might support auditors in 
fulfilling their responsibilities under the Code. The National Audit Office 
recognises the need for annual and in-year guidance to promote consistency in 
audit approach and is in principle committed to providing support to auditors 
which is: 

• principles-based not prescriptive; 

• addresses key themes/issues (not every query); 

• informed by technical forum of local auditors (led by the National Audit 
Office); and 

• leaves discretion for an auditor to agree local audit approach based on their 
risk assessment. 
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REGISTRATION OF AUDITORS 
26. Under the Companies Act 2006 the Professional Oversight Board, part of the 

Financial Reporting Council, has statutory powers delegated to it for the 
recognition and supervision of those professional accountancy bodies 
responsible for supervising the work of auditors, Recognised Supervisory 
Bodies, or offering an audit qualification, Recognised Qualifying Bodies. 
Recognised Supervisory Bodies are responsible for putting rules and 
arrangements in place which their members must fulfil before they can be 
registered auditors. People with responsibility for company audit work must also 
hold a recognised qualification, awarded by a Recognised Qualifying Bodies. 

27. The consultation proposed that the Financial Reporting Council would oversee 
the regulatory regime for local public audit, as it does for the statutory audit of 
companies under the Companies Act 2006. The Financial Reporting Council 
would share responsibility for registering statutory local public auditors and 
monitoring the quality of their audits with Recognised Supervisory Bodies.  

28. 88% of responses were in agreement that the Companies Act 2006 should be 
replicated for local public audit. Some of the professional bodies responded that 
there would need to be some adaptation for the system to work for public 
bodies. 

29. Overall, respondents indicated preferences for one of the existing regulatory 
bodies to take on the role for maintaining and reviewing the register of statutory 
local public auditors.  
 
The Government’s response 

30. It is our intention that, as under the Companies Act 2006, the Financial 
Reporting Council will be the overall regulator2. We are therefore proposing that 
the Secretary of State will have powers which will allow him to authorise 
professional accountancy bodies to act as Recognised Supervisory Bodies for 
local public audit. In practice, the Secretary of State will delegate these powers 
to the Financial Reporting Council/Professional Oversight Board. This mirrors 
the arrangements under the Companies Act 2006.  

31. The effect of this is that the Financial Reporting Council will be able to:: 
o authorise existing Recognised Supervisory Bodies to have statutory 

responsibilities in respect of local public audit, in addition to their 
responsibilities for statutory audits of companies;   

                                                 
2. It should be noted that the Department for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) and 
the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) are currently consulting jointly on reforms to the 
FRC's governance and structure. The consultation can be accessed at 
www.frc.org.uk/about/frcreform.cfm and is due to close on 10 January 2012. Both BIS 
and the FRC are working with DCLG to ensure the FRC has a proportionate role in the 
regulation and oversight of local public audits, as envisaged under the local public audit 
framework, in any revised structure for the FRC which results from the consultation. 
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o authorise additional professional bodies to be Recognised Supervisory 
Bodies with statutory responsibilities in respect of local public audit. 

32. As under the Companies Act 2006, the Recognised Supervisory Bodies will 
have the roles of registration, monitoring and discipline for local public audit, and 
will be given delegated authority to put in place rules and practices covering: 

• The eligibility of firms to be appointed as local public auditors (subject to the 
Financial Reporting Council’s oversight, which might include guidance 
produced by the Council); and 

• The qualifications, experience and other criteria individuals must reach 
before being permitted to carry out a local public audit and sign off an audit 
report.  

33. In line with the register of those eligible for appointment as auditor under Part 42 
of the Companies Act 2006, all eligible local public auditors will be placed on a 
register, which will be kept by the Recognised Supervisory Bodies. This register 
will list: 

• the audit firms that are able to undertake the audit of local public bodies; 

• those individuals linked to each firm that are eligible to sign an audit report 
on behalf of that firm and able to take responsibility for local public audit 
work (though the names of individuals will not appear on the published 
register). 

 
ELIGIBILITY FOR REGISTRATION 

34. The consultation document asked how the right balance could be struck 
between requiring audit firms eligible for statutory local public audit to have the 
right level of experience, while allowing new firms to enter the market. The 
majority of responses suggested that firms should be required to demonstrate 
their track record in public sector audit and/or their ability to source the 
appropriate expertise. Other responses included the need to set proper high-
level criteria, including the correct skills and qualifications for firms and 
individuals, but in a way that would not preclude new firms entering the market.  

 
The Government’s response 

35. The Government considers that while it is important not to preclude new 
entrants to the local public audit market, it is also vital that any firm able to be 
appointed as a local public auditor has a number of suitable individuals with the 
necessary qualifications and experience to undertake local public audit work.  
Once enacted, legislation will provide that Recognised Supervisory Bodies 
(subject to the Financial Reporting Council’s oversight, and in line with any 
guidance which the Council produce) will be responsible for determining the 
level of expertise and experience necessary for any firm to be eligible to be 
appointed as a local public auditor. We are confident that building on the rules 
and arrangements these bodies already have in place under the Companies Act 
2006, but tailored appropriately to meet the specific requirements of local public 
auditors, will provide the right balance to ensure that an appropriate level of 
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experience and expertise is maintained in the system, while not precluding new 
firms from entering the market.  

36. In order to ensure that individuals within firms are suitably qualified and have the 
necessary levels of skills and experience, the Government considers that each 
individual eligible to sign an audit report on behalf of the firm will need to:- 

• hold an audit qualification (“appropriate qualification” in accordance with the 
Companies Act 2006 [Section 1219]); or 

• hold a corresponding qualification to audit accounts under the law of another 
European Economic Area state; or 

• hold a qualification from a body of accountants recognised by the Financial 
Reporting Council as an appropriate qualification for local public audit; 
and 

• be approved under the rules of the Recognised Supervisory Body to take on 
that role. In practice, we envisage that the Recognised Supervisory Body will 
only approve someone where it judges that the individual has the necessary 
level of skills and experience to take on the role.   

37. The Financial Reporting Council will need arrangements to monitor the 
continued appropriateness of qualifications that it recognises as appropriate for 
local public audit.  
 
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT 

38. The consultation proposed that the appropriate professional accountancy 
bodies should act as Recognised Supervisory Bodies and have responsibility for 
monitoring the quality of audits undertaken by their members, as they do in the 
private sector; and investigate complaints or disciplinary cases, as well as 
issues identified during their monitoring process. They would also be able to 
stop a firm being eligible for appointment as a statutory local public auditor, by 
removing them from the register of eligible local public auditors. 

39. The consultation said that the Government was considering whether the overall 
regulator should have a direct role in assuring the quality and undertaking 
independent investigation of the audits of some specified local public bodies, i.e. 
those that might be considered analogous to Public Interest Entities under the 
Companies Act 2006. 
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40. The consultation also asked for views on the proposal that the overall regulator 
would have powers to investigate and discipline in these cases. About a third of 
respondents to the relevant question considered that all principal local 
authorities should be considered as equivalent to public interest entities, with a 
smaller number suggesting that all of the bodies currently audited by the Audit 
Commission should be viewed as equivalent to public interest entities. Nearly 
half of respondents suggested that regulation and monitoring arrangements 
should be the same for audits of all local public bodies, with no specially defined 
group to be subject to additional arrangements.  The majority of respondents 
considered that the role of the regulator in relation to disciplinary cases should 
be the same for local public audit framework as it is under the Companies Act 
2006. 
 

The Government’s response 
41. We propose that, as under the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory 

Bodies will have responsibility for monitoring the quality of audits undertaken by 
their member firms. This work will fall under the monitoring units of these 
bodies, and will include: 

• reviews of individual audit engagements 

• reviews of the policies, procedures and internal controls of those firms 
licensed to carry out the public sector audits 

• reporting on the quality of audit to the registration body 

• investigating complaints or disciplinary cases, as well as issues identified 
during their monitoring process 

• removing a firm from the register of eligible local public auditors. 
42. The Recognised Supervisory Bodies will investigate complaints or disciplinary 

cases, as well as issues identified during the monitoring of firms on the register. 
Similarly, the Recognised Supervisory Bodies will be able to refer cases for 
investigation to the relevant arm of the Financial Reporting Council (the 
Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board). 

43. The Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board investigates significant public 
interest disciplinary cases and can impose sanctions on those auditors found 
guilty of misconduct in both the companies and public sectors. The Government 
considers that the Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board should 
continue to have these powers for local public audit. 

44. Under the Companies Act 2006 the overall regulator, through its Audit 
Inspection Unit, is responsible for monitoring the quality of the statutory audit of 
“major audits” which includes the audits of public interest entities. The 
Professional Oversight Board is responsible for determining which audited 
entities fall within the “major public interest” category (over and above those 
prescribed in statute), and therefore within the scope of the Audit Inspection 
Unit, and for approving the Audit Inspection Unit’s work programme. The criteria 
the Professional Oversight Board applies and a list of inspections are published 
annually by the Board, following consultation with the professional accountancy 
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bodies. This additional level of monitoring reflects both the size of the company 
and the importance of that company to the public. 

45. As under Companies Act 2006 audits, there will be an additional level of 
oversight and monitoring for audits of significant local public bodies given the 
very large level of taxpayers’ money at their disposal. We therefore intend to 
give the Financial Reporting Council responsibility for monitoring (through the 
Audit Inspection Unit or as appropriate through delegation to a Recognised 
Supervisory Body) the quality of audits of these bodies (which we are referring 
to as “Bodies of Significant Public Interest”).  

46. We propose to include in legislation criteria to define which bodies will be 
considered Bodies of Significant Public Interest and hence within the scope of 
the Audit Inspection Unit. We propose that the Financial Reporting 
Council/Professional Oversight Board will then, each year, decide after 
consultation with relevant Government Departments whether any local public 
bodies which are not Bodies of Significant Public Interest should also fall within 
the scope of the Audit Inspection Unit, over and above those prescribed in 
legislation. The Financial Reporting Council /Professional Oversight Board will 
then decide which audits the Audit Inspection Unit will monitor. This is in line 
with the process under the Companies Act 2006 for determining which audited 
entities fall within the “major public interest” category, and therefore within the 
scope of the Audit Inspection Unit. 

47. As set out in paragraph 46 above, audits of bodies which do not fall within the 
Audit Inspection Unit’s scope will be monitored by the relevant Recognised 
Supervisory Body. 

 
Commissioning local public audit services  
DUTY TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR 

48. The consultation proposed that all larger local public bodies (those with 
income/expenditure over £6.5m) would be under a duty to appoint an auditor. 
The auditor would need to be on the register of local public statutory auditors, 
which should help to ensure that the quality of auditors is maintained. 
Independence would be maintained in part through a new requirement for local 
public bodies to put in place independent audit committees. The consultation set 
out proposals for how such committees could be structured and proposals as to 
how independence would be defined. 

49. The consultation sought to set out proposals which would enable local public 
bodies to co-operate to procure an external auditor.  

50. Nearly three quarters of the responses agreed that the arrangements for audit 
committees were flexible enough to allow joint appointments. Generally, audited 
bodies, local authorities in particular, were against the idea of a majority 
independent audit committee. Those from other sectors, such as audit and 
accountancy firms and the professional bodies, were generally in favour of the 
proposals. 

51. About a third of respondents agreed that our proposals for audit committees 
provide the necessary safeguards for the independence of the auditor 

16 



 

appointment. With regard to the make up of the audit committee, of those who 
indicated a preference, a minimum number of independent members was 
favoured by a small majority. Other notable comments that arose were that the 
makeup of the independent audit committee should be a local decision for each 
audited body and that these arrangements were not suitable for the way police 
authorities were structured. 

52. The majority of respondents agreed that the correct criteria had been identified 
in the consultation document to ensure the quality of independent members. 
However, a sizeable minority disagreed. The main cause for disagreement was 
that the criteria listed appeared more focussed on ensuring the independence of 
members rather than their quality and capability. Local authorities thought that 
having the overall necessary skills to perform the audit committee function was 
important. Auditing and accountancy firms were more clearly in agreement with 
the criteria identified in the consultation.  

53. About half of the respondents considered that financial awareness or 
experience was desirable, but not essential, for the independent members of an 
audit committee. Many felt that if the overall skills of the audit committee as a 
whole were appropriate for the tasks they had to perform, the financial expertise 
did not have to rest with the independent members.   

54. About half of those who responded indicated that they thought it would be 
difficult to source independent members of a suitable calibre.  Most respondents 
agreed that remuneration would be necessary for the independent members but 
responses were split with regard to what level, the most popular responses 
being that the level should be locally determined and that only ‘reasonable’ 
expenses should be paid (similar to other committees). 
 
The Government’s response  

55.  Local public bodies are already responsible for procuring large volumes of 
goods and services in order to discharge their wider functions, e.g. local 
government’s procurement totals around £50bn per annum according to the 
Local Government Association. The Government considers there to be no 
barriers in terms of expertise that would prevent local public bodies appointing 
their external auditors, subject to appropriate safeguards to ensure 
independence in the appointment process.  

56. The Government has confirmed on several occasions its commitment to 
maintaining auditor independence in the new local public audit framework. The 
regulatory regime set out in the preceding chapter ensures the quality of audit 
work is monitored effectively.  We consider that requiring the appointment of an 
auditor to be undertaken by the full council (or equivalent for non-local 
government bodies) on the advice of an independent audit committee is the 
most practical and effective way of ensuring independence of appointment. 
Transparency in the appointment process will also be an important part of 
ensuring auditor independence. 

57. In reaching this conclusion we have listened to the comments made by some 
local public bodies about the constitution of their existing audit committees, and 
that it might be difficult to find enough suitable independent members to ensure 
a majority of independent members. In order to distinguish between the existing 
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traditional audit committees and the role we propose for such a committee in the 
appointment process, we intend that the advice on the procurement and 
appointment of the auditor will be made by an independent audit appointment 
panel.  

58. The Government therefore intends to legislate for a system of local appointment 
under which all local public bodies with income/expenditure over a threshold 
(currently £6.5m) will be under a duty to appoint an auditor who must be on the 
register of local public auditors. Responsibility for the final selection of the 
auditor and engagement of the auditor on a contractual basis will rest with the 
local public body. However, that appointment must be made by the full council 
(or its equivalent) on the advice of an Independent Audit Appointment Panel, 
independently chaired, with a majority of independent members. Where the 
body already has an independent audit committee, they may wish to use that 
committee to meet this requirement.  

59. Local public bodies have signalled to us that they are interested in undertaking 
joint procurement exercises and sharing Independent Audit Appointment Panels 
or independent members. We want to ensure the arrangements that we put in 
place facilitate that. We intend to frame requirements in a way that will allow 
local public bodies to share appointment panels (and therefore independent 
members) to ease administration burdens and reduce costs. Local public bodies 
will be able to choose the model which suits their circumstances, and will have 
the flexibility to work with other bodies to jointly procure an auditor and reduce 
the costs of meeting this requirement. 

60. We intend to work closely with the sector, as we finalise the detail of these 
proposals, so they are as administratively straightforward and practical as 
possible.   

61. To aid transparency in the appointment process the local public body will be 
required to publish details of the auditor appointment on their website within 28 
days of making that appointment, alongside the advice of the Independent Audit 
Appointment Panel, subject to considerations of commercial confidentiality. If 
the local public body did not follow the advice of the Independent Audit 
Appointment Panel in making its appointment, it will be required to publish on its 
website a statement setting out the reasons why it had chosen not to follow that 
advice. 
 
ROLE OF THE INDEPENDENT AUDIT APPOINTMENT PANEL 

62. The consultation proposed that the Independent Audit Appointment Panel would 
have a key role in the selection of the auditor engaged by the audited body, and 
monitoring the independence, quality and performance of the external audit. It 
proposed options for specifying in legislation some responsibilities that the 
Panel should have in relation to the engagement of an auditor, and monitoring 
the independence and quality of the external audit:- 

• Only specify one mandatory duty for the local public body’s Independent 
Audit Appointment Panel, i.e. to provide advice to the local public body on 
the engagement of the auditor and the resignation or removal of an auditor. 
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• Specify a more detailed role for the Independent Audit Appointment Panel. 
This would provide more assurance about the independence of the 
relationship between the audited body and its auditor, and would also ensure 
that the Panel had a wider role in reviewing the financial arrangements of the 
local public body. 

63. The majority of respondents indicated a preference for the appointment of the 
auditor as the only mandatory duty for the Independent Audit Appointment 
Panel, and any other roles or responsibilities would be a local decision. 
However, a significant number of responses felt that a more detailed mandatory 
role for the Panel was preferable.   

64. The majority of respondents felt that the process for the appointment of an 
auditor should not be set out in legislation. Guidance was preferable to a 
statutory code of practice with the National Audit Office indicated as the 
preferred provider. 
 
The Government’s response  

65. The approach that the Government intends to take is to provide for a limited set 
of functions on the Independent Audit Appointment Panel in legislation, around 
advising on auditor appointment, independence, removal and resignation, and in 
relation to public interest reports. We believe that such an approach will provide 
flexibility for local public bodies to mould this requirement to suit their own 
circumstances, and facilitate joint working and joint commissioning between 
local public bodies.   

66. We also recognise that in circumstances where a local public body will have 
both an audit committee (exercising the traditional functions of such a 
committee) and an Independent Audit Appointment Panel (whether shared or 
not) there may well be issues about the demarcation of responsibilities between 
both groups. We intend to work with the sector to produce guidance which 
would set out how the responsibilities of the Independent Audit Appointment 
Panel could be exercised (and how those responsibilities might interface with 
those of a more traditional audit committee). We would welcome a discussion 
and views on the detailed issues raised by this approach to help shape and 
inform the requirements and any future guidance issued. 
 
INVOLVEMENT OF THE PUBLIC IN THE APPOINTMENT OF AN 
AUDITOR 

67. The consultation said the Government was considering how local people could 
make representations about the specification designed by the audit committee 
for the procurement of an auditor. The options we considered were: 

• Pre-appointment - The public could make representations to the audited 
body’s audit committee about any expressions of interest from audit firms for 
the audit contract; or 

• Post appointment – The public would be able to make representations at any 
time to the local public body’s audit committee about issues relating to the 
auditor. 
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68. About equal numbers of respondents agreed as disagreed that this was a 
proportionate approach to public involvement. Some respondents suggested 
that public involvement be restricted to any undisclosed conflicts of interest on 
the part of the auditor. 
 
The Government’s response 

69. The Government considers that its proposals to require – in the case of local 
authorities – the appointment to be made by a full council meeting on the advice 
of an independent auditor appointment panel; the requirement for that advice to 
be published (and any departure from it publicly justified); and the other 
measures we are proposing around transparency of the auditor appointment, 
secure the necessary level of transparency for the public in the appointment 
process. 
 
APPLICABILITY TO OTHER SECTORS 

70. The consultation recognised that the commissioning approach proposed for 
local authorities might need to be tailored for other local public bodies. Nearly all 
respondents indicated that the approach should be tailored as appropriate for 
different local public bodies.  
 
The Government’s response 

71. The Government intends that in the case of police bodies that appointment 
would be made by the Police and Crime Commissioner.  

72. The table at Annex A details the different types of local public bodies to which 
the new local public audit framework will apply and sets out the Government’s 
proposals for how the auditor appointment will be made. 

73. Where the local public body is not an elected body, then in most circumstances 
that appointment should be made directly by the Independent Auditor 
Appointment Panel (or its equivalent). There may be circumstances where it is 
appropriate for a local public body’s board to make that appointment on the 
advice of the Panel. However, where this is the case transparency (i.e. 
publication of that advice) will be an important part of the appointment process. 
 
FAILURE TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR 

74. The consultation proposed that the audited body would be under a duty to 
appoint an auditor. However, it also recognised that there could be some 
instances under the new system where a body does not fulfil this duty. In these 
circumstances we proposed that the Secretary of State would be able to direct 
the local public body to appoint an auditor. Alternatively, where a local public 
body does not fulfil its duty to appoint an auditor the Secretary of State could be 
provided with the power to make the auditor appointment. In addition to meeting 
the cost of the appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction 
for failing to make the appointment. 

75. The majority of the responses favoured the Secretary of State having a power to 
make the auditor appointment. Most groups of respondents also suggested a 
staged approach, i.e. where the Secretary of State would direct the public body 

20 



 

to appoint an auditor and, should that fail, the Secretary of State would appoint 
the auditor.   

76. A small majority preferred that a local public body should only be required to 
inform the Secretary of State in the case where it had failed to appoint an 
auditor, rather than when they had made the appointment. Other responses 
suggested that neither scenario warranted informing the Secretary of State as 
this would go against the principle of localism.  
 
The Government’s response 

77. The Government considers it important, given the range of functions and legal 
responsibilities of a local public auditor, that local public bodies are required to 
appoint an auditor by a specified date in the financial cycle. We consider that 
requiring an auditor to be appointed by 31 December in the year preceding the 
financial year for which that auditor is to be appointed would fit with the annual 
financial and accounting cycle. 

78. We also consider that any local public body should be under a requirement to 
notify the Secretary of State if they have not been able to make an appointment 
by that date. We are proposing that the Secretary of State would then have 
powers to either direct the local public body to make an appointment or make 
that appointment directly himself. In addition to meeting the cost of the 
appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction for failing to 
make the appointment. 
 
ROTATION OF AUDIT FIRMS AND AUDIT STAFF 

79.  The consultation proposed that the rotation of staff within the audit firm would 
need to be in line with the current ethical standards, but the audited body would 
also be required to undertake a competitive appointment process within five 
years. The audited body would be able to re-appoint the same firm for a 
(maximum) second five year period, following competition.   

80. The majority of respondents were in favour of the proposal to limit a firm’s term 
of appointment to ten years. However, some felt that there should be no limit on 
the length of a firm’s appointment, e.g. it would be a barrier to new entrants.  

81. The vast majority of responses agreed that the current ethical standards were 
sufficient safeguard for rotation of audit staff.  
 
The Government’s response 

82. The Government considers that there is a balance to be struck between 
providing enough incentive for audit firms to invest in medium term relationships 
with local public bodies which would enable them to gain a thorough 
understanding of that body’s operations, and ensuring that those undertaking 
the audit maintain an appropriate degree of independence and objectivity from 
the body being audited. 

83. Paragraph 64 set out the government’s intention to require Independent Audit 
Appointment Panels, to provide advice on the appointment of the auditor and to 
have a key role in ensuring auditor independence. Taking this into account, the 
Government considers that the ethical standards of the Auditing Practices Board 
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around the rotation of key audit staff provide enough safeguards without the 
need for mandatory rotation of firms. The ethical standards  provide that the 
audit engagement partner would be able to perform audit work in respect of a 
local public body for an initial period of five years and then can only be 
reappointed for a further two years. The audit manager can only be appointed 
for a maximum of ten years. After these respective periods have elapsed, these 
key audit staff would not be able to work with the local public body concerned 
until a further period of five years had elapsed. 

84. However, the Government is also convinced of the need to ensure local public 
bodies are achieving value for money in procuring audit services. It therefore 
intends to require that a local public body must run a procurement competition 
every five years for its audit services. The Independent Audit Appointment Panel 
would be required to provide advice before any appointment.  There would, 
however, be no bar on the incumbent supplier being reappointed as a result of 
this competition.  
 
RESIGNATION OR REMOVAL OF AN AUDITOR 

85. The consultation envisaged that a body might wish to remove its auditor, or an 
auditor might wish to resign, only in exceptional circumstances, for example, an 
auditor being in breach of the ethical standards, or a complete breakdown in the 
relationship between the auditor and audited body. It recognised the importance 
of having stringent safeguards in place for the resignation and removal of an 
auditor to protect the independence of the auditor and the quality of the audit. It 
proposed safeguards that would broadly mirror those in the Companies Act 
2006, but would be adapted to reflect the principles of public audit. The process 
would be designed to ensure that auditors are not removed, or do not resign, 
without serious consideration and through a process transparent to the public. 

86. The majority of responses received to this question agreed that these proposals 
provide sufficient safeguard against the removal or resignation of the auditor.   

 
The Government’s response 

87. The Government considers that it is important that there is a fully transparent 
process in place to deal with issues of auditor resignation or removal. We 
consider that in the first instance it is vital that auditors and audited bodies try as 
far as possible to resolve any difficulties or concerns (including through using 
the mediation and conciliation services of the professional accountancy bodies if 
appropriate). 

88. However, if such differences become irreconcilable, in the case of auditor 
resignation, we intend to:- 

• Require the auditor to give 28 days written notice of his intention to resign to 
the audited body and its Independent Audit Appointment Panel;  

• Require the audited body to make a written response to the auditor’s written 
notice, which it will be required to send with the auditor’s written notice, to its 
members and the Independent Audit Appointment Panel;  

• Require the auditor to then deposit a statement at the main office of the 
audited body, and with the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, setting out 
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the circumstances connected with the resignation of the office that are 
relevant to the business of the audited body; 

• Require the audited body to publish the auditor’s statement on its website;  

• Require the Independent Audit Appointment Panel to investigate the 
circumstances that led to the resignation and consider whether any action is 
required; and 

• Require the auditor to notify the appropriate regulatory monitoring body of 
his decision. 

89. In the circumstance where a local public body wished to remove its auditor, the 
process would be similar. We intend to:- 

• Require the audited body to give 28 days written notification of its wish to 
terminate the contract, to the auditor and its Independent Audit Appointment 
Panel; 

• Provide that the auditor will have the right to make a written response to the 
notice, which the audited body will be required to send to its members and 
the Independent Audit Appointment Panel; 

• Require the Panel to provide advice to the local public body within that 28 
days notice period, having regard to any written response made by the 
auditor; 

• Require the local public body to have regard to the advice of the 
Independent Audit Appointment Panel before making a decision whether to 
remove its auditor; 

• Following the 28 days notice period, require the audited body to put to a full 
council meeting (or its equivalent) a resolution to remove the auditor (at 
which both the auditor and a representative of the Independent Audit 
Appointment Panel could speak if they wished);  

• Require that, if the audited body still wished to remove its auditor, it should 
publish a statement of its decision on its website within 28 days of the 
decision of the full council. If the local public body did not follow the advice of 
the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, it will be required to explain in its 
statement what that advice had been, and the reasons why it had chosen 
not to follow that advice, subject to considerations of commercial 
confidentiality; and  

• Require the audited body to notify the appropriate regulatory monitoring 
body of its decision. 

 
AUDITOR LIABILITY 

90. In the private sector auditors are concerned about the consequences of the 
risks of litigation. Auditors have sought to caveat their opinions by explicitly 
limiting their duty of care and limit their liability. The Companies Act provides 
that general provisions that protect auditors from liability are void, but: 

• does not prevent a company from indemnifying an auditor against any costs 
incurred by him in defending proceedings in which judgment is given in his 
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favour or in the granting of relief by the court in the case of honest and 
reasonable conduct; and 

• allows for a “liability limitation agreement” to be put in place if it is authorised 
by the members of the company, provided it complies with the content 
permitted in the Companies Act.   

91. The consultation recognised that in the absence of a central body providing 
indemnity to audit firms, it could be possible for audited bodies and auditors to 
deal with auditor liability as part of their contractual negotiations. A legislative 
framework, similar to that in the companies sector, could set out the process for 
setting and agreeing liability limitation agreements. The majority of respondents 
agreed with the proposals in the consultation document. 
 
The Government’s response 

92. The Audit Commission currently indemnifies auditors for the costs they incur 
where they are engaged in litigation. In practice, calls on the indemnity are 
infrequent. The Audit Commission informed the Communities and Local 
Government Select Committee inquiry on the Audit and Inspection of Local 
Authorities that, in the five years to 2010, it had been called upon only once.  

93. Auditors from the Commission's in-house audit practice have also faced 
litigation over the same five-year period. There have been three cases, all of 
which the in-house auditor won. The costs of in-house auditors not recovered 
from the other side are met by the Commission, and are also passed on to 
audited bodies in audit fees, so in effect the indemnity is extended to the 
Commission’s own auditors. 

94.  Without a liability agreement, audit firms may increase their fees to match the 
increased risk they face in undertaking the work. Therefore, the Government 
considers that auditor liability should be an issue to be dealt with in the 
contractual negotiations between the auditor and audited body. The 
Government will also consider the feasibility and necessity of a supporting 
statutory framework which could set out the process for agreeing liability 
limitation agreements. 

 

Scope of audit and the work of auditors  
 
SCOPE OF LOCAL PUBLIC AUDIT 

95. The consultation asked for views on four options regarding the scope of future 
audits for local public bodies. The narrowest option would comprise an opinion 
on whether the financial statements give a true and fair view of the audited 
body’s financial position and income and expenditure and a review of other 
information included with financial statements. Wider options suggested 
included an auditor’s conclusion on regularity and propriety, financial resilience 
and value for money; and a further option of the auditor providing reasonable 
assurance on an annual report prepared by the local body setting out its 
arrangements for securing value for money, whether they had achieved 
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economy, efficiency and effectiveness, regularity and propriety and financial 
resilience.  

96. The responses to the consultation were split between the options but indicated 
a slight preference for leaving the overall scope of audit unchanged.  
 
The Government’s response  

97. The Government has considered the wide range of views expressed in the 
consultation and intends to retain the current broad scope as set out in the Audit 
Commission Act 1998 so that auditors of local public bodies will continue to be 
required to satisfy themselves that:- 

• the accounts have been prepared in accordance with the necessary 
directions or regulations and comply with relevant statutory requirements; 

• proper practices have been observed in the compilation of the accounts; and 

• the body has made proper arrangements for securing economy efficiency 
and effectiveness (value for money) in its use of resources. 

98. The latter element is commonly referred to as the Value for Money component 
of the audit, which is a key difference between the scope of local public audit 
and statutory audit for private sector companies.  The Government considers 
that the value for money component of the audit could be delivered in a more 
risk based and proportionate way. This has the potential for a consequent 
decrease or increase on the level of audit work some local public bodies might 
see as a result, but we would not expect this in itself to result in an overall 
increase in the total costs of audit.  

99. The auditors will need to base their assessment of risk on evidence around the 
local public bodies’ arrangements for securing value for money. We want to put 
the responsibility for providing the evidence firmly in the hands of the local public 
body, without introducing additional burdens by requiring the production of 
additional reports or documents. The majority of respondents to the consultation 
were not in favour of local public bodies being required to set out performance 
and plans in an annual report. One option would be to ask local public bodies to 
build on the information they already make available on their arrangements for 
securing value for money - for example, through the Annual Governance 
Statement.  This would be consistent with the design principles of the new 
framework, by enhancing transparency and delivering a localist approach which 
shifts responsibility firmly onto local public bodies.   

100. We will need input from a range of stakeholders to develop the value for money 
element of audit fully before implementation.  These would include: the National 
Audit Office (given their envisaged role, subject to Parliament’s agreement, in 
producing the Code of Audit Practice and associated guidance); the Chartered 
Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, Local Authority (Scotland) 
Accounts Advisory Committee and the Society of Local Authorities Chief 
Executives as the respective authors of the Code of Practice on Local Authority 
Accounting and the Local Authority Governance Framework, and local public 
bodies themselves.    
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PUBLIC INTEREST REPORTING 
101. The consultation proposed to retain existing duties for auditors around Public 

Interest Reporting and asked whether the new processes for resignation and 
removal of auditors would mitigate the risk that the introduction of local auditor 
appointment would impact on the auditor’s ability or willingness to publish Public 
Interest Reports.   

102. The vast majority of responses agreed that the safeguards outlined in the 
consultation document would allow the auditor to issue a public interest report, 
but some had concerns that the safeguards may not work in practice.  
 
The Government’s response 

103. Government intends to retain the duty for auditors of all local public bodies to 
undertake Public Interest Reporting under the new framework. As is the case 
currently audited bodies will be charged for reasonable work involved in 
undertaking a Public Interest Report. The new framework will also retain the 
duty on audited bodies to consider Public Interest Reports at a meeting within 
one month of the report and to publish the details of the meeting. 

104. In addition, in order to improve transparency we intend to introduce a new 
requirement for audited bodies to publish the Public Interest Report, as well as 
the existing requirement to publish a notice of and agenda for the meeting at 
which it will be discussed, but local bodies will in future be able to choose the 
mode for publishing these. 

105. However, we recognise the concerns expressed around the need for further 
safeguards for Public Interest Reporting. We will work with partners to finalise 
the details of these, in particular the role of the Independent Auditor 
Appointment Panel, and arrangements for protecting auditors in undertaking 
and receiving payment for Public Interest Reports, and how the publication of 
Public Interest Reports may help to increase transparency and engage local 
people. 
 
PROVISION OF NON-AUDIT SERVICES 

106. The consultation proposed that auditors would be able to provide non-audit 
services to the audited body, with safeguards in the system to prevent any 
actual or perceived threats to the auditor’s independence. It also proposed that 
auditors should continue to adhere to the ethical standards produced by the 
overall statutory regulator and permission should be sought from the audit 
committee who would provide advice to the body on whether non-audit work 
should be undertaken as well as continuing to monitor the relationship between 
the auditor and the audited body. 

107. The majority of respondents favoured the auditor being able to provide non-
audit services to the local public body in line with the regulator’s current ethical 
guidelines and agreed that we had identified the correct balance between 
safeguarding auditor independence and increasing competition.   
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The Government’s response  
108. Auditors of local public bodies will be required to continue to comply with ethical 

standards and other applicable independence rules set by the regulator. 3 The 
Government considers that the current ethical standards provide sufficient 
safeguards for auditor independence. We therefore propose to enable auditors 
to provide non-audit services to the audited body, subject to adhering to the 
ethical standards produced by the Auditing Practices Board and gaining 
approval to undertake the work from the Independent Auditor Appointment 
Panel. 
 
PUBLIC INTEREST DISCLOSURE 

109. The consultation proposed that the Audit Commission’s role in receiving, 
acknowledging receipt of and forwarding the facts of disclosure should be 
broadly transferred to the audit committee of the local public body. It also 
envisaged that the statutory auditor and the audit committee of the local public 
body would continue to be prescribed persons under the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act and would continue with their role with no change from the 
current system. The majority of responses agreed that was appropriate.  
 
The Government’s response 

110. The Government considers it important that suitable mechanisms are in place to 
enable individuals to make disclosures under the Public Interest Disclosure Act. 
Having considered the responses received, we consider that it makes sense for 
the auditor and the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel to be designated 
persons under that Act and we intend to legislate accordingly. 
 
TRANSPARENCY 

111. The consultation proposed that the new framework for local audit would 
modernise the way in which local electors’ objections would be considered. It 
proposed that electors would retain the right to make representations and raise 
issues and questions with the auditor (this does not apply to health bodies). It 
also proposed to introduce discretion for the auditor to decide which 
representations to follow up.   

112. The overwhelming majority of respondents agreed that we should modernise 
the way objections to the accounts are handled. However, whilst respondents 
accepted that the auditor should have discretion as to whether to pursue 
particular objections, it was also suggested that standard criteria should be 
developed to help an auditor determine if he should investigate an individual 
representation.  
 
The Government’s response  

113. The Government considers that the right of an elector to make an objection to 
accounts is a long-established and beneficial principle. However, we note that 
there are many more mechanisms now by which the electorate can hold local 
public bodies to account than when the right to object to the accounts was 

                                                 
3 Those most applicable to provision of non audit services are http://www.frc.org.uk/images/uploaded/documents/ES5vprint.pdf 
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introduced more than 150 years ago. Also the costs of auditors investigating 
objections can be disproportionate to the sums involved in the complaint or to 
the normal audit costs of the local public body. Auditors currently have little 
discretion to refuse to investigate objections and the costs of investigating 
objections are recovered from the local public body. We therefore intend to 
legislate to provide a power to give the auditor discretion to reject vexatious, 
repeated or frivolous objections. We would welcome a discussion on whether 
guidance should be produced to help the auditor exercise that discretion.   
 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 

114. The consultation proposed that auditors of local public bodies should be brought 
within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act to the extent that they are 
carrying out their functions as public office holders, although recognised the 
potential impact on audit fees and relationship between the auditor and audited 
body.  

115. Some respondents thought that this would be unnecessary as the information 
would already be available under the Freedom of Information Act from the 
audited body. All respondents thought that audit fees would increase, and there 
were mixed views about the impact on working relationships.  
 
The Government’s response  

116. The Government does not see a compelling case to bring the auditor’s public 
office holder functions within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act. The 
information held by appointed auditors currently is not subject to the Freedom of 
Information Act because appointed auditors are not currently 'public authorities' 
for the purposes of the Freedom of Information Act. We consider that the 
audited bodies being covered by the Freedom of Information Act and the 
requirements around publication of the accounts, the auditor’s report and Public 
Interest Report, provide sufficient and transparent access to key material for the 
public. The inclusion of local public auditors within the remit of the Freedom of 
Information Act would therefore add little, and has the potential to increase audit 
fees. 
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CHAPTER 3  
Other functions of the Commission 

 
 
 

117. There are a number of functions that are currently exercised by the Audit 
Commission under the Audit Commission Act 1998, the future operation of 
which were not covered in the consultation on the Future of Local Audit. 
Government’s current thinking in relation to these functions is set out below.    

 
 

Grant certification  
118. The Audit Commission Act gives power to the Commission to make 

arrangements for the certification of audited bodies' claims for grants and 
subsidies from government departments, and charge authorities the full cost of 
certification. Certification helps grant-paying bodies satisfy themselves that a 
scheme is operating as intended. It is not an audit but is designed to provide 
reasonable assurance to grant-paying bodies about an authority’s entitlement to 
grant or subsidy, or about the information provided in a return. Specific 
instructions or ‘Certification Instructions’ are developed for each scheme and 
different levels of assurance arrangements are applied to different thresholds of 
grant.  

119. In 2010-11, certification arrangements were made for 20 schemes, and this has 
reduced to 16 schemes in 2011-12. Government is reducing the number of 
ringfenced grant programmes which will lead to a further reduction in the 
number of grant schemes for the Commission to certify. However, it is expected 
that a number of grant schemes will be live when the Audit Commission closes 
– so new certification arrangements are required for these and any new grant 
programmes.  

120. The future arrangements for grant certification were not included in the 
consultation. Following the Audit Commission's closure, grant paying bodies for 
new grants will need to develop separate arrangements, either in the form of 
free-standing tripartite agreements (between the grant paying body, the payee 
and its auditor) or self-certification. Free-standing tripartite agreements would 
require the grant paying body to define the assurance requirements and 
certification instructions, and the local body to procure the necessary 
certification from its auditor. Some grant programmes may use self-certification 
to provide assurance: this relies on the internal governance and controls of the 
grant recipient and requires the Chief Executive or Section 151 Officer to certify 
the claim, usually through a standardised declaration. These arrangements will 
be supported by Treasury guidance, to ensure consistency of approach across 
Government grant programmes. For existing grant programmes currently 
certified by the Audit Commission, we are working with grant paying bodies to 
develop transitional arrangements that provide the assurance required.  
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The National Fraud Initiative  
121. The National Fraud Initiative is a secure, fully accredited, data matching service 

operated by the Audit Commission under statutory data matching powers now 
provided for in the Audit Commission Act 1998 with the purpose of protecting 
the public purse from fraud. It is run by a small team of 8 data matching 
specialists within the Commission.   

122. The Commission’s data matching powers mandate those bodies that are 
audited by the Commission to submit data for matching purposes. These 
include local authorities, health bodies - including Primary Care Trusts, Health 
Authorities, Foundation Trusts and Strategic Health Authorities - Housing 
Associations, Police, Fire, and Civil defence and ambulance services, 
Passenger Transport Executives and others. 

123. The Commission currently runs a data-matching exercise every two years 
(although it is working on proposals to develop the National Fraud Initiative into 
a real-time data matching service). In 2008-09, it processed some 8,000 
datasets from 1,300 organisations (including 100 voluntarily provided from the 
private sector) and identified fraud, errors and overpayments with a value of 
£215m. This brought the total value of detected fraud etc. since its inception in 
1996 to £664m. 

124. The Government is committed to the continuation of the National Fraud Initiative 
and the Department for Communities and Local Government has been 
considering the best way of securing that outcome. This has included talking to 
other parts of Government – the Department for Work and Pensions and the 
National Fraud Authority (an executive agency of the Home Office) – that are 
interested in taking on operational ownership of the National Fraud Initiative 
once the Commission is disbanded.  We will be discussing these options further 
with the local public bodies who submit data and use the National Fraud 
Initiative.  

 
 

Value for money studies 
125. Section 33 of the Audit Commission Act 1998 gives the Audit Commission a 

duty to promote or undertake comparative or other studies in local authorities 
(including police authorities and fire and rescue authorities) so that they can 
make recommendations to improve the economy, efficiency and effectiveness 
of local public services, and the financial management of local public bodies. 
Only the financial management element applies in relation to the health sector. 
The Commission also has a duty to report on the effect of central government 
regulation, legislation, and directions on the ability of local authorities to achieve 
the 3Es (section 34). There is no equivalent power in relation to health. Before 
undertaking or promoting any value for money study, the Commission has a 
statutory requirement to consult with a range of parties as appropriate. It has 
typically consulted both on its forward programme and on a study-by-study 
basis.  
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126. The Commission has a long history of publishing recommendations from its 
national studies. Early reports looked at specific local government services, for 
example seeking to drive improvement in subjects as diverse as vehicle 
maintenance and social services for the elderly. The research was also used to 
provide audit guides that were applied through the appointed auditors in 
relevant local authorities. More recently, with local public bodies working 
together across sectors and with a wide range of partners in the public, private 
and voluntary sectors, the Audit Commission have examined how well that 
collaboration has delivered efficient and effective outcomes. 

127. The Government announced in August 2010 that the Commission's research 
activities would stop and final reports remain to be published. We consider that 
there is scope for rationalisation in the number of value for money studies 
published relating to the local public sector compared to the number previously 
undertaken. We would like to see a coherent and complementary programme of 
offerings across providers including the National Audit Office, central 
Government and the Local Government Association. This was a view supported 
by the Communities and Local Government Select Committee inquiry into the 
audit and inspection of local authorities. 
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CHAPTER 4 
Implementation and next steps  
 
 
 

128. The preceding paras of this document set out the future proposals for principal 
local public bodies, currently defined as those with gross revenue expenditure 
over £6.5m.  Under the Audit Commission regime there are different 
arrangements for the audit of smaller bodies, with a more proportionate form of 
scrutiny than a full audit (limited assurance audit), with the level of examination 
based on the income or expenditure of the body. The consultation document 
proposed different arrangements for smaller bodies would also apply in future. It 
also recognised the burden on smaller bodies of the local auditor appointment 
models and outlined different options for auditor appointment.  We propose to 
do some further work with the sector to explore and build consensus around 
options for these bodies before firming up proposals and setting out our 
preferred approach in Spring 2012.   

129. Having set out the key elements of the arrangements for principal bodies, we 
plan to hold further discussions with local authorities and other local public 
bodies, as well as audit firms, to flesh out the underlying detail of the framework, 
and how it might be implemented.  We will also be working with key partners 
and the Audit Commission to develop appropriate transitional arrangements.  

130. The Government will bring forward legislation to close down the Audit 
Commission and to put in place a new framework in line with the proposals set 
out in this response as soon as Parliamentary time allows.  We intend to publish 
a draft Bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in Spring 2012, which allows for 
examination and amendments to be made before formal introduction to 
Parliament.  

131. The Audit Commission is currently in the process of outsourcing all the audit 
work of its in-house practice The outsource contracts that the Commission will 
put in place will start from 2012-13 and are expected to run for three or five 
years giving local councils and other public bodies the time to plan for 
appointing own auditors.  Once the audits have been outsourced the 
Commission will be radically reduced in size to become a small residuary body 
responsible for overseeing the contracts and making any necessary changes to 
the individual audit appointments during the life of the contracts.   
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ANNEX A 
How different types of local public bodies will 
appoint their auditors 
 

Body Directly 
elected/ 
non-elected 

Who Appoints 

A local authority (meaning a county 
council, district council, London borough 
council). 
 

Elected Full Council 

A Joint authority (meaning an authority 
established by Part 4 of the Local 
Government Act 1985). 

Non-elected IAAP 

The Greater London Authority 
 

Elected Mayor and London 
Assembly 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime Elected Mayor and London 
Assembly 

Mayoral Development Corporation Non-elected IAAP 

A functional body (meaning Transport for 
London, the London Development Agency, 
and the London Fire and Emergency 
Planning Authority) 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

The London Pensions Fund Authority 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

The London Waste and Recycling Board 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

A committee of a local authority, including 
a joint committee of two or more such 
authorities 

Non-elected Full Council 

The Council of the Isles of Scilly Elected 
 

Full Council 
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The Broads Authority 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

A national park authority 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

Police and Crime Commissioner and Chief 
Constable 

Elected Police and Crime 
Commissioner 

A single purpose fire and rescue authority  
 

Non-elected IAAP 

An authority established for an area in 
England by an order under section 207 of 
the Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007 (joint 
waste authorities) 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

An economic prosperity board established 
under section 88 of the Local Democracy, 
Economic Development and Construction 
Act 2009 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

A combined authority established under 
section 103 of that Act 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

The accounts of the collection fund of the 
Common Council and the accounts of the 
City fund  

Elected Full Council 

The accounts relating to the 
superannuation fund maintained and 
administered by the Common Council 
under the Local Government Pension 
Scheme Regulations 1995  
 

Elected Full Council 

Passenger Transport Executive 
 

Non-elected IAAP 

 

34 



 

Audit Commission Audit plan 1
 

Audit plan 
East Sussex Fire Authority 
Audit 2011/12 



 

Audit Commission Audit plan 2

Contents 
Introduction..................................................................................................................................................................3 

Accounting statements and Whole of Government Accounts................................................................................4 

Value for money.........................................................................................................................................................10 

Key milestones and deadlines .................................................................................................................................11 

The audit team ...........................................................................................................................................................12 

Independence and quality ........................................................................................................................................13 

Fees ............................................................................................................................................................................14 

Appendix 1 – Independence and objectivity ...........................................................................................................16 

Appendix 2 – Basis for fee........................................................................................................................................18 

Appendix 3 – Glossary..............................................................................................................................................19 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 

Introduction 
This plan sets out the work for the 2011/12 audit. The plan is based on the Audit Commission’s 
risk-based approach to audit planning.  

Responsibilities  
The Audit Commission’s Statement of Responsibilities of Auditors and of Audited Bodies sets out the respective responsibilities of the auditor and the 
audited body. The Audit Commission has issued a copy of the Statement to you.  

The Statement summarises where the different responsibilities of auditors and of the audited body begin and end and I undertake my audit work to 
meet these responsibilities. 

I comply with the statutory requirements governing my audit work, in particular: 
■ the Audit Commission Act 1998; and  
■ the Code of Audit Practice for local government bodies.  

My audit does not relieve management or the Scrutiny and Audit Panel as those charged with governance, of their responsibilities. 
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Accounting statements and 
Whole of Government Accounts 
I will carry out the audit of your accounting statements in accordance with International 
Standards on Auditing (UK and Ireland) issued by the Auditing Practices Board (APB). I am 
required to issue an audit report giving my opinion on whether your accounts give a true and fair 
view.  
International Standards of Auditing (ISA’s) require auditors to undertake sufficient testing to be satisfied that for all material transactions and balances 
the following assertions are met. 
 

Table 1: Assertions 
 

Assertion ISA (UK&I) 315 Definition Assertion ISA (UK&I) 315 Definition 

Occurrence Transactions and events that have 
been recorded and relate to the 
Authority. 

Classification Transactions and events have been 
appropriately presented and categorised 
in the correct codes and headings. 

Completeness All transactions and events that 
should have been recorded have 
been recorded. 

Existence Assets, liabilities and equity interests 
exist. 
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Assertion ISA (UK&I) 315 Definition Assertion ISA (UK&I) 315 Definition 

Accuracy Amounts and other information 
relating to recorded transactions 
and events have been recorded 
appropriately. 

Rights and Obligations The Authority holds or controls the rights 
to assets, and liabilities are obligations of 
the Authority. 

Cut Off Transactions and events have been 
recorded in the correct accounting 
period. 

Valuation & Allocation Assets, Liabilities and equity interests are 
included in the financial statements at 
appropriate amounts and any resulting 
valuations or allocation adjustments are 
appropriately recorded. 

Materiality  
I will apply the concept of materiality in planning and performing my audit, in evaluating the effect of any identified misstatements, and in forming my 
opinion.  

Identifying audit risks  
I need to understand how you identify any risk of material misstatement (whether due to fraud or error) in your accounting statements. I do this by: 
■ identifying the business risks facing the Authority, including assessing your own risk management arrangements; 
■ considering the financial performance of the Authority;  
■ assessing internal control, including reviewing the control environment, the IT control environment and internal audit; and  
■ assessing the risk of material misstatement arising from the activities and controls within the Authority’s information systems. 

Identification of significant and specific risks  
I have considered the additional risks that are relevant to the audit of the accounting statements and have set these out below. As the audit progresses 
I will refresh my risk assessment. I may identify more risks, or reclassify certain risks, or decide some risks are no longer relevant. If there are any 
changes to my risk assessment, I will report these to you. 

At this stage of my planning work I have identified one significant risk. Significant risks require special audit attention under the auditing standards 
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Table 2: Significant risk 
 

Risk   Audit response 

Implementation of Asset 4000 fixed asset system 
You will be implementing a new asset register to provide all the 
information within your accounts for fixed assets. All of these figures are 
material and with the implementation of a new system there is the 
potential for a material error in your accounts. 

I will: 
■ update my audit documentation and evaluate management’s controls 

over the implementation of the system; 
■ carry out early work on the transfer of data by testing agreement to the 

2010/11 audited accounts; and 
■ perform tests of detail on aspects of the system where there are 

material accounting entries (for example, depreciation, additions and 
disposals.  

I have also identified one specific risk. 

Table 3: Specific risks 
 

Risk   Audit response 

Firefighters pension schemes  
There are currently two consultations on the firefighters’ pension 
schemes. 
■ The first proposes a number of small changes to the firefighters 

pension schemes largely to eliminate some relatively minor 
anomalies/inequalities in the scheme. The consultation period closed 
26 October 2011.  

■ The second is a consultation on proposed increases to employee 
contribution rates. The consultation period ended on 2 December 
2011.  

If the legislation is enacted the Audit Commission will issue guidance to 
auditors on the audit work they will need to undertake in this area. I may 
need to consider actuarial and accounting treatments. 
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Risk   Audit response 

Both consultations are proposing secondary legislation to be effective 
from 1 April 2012. Therefore these are changes which might impact on 
IAS 19 valuations for 2011/12, because at 31 March 2012 there may be a 
legal obligation to be taken into account. 

 

Testing strategy  
My audit involves: 
■ review and reperformance of work of your internal auditors; 
■ testing of the operation of controls;  
■ reliance on the work of other auditors; 
■ reliance on the work of experts; and 
■ substantive tests of detail of transactions and amounts. 

I have sought to:  
■ maximise reliance, subject to review and reperformance, on the work of your internal auditors; and 
■ maximise the work that can be undertaken before you prepare your accounting statements. 

The nature and timing of my proposed work is as follows. 
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Table 4: Proposed work 
 

 Review of 
internal audit 

Controls testing Reliance on the work of 
other auditors 

Reliance on work of experts Substantive testing 

Interim 
visit 

Review of 
completed 
internal audit 
reports of 
financial systems. 

Walkthrough of all financial 
systems and update 
understanding of systems and 
identification. Controls testing of: 
■ General Ledger controls; and 
■ other financial systems where 

there has been a change in the 
operation of controls that 
would prevent us from rolling 
forwards assurance gained in 
2010/11. 

Review the implementing of the 
new fixed asset module. 

Liaison with PKF the 
auditors of East Sussex 
Council Pension fund in 
respect of IAS 19 pension 
valuations and 
disclosures. 

Audit procedures to be able to 
place reliance on 
management’s use of experts 
in connection with PPE and 
IAS 19 estimates and 
valuations.  
Management’s experts: 
■ Stiles Harold Williams – 

PPE; and 
■ Hymans Robertson – IAS 

19. 
 
 

Investments and 
other non-current 
assets – ownership. 
 

Final 
visit 

 Evaluation of disclosures in the 
Annual Governance Statement. 

Evaluation of the results of 
other auditors’ work. 

Evaluation of management’s 
experts and evidence provided 
by auditor’s experts. 
Audit Commission experts: 
■ Gerard Eve – PPE; and 
■ PWC consulting actuary – 

IAS 19. 

Tests of detail on all 
material account 
balances, 
disclosures and 
amounts.  
Year-end feeder 
system 
reconciliations. 
Cut-off testing. 
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I will agree with you a schedule of working papers required to support the entries in the accounting statements.  
Whole of Government Accounts 
Alongside my work on the accounting statements, I will also review and report to the National Audit Office on your Whole of Government Accounts 
return. The extent of my review and the nature of my report are specified by the National Audit Office. 
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Value for money  
I am required to reach a conclusion on your arrangements to secure economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness.  
My conclusion on your arrangements is based on two criteria, specified by the Commission. These relate to your arrangements for: 
■ securing financial resilience – focusing on whether you are managing financial risks to secure a stable financial position for the foreseeable future; 

and 
■ challenging how you secure economy, efficiency and effectiveness – focusing on whether you are prioritising resources within tighter budgets and 

improving productivity and efficiency. 

Identification of risks  
I have considered the risks that are relevant to my value for money conclusion. I have identified one risk that I will address through my work. 

Table 5: Value for money risk 
 

Risk  Audit response 

The external financial environment continues to be a very challenging 
one for all local authorities. The need to maximise the efficient use of 
resources cuts across all of your operations and is reflected in your plans 
for the future. The recent decision not to pursue merger with West 
Sussex Fire & Rescue Service will potentially impact on the delivery of 
savings that might otherwise be achieved, but is also likely to provide you 
with more certainty over future projections of income levels. 

I will assess your progress in delivering your medium term financial 
strategy and in managing risks including around budget setting and 
financial planning. 
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 Key milestones and deadlines 
You are required to prepare your accounting statements by 30 June 2012. I aim to complete my work and issue my opinion and value for money 
conclusion by 30 September 2012.  

Table 6: Proposed timetable and planned outputs 
 

Activity Date  Output 

Opinion: controls and early substantive testing February 2012 Update report 

Opinion: receipt of accounts and supporting working papers By 30 June 2012 - 

Opinion: substantive testing July/August 2012 Annual Governance Report 

Value for money: Update arrangements June 2012 VFM conclusion 

Present Annual Governance Report at the Scrutiny and Audit Panel 20 September 2012 Annual Governance Report 

Issue opinion and value for money conclusion By 30 September 2012 Auditor’s report  

Summarise overall messages from the audit October 2012 Annual Audit Letter 
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The audit team 
The key members of the audit team for the 2011/12 audit are as follows. 

Table 7: Audit team 
 

Name Contact details Responsibilities 

Lizzie Peers 
Senior Audit Manager 

l-peers@audit-commission.gov.uk
0844 798 1779 

Responsible for the overall delivery of the audit including quality 
of reports, signing the auditor’s report and liaison with the  
Chief Executive.  

Richard Smith 
Audit Manager 

r-smith@audit-commission.gov.uk
0844 798 6134 

Manages and coordinates the different elements of the audit 
work. Key point of contact for the Director of Finance. 

Hannah Champion 
Team Leader 

h-champion@audit-commission.gov.uk
0844 798 6113 

Hannah team led the audit last year and has experience of 
auditing your financial statements. She will lead the on-site team 
in delivering the audit. 
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Independence and quality 
Independence 
I comply with the ethical standards issued by the APB and with the Commission’s additional requirements for independence and objectivity as 
summarised in appendix 1.  

I am not aware of any relationships that may affect the independence and objectivity of the Audit Commission, the audit team or me, that I am required 
by auditing and ethical standards to report to you.  

Quality of service 
I aim to provide you with a fully satisfactory audit service. If, however, you are unable to deal with any difficulty through me and my team please contact 
Chris Westwood, Director – Standards & Technical, Audit Practice, Audit Commission, 1st Floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4HQ  
(c-westwood@audit-commission.gov.uk) who will look into any complaint promptly and will do what he can to resolve the position.  

If you are still not satisfied you may of course take up the matter with the Audit Commission’s Complaints Investigation Officer (The Audit Commission, 
Westward House, Lime Kiln Close, Stoke Gifford, Bristol BS34 8SR). 
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Fees   
The fee for the audit is £68,369, as set out in my letter of 24 March 2011. 

The audit fee 
The Audit Commission has set a scale audit fee of £68,369 which represents an 8 per cent reduction on the audit fee for 2010/11.  

The scale fee covers:  
■ my audit of your accounting statements and reporting on the Whole of Government Accounts return; and  
■ my work on reviewing your arrangements for securing economy, efficiency and effectiveness in your use of resources.  

The scale fee reflects: 
■ the Audit Commission’s decision not to increase fees in line with inflation;  
■ a reduction resulting from the new approach to local VFM audit work; and  
■ a reduction following the one-off work associated with the first-time adoption of International Financing Reporting Standards (IFRS).  

Variations from the scale fee only occur where my assessments of audit risk and complexity are significantly different from those reflected in the 
2010/11 fee. I have not identified significant differences and have therefore set the fee equal to the scale fee. 

Assumptions 
In setting the fee, I have made the assumptions set out in appendix 2. Where these assumptions are not met, I may be required to undertake more 
work and therefore increase the audit fee. Where this is the case, I will discuss this first with the Assistant Chief Officer and I will issue a supplement to 
the plan to record any revisions to the risk and the impact on the fee. 

Specific actions you could take to reduce your audit fee 
The Audit Commission requires me to inform you of specific actions you could take to reduce your audit fee. If I identify any such actions during the 
course of my audit I will bring them to the attention of the Scrutiny and Audit Panel and Assistant Chief Officer.  
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Total fees payable 
In addition to the fee for the audit, the Audit Commission will charge fees for: 
■ certification of claims and returns; and 
■ the agreed provision of non-audit services under the Audit Commission’s advice and assistance powers.  

Based on current plans the fees payable are as follows. 

Table 8: Fees 
 

 2011/12 proposed 2010/11 actual Variance 

Audit 68,369 68,754 (385) 

Total 68,369 68,754 (385) 

In addition, during 2010/11 the Audit Commission issued the Council with a rebate of £4,445 in respect of first year IFRS costs and £1,115 in respect of 
other efficiency savings. We will advise you during the year of any rebates planned for 2011/12 as they are announced. 
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Appendix 1 – Independence and 
objectivity       
Auditors appointed by the Audit Commission must comply with the Commission’s Code of Audit Practice and Standing Guidance for Auditors. When 
auditing the accounting statements, auditors must also comply with professional standards issued by the Auditing Practices Board (APB). These 
impose stringent rules to ensure the independence and objectivity of auditors. The Audit Practice puts in place robust arrangements to ensure 
compliance with these requirements, overseen by the Audit Practice’s Director – Standards and Technical, who serves as the Audit Practice’s Ethics 
Partner. 

Table 9: Independence and objectivity 
 

Area Requirement How we comply 

Business, employment and 
personal relationships 

Appointed auditors and their staff should avoid any official, 
professional or personal relationships which may, or could 
reasonably be perceived to, cause them inappropriately or 
unjustifiably to limit the scope, extent or rigour of their work or 
impair the objectivity of their judgement.  
The appointed auditor and senior members of the audit team must 
not take part in political activity for a political party, or special 
interest group, whose activities relate directly to the functions of 
local government or NHS bodies in general, or to a particular local 
government or NHS body.  

All audit staff are required to declare all potential 
threats to independence. Details of declarations 
are made available to appointed auditors. Where 
appropriate, staff are excluded from engagements 
or safeguards put in place to reduce the threat to 
independence to an acceptably low level.  
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Area Requirement How we comply 

Long association with audit 
clients 

The appointed auditor responsible for the audit should, in all but 
the most exceptional circumstances, be changed at least once 
every seven years, with additional consideration of threats to 
independence after five years.  

The Audit Practice maintains and monitors a 
central database of assignment of auditors and 
senior audit staff to ensure this requirement is 
met. 

Gifts and hospitality The appointed auditor and members of the audit team must abide 
by the Commission’s policy on gifts, hospitality and entertainment. 

All audit staff are required to declare any gifts or 
hospitality irrespective of whether or not they are 
accepted. Gifts and Hospitality may only be 
accepted with line manager approval.  

Non-audit work Appointed auditors should not perform additional work for an 
audited body (that is work above the minimum required to meet 
their statutory responsibilities) if it would compromise their 
independence or might result in a reasonable perception that their 
independence could be compromised. 
Auditors should not accept engagements that involve commenting 
on the performance of other auditors appointed by the 
Commission on Commission work without first consulting the 
Commission. 
Work over a specified value must only be undertaken with the 
prior approval of the Audit Commission’s Director of Audit Policy 
and Regulation.  

All proposed additional work is subject to review 
and approval by the appointed auditor and the 
Director – Standards and Technical, to ensure 
that independence is not compromised. 
 

 

Code of Audit Practice, Audit Commission Standing Guidance and APB Ethical Standards 
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Appendix 2 – Basis for fee    
In setting the fee, I have assumed the following. 
■ The risk in relation to the audit of the accounting statements is not significantly different to that identified for 2010/11, except where identified. 

Please note that the Audit Commission rebated the cost of IFRS implementation in 2010/11 and has set the scale fee for 2011/12 in light of 
Communities and Local Government’s decision to abolish the Audit Commission and transfer audit practice staff into the private sector. 

■ The risk in relation to my value for money responsibilities is not significantly different to that identified for 2010/11. 
■ Internal Audit meets professional standards. 
■ Internal Audit undertakes sufficient appropriate work on all systems that provide material figures in the accounting on which I can rely. 
■ The Authority provides:  

− good quality working papers and records to support the accounting statements and the text of the other information to be published with the 
statements by 9 July 2012;  

− other information requested within agreed timescales; and 
− prompt responses to draft reports. 

■ There are no questions asked or objections made by local government electors. 

Where these assumptions are not met, I will have to undertake more work which is likely to result in an increased audit fee.  

 

 

Audit Commission Audit plan 18
 



 

Appendix 3 – Glossary  
Accounting statements  

The annual statement of accounts that the Authority is required to prepare, reports the financial performance and financial position of the Authority in 
accordance with the Accounts and Audit (England) Regulations 2011 and the Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom. 

Annual Audit Letter  

Report issued by the auditor to the Authority after the completion of the audit that summarises the audit work carried out in the period and significant 
issues arising from auditors’ work.  

Annual Governance Report 

The auditor’s report on matters arising from the audit of the accounting statements presented to those charged with governance before the auditor 
issues their opinion [and conclusion]. 

Annual Governance Statement 

The annual report on the Authority’s systems of internal control that supports the achievement of the Authority’s policies aims and objectives. 

Audit of the accounts  

The audit of the accounts of an audited body comprises all work carried out by an auditor under the Code to meet their statutory responsibilities under 
the Audit Commission Act 1998.  

Audited body  

A body to which the Audit Commission is responsible for appointing the external auditor. 
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Auditing Practices Board (APB)  

The body responsible in the UK for issuing auditing standards, ethical standards and associated guidance to auditors. Its objectives are to establish 
high standards of auditing that meet the developing needs of users of financial information and to ensure public confidence in the auditing process.  

Auditing standards  

Pronouncements of the APB that contain basic principles and essential procedures with which auditors must comply, except where otherwise stated in 
the auditing standard concerned.  

Auditor(s)  

Auditors appointed by the Audit Commission.  

Code (the)  

The Code of Audit Practice for local government bodies issued by the Audit Commission and approved by Parliament.  

Commission (the)  

The Audit Commission for Local Authorities and the National Health Service in England.  

Ethical Standards  

Pronouncements of the APB that contain basic principles relating to independence, integrity and objectivity that apply to the conduct of audits and with 
which auditors must comply, except where otherwise stated in the standard concerned.  

Group accounts  

Consolidated accounting statements of an Authority and its subsidiaries, associates and jointly controlled entities. 

Internal control  

The whole system of controls, financial and otherwise, that the Authority establishes to provide reasonable assurance of effective and efficient 
operations, internal financial control and compliance with laws and regulations.  
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Materiality  

The APB defines this concept as ‘an expression of the relative significance or importance of a particular matter in the context of the accounting 
statements as a whole. A matter is material if its omission would reasonably influence the decisions of an addressee of the auditor’s report; likewise a 
misstatement is material if it would have a similar influence. Materiality may also be considered in the context of any individual primary statement within 
the accounting statements or of individual items included in them. Materiality is not capable of general mathematical definition, as it has both qualitative 
and quantitative aspects’.  

The term ‘materiality’ applies only to the accounting statements. Auditors appointed by the Commission have responsibilities and duties under statute, 
as well as their responsibility to give an opinion on the accounting statements, which do not necessarily affect their opinion on the accounting 
statements.  

Significance 

The concept of ‘significance’ applies to these wider responsibilities and auditors adopt a level of significance that may differ from the materiality level 
applied to their audit of the accounting statements. Significance has both qualitative and quantitative aspects.  

Those charged with governance 

Those entrusted with the supervision, control and direction of the Authority. This term includes the members of the Authority and its Audit Committee. 

Whole of Government Accounts  

A project leading to a set of consolidated accounts for the entire UK public sector on commercial accounting principles. The Authority must submit a 
consolidation pack to the department for Communities and Local Government which is based on, but separate from, its accounting statements. 
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If you require a copy of this document in an alternative format or in a language other than English, please call:  
0844 798 7070 
© Audit Commission 2012. 
Design and production by the Audit Commission Publishing Team. 
Image copyright © Audit Commission. 

 

The Statement of Responsibilities of Auditors and Audited Bodies issued by the Audit Commission explains the respective responsibilities of auditors 
and of the audited body. Reports prepared by appointed auditors are addressed to non-executive directors, members or officers. They are prepared for 
the sole use of the audited body. Auditors accept no responsibility to: 
■ any director/member or officer in their individual capacity; or  
■ any third party.  
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Corporate Services 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.1 KTA 13, Project No. 00277 - Business Case for  Diana Williams - Assistant  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 95% 100% 95% 
 Collaboration and possible merger with West Sussex Fire &  Chief Officer (Corporate  
 Rescue Service Services) 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 The business case has now been finalised, the public consultation has ended and a final report produced.  Both the CFA and West Sussex County Council will be meeting in February  
 to consider all the information available in order to make a decision on whether or not to proceed.  There are a small number of financial issues still to be considered before a final  
 decision is made. 
 Last Updated - 11/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.2 KTA 14- Continue the Service Prioritisation process Diana Williams - Assistant  Completed 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 100% 100% 100% 
 Chief Officer (Corporate  
 Services) 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 The service prioritisation savings approved in detail last year were either achieved or compensatory savings made and reported to the Policy & Resources Panel and the Fire Authority  
 and therefore this action is completed for 2011/12.  Plans for progressing further service prioritisation savings approved, in principle, last year for implementation in 2013/14 and  
 beyond will be approved at the Fire Authority meeting in May 2012 in order to allow sufficient time for the appropriate HR processes to take place in 2012/13 for the savings to be  
 achieved as early as possible in 2013/14 to meet the projected funding gap. 
 Last Updated - 11/01/2012 
 
 Financial & Procurement Services 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.28 Project No. 00175 - South East Region PPE Contract Warren Tricker - Strategic  Completed 01/04/2011 30/11/2011 100% 100% 100% 
 Finance Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 The Project remains on target and will meet its deployment date of 28th November. 
 Went live 28 November 2011 
 Last Updated - 22/12/2011 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.29 Project No. 00202 - International Financial Reporting  Warren Tricker - Strategic  Completed 01/04/2011 01/10/2011 100% 100% 100% 
 Standard Finance Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 All project actions have been successfully completed.  In the process of completing the handover document to close the project down.   
 Audit letter received, review meeting held, congratulated on our accounts 
 Last Updated - 22/12/2011 
 



 

 

 
 People & Organisational Development 
 
 Organisational Development 
 
 STRATEGY: 2.1.1 Embed and embrace equality and diversity principles in all that we do. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 2.1.1.1 KTA 7 - Deliver and implement action plan which   Mick Feather  - Equality and  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 60% 100% 60% 
 prepares ESFRS to achieve ‘Excellent’  under the FRS Equality  Diversity Manager 
 Framework. 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 All actions being met and no milestones being missed. 
 The self-assessment documentation will be ready by January 2012 for submission. 
 Last Updated - 14/12/2011 
 
 
 
 Prevention & Protection 
 
 Community Risk Management 
 
 STRATEGY: 1.1.3 Respond effectively and safely to incidents with appropriate planned resources. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.1 KTA 6 - Review proposals for new day crewed duty  John Drinkwater - Head of  In Progress 01/05/2011 31/12/2011 90% 100% 90% 
 system by analysing impact of proposals Community Risk Management 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 First meetings of working group held, initial report being drafted from early findings. 
 Interim report written and presented for the purpose of obtaining further direction. 
 All templates now complete following Review Group Meetings, first draft of report about to be started. 
 Financial meeting due to take place 10/1/2012 to supply remaining information for final report. 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.2 KTA 4 - Review impact of recruitment drive at stations  John Drinkwater - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2013 50% 100% 50% 
 14, 17 and 24 by analysing service delivery impacts as a result  Community Risk Management 
 of staff availability 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Monitoring appliance availability. 
 Ongoing 
 Information being collated by Dave Burroughs 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 



 

 

 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.3 KTA 2 - Review the benefit of a small fires unit in the  John Drinkwater - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 20% 100% 20% 
 City by analysing service delivery impacts of adding in a  Community Risk Management 
 different type of vehicle and its possible location 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Initial discussions held 
 Meeting held with DCFO and initial research now underway. 
 Updating 2010/11 data into FSEC 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.4 KTA 5 - Review service provision in the Hastings  John Drinkwater - Head of  In Progress 01/12/2011 30/04/2012 20% 100% 20% 
 Borough by analysing risk against service delivery in Hastings Community Risk Management 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Not planned to start until December 
 Initial meetings planned with watches to capture information and views, starting early December as planned 
 75% of Station personnel visited, due to visit remaining 25% by mid January. 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.5 Review average turn out times to adjust PDAs by  John Drinkwater - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 30/06/2012 98% 100% 98% 
 analysing historical data on turn out times Community Risk Management 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Incident data cleansed and able to be interrogated. 
 Liaising with Sharon Milner to collate all data. 
 Analysis phase complete, looking at implementation issues and how to resolve. 
 Interim solution being implemented by Pete Fishenden, full solution will only be available when new mobilising system comes into operation. 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.3 Ensure that we have high performing services which focus on customer needs. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.3.3 KTA 1 - Review Emergency Response Arrangements  John Drinkwater - Head of  Ongoing 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 100% N/A 
 by supplying analytical information as needed Community Risk Management 
 Function Profile BUDGET TYPE BUDGET YTD BUDGET YTD ACTUAL YTD VARIANCE 
     
 Community Risk Management Operating 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 No requests received to date 
 No requests received this month 
 Last Updated - 24/11/2011 
 



 

 

 
 Community Safety 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.2 KTA 3 - Charging strategy for AFAs Steve Wright - Head of  Not Started 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 0% 100% 0% 
 Community Safety 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 We are awaiting the outcome of a Government bill  which will enable us to charge in certain situations. However this is not likely to happen in the near future. 
 Last Updated - 06/10/2011 
 
 Protection 
 
 STRATEGY: 1.1.2 Protect our communities against economic, property, or heritage loss through the delivery of fire protection measures and fire safety advice. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.2.2 Project No. 00140 - Protection Database Project Richard Fowler - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2013 60% 100% 60% 
 Protection 
 Ensure that the Improvement Plan created to meet Key Line Of  
 Enquiry (KLOE) 3.1.2 is completed: 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Contract and project plan are now in-place and a new system has been procured. Development of new CRM system is under-way. Decision now made to host internally. Project plan  
 has been updated to reflect change. UATs, training etc. will take place during Feb/Mar 2012. Contract amended to reflect changes to software purchases, payment milestones and  
 Riva software. 
 Last Updated - 25/11/2011 
 
 
 Response & Resilience 
 
 Operational Improvement 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.1 Project No: 00141/ 00131 - BA Face masks &  Gary Pearson - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 15/07/2011 95% 100% 95% 
 Integrated Comms Replacement of Fire Ground Radios Operational Improvement 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Due to a few stations failing to participate in the September / October trial, CMT have requested that those remaining stations participate in a 4-week trial, ending Jan 2012. Report to  
 be supplied to CMT - likely Feb 2012. Current returns from stations indicate few problems with radios. Drager investigating alternative facemask / wiring system to radio, which is  
 intended to minimise the number of joints / connections in the wiring circuit and reduce errors. No anticipated date for outcome of Drager investigations at present. If adopted, likely to  
 incur significant costs (replacement masks and wiring lead to radio). At present, only fits standard size mask, therefore those users requiring large or small masks will be unable to  
 perform role of team leader. 
 Last Updated - 10/01/2012 
 



 

 

 
 Service Support 
 
 Engineering Services 
 
 STRATEGY: 1.1.3 Respond effectively and safely to incidents with appropriate planned resources. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 1.1.3.1 KTA 10, Project No: 00287 - ARP Vehicle Bill Brewster - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2013 25% 100% 25% 
 Engineering Services 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 URS and output based statement completed and now with procurement. project plan started, URS completed with a user group. project board due to meet. capital plan agreed and in  
 place in the medium term strategy order not yet placed . technical specification in development. Procurement out to market with supplier return forms also passed out by Firebuy@the  
 consortium. First Board meeting has taken place, Comms strategy in place with a story line to be added to the engineering section of the intranet. 
 IRMP business plan presented to CMT and agreed project plan updated delivery expected during 2013 with on the run date by 2014.Project manager Head Of Engineering monitoring  
 to be consistent with the terms of the contract award. Supplier award to be confirmed by end of 2011with chassis order in place Contract now awarded to Angloco with a number of the  
 required options such as training and cameras Evaluation carried out by working group 
 Last Updated - 16/12/2011 
 
  
Information Management 
 
 STRATEGY: 2.1.2 Attract and retain high calibre and committed staff and help them develop professional skills and competence to meet our business needs. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 2.1.2.3 Project No:00236 - Station Attendance & Staffing  Steve Sims - Development  Completed 01/04/2011 31/08/2011 100% 100% 100% 
 system implementation Services Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 System has gone live.  Training is complete. 
 Last Updated - 07/12/2011 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.11 Project No. 00145 - Disaster Recovery Stage 2:  John Reynolds - Network  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 25% 100% 25% 
 Software implementation for DR Centre Services Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 In Definition Stage.  Awaiting clear business continuity requirements. 
 Underlying network services required for all services, now in the testing stage. 
 Last Updated - 11/01/2012 
 



 

 

 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.16 Project No. 00240 - Desktop Deployment & Standard  Matthew Ford-Enfield -  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 98% 100% 98% 
 Desktop rollout with MSOffice 2010 Customer Service Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Final image created for the last PCs to migrate to Windows XP & Office 2010 - these are in the Mobillising Centre. All other PCs have been either upgraded or replaced with new  
 hardware. 
 
 Citrix Servers have all been updated to the latest version of Microsoft Office. Other applications & Plug-ins on Citrix have also been upgraded (Groupwise, Adobe & Firefox) to bring  
 them in line with PC based versions.  
 
 All training completed. Other sessions are available on request from IMD Training Team. 
 
 On target for agreed completion date. 
 Last Updated - 10/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.17 Project No. 00244 - Extended & Improved Service  Matthew Ford-Enfield -  Completed 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 100% 100% 100% 
 Desk Customer Service Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Work is now complete on the implementation and population of configuration items for the upgraded Servicedesk software.  The continued development of system reports will be  
 provided by in-house trained staff as defined by the business. 
 Last Updated - 28/07/2011 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.22 Project No. 00257 - HQ Network Centre  John Reynolds - Network  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 30% 100% 30% 
 Refurbishment Services Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Now drawing up formal specification for the Tendering process. 
 Last Updated - 11/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.23 Project No. 00205 - Progress implementation of data  Steve Sims - Development  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/03/2013 15% 100% 15% 
 Warehouse Foundation Services Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Demonstration prototype of a typical output view for the Performance Management customer has been created for the customer to test and critique.  Performance Management  
 customer Data Mart star schema is in development as next phase of the realisation of their requirements in prototype form (but with real data). 
 Last Updated - 07/12/2011 
 



 

 

 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.34 KTA 11, Project No. 00285 - Firewatch Geoff Adams - System  In Progress 01/04/2011 30/06/2012 25% 100% 25% 
 Development Project Analyst 
 Completed: 
 Initial meeting with ESCC Audit 
 Data Validation Forms Returned - high percentage returns (80%) 
 Implementation Phase Plan reviewed 
 
 Next Steps: 
 FireWatch server and database software setups to be completed by InfoGraphics 
 Further review of Audit Requirements with ESCC 
 Finalise Data Extraction and submit to InfoGraphics for validation 
 Train-The-Trainer Training 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.35 Project No. 00092 / 00143 - MIS migration to Oracle Steve Sims - Development  In Progress 01/04/2011 30/09/2011 75% 100% 75% 
 Services Manager 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Project materially delayed by failure of the Oracle backup process.  Investigation in hand working with the supplier (3TC) to elicit cause of the fault before progress can be resumed. 
 Last Updated - 07/12/2011 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.36 Project No. 00281 - Completion of Internal Audit  Brenda Guile - Head of  In Progress 01/02/2011 30/11/2011 60% Not Set N/A 
 Action Plan - ICT Network and Infrastructure Audit February  Information Management 
 2011 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 Quarterly CMT updates being reported which show progress since the October 2011 report against 19 recommendations, which amalgamates those actions suggested by Deloitte  
 (Auditor) and those suggested by Actica (Consultant).  A small number of the recommendations are dependent upon extraneous issues, such as implementing a broad range of  
 guidance which supports the achievement of the HMG Security Framework, and any potential to merge with West Sussex FRS.  Recommendations have been categorised as either  
 'significantly serious' or 'less serious but still requiring action' - progress in the CMT report is shown against each of these recommendations as 'complete', 'in progress' or 'behind  
 schedule'. 
 Last Updated - 11/01/2012 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.2 Work with partners to deliver better outcomes. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.2.1 KTA 09 - Explore options for expansion in capacity of  Brenda Guile - Head of  Completed 01/04/2011 31/03/2012 100% 100% 100% 
 WAN interim arrangements prior to partnership project coming  Information Management 
 to fruition 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 CMT approved the recommendations put forward by external consultants.  The procurement process will be the next stage and implementations will follow that. 
 Last Updated - 05/10/2011 
 



 

 

 
 Service Support Directorate 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.2 KTA 8, Project No. 00207A - Level 2 Security Gary Ferrand - Assistant Chief  In Progress 01/04/2011 30/06/2012 55% 100% 55% 
 Fire Officer 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
 At Level 2 there are 16 requirements, current status is 7 are complete, 5 on going and 4 as yet to be started. 
 Outstanding from level 1 were the ongoing review and creation of IMD's Overarching Policy and supporting Documents, the status of these is that the Overarching IMD Policy and  
 three supporting manuals are complete and will be presented imminently to CMT for approval before going out for consultation, the remaining supporting manuals will follow thereafter. 
 Last Updated - 09/01/2012 
 
 Special Projects (FireControl & FireLink) 
 
 STRATEGY: 3.1.1 Be a well managed organisation, providing cost effective services, that we are continually seeking to improve. 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.2 KTA - 12 - Special Projects - Resolve the future of the  Ian Alexander - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 30/09/2013 3% 100% 1% 
 Mobilising and Communications Centre Special Projects 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
Work in progress to complete baseline project plan and to ensure sufficient resources in place for workload.  Funding of £3.6m agreed in principle by DCLG, to be paid this financial year.  Preferred 
option is still new control room at central location but difficulty in finding suitable premises in available time. 
 Last Updated - 12/01/2012 
 
 Activity RESPONSIBILITY ACTION STATUS START DATE END DATE % COMP. TARGET % ON TARGET 
 3.1.1.3 Project No: 00289 - Directorate Operational Tasks Ian Alexander - Head of  In Progress 01/04/2011 31/08/2012 20% 100% 15% 
 Assist IMD with Station End and MDT replacement projects in  Special Projects 
 accordance with 
 ACTION PROGRESS COMMENTS 
Post was re-advertised - still only one applicant, moving to interview on 19 January. 
 Last Updated - 12/01/2012 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  

1.1 This review has been conducted as part of the approved 2011/12 Value for 
Money (VfM) Review & Business Review and Audit Programme over the period 
September  to December 2011. The review was undertaken on the ESFRS 
Procurement function and the scope of the review was to:  
i. demonstrate continued value for money in all of the Service’s commissioning 

and procurement activities;  
ii. review progress on the previous direction of travel towards continuous 

improvement of all procurement activities including proposals to identify 
minimum annual efficiency savings of 5% over the medium term; bearing in 
mind previous review outcomes and agreed savings arising from the service 
prioritisation agenda; and 

iii. suggest future proposals for further improvement.” 
  

1.2 The approved VfM review methodology as described in Section 2 below and 
related Appendix A was followed.    

  

1.3 As part of a VfM review, it is also necessary to consider progress on the 
implementation of recommendations on any previous VfM Review. In this 
particular case, a Best Value Review of Procurement was conducted in 2007, 
which contained 11 recommendations for improvement, all of which had been 
confirmed as completed, at the time of this VFM Review as set out in Appendix B. 
However, the national procurement arrangements referred to in these 
recommendations have since ceased and ESFRS will need to reconsider its 
policies and processes once the new national arrangements have been finalised.  
In addition, the further rollout of Delegated Financial Management also referred to 
remains in progress which will also require appropriate changes to procurement 
internal checks and controls, but the recent introduction of Smart procurement 
cards should assist to keep these to a minimum.  The use of e-procurement 
including Smart Cards are subject to a probity audit by our internal auditors the 
ESCC Management Review Team in 2012/13.   

  

1.4 In addition to this review, a Task & Finish Audit was undertaken simultaneously 
on the process followed to set up the Approved Contractor Listing 2010, which is 
used by the Estates Management Section and cross-referred to in this report.    

  

1.5 As a separate corporate exercise, the Service has been undertaking a Service 
Prioritisation exercise with an overall corporate requirement to save £6.5m across 
the entire organisation by the start of 2015/16.   The Fire Authority, at its meeting 
on 3 February 2011, approved immediate savings proposals for implementation in 
2011/12 together with medium term savings, approved in principle, pending the 
outcome of Formula Grant and the increased collaboration project with West 
Sussex Fire & Rescue Service. It was expected that the procurement function 
would deliver its appropriate share of the required corporate savings.  The 
organisation remains £2.5m short of this medium term goal by 2016/17 as 
projected at February 2012, without taking into account any savings from 
increased collaboration or possible merger.   
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1.6 The Service Prioritisation review for procurement has already been completed in 
consultation with the affected managers.   The confidential report on the future 
configuration of the procurement team was considered and approved by 
Corporate Management Team in December 2011. These specific service 
prioritisation savings will be delivered from 2012/13 to 2013/14 in advance of the 
corporate savings targets required.  A summary is set out in Appendix C.   

  

1.7 Regarding the business questions used to address the theme of „Economy‟, the 
Service‟s approved programme for procurement is well-documented.  Significant 
annual efficiency savings have been achieved; additional frameworks entered 
into; and the additional service prioritisation savings, prepared in conjunction with 
the managers of the section, approved by Corporate Management Team and now 
being implemented in advance of the phasing required, have allowed the team to 
conclude that the score in this section was “Advanced – Performing strongly” 

  

1.8 Regarding the business questions used to address the theme of „Efficiency‟, the 
review identified that clear arrangements are in place in terms of general 
management and governance. Regular Corporate Governance workshops are 
delivered to key managers.  The review identified that several ESFRS managers 
did not fully understand the corporate guidance/ language and how to apply it but 
it is hoped that the latest training, which is centred on individual and small group 
learning followed by a formal assessment, will resolve this issue.  The review 
identified many examples of good procurement, with processes being followed 
and efficiencies obtained through collaboration or framework agreements with 
both other FRSs and other organisations.  However, the review also identified 
areas for improvement including a lack of audit trails to demonstrate/justify 
decisions made; some existing contracts have been extended to allow sufficient 
time to undertake the process for contract renewal; required contract processes 
were not always followed (dealt with in effectiveness section below), and no 
evidence provided of an effective corporate procurement quality assurance 
process. The Review Team anticipate improved standards and scores with the 
adoption of the recommendations in this report.  Therefore, the score in this 
section was “Established – Adequate performance”. 

  

1.9 Regarding the business questions covering „Effectiveness‟, the review identified 
that the Procurement function contributes directly to Strategic Aim 3 (To deliver 
quality, value for money services) and to the associated Strategic Objectives 7 to 
9.  The use of collaborative framework agreements has increased; the annual 
efficiency statements have identified significant effectiveness savings achieved 
from procurement across the organisation. These are detailed in paragraph 
3.2.3.4 of the main report.  Overall, most procurements sampled were considered 
to be effective, with problems in only a few areas. There was evidence of good 
customer involvement/ feedback in some areas during the procurement process, 
but not in all areas. But there was little evidence to demonstrate customer 
feedback after procurement - most was informal & on the basis of "no news is 
good news".  The Review Team anticipate improved standards and scores with 
the adoption of the recommendations in this report. Therefore, the score in this 
section has been “Established – Performing well” but for a non-compliancy issue 
which was identified whilst undertaking this review. (paragraph 1.11 & 2.6 below)  
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1.10 In overall terms, since the time of the previous Review in 2007:  

 the previous VfM review recommendations have been implemented; 
(paragraph 1.3 above) 

 the Fire Authority has financed a member of the central team to obtain a 
recognised qualification in Procurement; paragraph 3.2.3.3.below) 

 cumulative annual efficiency savings over a three year period up to the end of 
2010/11 have achieved savings in excess of £0.4m on the 2008/09 base 
budget; (paragraph 3.2.3.4 below) 

 there has been a clear increase in the use of framework agreements and 
collaborative procurements; (paragraph 4.2.1.9 below); 

 the function has been reviewed and the required annual service prioritisation 
savings found of £58k from procurement staffing savings + another £15k from 
additional insurance  contract savings will be achieved over the medium term, 
but to an earlier timescale.  (Appendix C)  

 
Overall, the review identified many examples of good procurement with processes 
being followed and efficiencies obtained through collaboration/ framework 
agreements with both other FRSs and other organisations.  However, the review 
also identified some areas for improvement, as mentioned previously.  The review 
team anticipate improved scores in Efficiency and Effectiveness with the adoption 
of the recommendations in this report. 

  

1.11 This final version of the report establishes performance over 3 key criteria: 
Economy; Efficiency and Effectiveness as scored and then an overall rating 
applied.  Initially, it was concluded that, overall, the Procurement function be 
scored as “Established – Performing well”.  However, as an outcome this review, 
a breach of sufficient potential corporate governance risk significance was found.  
As such, it has been concluded that the overall scoring can be no more than 
„adequate performance‟, despite high specific scores on all other criteria.  The 
matter in question is dealt with in a complementary report contained in the 
confidential part of the agenda as it refers to legal advice which had to be sought 
on the matter in question.  

  

2. METHODOLOGY 
  

2.1 The Review Team follow a VfM review methodology established over many years, 
but adapted each year to fit the particular subject areas.   In broad terms, the 
Review team covered:  
1. Scoping the review and gathering evidence (see Appendix A)  Detailed 

outcomes of this evidence gathering form a major supporting document 
details of which are available on request). 

2. In depth investigation including revisting any previous VFM review findings 
and interviewing relevant staff and others as required. (see Appendix B)  

3. Considering progress with structural changes to deliver the required service 
prioritisation savings from the central procurement team (see Appendix C) 

4. Evaluation on both quantitative and qualitative bases and drawing together 
conclusions, and recommendations (see Appendix D).  
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2.2 In order to establish facts and evidence for the Review, the Review Team 
examined various documents, work processes and completed interviews with the 
Strategic Finance Manager, the Contracts & Insurance Manager, the Procurement 
Manager, other members of the central Procurement Team, Head of Engineering 
Services and other team members, members of the Estates team,  Head of 
Information Management, Head of Learning & Development, the previous Head of 
Operations (Planning & Policy) and team members.  In addition, several other staff 
throughout ESFRS were interviewed to seek their feedback on the procurement of 
various items, for their use. 

  

2.3 The Review Team obtained a list of all payments made over the previous 3 years 
and analysed the details for the year 2010/11. The first stage was to confirm that, 
where cumulative payments during the year exceeded £100k to a payee, there was 
a contract in place.  The second stage was to conduct detailed sampling of all 
contracts or purchases over £100k, which had taken place in 2010/11 or was in 
process at the time of the review.  The detailed sampling included the following 
areas: 

 Approval of expenditure/ Business Case 

 Commissioning/procurement control approval processes (procurement options 
considered; user involvement prior to procurement; trials/demonstrations etc.) 

 Procurement options and management (compliant with OJEU and ESFRS 
Contracts (Standing Orders); Framework Agreement or collaboration; tender 
evaluation)  

 Post tender award process (delivery on time and on budget; implementation 
process; met user requirements). 

 
A suggested sampling criteria is referred to in section 4.2.3.7 below and 
summarised in the final part of Appendix A. It is suggested this is further developed 
into a quality assurance system for procurement.  

  

2.4 As part of the Task & Finish Audit a detailed examination was undertaken to 
confirm that the correct procedures, as laid down in the ESFA Handbook 
(Contracts Standing Orders), had been followed for the setting up and approval of 
the Approved Contractor Listing 2010 currently in use by the Estates Section. 

  

2.5 The Team drew together their draft findings and discussed progress with their 
Member Lead, which in this case is Councillor Ost. The Member Lead considered 
the draft findings from a democratic and corporate governance perspective and 
advised what, if any, further areas needed to be drawn out or further researched. 
Once this further work was completed, the final report was drawn up for ESFRS 
consideration at Corporate Management Team level prior to being presented to the 
Scrutiny and Audit Panel. 

  

2.6 This final version of the report establishes performance over 3 key criteria: 
Economy; Efficiency and Effectiveness as scored and then an overall rating 
applied.   Due to the issue identified in paragraph 1.11 above, it has been 
concluded that the overall scoring can be no more than ‘adequate performance’, 
despite high specific scores on all other criteria.   
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3. ESFRS POSITION STATEMENT  
  

3.1 Strategic and Policy Context  
  

3.1.1 The Authority‟s Commissioning & Procurement Strategy is being revamped from an 
annual one to a 3 yearly one in line with a corporate decision made last year to 
extend the period of validity of all our Strategies. However, it was rewritten 
substantively in 2010/11 to widen its scope to commissioning as well as 
procurement, but needs to be further updated for national changes such as the 
demise of Firebuy, and recent changes in the law. 

  

3.1.2 The latest approved Medium Term Capital & Asset Strategy 2011/12 to 2015/16 
includes the proposals for the construction, replacement and refurbishment of 
property assets; fleet and operational equipment replacement requirements and 
the financial implications of the complementary Information Management Strategy. 
The rollforward versions for 2012/13 are being agreed currently.  

  

3.1.3 The approved Annual Plan 2011/12 summarises the key work areas for the year 
including key corporate projects which might involve additional procurement needs, 
and the annual Revenue Budget details including the quantum of revenue spend 
for property, fleet and supplies and services that shape the volume and priority of 
procurement. The rollforward version for 2012/13 is underway.    

  

3.1.4 The approved 2011/12 Directorate Business Plans also scope procurement 
activities under key project work and the 2011/12 Corporate Services Directorate 
Plan identifies the main work areas for the procurement and finance teams.  The 
rollforward version for 2012/13 is also being finalised currently.    

  

3.1.5 Contained in the Members Handbook are the Contract Standing Orders, Financial 
Regulations, Delegated Powers and Codes of Conduct – all of which must be taken 
into consideration as part of our corporate governance framework within which all 
procurement activities must take place.  

  

3.1.6 Complementary to the Members Handbook constitutional and corporate 
governance framework and our Strategic and Business Plans are the ESFRS 
Manual Notes of which there are a number that relate to procurement activities and 
translate the strategic procurement information into a set of practical guidance for 
relevant managers to follow. The key Manual Note which sets out procurement 
guidance is:  The Corporate Services Manual Note: 2.10 ESFRS Procurement 
Policy.  Complementary information is also provided within the following more 
specific Corporate Services Manual Notes: 
1.1     Delegated Financial Management 
1.5     Preparation and Control of Budgets 
2.1     Contracts and Code of Practice 
2.6     ESFRS Purchasing Card Policy 
2.7     Supply of Goods and Services to External Bodies 
4.1.3  Standing Orders - Contracts and Tenders 
4.2 Financial Regulations 
4.3     Delegation of Powers to Chief Fire Officer & Chief Executive, Treasurer & 

Monitoring Officer 
5.22    Project Management and Control Policy  

http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS02_10.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS02_10.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS01_01.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS01_05.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS02_01.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS02_06.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS02_07.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS04_01_03.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS04_02.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS04_03.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS04_03.pdf
http://intranet.services.esfrs.org/document/pdf/manuals/corp_services/CPS05_22.pdf
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3.1.7 Corporate Guidance on Procurement and Contracts is available in the ESFA 
Handbook and ESFRS Manuals. Also Corporate Governance 
training/workshops on how best to use this guidance to minimise corporate risk 
is delivered annually to all relevant ESFRS managers. 

  

3.1.8 Thus the „Golden Thread‟ from Strategy Plans through to advice for individual 
work activities is sustained for the procurement function.  

  

3.1.9 Whilst all the annual corporate planning information identified above is finalised 
by June each year for publication, the procurement team do not actively draw 
out the information into a practical „procurement tasks to do‟ list to help monitor 
corporate compliance against the more generic corporate plans and ease 
phasing of work throughout the year in subsequent consultation with relevant 
Heads of Function.  This is a suggested improvement area for the procurement 
team to consider as part of the proposed finance and procurement framework as 
part of effective routine work planning and management and is covered in the 
recommendations set out below.  

  

3.2 Organisational Structure  
  

3.2.1 Corporate management responsibilities 
  

3.2.1.1 The vicarious responsibility for the effective corporate management of ESFRS is 
vested in the Corporate Management Team.  Currently, Heads of Function are 
responsible for managing their functional procurement activities in consultation 
with, and using the resources of the central procurement resources team for 
specific tendering processes. Heads of Function report to their respective 
Corporate Management Team line managers who are responsible for the key 
Directorates of the organisation and who are also responsible for the cross-
functional corporate projects called Key Task Areas.    

  

3.2.1.2 Corporate Project Teams will have procurement and finance team members on 
them commensurate with the requirements of the project to advise the Project 
Lead on relevant matters and undertake any specified finance and procurement 
activities within the scope of the project.   Importantly, it is not the procurement 
team‟s responsibility to ensure the resource and budget provision is managed 
effectively, but undoubtedly, it is the finance and procurement team‟s 
responsibility to assist Corporate Management Team to ensure corporate 
governance compliance as part of their central support, with the effective co-
operation of the responsible managers.  

  

3.2.1.3 The balance between corporate control and delegated functional responsibility 
was considered in the last VFM review and a related recommendation 
determined as set out in Recommendation 7 in Appendix B and repeated below:   

  

 “There is a need to enhance the level of corporate contract co-ordination, 
monitoring and evaluation undertaken by the ESFRS Procurement Manager in 
2007/08 and beyond to improve the strategic focus on the procurement function 
and prove its value for money benefits to the organisation, and for the relevant 
functional managers responsible for the procurement activities to support these 
evolving corporate arrangements.  (Section 4.3.4) 
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3.2.1.4 This has certainly taken place since this last review and has included:  

 Improved liaison, and advice with relevant Heads of Function on their 
procurement needs. 

 Improved liaison on relevant corporate projects. 

 Concerted efforts to ensure all previously Directorate managed 
contracts and service level agreements are captured on the Central 
Teams contracts register, scoped in terms of renewal requirements 
and built into the forward programme for retendering using ESFRS 
agreed corporate documentation wherever possible and the central 
team‟s resources 

 More frequent and more challenging corporate governance training 
with particular reference to procurement risks 

 Improved standard tendering and contract documentation and 
expertise in E-procurement for corporate application 

 Undertaking a growing proportion of the overall procurement tendering 
work on behalf of Heads of Function.  

 Improved liaison with the City Council Contracts lawyer to assist in 
meeting the needs of the organisation.  

  

3.2.2 Identified weakness   
  

3.2.2.1 However, this VfM review has identified an issue which is dealt with in a 
complementary confidential report on the agenda.  

  

3.2.3 Central Procurement Team structure and related linkages 
  

3.2.3.1 The central Procurement Team forms part of the Corporate Service 
Directorate.  In 2011/12, it comprised 4.77 FTE employees, under the 
management of the Strategic Finance Manager, who has line management 
responsibility for the Team and works with the Director of Financial Services 
to ensure cross linkages with the financial services team are effective, but 
essential separate internal checks and controls remain in place for the two 
functions delivered.   

  

3.2.3.2 A Service Prioritisation review for procurement has already been completed in 
consultation with the affected managers. The confidential report on the future 
configuration of the Team was considered and approved by Corporate 
Management Team in December 2011. These specific service prioritisation 
savings will be delivered from 2012/13 to 2013/14 in advance of the corporate 
savings targets required.  A summary is set out in Appendix C.   

  

3.2.3.3 The Service has funded and supported a member of the Team to study for the 
Chartered Institute of Purchasing & Supply (CIPS) Level 6 Graduate Diploma, 
as part of its commitment to professional development of support staff and to 
provide ESFRS with a member of staff with the appropriate qualifications and 
detailed knowledge in procurement law & contracts to support the 
organisation on a day to day basis, with appropriate access to legal contract 
advice as required.   
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 This team member completes her last two modules in January and will be the 
only member of ESFRS staff with this qualification.   Increasingly, this 
knowledge is being put to good use as the staff member concerned becomes 
involved in and gives specialist advice on large procurements (e.g. Firewatch, 
ARP) and will take over in a redesignated role of Procurement Manager from 
1.4.2012. 

  

3.2.3.4 In recent years, improvements have included: 

 Funding for a member of central Procurement Team to obtain CIPS 
Diploma 

 Reduction in costs due to disposal of Stores premises, van etc., and move  
to “just in time” deliveries by suppliers direct to ESFRS sites, negating the 
need to hold £70,000 to £120,000 worth of stock. 

 Delivery of Corporate Governance Workshops to ESFRS managers. 

 Increased use of framework agreements 
 
In addition, the following Annual Efficiency Savings have been recorded 
during the past 3 years, due to better procurement: 
 

 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 Recurring 
Savings  

Retendering for Waste Units  £7k £11k £11k  

Specified Training Needs £10k £10k - - 

Changing Insurance Brokers £47k - - - 

Non-response fleet suppliers £30k £8k £29k £29k 

Cleaning Contract    £47k £47k 

Energy Providers  £90k £90k £90k 

Insurance Contract  £256k £256k £256k  

Workwear Contract   £30k £30k 

Totals £87k £371k £463k £463k 

  

3.2.3.5 In addition to the central team above, various sections/managers in ESFRS 
are involved in procurement on a regular basis, particularly Engineering 
Services, Estates and Information Management.   
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4. DETAILED VALUE FOR MONEY REVIEW FINDINGS 
  

4.1 Economy: Levels of Input Set Against Planned Outcomes. 
Total Scoring Outcome: Advanced – Performing strongly 

  

4.1.1 Financial Resource involved in procurement activities  
 

4.1.1.1 The total ESFRS financial resources which involved procurement activities 
during 2010/11 was:  

 Revenue Budget:  £8.3m  (21.2% of total revenue expenditure)  

 Capital Programme: £2.7m (100% of Capital Programme expenditure) 

 Total: £11m. 
 

  

4.1.1.2 The continued investment in the overall budget for procurement of works, 
services and supplies indicates the importance of the function to the Fire 
Authority.  

  

4.1.1.3 The Service‟s Medium Term Capital & Asset Strategy 2011/12 to 2015/16 
includes details of the approved Capital Programme including: Construction, 
replacement and refurbishment of premises and property assets; Appliance and 
other fleet replacement requirements; Information Management strategy 
implications; Relevant Operational equipment provision.  However, the scale of 
the procurement activities within the Revenue Budget are nearly 3 times the 
capital spend.  

  

4.1.1.4 With Revenue Budget procurement efficiency savings delivered totalling 
£0.463m, this equates to 5.5% on the total procurement activity of £8.3m per 
annum.   

  

4.1.2 Structure and cost comparators for the Central Procurement Team  
  

4.1.2.1 The structure of the central procurement team has been the subject of a service 
prioritisation review separate to this VfM review.  The 2011/12 Revenue Budget 
direct staff costs provision for the Procurement Team excluding the Strategic 
Finance Manager was £158k.   Appendix C shows how the service prioritisation 
savings will deliver a reduction of £58k in staffing costs down to £100k over the 
next year, some 37% of the current total costs.    

  

4.1.2.2 A questionnaire was sent to all Combined Fire Authorities in Family Group 2, but 
unfortunately the response rate was low.  However it was possible to confirm 
that the average cost of a central procurement team was £109k per annum. As 
such, our amended organisational structure brings us in just below the average.  
A typical central procurement function comprised a Procurement Manager, 
which incorporated contract management, and various support posts. 
Procurements were also being conducted by individual departments/directorates 
in association with their Procurement Manager. 
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4.1.2.3 At present, the Procurement Co-ordinator is also responsible for co-ordination 
and allocation of work to the Service Support Operatives – the reason for this 
appears to be historical and related to the previous Stores function, which no 
longer exists.  The Review Team considers that the role of co-ordination of the 
Service Support Operatives might better fit with another Directorate, as their 
roles are more aligned to dealing with the general business needs of courier and 
other movements of supplies, operational resources and equipment, particularly 
in the light of the reorganisation of the Procurement Section.   

  

4.1.2.4 Recommendation 1: To consider whether the role of co-ordination of the 
Service Support Operatives might better fit within another Directorate, more 
aligned to dealing with the general business needs of courier and other 
movements of supplies, operational resources and equipment.  

  

4.1.3 Funding of Regional Procurement Manager Post 
  

4.1.3.1 The Procurement Manager has been meeting and working regularly with other 
FRSs on an adhoc basis from about 1989. Since 2004, a Regional Procurement 
Group was established and a Regional Procurement Manager was then 
employed by Oxfordshire FRS with the costs shared between the 9 South East 
Region FRSs.   

  

4.1.3.2 The Review Team recognises the clear benefits of collaboration on procurement 
within the Region.   

  

4.1.3.3 Although the financial commitment towards this regional post is comparatively 
minor (£30k over 5 years), nevertheless in these difficult financial times, it is 
suggested that ESFRS reconsider whether the benefits of funding this post can 
continue to be justified at the end of the current contract period commensurate 
with the further procurement benefits that can be obtained over the medium 
term.    

  

4.1.3.4 Recommendation 2: To undertake a review of the effectiveness and use made 
of the regional procurement role prior to its intended regional contract renewal 
by late 2012/13. 

  

4.1.4 Reimbursement of Staff Expenses (Setting up Staff as Vendors on SAP) 
 

4.1.4.1 ESFRS continues to reimburse some expenses to employees by cheque, 
although payment can be made through payroll as a non-taxable 
reimbursement.    The ESFRS Policy on reimbursement of expenses does not 
define the method of payment. 

  

4.1.4.2 For some time, neighbouring authorities have not reimbursed expenses by 
cheque payment. Since 2004, East Sussex County Council have paid expenses 
via payroll, as do West Sussex County Council, West Sussex FRS, Kent FRS 
and Surrey FRS. Only in extreme circumstances are expenses paid via BACS or 
Cheque. 
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4.1.4.3 In 2009, as part of an external review of ESFRS procurement, Tribal Helm, 
estimated the administration cost of each invoice/payment to be at least £28 per 
invoice and that on average it took 12 days from receipt to final payment and 
involved 3 people from receipt to payment.   

  

4.1.4.4 For illustrative purposes only, for December 2012, 50 claims were made by 39 
Service claimants that were paid via cheques rather than payroll to the total 
value of £2,470.  A simple extrapolation, if this were a typical month would 
indicate individual cheques are issued of between 500-600 a year, costing 
anywhere between £15k and £18k per annum ignoring internal staff time 
processing costs.  If it were determined that, unless there was a particular staff 
welfare issue, all future claims should be processed via payroll, then this should 
be able to provide further efficiency savings for the organisation subject to an 
assessment being made of the  implications of all transactions being processed 
through payroll vis a vis by cheque. 

  

4.1.4.5 Recommendation 3:  To consider the relative merits of all staff expenses being 
reimbursed through Payroll instead of by cheque, unless on an exceptional 
basis.  

  

4.2 Efficiency: Process and Arrangements. 
Total Scoring Outcome: Established – Performing well 

  

4.2.1 Collaboration and Efficiency 
 

4.2.1.1 The Procurement Manager has been meeting/working regularly with other FRSs 
on an ad hoc basis from about 1989 and since 2004 formally through the 
Regional Procurement Group.  

  

4.2.1.2 ESFA‟s Standing Orders permit a wide range of joint purchasing arrangements, 
especially from Framework Agreements, which save the Fire Authority time and 
money during the procurement administration process, particularly in 
procurements that fall under EU Regulations.  This, combined with discounts 
through the increased purchasing power, makes joint commissioning an 
attractive option, although, on occasion, this may require some compromise to 
be made on detailed specifications in order to accommodate all parties' 
requirements.  

  

4.2.1.3 With an established Framework Agreement, the specification has been 
completed and the Terms and Conditions have been set for the contract from 
which an organisation may buy provided the organisation has been scoped 
within the boundaries of the framework.   
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4.2.1.4 Via collaboration, ESFRS may work with other FRSs or other relevant partners 
to share:  

 Commissioning knowledge and skills 

 Development of specifications and procurement approaches 

 Progression to appropriate forms of tendering, frameworks or joint tenders 

 Lead Authority roles 

 Supply partnerships  

 Outsourcing of whole service  
 

4.2.1.5 ESFRS also has access to a number of framework agreements previously 
managed by Firebuy Limited, the national procurement organisation for FRSs.  
Firebuy was set up five years ago to secure greater value for money through 
economies of scale and greater collaboration in procurement for FRSs.   

  

4.2.1.6 It established a range of framework contract arrangements for the Fire Service 
and wider public sector to use - from turntable ladders to smoke detectors.  

  

4.2.1.7 Following the Government announcement that Firebuy was to close, a 
competitive process took place which saw the management of the framework 
contracts awarded to The Consortium for Purchasing and Distribution Limited 
(TC), which has 40 years of public procurement experience.   

  

4.2.1.8 But the national procurement arrangements for FRAs are further changing and 
ESFRS is awaiting the final blue print.  

  

4.2.1.9 Some examples of recent successful Framework contracts undertaken by the 
Procurement Manager include: 

  PPE contract - South East Region (and others) framework agreement, led 
by Kent FRS (improved specification & increased savings compared to 
proposed national Integrated Clothing Project) 

 Workwear contract – South East Region framework agreement, led by 
Oxfordshire County Council (improved specification & increased savings 
compared to proposed national Integrated Clothing Project) 

 Consumables (Detergent, Soap etc.) contract.  This is hosted by West 
Sussex County Council and the Framework is accessed by ESCC, B&HCC, 
Surrey CC, East & West Sussex Fire Authorities as well as most District 
and Borough Councils in Sussex.  The contract was awarded to a SME that 
is based in Hailsham, East Sussex – a good example of both collaboration 
and of supporting local enterprise. 

 

4.2.1.10 There are many other examples within ESFRS, some of which include: 
  Purchase of non-response vehicles through National Police Improvement 

Agency (NPIA) – savings shown previously at paragraph 3.2.3.4. 

 Occupational Health Services – collaboration with Sussex Police for an 
extended level of service 

 Energy procurement  - through  CRD, ESCC  

 Management of major Estates Capital Works - through CRD, ESCC  (new 
arrangement hence no information available on performance yet) 

All successfully negotiated by the Service Directorates concerned with advice as 
required. 
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4.2.1.11 The review team considered this to be an area of good practice within ESFRS, 
which has steadily increased over recent years.  The implications of the various 
changes being made in terms of national FRS procurement arrangements and 
enhanced involvement with ESCC to project manage our major estates 
contracts will need to be kept under review. 

  

4.2.2 Guidance/Advice from Specialist Staff 
  

4.2.2.1 Procurement guidance for managers/staff is available in ESFA Strategies & 
ESFRS manuals and regular Corporate Governance workshops are delivered to 
key managers. However, this review has identified that several ESFRS 
managers, still find it difficult to understand the Service guidance/ and how best 
to interpret and comply with the necessary legal and policy requirements of 
procurement.  It is a complex area.  

  

4.2.2.2 In recent years, the following improvements have been made: 

 Contract Standing Orders – revamped and reordered to assist with each 
step required for a procurement process 

 Quote limits raised to take some procurement activities out of the tighter 
controls for higher spending 

 Further changes to Contract Standing Orders and Financial Regulations 
to resolve inconsistencies in consultation with Budget Heads, and Deputy 
Treasurer and Deputy Monitoring Officer  

 Updating of relevant ESFRS Manuals 

 2 revamps of the corporate governance training to make it more realistic 
and effective in terms of assessing individuals understanding of the 
subject and risks associated with not seeking appropriate advice  

 Making corporate governance training compulsory for relevant managers 
due to several declining to attend previous events and repeat training to 
ensure appropriate training is delivered to all staff concerned.  

 Reviewing trainee feedback to further improve courses.  

 Improving the data quality and scope of information held on the contracts 
register to capture all procurement contracts, licences and service level 
agreements in existence across the organisation to further improve 
effectiveness.  

 

4.2.2.3 Generally, the Review Team concluded that there still appeared to be a lack of 
understanding on how powerful good procurement can be, if it is used in the 
right way and from the right suppliers.   

  

4.2.2.4 The imminent organisational changes to the central Procurement Team, with the 
merger of procurement/contracts duties, should provide a central professionally 
qualified specialist hub where managers can seek appropriate advice for the 
more complicated contracts in order to ensure legal compliance and where the 
team can also act as a conduit to access the City Council‟s legal advisers or 
other sources of procurement expertise, as required.  The aim must be to ensure 
legal compliance, the right procurement approach is used, tenders are 
effectively evaluated and contracts are managed in order to get the best out of 
them.  
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4.2.2.5 Despite all the collective improvements made, it is still considered that there 
remains a significant volume of contracts and agreements made with suppliers 
/service providers which are signed off by individual departments/ managers 
within ESFRS without approaching the central team for consideration.    

  

4.2.2.6 There is a clear opportunity for the newly constituted Procurement Team from 1 
April 2012 to be more proactive and promote the benefits of using the central 
team's expertise and to encourage individual departments/ managers to 
approach the Procurement Manager, when procurement is first being 
considered. 

  

4.2.2.7 Recommendation 4: The Procurement Manager should seek to raise the profile 
of the central team within ESFRS and promote its benefits once in post. 

  

4.2.3 Procurement Processes and Audit Trail 
  

4.2.3.1 Although there were many examples of effective procurement, the Review Team 
identified some areas for improvement including:  

 The lack of a quality assurance process; 

 the current lack of procurement audit trails to demonstrate procurement 
approaches considered and adopted, deselection criteria made; final 
tendering evaluation records sufficient to mitigate against risk of 
challenge and justifying decisions made;  

 the need to extend, where possible appropriate, some existing contracts 
in order to allow sufficient time to undertake a more fundamental 
assessment of the procurement options available prior to reconsidering a 
more basis  contract renewal.  

 

4.2.3.2 Corporate Services Manual (Procurement) paragraph 3.52 states  
“Every purchase requires some kind of audit trail. Some purchases and supplier 
selection processes require highly specific and detailed audit trails, others 
require far less detail. The precise amount of detail required is directly related to 
the significance of the purchase. However, as a general rule, purchases must be 
able to demonstrate the need for the purchase, the selection process that was 
followed and why the final choice was made.”   

  

4.2.3.3 The purpose of the guidance is twofold – to ensure that the Fire Authority will get 
the best value "deal" possible; and that both the Fire Authority and individual 
members of the Service are protected from accusations of unfairness or 
dishonesty. 

  

4.2.3.4 The sampling of the procurement process proved to be considerably more time 
consuming than expected as, generally, there was a clear lack of recording of 
decisions (and the reasons leading to those decisions). As a result, for the 
majority of items sampled, the various persons involved throughout the 
procurement process had to be interviewed, in order to try and establish some 
kind of audit trail through verbal evidence.  This is neither sufficient nor effective.  
Of the 18 items of procurement (purchases and contracts) selected for sampling, 
the majority had an incomplete audit trail and therefore, might be considered to 
leave both the Service and the individuals involved potentially vulnerable to 
challenge. 
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4.2.3.5 The Review Team could not identify, either through sampling of the items or 
from interviews, that there were adequate arrangements for internal quality 
assurance of the procurement process, in order to ensure that the Fire Authority 
could demonstrate easily that it remained within the Financial Regulations, 
Contract Standing Orders and National/European tender legislation. 

  

4.2.3.6 The Review Team recommends that a further Procurement/Contract Form 
(proforma) should be introduced for all contracts and for any purchases over 
£25,000. The Review Team designed a form, which has been passed to the 
central Team, for their consideration and further development.  This would not 
only serve as an audit trail, but would also provide a useful reminder/tipsheet for 
procurement non-specialists of the processes to be followed.  In addition, any 
verbal advice given by the central team should be confirmed in writing (email) 
and a copy kept for the Audit Trail. 

  

4.2.3.7 The Review Team considers that the introduction of this proposed 
proforma/stage gate process would assist the central Specialist Team to monitor 
and ensure corporate governance for procurement of supplies & services and, in 
addition, that the Strategic Finance Manager should, on a risk based approach, 
sample and perform quality assurance checks on a regular basis and provide 
regular reports to CMT.  (See draft issues at end of Appendix A) 
 

4.2.3.8 Recommendation 5 : The Strategic Finance Manager should:  
 

i. introduce a Procurement/Contract Proforma to be used in order to produce 
an Audit Trail as part of the development of an effective and secure  
procurement  framework for application by those involved in procurement 
activities and to be recorded as supporting evidence to the contracts 
register; and 

ii. perform a quarterly quality assurance check on behalf of CMT reporting 
any non-compliancy issues to the relevant Principal Officers/CMT 
commensurate on relative size of risk to the organisation and exposure to 
challenge. 

 
  

4.2.4 EU Legislation and Tendering Process 
 

4.2.4.1 EU legislation requires all tenders from the public sector, which are valued 
above a certain financial threshold, to be published in the Official Journal of the 
European Union (OJEU). The thresholds were £156,442 (goods and services) 
and £3,927,260 (works) [goods, services and works being as defined by the EU 
procurement regulations], rising to £173,934 and £4,348,350 respectively from 

January 2012.  
  

4.2.4.2 ESFRS do not issue many contracts in excess of £100,000, and when we do, 
they are more likely to relate to Estates Management functions.  To date, it has 
been for the Head of Function to prepare the specification and packaging of the 
respective services for tender even though the central procurement team may 
use the standard corporate tendering documentation and manage the actual 
tendering process as advised.  This is because of the service specific knowledge 
required. 
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4.2.4.3 The Review Team has reviewed the relevant contracts and it was necessary to 
seek legal advice on a particular issue that was identified as part of the review. 
This is dealt with in more detail in the confidential part of the agenda.  

  

4.2.4.4 
 

Recommendation 6: The Strategic Finance Manager should build in specific 
improvements to the Finance and Procurement Framework, ESFRS Manual 
Notes and specialist post person specifications and training requirements  into 
the procurement and finance framework now being updated to ensure:  
 

i) relevant functional heads sought the appropriate legal advice from the 
outset in planning for tendering where EU compliancy was at stake via the 
central procurement  team and both worked more closely with the contract 
legal adviser on a needs/cost/risk basis; 

ii) annual checks and cross-checks of the Contract Standing Orders and 
ESFRS Manual Notes should continue to be undertaken by the Deputy 
Monitoring Officer/Head of Strategic Finance; 

iii) ESFRS continue to support the requirement to have appropriately qualified 
specialist staff who are subject to continuous professional development 
standards within the ESFRS central procurement team; or determine it for 
outsourcing of this cannot be sustained on an affordable basis;  

iv)  Related skill requirements of Heads of Function involved with major 
procurement activities should be reviewed and strengthened otherwise the 
major risk elements of their work should be outsourced to specialist service 
providers;  

v) The central procurement team should ensure appropriate control measure 
improvements are determined throughout the procurement cycle as part of 
the work taking place on the Strategic procurement and finance framework.  

vi) That an addition to the existing procurement decision flowcharts in the 
relevant ESFRS Manual Note illustrating in more detail the EU cut offs and 
packaging would assist all ESFRS managers to understand the complexities 
of the tendering processes.   

vii) The proposed proforma/stage gate process, as recommended above, would 
further support the Strategic procurement and finance framework to help to 
ensure that managers followed the correct process. 

 

Along with the inclusion of other appropriate guidance, forms and actions to 
resolve other recommendations identified in this report.  

  

4.2.4.5 As such, CMT are asked to reconsider corporate responsibilities and potentially:  

 define them more rigorously; 

 expand the corporate checking processes undertaken by the central team 
across all procurement activities including an audit trail of checks over 
predefined criteria;  

 tighten individual managerial responsibilities in terms of job specifications, 
essential skill criteria and employee contract terms;  

 transfer all procurement responsibility to an enlarged central team 
(staffing resources have just been reduced to meet service prioritisation 
needs presuming status quo prevails);  

 consider outsourcing specialist functional procurement areas;  
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4.2.4.6 Recommendation 7: CMT is asked to advise whether it wishes to reconsider 
the scale of any further corporate drive towards more centralised procurement 
corporate governance monitoring and control or even full transfer of tendering 
activities is required bearing in mind CMT‟s intention to introduce expanded 
Delegated Financial Management in 2012/13 and beyond but also bearing in 
mind the reduced staff numbers now available within the central Team.    

  

4.2.4.7 At its February 2012 meeting, CMT considered this recommendation and 
concluded that the latest procurement arrangements should be allowed time to 
settle and the current status quo should prevail; the improvements identified 
above should be brought to fruition; and the situation then reviewed at an 
appropriate point in the future  

  

4.2.5 Approved Contractors’ Listing  
  

4.2.5.1 During the period of this review, the Review Team also conducted a Task & 
Finish Audit of the Approved Contractors Listing.   The current “Approved Listing 
2010 Contractors and Consultants” became effective from 1 April 2010.  
Guidance on the process required to compile the list is included in the ESFA 
Members Handbook (Standing Orders). 

  

4.2.5.2 The findings of the audit confirmed that the appropriate detailed procedures, as 
listed in the ESFA Handbook had been followed in order to set up the list, 
including a Financial Appraisal Summary, which had been completed on each 
contractor, by CRD Section, ESCC.  In addition, evidence was available to show 
that, following use of an approved contractor, Estates Section were completing a 
questionnaire monitoring the performance of the contractor. 

  

4.2.5.3 However, there is currently no corporate guidance in ESFA Standing Orders etc. 
regarding the rotation of use of Approved Contractors. The Review Team 
recommends, that in order to protect both the Fire Authority and individual 
members of the Service from any potential risk of challenge, Contract Standing 
Orders etc. should be further amended to include appropriate guidance similar to 
that provided in the equivalent ESCC Contracts Standing Orders (e.g. “Those 
not invited to tender go to the top of the rotation. Those who decline to tender 
move to the bottom of the rotation.”) 

  

4.2.5.4 Recommendation 8: That the ACO(CS) seeks to amend ESFA Contract 
Standing Orders to include guidance on rotation of contractors from the 
Approved Contractor Listing on a similar basis to that already used by ESCC as 
appropriate in liaison with the Deputy Monitoring Officer and Deputy Treasurer. 
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4.2.6 Contracts Register and related management arrangements 

  

4.2.6.1 The Contracts and Insurance Manager (C&IM) is required to keep a single, 
corporate, electronic register of Contracts for which the Cost of the Contract as 
awarded is £10,000 or more. It had previously been recognised that the Contracts 
Register was incomplete as Directorate managers were not notifying the central 
team of all contracts, service level agreements etc. being entered into.  The 
central Team has continued to chase for all outstanding contract details and work 
with managers to identify missing documentation.  As each new contract is 
signed, the Contracts Co-ordinator a scanned copy of the contract is linked to the 
Contracts Database. Eventually, this should result in all contracts being on the 
Register. In addition, it was identified that, in some cases, the duration of the 
contract and total value were not accurate.  

  

4.2.6.2 There are no guidance/ tipsheets on administration procedures available for the 
central Team.  As a result, ESFRS managers are only being given 6 months‟ 
notice before the expiry of a current contract.  In many cases, this is insufficient 
time for the necessary procedures that have to be followed for contract tendering 
etc., especially if the OJEU process is involved or managers wish to research 
alternative options.  This is neither efficient nor economical and may not be best 
value for money.  

  

4.2.6.3 Recommendation 9: That the Strategic Finance Manager ensures that internal 
guidance/tipsheet on procurement administration processes are introduced for 
use by central team to include items identified above and to ensure that early 
information is provided on contracts due for renewal bearing in mind the lead 
times for the different tendering processes involved. 

  

4.3 Effectiveness: Outputs and Outcomes 
Total Scoring Outcome: Established – Performing well 

  

4.3.1 Planning 

  

4.3.1.1 The Procurement function contributes directly to Strategic Aim 3 (To deliver 
quality, value for money services) and to the associated Strategic Objectives 7 to 
9. The use of collaborative framework agreements has increased, bringing both 
improved effectiveness and efficiency. There are many examples of good 
procurement, with processes being followed and efficiencies obtained.  Overall, 
most procurements sampled were considered to be effective, with problems in 
only a few areas.  However, some existing contracts have been extended as 
insufficient time had been allowed to undertake the process for contract renewal.    

  

4.3.1.2 The Procurement Team should draw out from the Strategic Plans, Annual Plans 
and Business Plans a „to do‟ check list to help prioritise their corporate 
procurement work and crosscheck with Directorate Heads prior to 30 June to 
ensure nothing is missed compared with the list generated from the corporate 
contracts register and other sources.  

  

4.3.1.3 Although sound planning processes are evidenced, additional work and resources 
have still been required after the contract award, in order to rectify problems and 
produce an end product that satisfies user requirements. (next section) 
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4.3.2 Feedback and Evaluation Process 
  

4.3.2.1 There was evidence of good customer involvement/ feedback in some areas 
(e.g. Operational equipment, PPE, Workwear, Lifejackets) during the 
procurement process, but not in all areas.  In particular, the Engineering 
Equipment Officer demonstrated best practice in this area, ensuring that 
equipment is both fit for purpose & good value for the Service.   Evidence 
demonstrated that when he was researching new equipment, he regularly 
sought detailed feedback from other purchasers/users, including FRSs and other 
organisations (e.g. Capstan Winch is used by coastguards; lifejackets by RNLI).  

  

4.3.2.2 An example of successful user involvement was the Replacement Rope Rescue 
Vehicle.  The crew (with their equipment) were actively involved in discussions 
and trials of stowage etc. on the new vehicle and gave positive feedback after 
the vehicle became operational.   

  

4.3.2.3 However, there are other items where additional work and resources have been 
required after the contract award, in order to rectify the problems and produce 
an end product that satisfies the user requirements (e.g. the awning for ICU; 
Fireground Radios.)  In the latter case, despite a corporate project team, user 
representation, trials etc. there have been problems in performance such that a 
contract default notice was issued. Subsequently, whilst many problems were 
resolved, others have continued to cause user concerns, requiring another batch 
of trials.  Lack of support in some areas to help resolve the corporate concerns 
lead to further delays in rectifying the issues.  Whilst it appears that a resolution 
is in sight position, it has caused frustration and concern from the perspective of 
firefighter safety at incidents.   

  

4.3.2.4 Wherever a trial is run, it is vitally important to conduct it in a broad and inclusive 
way, involving all interested parties and stakeholders, clear requirements for 
positive  feedback from all concerned and a determined „completer/finisher 
approach‟ to resolve all issues to a reasonable outcome, as redetermined by 
CMT, if necessary.  An effective audit trail remains critical if the challenge of 
contract default is to be progressed with any degree of success. 

  

4.3.2.5 Whilst it is the users or the people at the „sharp end‟, who have the most 
constructive observations to make, their comments must be SMART! – Ill-
defined concerns or observations create more problems than they are intended 
to resolve.  Health & Safety Manual 02_24 (The Management of Work 
Equipment) provides detailed guidance on the process that should be followed. 

  

4.3.2.6 Also, there was little evidence to demonstrate customer feedback after 
procurement - most feedback was informal and on the basis of "no news is good 
news". 

  

4.3.2.7 Recommendation 10: The Strategic Finance Manager to ensure that ESFRS 
establishes an effective evaluation process, to support the proposed quality 
assurance process and it is applied appropriately for audit trail purposes (as per 
H&S02_24) 
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4.3.3 Operational Policy & Equipment Implementation Group (OPEG) 

  

4.3.3.1 OPEG was set up several years ago, in order to formalise liaison between 
Operations Policy, Engineering, Learning & Development & Health & Safety 
Departments. The purpose of the Group was to ensure that all the necessary 
processes for introducing new equipment & vehicles (as in H&S02_24) were 
followed, in order to ensure a smooth and efficient implementation.   

  

4.3.3.2 However, evidence has shown that this Group fell into disuse for some time, 
until it was revitalised during the last year, due to problems being experienced 
with the introduction of new equipment etc.  It is important that the Group 
remains active and effective to ensure that the previous problems do not recur.  
A recent example of OPEG‟s success was the trial and evaluation of several 
lifejackets, in collaboration with WSFRS.  It is presumed the central Procurement 
team will be involved.  

  

4.3.4 Contract Management 
  

4.3.4.1 Procurement/contract management has a key role to play in delivering cashable 
savings.  The Review Team could find little evidence of formal and effective 
contract management, during the life of a contract.  Currently, contract 
management appears to be carried out on adhoc basis by the „owning‟ individual 
departments/ managers within ESFRS. 

  

4.3.4.2 One example concerns the printer/ photocopier contract, where the existing 
supplier had increased the charges by 5% and there appeared to be very slow 
progress in arranging a new contract.  Another example related to the hose 
contract, where the existing supplier was not providing a satisfactory level of 
service.  On investigation, no contract could be confirmed and after tendering for 
a new contract, the Service not only achieved an improved level of service, but 
at a reduced cost (previously £171 a length, now down to £128).  This 
demonstrates how effective contract management can drive both improvement 
and economy. 

  

4.3.4.3 The imminent organisational changes to the central Team, with the merger of 
procurement/contracts duties, should provide a central specialist hub to ensure 
that contracts are managed in order to get the best value out of them provided:  
I. Relevant ESFRS managers make best use of their skills and identify intended 

procurement activities at an early enough stage for collective consideration;  
II. Relevant ESFRS managers recognise that only where there is open, 

collective consideration with corporate governance advisers, legal advisers, 
central team members, often external specialists, and users that need to be 
consulted before procurement approaches are set in stone will the best 
outcomes be achieved. 

III. There is collective sign up to achieve a successful outcome for the duration of 
the contract and a commitment to feed back any lessons from both good and 
bad experiences  into future processes.  

 

4.3.4.4 Recommendation 11: CMT is asked to ensure, on a sustained basis, that all 
relevant managers achieve more effective contract management throughout the 
life cycle of the contracts for which they are responsible.   
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

  

5.1 The last VfM Review of Procurement was conducted in 2007, which contained 11 
recommendations for improvement, all of which had been confirmed as completed, at 
the time of this VfM Review. 

  

5.2 The Service‟s approved programme for procurement is well documented in the 
Medium Term Capital & Asset Strategy 2011/12 to 2015/16, which includes details 
of: Construction, replacement and refurbishment of premises and property assets; 
Appliance and other fleet and operational equipment replacement requirements; 
Information Management strategy implications.  

  

5.3 The efficiency savings previously achieved, the service prioritisation savings 
achieved in advance of what was required corporately, and the available benchmark 
information from earlier reviews has ensured the economical delivery of the 
procurement function.  

  

5.4 The review identified many examples of good procurement, with processes being 
followed and efficiencies obtained through collaboration and framework agreements 
with both other FRSs and other organisations.  However, the review also identified 
some further areas for improvement in terms of efficiency of the function through 
improvements to the procurement and finance framework, and related improvements 
to relevant processes and documentation.  

  

5.5 In overall terms, from the range of issues considered as part of this Review, 
procurement effectiveness was reasonable although further improvements have also 
been identified.  

  

5.6 The material concern identified as part of this Review is the issue referred to in 
section 4.2.4 above which is dealt with under the confidential agenda.   

  

5.7 The Review Team anticipate further improved scores in Efficiency and Effectiveness 
with the adoption of the recommendations in this report. 

  

6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
  

 Recommendations related to ‘Economy’ 
  

6.1 Recommendation 1: To consider whether the role of co-ordination of the Service 
Support Operatives might better fit within another Directorate, more aligned to 
dealing with the general business needs of courier and other movements of supplies, 
operational resources and equipment. (paragraph 4.1.2.4 refers) 

  

6.2 Recommendation 2: To undertake a review of the effectiveness and use made of 
the regional procurement role prior to its intended regional contract renewal by late 
2012/13. (paragraph 4.1.3.4 refers) 
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6.3 Recommendation 3:  To consider the relative merits of all staff expenses 
being reimbursed through Payroll instead of by cheque, unless on an 
exceptional basis. (paragraph 4.1.4.5 refers) 

  

 Recommendations related to ‘Efficiency’ 
  

6.4 Recommendation 4: The Procurement Manager should seek to raise the 
profile of the central team within ESFRS and promote its benefits once in post. 
(paragraph 4.2.2.7 refers) 

  

6.5 Recommendation 5 : The Strategic Finance Manager should:  
 
i. introduce a Procurement/Contract Proforma to be used in order to 

produce an Audit Trail as part of the development of an effective and 
secure  procurement  framework for application by those involved in 
procurement activities and to be recorded as supporting evidence to the 
contracts register; and 

ii. perform a quarterly quality assurance check on behalf of CMT reporting 
any non-compliancy issues to the relevant Principal Officers/CMT 
commensurate on relative size of risk to the organisation and exposure to 
challenge. 

(paragraph 4.2.3.8 refers) 
  

6.6 Recommendation 6: The Strategic Finance Manager should build in specific 
improvements to the Finance and Procurement Framework, ESFRS Manual 
Notes and specialist post person specifications and training requirements as 
set out in detail in the report (paragraph 4.2.4.4 refers)   

  

6.7 Recommendation 7: CMT is asked to advise whether it wishes to reconsider 
the scale of any further corporate drive towards more centralised procurement 
corporate governance monitoring and control or even full transfer of tendering 
activities is required bearing in mind CMT‟s intention to introduce expanded 
Delegated Financial Management in 2012/13 and beyond but also bearing in 
mind the reduced staff numbers now available within the central Team.   
(paragraph 4.2.4.6 refers)   

  

6.8 Recommendation 8: That the ACO(CS) seeks to amend ESFA Contract 
Standing Orders to include guidance on rotation of contractors from the 
Approved Contractor Listing on a similar basis to that already used by ESCC 
as appropriate in liaison with the Deputy Monitoring Officer and Deputy 
Treasurer. (paragraph 4.2.5.4 refers)   
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6.9 Recommendation 9: That the Strategic Finance Manager ensures that internal 
guidance/tipsheet on procurement administration processes are introduced for use 
by central team to include items identified above and to ensure that early information 
is provided on contracts due for renewal bearing in mind the lead times for the 
different tendering processes involved. (paragraph 4.2.6.3 refers) 

  

 Recommendations related to ‘Effectiveness’ 
  

6.10 Recommendation 10: The Strategic Finance Manager to ensure that ESFRS 
establishes an effective evaluation process, to support the proposed quality 
assurance process and it is applied appropriately for audit trail purposes (as per 
H&S02_24).  (paragraph 4.3.2.7 refers) 

  

6.11 Recommendation 11: CMT is asked to ensure, on a sustained basis, that all 
relevant managers achieve more effective contract management throughout the life 
cycle of the contracts for which they are responsible.  (paragraph 4.3.4.4 refers) 

  

 Recommendation 11: CMT is asked to more effective contract management 
throughout the life cycle of the contracts for which they are responsible.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

SCOPING PROJECT - EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 

 The first stage in one of our VFM reviews is to consider our standard range of key business 
questions (similar to the Audit Commission‟s previous Key Lines of Enquiry) and tailor them 
to the particular requirements of the matter under evaluation. The first stage covers the broad 
issues set out below.  A detailed schedule is then completed by the review team which 
gathers the relevant evidence on all these issues, but made relevant to each review.  The 
outcome is a major supporting document to this main VFM outcome report, a copy of which 
is available on request.   This helps form the quantitative evaluation on economy, efficiency 
and effectiveness.  
 

 ECONOMY, EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS – GENERIC EVIDENCE GATHERING  
 

 Economy:  - INPUTS 
1. Can the required levels of financial resources to be input over the life of the activity be 

readily identified and cross referenced to budgets? 
2. What are the levels of required resources involved? 
3. Can the required levels of financial resources be quantified against the investment 

made in total and by other partner organisations/collaborative arrangements, (if 
appropriate) towards the intended goals? 

4. Are all parties involved with the activities under review aware of the overall level of 
resource inputs required? 

5. Has an initial value for money assessment been made?  
6. Can all relevant Human Resource Management (HRM) issues be identified and 

confirmed as being active including required skill mixes; definition of project co-
ordination, management review processes and performance monitoring arrangements 
for all staff involved? 

7. Has an assessment been undertaken to identify the opportunity cost of resource 
investment in the activity? 

8. Has it been deemed affordable in terms of corporate capacity/business priority?  
 

 Efficiency  - PROCESS ARRANGEMENTS 
 

9. Has an effective and agreed business plan been prepared for the activity and signed 
off appropriately?  

10. Are there clear and agreed governance arrangements in place? (financial and 
otherwise) are there clear management structures in place (financial and otherwise)? 
Who are the key managers in control? Are management arrangements unambiguous? 

11. Does the activity appear well-managed including appropriate levels of information 
recording, regular meetings, tracking of agreed actions against strategic plan, regular 
communications/co-ordination and monitoring and review activities? Is the financial 
and performance information reporting adequate to facilitate effective decision making 

12. Does the activity have properly recorded and practical business process 
arrangements, are there flow diagrams in place, do all parties involved understand the 
scope and depth of their role within the activity?    

13. Are adequate arrangements in place to report milestones/slippage to strategic 
management? 
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14. Have all appropriate corporate risk assessments, health and safety risk assessments, 
training evaluations and equalities and diversity statements been undertaken 
appropriate to the activity? 

15. Has the activity been assessed in terms of levels of wider public sector benefits/added 
value/ community wellbeing, community compatibility and cohesion etc.? 

16. Is the appropriate activity risk management log kept under review and updated? 
 

 Effectiveness  - OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES  
17. Does the activity comply with the Strategic Objectives of this organisation and those of 

any relevant parties in terms of 10-year performance improvement targets? 
18. Can the activity comply with performance reporting and information requirements of all 

involved parties? 
19. Does the activity have clearly defined Service Delivery outputs expected? 
20. Can the activity identify overall benefit to community in terms of positive outcomes?   
21. To what extent has the activity achieved expected outputs for given levels of inputs? 
22. Has the activity achieved the previously defined and expected outcomes? 
23. To what extent have staff personnel involved/customer/client feedback been assessed 

and what was the result? 
24. To what extent has feedback been used to influence future projects? Has a post 

implementation review been scheduled? What arrangements are in place to ensure 
lessons learnt from this review are feedback into the management processes?  Are 
any follow ups required.  
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QUALITY ASSURANCE CRITERIA USED FOR SAMPLING BUT PROPOSED FOR 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT WITHIN PROPOSED FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT 
FRAMEWORK 
inputs and relative importance  

 Rev or Capital Expenditure 

 ESFRS  Directorate responsible 

 ESFRS  Service/      functional area 
 ESFRS total supply budget provision for function 
 Significance of procurement as proportion of total Spend         

effective corporate management from outset  

 Business Case  approved by whom and when 

 Corporate Project? 

 Supply area 

 Supply period 

 Estimated value of supply over expected life 
effective procurement involvement and management from outset  

 Procurement Team consulted on supply options 

 Procurement options considered - details? 

 User involvement prior to procurement -details 

 Trials/ Demos? Details & results of trials? 

 Corporate sign off of procurement way forward including choice of procurement, contract 
terms & contract documentation  
 Legal sign off from contracts lawyer if appropriate 

 Other specific corporate governance or control issues identified for audit /review 
consideration 
 OJEU appropriate? If so, compliant? 

 ESFRS Contract Standing Orders compliant for tender value options? 
 Framework Agreement/ National; Local; FRS Collaboration used? Details 
 Framework/collaboration lead organisation 

 Purchase/ Works/ Services One -off Contract/ Fixed term Contract? 

 Purchase/ Works/ Services One -off Contract/ Fixed term Contract? 

 Quotes obtained for deminimis contracts 

 Tender results evaluated by whom and how, sign off 

 Tender variation issues identified 

 Tender value differences compared with budget provision 
 Tender register completed /copy of contract registered and held with procurement team 
 Other specific tendering decision or process issues identified for audit /review 
consideration 
 Company selected 

 Amount (£k) approved  

 Additional Budget provision approved if required 

 Proc Team involvement post tender award (details)? 

 Implementation Plans -agreed including (RA? Training? Interface?) 
 Contract Mgt / User involvement after Go Live (Did it do what it should do?) 

effective outputs, outcomes and relative importance  
 Delivery of system on time & on budget 

 Other post implementation issues relevant to review 

 Overall assessment for Audit Comments 
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Progress against Action Plan from Best Value Review of Procurement (March 2007)                          APPENDIX B 
(Progress reported previously in November 2009.)  

 
No 

 
Recommendation 

 
Priority 

 
Person 

Responsible 

 
Comments 
 
 

 
Date of 

Implementation  

1. 
 

There is a need to assist current managers responsible for 
procurement with corporate expertise and support to keep under 
review functional and corporate procurement arrangements to 
ensure they remain fit for purpose in the long term in relation to 
wider alternative procurement approaches…. as part of the 
2008/09 Service Planning Investment proposals.  (Para 4.2.1) 

M Strategic Finance 
Manager (SFM), 
supported by ACO 
as required 

Part of strategic 
development 
programme 

Completed March 
2010. 

      

2. There is a need to ensure that when the previously announced 
national procurement guidance from Firebuy is issued, this is 
used to:  
a) support current managers responsible for procurement with 

corporate expertise with the right skill development; 
b) ensure ESFRS contracts adopt national standards in FRS 

contract format as far as it is deemed appropriate to do so to 
secure best value for ESFRS.  (Para 4.2.2) 

M Strategic Finance 
Manager 

When received 
from Firebuy 

Completed in 
2007/08 to level 
required – but 
Firebuy has 
ceased, its interim 
replacement 
arrangements are 
ceasing and 
amended national 
practices are being 
developed through 
CFOA.  

      

3. There is a need to ensure that appropriate account of the skill 
sets needed to achieve effective procurement are identified in 
the ESFRS training and development strategy for all relevant 
staff involved with the procurement function as identified within 
role maps and job descriptions and to ensure that a learning 
profile is developed commensurate with developing the 
individual manager to achieve preset standards of expertise in 
time for the 2008/09 Training Strategy. (Para 4.2.3) 

M Head of Learning & 
Development 

Part of strategic 
development 
programme 
(Appraisal process 
feeds into Training 
Plans) 

Completed Feb 
2009. 
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Progress against Action Plan from Best Value Review of Procurement (March 2007)                          APPENDIX B 
(Progress reported previously in November 2009.)  

 
No 

 
Recommendation 

 
Priority 

 
Person 

Responsible 

 
Comments 
 
 

 
Date of 

Implementation  

4. There is a recognised need to capitalise on the opportunities 
now offered by electronic procurement and the introduction of 
other IT systems to assist managers responsible for 
procurement, as well as the staff within the organisation 
requiring goods and services to achieve streamlined 
procurement processes and enhance available corporate 
capacity within 2007/08 and beyond.  (Para 4.3.1) 

H Strategic Finance 
Manager, supported 
by ACO as required 

Part of SAP 
project rollout/ 
Information 
Management 
Strategy  

Completed Dec 
2010.  
(EBP was rolled 
out in 009; 
Electronic OJEU 
facility in use) 

      

5. Corporate documents should be reviewed to enable them to 
clearly state the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of key 
stakeholders within any changed procurement arrangements 
arising from new systems of delegated and electronic financial 
management being introduced. (Para 4.3.2) 

M Strategic Finance 
Manager 

 Completed July 
2009. 

      

6. All managers responsible for procurement should adopt the 
corporate project management arrangements for their 
procurement activities in 2007/08 and beyond.  (Para 4.3.3) 

H Strategic Finance 
Manager/ relevant 
procurement 
managers 

 Completed June 
2009. (Used when 
appropriate for 
project related 
spending) 

      

7. There is a need to enhance the level of corporate contract co-
ordination, monitoring and evaluation undertaken by the ESFRS 
Procurement Manager in 2007/08 and beyond to improve the 
strategic focus on the procurement function and prove its value 
for money benefits to the organisation, and for the relevant 
functional managers responsible for the procurement activities to 
support these evolving corporate arrangements.  (Para 4.3.4) 

H Strategic Finance 
Manager/ relevant 
procurement 
managers 

 Completed June 
2010 (following the 
arrival of SFM in 
Aug 2009) 

      

8. There is a need to demonstrate the extent to which the 
procurement function supports the organisational Strategic Plan 
in 2007/08 and beyond to a) demonstrate the „golden thread‟ 
and b) identify performance improvement targets for the 
procurement function. (Para 4.4.1) 

H Strategic Finance 
Manager/ relevant 
procurement 
managers 

 Completed June 
2010. 
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Progress against Action Plan from Best Value Review of Procurement (March 2007)                          APPENDIX B 
(Progress reported previously in November 2009.)  

 
No 

 
Recommendation 

 
Priority 

 
Person 

Responsible 

 
Comments 
 
 

 
Date of 

Implementation  

9. All procurement activities should be reviewed on a cyclical basis 
commencing in 2007/08 by the functional managers responsible 
for the procurement activity, assisted by corporate procurement 
specialists to encourage greater awareness and ownership of, 
and commitment to, the setting of efficiency and effectiveness 
targets across their relevant procurement functions in order to 
achieve improved services and goods in the long term. (Para 
4.4.3) 

M Strategic Finance 
Manager/ relevant 
procurement 
managers 

 Completed June 
2010 (prioritised 
programme for 
contract renewal 
was implemented) 

  
 

    

10. The Service should consider the need to generate a 
methodology of providing evidence of value for money 
improvement achieved from all collaborative procurement 
arrangements in relation to improved service delivery/cost 
effectiveness set against the Authority‟s Strategic Plan (Para 
4.4.4) 

H Director of Financial 
Services/ 
Strategic Finance 
Manager 

 Completed 2009. 
(via SEFIP) and 
the Service Annual 
Efficiency 
Programme 
monitoring 

      

11. Effective strategic financial information must be developed to 
identify the extent to which ESFRS is improving the quality and 
cost effectiveness of all its procurement functions over the 
medium term. How best to do this must be evaluated as part of 
the improvements being introduced for delegated financial 
management and electronic procurement and wider 
procurement evaluation processes as identified above in 
2007/08. (Para 4.5.3) 

M Director of Financial 
Services/ 
Strategic Finance 
Manager 

 Completed June 
2010 (following 
work with Tribal 
Helm) Full DFM 
programme 
awaited 
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APPENDIX C  
 

RELEVANT EXTRACTS FROM CMT REPORT DECEMBER 2011 ON MINI-
REORGANISATION OF PROCUREMENT 
 
CMT approved a confidential report on a mini-reorganisation of the central procurement team 
with effect from 1 April 2012 which is being implemented.   The key issues to draw out from a 
VfM perspective are: 
 
1. The purposes of the changes in the staffing arrangements of the Procurement Team were 

to reflect the evolution of roles and to achieve the relevant Service Prioritisation Savings 
targets. 

  
2.  The relevant service prioritisation target savings involve procurement (and clerking 

sections) require savings of £10k in 2011/12, £51k in 2012/13; and £112k by 2013/14.  
Within this total, staffing savings of £31,000 in 2012/13 and £72,000 in 2013/14 and 
beyond were required indicative saving of 1.9 posts / equivalent regradings etc. with the 
remainder met from real time insurance savings.  

 
3. The insurance saving was to be delivered from the achievement of a net impact of 

increasing insurance excesses on a phased approach and meeting the actual costs of 
accident damage incurred below the higher excess levels.  It was anticipated that this 
would generate savings of £10k in 2011/12, £20k in 2012/13 rising to £40k by 2013/14.  
This policy change levels look on schedule to generate savings of £100k in 2011/12, well 
in excess of the expected savings of £10k rising to £40k by 2013/14.  However, a part year 
projected saving may not be sustained by year-end and a future pattern of savings must 
unfold before this level of saving is presumed to be permanent.  

  
4. The current organisational procurement team structure is shown in Annex 1. 
  
5. The proposed procurement structure is shown in Annex 2. 
  

Savings 
Ref No 

 

Directorate 
Lead 

Savings Title 2011/12 2012/1
3 

2013/1
4  

2014/15 & 
future 
years 

 Green 
Book 
staff 

     £m £m £m £m   FTEs 

Relevant Service Prioritisation Savings Approved IN PRACTICE  

6 ACO(CS) Corporate  Risk Manager -  -0.006 -0.006 -0.006  -0.2 

31  Procurement & Insurance staffing -  -0.025 -0.025 -0.025  -0.5 

56 ACO(CS) Insurance portfolio -0.010 -0.020 -0.040 -0.040  - 

  Sub-Total  -0.010 -0.051 -0.071 -0.071  -0.07 

Relevant Service Prioritisation Savings Approved in Principles  

32 ACO(CS) Corporate  Risk Manager - - -0.026 -0.026  -0.8 

36 ACO(CS) Clerk to the Fire Authority  - - -0.015 -0.015  -0.4 

70 ACO(CS) Uniform, PPE & other contracts    -0.050   

  Sub-Total  - - -0.041 -0.091  -1.2 

 

Combined Savings Total -0.010 -0.051 -0.112 -0.162  -1.9 

Less FINANCIAL SAVING SCHEME TO BE DEALT WITH IN A FUTURE EXERCISE 

 70 ACO(CS) Uniform, PPE & other contracts    -0.050  - 

 
Relevant savings target for proposals under 
consideration  

 
-0.010 

 
-0.051 

 
-0.112 

 
-0.112 

  
-1.9 
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6. In actual terms, the changes to staffing arrangements, including flexible retirement, 

retirement and reduction in hours as well as adaptations under the DDA, the outcome of 
job evaluation and changes in managerial arrangements are covered in the remainder of 
the report and generate savings of £10k in 2011/12, £54k in 2012/13; £58k in 2013/14 and 
beyond.   This generates more savings than required in 2011/12 and 2012/13, but creates 
a shortfall against target of £14k from 2013/14 onwards.  

  

7. The financial impact of the recommendations in this report are shown in the table below: 
 Action  (completed/ still to 

implement) 
2011/12 2012/13 2013/14  2014/15 Future 

Years 

 £m £m £m £m £m 

Reduce Corporate Control Co-
ordinator  w.e.f. 31 August 2011 by 7.5 
hours  

(4,024) (6,899) (6,899) (6,899) (6,899) 

Increase Clerks hours by 7.5 hours per 
week (3.75 each) w.e.f. 1 September 
2011 

4,024 6,899 6,899 6,899 6,899 

Reduce Corporate Control Co-
ordinator w.e.f.  31 August 2011 by 7 
hours  

(3,756) (6,439) (6,439) (6,439) (6,439) 

Corporate Risk  Support  Manager now 
seconded to IMD for 7 hours to 
compensate 

     

Delete Contracts and Insurance 
Manager (temporary contract now 
ceasing) 

(18,154) (36,308) (36,308) (36,308) (36,308) 

General Support Co-ordinator 
regraded from 1 June 2011 (done) and 
now to be to retitled Procurement 
Manager   

4,347 5,796 5,796 5,796 5,796 

Procurement Assistant regrade from 1 
April 2012  -at nil cost currently but 
needed  to equalise post grades in 
section) 

0 0 0 0 0 

Procurement Manager - reduce hours 
from 1 April 2012 and downgraded to 
Grade 6 (approved) and new post to 
be renamed Procurement Officer 

0 (17,534) (17,534) (17,534) (17,534) 

Delete Procurement Assistant post (10 
hpw) from 1 April 2013. 3.5 hpw to 
remaining Procurement Assistant 

0 0 (3,855) (3,855) (3,855) 

Total Saving on staffing  (10,051) (54,485) (58,340) (58,340) (58,340) 

Target saving on staffing  - (31,000) (72,000) (72,000) (72,000) 
Surplus / (Shortfall) on staff savings 
required 

10,051 23,485  
(13,515) 

 
(13,515) 

 
(13,515) 

Shortfall funded from modest 
presumption of additional Insurance 
savings  

- - 13,515 13,515 13,515 

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED SAVINGS 
STILL TO BE FOUND 

- - - - - 

 

  

8. Key affected members of the Section have been involved in these proposals and are 
supportive of them.  
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Annex 1:  
             Current Structure for procurement, supplies, corporate risk and insurance 
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Annex 2:  
Proposed Structure for integrated procurement team 
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Appendix D 
Value for Money Review: Procurement – Recommendations Action Plan 

Recommendations Priority Person Responsible Date of 
Implementation 

1. To consider whether the role of co-ordination of the Service Support Operatives might 
better fit within another Directorate, more aligned to dealing with the general business 
needs of courier and other movements of supplies, operational resources and 
equipment. (paragraph 4.1.2.4 refers) 

H Principal Officers  
(ACO(CS)) 

July 2012 

     

2. To undertake a review of the effectiveness and use made of the regional procurement 
role prior to its intended regional contract renewal by late 2012/13. (paragraph 4.1.3.4 
refers) 

M ACO(CS) July 2012 

     

3. To consider the relative merits of all staff expenses being reimbursed through Payroll 
instead of by cheque, unless on an exceptional basis. (paragraph 4.1.4.5 refers) 

M DoFS/HoHR October 2012 

     

4. The Procurement Manager should seek to raise the profile of the central team within 
ESFRS and promote its benefits once in post. (paragraph 4.2.2.7 refers) 

M New Procurement Manager  
w.e.f. April 2012 

July 2012 

     

5. The Strategic Finance Manager should:  
i. introduce a Procurement/Contract Proforma to be used in order to produce an Audit 

Trail as part of the development of an effective and secure  procurement  framework 
for application by those involved in procurement activities and to be recorded as 
supporting evidence to the contracts register; and 

ii. perform a quarterly quality assurance check on behalf of CMT reporting any non-
compliancy issues to the relevant Principal Officers/CMT commensurate on relative 
size of risk to the organisation and exposure to challenge. 

(paragraph 4.2.3.8 refers) 

M Strategic Finance Manager 
assisted by the  
new Procurement Manager  
w.e.f. April 2012 

October 2012 

     

6. The Strategic Finance Manager should build in specific improvements to the Finance 
and Procurement Framework, ESFRS Manual Notes and specialist post person 
specifications and training requirements as set in detail in the report (paragraph 4.2.4.4 
refers)   

M Strategic Finance Manager 
assisted by the new 
Procurement Manager  
w.e.f. April 2012 

October 2012 

6.b At its February 2012 meeting, CMT considered this recommendation and the actions 
were endorsed.  In addition, the CFO&CE instructed the ACO(POD) and ACO(CS) to 
reconsider the current level and extent of current corporate risk, financial and 
procurement management training already undertaken to ensure it is considered 
sufficiently effective to secure a reasonable standard of professional competence 
amongst relevant Services managers on such issues.  

 ACO(CS)/ACO(POD) July 2012 
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Appendix  D 
Value for Money Review: Procurement – Recommendations Action Plan (cont.) 

Recommendations Priority Person Responsible Date of 
Implementa

tion 

7. CMT is asked to advise whether it wishes to reconsider the scale of any further corporate drive 
towards more centralised procurement corporate governance monitoring and control or even full 
transfer of tendering activities is required bearing in mind CMT‟s intention to introduce expanded 
Delegated Financial Management in 2012/13 and beyond but also bearing in mind the reduced 
staff numbers now available within the central Team.   (paragraph 4.2.4.6 refers)   

H CFO&CE/CMT April 2012 

7b At its February 2012 meeting, CMT considered this recommendation and concluded that the latest 
procurement arrangements should be allowed time to settle and the current status quo should 
prevail; the improvements identified above should be brought to fruition; and the situation then 
reviewed at an appropriate point in the future.  

M ACO(CS)/HoPM Julyl 2013 

     

8. That the ACO(CS) seeks to amend ESFA Contract Standing Orders to include guidance on 
rotation of contractors from the Approved Contractor Listing on a similar basis to that already used 
by ESCC as appropriate in liaison with the Deputy Monitoring Officer and Deputy Treasurer. 
(paragraph 4.2.5.4 refers)   

H ACO(CS)/DMO/DT May 2012 

     

9. That the Strategic Finance Manager ensures that internal guidance/tipsheet on procurement 
administration processes are introduced for use by central team to include items identified above 
and to ensure that early information is provided on contracts due for renewal bearing in mind the 
lead times for the different tendering processes involved. (paragraph 4.2.6.3 refers) 

M Strategic Finance 
Manager assisted by 
the new Procurement 
Manager  w.e.f. April 
2012 

July 2012 

     

10. The Strategic Finance Manager to ensure that ESFRS establishes an effective evaluation 
process, to support the proposed quality assurance process and it is applied appropriately for 
audit trail purposes (as per H&S02_24).  (paragraph 4.3.2.7 refers) 

H Strategic Finance 
Manager assisted by 
the new Procurement 
Manager  w.e.f. April 
2012 

October 
2012 

     

11. CMT is asked to ensure, on a sustained basis, that all relevant managers achieve more effective 
contract management throughout the life cycle of the contracts for which they are responsible.  
(paragraph 4.3.4.4 refers) 

M CFO&CE/CMT April 2012 
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Strategic Objective 5

PERFORMANCE RESULTS 2011/12

QUARTER 3

Achieving safer and more sustainable communities
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Number Indicator description

Q3 2010-11 Q3 2011-12

Projected 

year end 

result Target

1 % of HSVs to vulnerable people 60% 78% 78% 65%

2 No of accidental dwelling fires (ADFs) 159 154 514 551

7 Home Safety Visits (HSVs) 2,542 2,293 9,199 10,000

8 No of primary fires 386 327 1,274 1,552

9 No of deaths in primary fires 0 3 9 6

10 No of injuries in primary fires 31 18 66 79

11 Deaths in ADFs 0 2 8 4

12 Injuries in ADFs 29 16 44 50

13a Deliberate primary fires not in vehicles 50 48 200 271

13b Deliberate primary fires in vehicles 51 32 142 240

14 Deliberate secondary fires 104 157 881 845

36 % of fires  in dwellings with no smoke alarm 30.7% 21.9% 25.2% 32%

15 No of fires in non-domestic properties 58 45 196 279

16 Inspections of high risk premises started 167 173 812 700

3 %of accidental dwelling fires confined to room of origin 89.9% 93.4% 93.1% 94%

4a % reduction of automatic fire alarms (AFA) 3.40% -25.6% -28.5% -20%

4b % of AFA calls  challenged by ESFRS N/a 6.9% 9.6% -

4c % of AFA calls turned back by ESFRS N/a 5.9% 6.5% -

4d
% of AFA mobilised calls to properties covered by the RRO that were 

classified as a primary fire
N/a 2.8% 2.6% -

18 % of LTI attended by 1st appliance within 8 minutes N/a 79.4% 79.6% 60%

19 % of LTI attended by 1st appliance within 13 minutes N/a 95.1% 96.2% 90%

20 % of LTI attended by 2nd appliance within 8 minutes N/a 59.6% 62.2% 50%

21 % of LTI attended by 2nd appliance within 13 minutes N/a 87.4% 88.7% 80%

22 % of incidents attended within 20 minutes N/a 99.2% 99.0% 95%

23 Business continuity for benchmarking A A A -

Key On Target

Off Target

Within 10%

Annual Indicator A

Priority Area
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Number Indicator description
Q3 2010-11 Q3 2011-12

Projected 

year end 

result Target

24 Equality framework A A A

Working 

towards 

excellence

25 The duty to promote race equality A A A 79%

26 Retained (RDS) female firefighters as  new entrants A A A 15%

27 Minority ethnic staff as new entrants to the FRS A A A 3%

28a % of fire fighters deemed competent for pay purposes 91% 94% 94.00% -

28b % of crew & watch managers deemed competent for pay purposes 93% 91% 91.00% -

28c % of station & group managers deemed competent for pay purposes 98% 88% 88.00% -

28d % of area managers deemed competent for pay purposes 100% 75% 75.00% -

28e % of RDS firefighters deemed competent for pay purposes 69% 69% 69.00% -

28f % of RDS supervisory managers deemed competent for pay purposes 87% 84% 84.00% -

5 The no of working days/shifts lost due to sickness 2.52 2.4 8.0 7.5

29 Number of workplace reported accidents / injuries 31 29 119 126

30 Number of RIDDOR incidents 4 4 16 21

6 Expenditure per head of the population A A A £50.74

31 Affordable community safety services A A A -

32a Cost per head of  population dwelling primary fires  £9.94 £9.02 £31.72 -

32b Cost per head of population commercial property fires £2.44 £3.05 £16.75 -

32c Cost per head of population public property fires £1.46 £2.32 £7.07 -

32d Cost per head of population vehicle fires £0.67 £0.41 £1.91 -

32e Cost per head of population outdoor fires £1.38 £2.16 £12.23 -

33 Reduction of CO2 (annual Indicator) A A A -

34 To achieve a 3.5% reduction in CO2 emissions A A A 3.50%

O
b
j 
8

35 100% of our partnership activities A A

Key On Target

Off Target

Within 10%

Annual Indicator A

Total On Target 18

Within 10% of Target 4

Failed to meet target 2

Priority Area
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Executive Summary


1. Following the announcement of its decision to abolish the Audit Commission in August 2010, the Government consulted on its proposals for a new local public audit framework from 31 March to 30 June 2011. Those proposals were designed to deliver the Government’s objective for a new local public audit framework that places responsibility firmly in the hands of local bodies, giving them the freedom to appoint their own auditors, with appropriate safeguards for auditor independence, from an open and competitive market for local public audit services. They were also designed with the fundamental principle of accountability in mind – providing a system of local public audit that allows local bodies to be held to account for the public money at their disposal, locally to residents and service users, and also as part of a framework of accountability that provides assurance to Parliament about the public money it votes to Government departments and which is in turn devolved to the local level.

2. This document (the Government response) sets out the key themes and views which were raised during the consultation and what the Government now proposes for the new arrangements for audit of principal public bodies. The response provides little detail on the audit arrangements for local health bodies. The Department of Health is working through the implications of Monitor’s changing role and the proposed establishment of the Clinical Commissioning Groups, and will specify the detailed arrangements for audit of local health bodies, under the new framework, in due course.   



Key elements of the new local public audit framework


3. The design principles of the new framework for local public audit are that it should be localist and transparent, achieve a reduction in the overall cost of audit, and uphold high standards of auditing, ensuring that there is effective and transparent regulation of public audit, and conformity to the principles of public audit. The key elements are:



Regulation

· There should be a consistent regulatory regime for audit, covering the private sector and the local public bodies (paragraph 24).

· The National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of Practice and supporting guidance for audit of local public bodies, subject to Parliamentary approval. The National Audit Office will be required to consult key partners in developing the Code (paragraph 26).

· The Financial Reporting Council will be the overall regulator, mirroring its role under the Companies Act 2006. The Financial Reporting Council will be responsible for recognition and supervision of Recognised Supervisory Bodies (professional accountancy bodies responsible for supervising the work of auditors, and for putting rules and arrangements in place which their members must fulfil before they can be registered auditors) and for Recognised Qualifying Bodies (professional accountancy bodies responsible for awarding audit qualifications) (paragraphs 31-32).


AUDITOR REGISTRATION 

· Mirroring the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory Bodies will:


· have the roles of registration, monitoring and discipline for local public audit

· put in place rules and practices covering eligibility of firms to undertake local public audit; and  


· keep a register of firms eligible to undertake local public audit (paragraphs 33-34).


MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT

· As under the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory Bodies will monitor the quality of audits undertaken by their member firms, and investigate complaints, disciplinary cases and issues identified during the monitoring of firms on the register of local public auditors (paragraph 43).

· The Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board (part of the Financial Reporting council) investigates significant public interest disciplinary cases and can impose sanctions on those auditors found guilty of misconduct in both the companies and public sectors. We consider that the Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board should continue to have these powers for local public audit (paragraph 45).


· There will be additional oversight and monitoring of the audits of significant local public bodies (referred to as “Bodies of Significant Public Interest”) - the Financial Reporting Council (through its Audit Inspection Unit, or as appropriate through delegation to a Recognised Supervisory Body) will monitor the quality of the audits of these bodies, mirroring the arrangements for Public Interest Entities under the Companies Act (paragraph 47).

Commissioning local public audit services


AUDITOR APPOINTMENT 

· Local public bodies will have a duty to appoint an auditor from the register of local public auditors, on the advice of an Independent Auditor Appointment Panel (paragraph 60).

· The Independent Audit Appointment Panel will have an independent chair and a majority of independent members (paragraph 60). 

· We intend to frame requirements in a way that will allow local public bodies to share appointment panels (and therefore independent members) to ease admin burdens and reduce costs (paragraph 61). 

· The Police and Crime Commissioner will make appointments for police bodies; (paragraph 73).

· The appointment process will be transparent. Local public bodies will be required to publish details of the auditor appointment on their website within 28 days of making the appointment, together with the Independent Audit Appointment Panel’s advice and, if they did not follow that advice, a statement explaining why (paragraph 63).

· Where the local public body is not an elected body, the auditor appointment will usually be made directly by the Independent Audit Appointment Panel or its equivalent (paragraph 75).


ROLE OF INDEPENDENT AUDITOR APPOINTMENT PANELS 

· Government intends to prescribe specific functions to the Independent Audit Appointment Panel limited to the external audit, including advising on auditor appointment, independence, removal and resignation, and in relation to public interest reports (paragraph 67). 


· The arrangements will allow local public bodies to share Independent Audit Appointment Panels, and to expand on the remit of their Panel if they wish, choosing a model which best suits their circumstances (paragraph 67).


FAILURE TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR

· Local public bodies will be required to appoint an auditor by 31 December in the year preceding the financial year to be audited, and notify the Secretary of State if they have not done so. The Secretary of State will be able to direct the local public body to appoint an auditor or make the auditor appointment directly. In addition to meeting the cost of the appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction for failing to make the appointment (paragraphs 79-80).


ROTATION OF AUDIT FIRMS AND AUDIT STAFF

· Local public bodies will be required to run a procurement competition for its audit services at least every five years (paragraph 86).

· Auditors will have to comply with the standards and rules set by the regulator.  Applying the current standards means the audit engagement partner will be able to undertake audit for a local public body for an initial five years and be reappointed for a further two years. The audit manager will be able to be appointed for a maximum of ten years. After these periods, these key audit staff will not be able to work with the local public body for a further five years (paragraph 85).

RESIGNATION OR REMOVAL OF AN AUDITOR

· There will be rigorous, transparent processes for auditor resignation or removal, designed to protect auditor independence, quality of audit, and accountability to the electorate. These broadly mirror those in the Companies Act, but are adapted to reflect the principles of public audit (paragraphs 90-91).


AUDITOR LIABILITY

· Auditor liability should be an issue to be dealt with in the contractual negotiations between the auditor and audited body (paragraph 96).

SCOPE OF LOCAL PUBLIC AUDIT AND AUDITORS’ WORK 

· The scope of local public audit will remain broadly similar. As now, auditors of local public bodies will be required to satisfy themselves that the accounts have been prepared in accordance with the necessary directions; proper practices have been observed in the compilation of the accounts; and the body has made proper arrangements for securing economy, efficiency and effectiveness in its use of resources (paragraph 99).

· The detail of how auditors should fulfil these requirements will, as now, be set out in a code of audit practice.  The value for money component should be more risk based and proportionate, with auditors basing their assessment of risk on evidence of the local public body’s arrangements for securing value for money provided by the local public body (paragraph 100).

· Public Interest Reporting: The duty for auditors of local public bodies to undertake Public Interest Reporting will be retained, as will their ability to charge audited bodies for reasonable work. The duty on audited bodies to consider Public Interest Reports at a meeting within one month of the report and to publish the details of the meeting will be retained. A new duty will be placed on audited bodies to publish the Public Interest Report (paragraphs 105-107).

· Non-audit services: Auditors will be permitted to provide non-audit services to the audited body, subject to adhering to the Auditing Practices Board’s ethical standards and the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel’s approval (paragraph 110).

· Public interest disclosure: The local public auditor and the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel will be defined as designated persons under the Public Interest Disclosure Act, to enable individuals to make disclosures under the Act  (paragraph 112).

· Transparency: The new framework will retain the rights of local electors to make formal objections to the accounts, but give auditors greater discretion regarding whether to pursue an objection (paragraph 115).

· Freedom of Information: The auditor’s public office holder functions will not be brought within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act (paragraph 118).


NON AUDIT FUNCTIONS OF AUDIT COMMISSION

· Proposed arrangements for Grant Certification: following the Audit Commission’s closure, Government considers that for new grants, the grant paying bodies should agree certification arrangements with grant recipients and auditors (paragraph 122).

· National Fraud Initiative: Government proposes to continue the National Fraud Initiative, and is discussing with partners and the local public sector about how best to achieve this (paragraph 126).

· VFM studies regarding the local public sector: The Government considers that there is scope for rationalisation in the number of these value for money studies compared to the number previously undertaken and would like to see a coherent and complementary programme of offerings across all providers. 



Implementation and next steps 


4. Chapter 4 sets outs the next steps. In summary these are to:


· do some further work with smaller bodies and their representatives on regarding audit arrangements for smaller bodies, to explore options for these bodies before firming up proposals, and setting out our preferred approach in Spring 2012;   


· hold further discussions with local authorities, other local public bodies and the audit sector to flesh out the underlying detail of the framework, and how it might be implemented;   


· publish a draft Bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in Spring 2012, which allows for examination and amendments to be made before formal introduction to Parliament; and in advance of introduction of an Audit Bill as soon as Parliamentary time allows.


5. The Audit Commission is currently in the process of outsourcing all the audit work of its in-house practice The outsource contracts that the Commission will put in place will start from 2012-13 and are expected to run for three or five years giving local councils and other public bodies the time to plan for appointing own auditors.  Once the audits have been outsourced the Commission will be radically reduced in size to become a small residuary body responsible for overseeing the contracts and making any necessary changes to the individual audit appointments during the life of the contracts.  


CHAPTER 1
Background 



6. On 13 August 2010, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government announced plans to disband the Audit Commission, transfer the work of the Audit Commission’s in-house practice into the private sector and put in place a new local audit framework.  Local authorities would be free to appoint their own independent external auditors and there would be a new audit framework for local health bodies.  A new decentralised audit regime would be established and local public bodies would still be subject to robust auditing.


7. In March 2011, the Government published the Future of Local Public Audit consultation paper seeking views on proposals for how the new local audit framework could work following the disbandment of the Audit Commission.  These proposals were developed by the Department for Communities and Local Government following discussion with a wide range of partners and bodies that would be affected by the changes.  These included the Audit Commission, the National Audit Office, the Financial Reporting Council, accountancy professional bodies, local government, other local public bodies and Government departments with an interest.


8. The consultation paper set these proposals within the context that the current arrangements for local public audit, whereby a single organisation is the regulator, commissioner and provider of local audit services is unnecessarily centralised, and that there is a lack of transparency and clarity as well as potential conflicts between the role.


9. The proposals in the consultation paper built on the statutory arrangements and professional ethical and technical standards that currently apply in the companies sector with adaptations to ensure that the principles of public sector audit are maintained.


About the consultation


10. In total, 453 responses were received to the consultation.  The majority of these responses were from local government: parish and town councils, district councils, county and unitary local authorities and their representative bodies.  Responses were also received from professional accountancy and regulatory bodies, auditing firms and other audited public bodies and members of the public.  The majority of the members of the public who responded identified that they had auditing/accounting experience or were involved directly with the financial reporting for a council. A breakdown of the total responses can be seen below:

		Type of respondent

		Number of responses



		Upper tier local authorities

		91



		Lower tier local authorities

		117



		Parish and town councils

		134



		Individual members of the public

		30 
(including 4 councillors)



		Audit and accountancy firms

		14



		Professional auditing and accountancy bodies

		5 
(including Audit Commission)



		Other audited public bodies

		



		Fire authorities

		21



		Police authorities

		12



		National Park Authorities

		4



		Probation Authorities

		4



		Pension authorities

		2



		Others

		5



		Non-categorised responses

		14



		Total

		453





11. A summary of the responses to the consultation is available at:

www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/localauditsummaryresponses

Format of the Government response


12. Chapter 2 contains the Government response to the consultation. It is organised into sections following the order in the original consultation document. We have set out the proposals which the Government made, summarised the key themes and views submitted in consultation responses, and presented the Government’s response to these.

13. Chapter 3 covers other functions of the Audit Commission that were not dealt with in the consultation. Chapter 4 covers next steps and implementation.


CHAPTER 2
Consultation questions and government response

Design principles 

14. The consultation proposed that the new local public audit framework should be based on the principles of localism and decentralisation, transparency, continuing to ensure high standards of auditing, while opening up the market and securing lower audit fees. Our aim is also to ensure the quality of audit by having regard to the principles of local public audit: 


· the independence of public sector auditors


· the wide scope of public audit

· good reporting arrangements to democratically elected representatives.


15. The vast majority of respondents agreed that the consultation document had identified the correct design principles of:


· localism and decentralisation

· transparency

· lower audit fees; and

· high standards of auditing.

Some respondents (including some professional auditing and accountancy bodies), commented that they did not believe that the decentralised approach outlined in the consultation document would achieve lower audit fees. Local authorities exhibited less concern.


The Government’s response


16. The responses received to the consultation support the Government’s proposed design principles. The proposals that are set out in this response and on which we intend to legislate are all vital elements of a new local public audit framework which is localist and transparent, and upholds high standards of auditing, where audit remains independent, robust and efficient.


17. The Government is also committed to developing a new local public audit framework where audit fees remain competitive, stripped of the need to cover the central costs and overheads of the Audit Commission.  Having a single body that is regulator, commissioner and provider of local audit services provides a unique monopoly position and weak incentives to drive down costs. The key drivers of audit fees in the new local public audit framework (aside from commercial and market considerations) will be the scope of audit (i.e. what auditors are actually required to do) and regulation of the work of auditors. We are working with our partners to ensure that these elements of the new framework do not add unnecessary cost into the new system.  The streamlining the Commission has done since the Government’s decision to abolish the Commission is already resulting in lower audit fees for local bodies, with the smaller overheads of the Commission enabling it to propose a 10% reduction in fee scales for 2012-13
 for the first year of audits done under outsourcing.



PROBATION TRUSTS

18. As the financial results of probation trusts are consolidated into the National Offender Management Service accounts, which are audited by the Comptroller & Auditor General, the consultation proposed that in future probation trusts should be audited by the Comptroller & Auditor General. The audit of probation trusts would therefore not fall under the new local public audit framework.


19. The majority of those who answered this question (local authorities) agreed that the audit of probation trusts should fall within the Comptroller & Auditor General’s regime.  The four probation trusts that responded were evenly split as to whether they should be included in the Comptroller & Auditor General’s regime or not.  


The Government’s Response

20. The Government considers that it would be appropriate for the audit of probation trusts to fall within the Comptroller & Auditor General’s regime. We intend to lay an order before Parliament under the Government Resources and Accounts Act 2000 which – if approved by Parliament – would add an amendment to Schedule 1 to the Offender Management Act 2007 and transfer responsibility for the audit of probation trusts to the Comptroller and Auditor General from April 2012.



HEALTH BODIES

21. It is currently envisaged that the new local public audit framework outlined in this Government Response will apply to Clinical Commissioning Groups. These are new health bodies proposed in the Health and Social Care Bill. The precise audit requirements for Clinical Commissioning Groups have not yet been finalised and will depend on the passage of the Health and Social Care Bill. The application of the new local public audit framework for Clinical Commissioning Groups will be specified in due course. 


22. The audit arrangements for Foundation Trusts were not included in the consultation because they do not currently fall under the Audit Commission regime. Under the current arrangements, a Foundation Trust’s board of governors appoints their own auditor, on advice from an audit committee. Monitor currently regulates the audits, including providing the Code of Audit Practice and guidance. The audits include an opinion on the financial statements and a conclusion on value for money. We intend that the audit arrangements for Foundation Trusts will remain broadly the same, but some changes will be necessary to reflect Monitor’s changing role. 



Regulation of local public audit

23. The Government considers that having a new and separate regulator for local public audit would be inefficient and risks duplication. This would also have an impact on fees. We therefore consider that, to the extent possible, there should be a consistent regulatory regime for audit, covering the private sector and the local government and health sectors. The same arrangements for regulation would apply for all local health bodies. 


24. The consultation proposed that the National Audit Office would be responsible for developing and maintaining the audit codes of practice which set out the approach to audit that auditors must follow when auditing local public bodies. Before preparing or altering a code applicable to any accounts, the National Audit Office will be required to consult appropriate local public bodies and professional accountancy bodies. The National Audit Office would also be responsible for producing any supporting guidance. 93% of respondents agreed that the National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of Audit Practice and the supporting guidance.  


The Government’s response


25. The Government considers that, subject to Parliament’s agreement, the National Audit Office is best placed to produce the Code of Practice which auditors will be required to follow when auditing local public bodies. We have also discussed with the National Audit Office how it might support auditors in fulfilling their responsibilities under the Code. The National Audit Office recognises the need for annual and in-year guidance to promote consistency in audit approach and is in principle committed to providing support to auditors which is:


· principles-based not prescriptive;


· addresses key themes/issues (not every query);


· informed by technical forum of local auditors (led by the National Audit Office); and


· leaves discretion for an auditor to agree local audit approach based on their risk assessment.


REGISTRATION OF AUDITORS

26. Under the Companies Act 2006 the Professional Oversight Board, part of the Financial Reporting Council, has statutory powers delegated to it for the recognition and supervision of those professional accountancy bodies responsible for supervising the work of auditors, Recognised Supervisory Bodies, or offering an audit qualification, Recognised Qualifying Bodies. Recognised Supervisory Bodies are responsible for putting rules and arrangements in place which their members must fulfil before they can be registered auditors. People with responsibility for company audit work must also hold a recognised qualification, awarded by a Recognised Qualifying Bodies.


27. The consultation proposed that the Financial Reporting Council would oversee the regulatory regime for local public audit, as it does for the statutory audit of companies under the Companies Act 2006. The Financial Reporting Council would share responsibility for registering statutory local public auditors and monitoring the quality of their audits with Recognised Supervisory Bodies. 


28. 88% of responses were in agreement that the Companies Act 2006 should be replicated for local public audit. Some of the professional bodies responded that there would need to be some adaptation for the system to work for public bodies.


29. Overall, respondents indicated preferences for one of the existing regulatory bodies to take on the role for maintaining and reviewing the register of statutory local public auditors. 


The Government’s response

30. It is our intention that, as under the Companies Act 2006, the Financial Reporting Council will be the overall regulator
. We are therefore proposing that the Secretary of State will have powers which will allow him to authorise professional accountancy bodies to act as Recognised Supervisory Bodies for local public audit. In practice, the Secretary of State will delegate these powers to the Financial Reporting Council/Professional Oversight Board. This mirrors the arrangements under the Companies Act 2006. 


31. The effect of this is that the Financial Reporting Council will be able to::


· authorise existing Recognised Supervisory Bodies to have statutory responsibilities in respect of local public audit, in addition to their responsibilities for statutory audits of companies;  


· authorise additional professional bodies to be Recognised Supervisory Bodies with statutory responsibilities in respect of local public audit.

32. As under the Companies Act 2006, the Recognised Supervisory Bodies will have the roles of registration, monitoring and discipline for local public audit, and will be given delegated authority to put in place rules and practices covering:


· The eligibility of firms to be appointed as local public auditors (subject to the Financial Reporting Council’s oversight, which might include guidance produced by the Council); and


· The qualifications, experience and other criteria individuals must reach before being permitted to carry out a local public audit and sign off an audit report. 


33. In line with the register of those eligible for appointment as auditor under Part 42 of the Companies Act 2006, all eligible local public auditors will be placed on a register, which will be kept by the Recognised Supervisory Bodies. This register will list:


· the audit firms that are able to undertake the audit of local public bodies;


· those individuals linked to each firm that are eligible to sign an audit report on behalf of that firm and able to take responsibility for local public audit work (though the names of individuals will not appear on the published register).



ELIGIBILITY FOR REGISTRATION

34. The consultation document asked how the right balance could be struck between requiring audit firms eligible for statutory local public audit to have the right level of experience, while allowing new firms to enter the market. The majority of responses suggested that firms should be required to demonstrate their track record in public sector audit and/or their ability to source the appropriate expertise. Other responses included the need to set proper high-level criteria, including the correct skills and qualifications for firms and individuals, but in a way that would not preclude new firms entering the market. 


The Government’s response


35. The Government considers that while it is important not to preclude new entrants to the local public audit market, it is also vital that any firm able to be appointed as a local public auditor has a number of suitable individuals with the necessary qualifications and experience to undertake local public audit work.  Once enacted, legislation will provide that Recognised Supervisory Bodies (subject to the Financial Reporting Council’s oversight, and in line with any guidance which the Council produce) will be responsible for determining the level of expertise and experience necessary for any firm to be eligible to be appointed as a local public auditor. We are confident that building on the rules and arrangements these bodies already have in place under the Companies Act 2006, but tailored appropriately to meet the specific requirements of local public auditors, will provide the right balance to ensure that an appropriate level of experience and expertise is maintained in the system, while not precluding new firms from entering the market. 


36. In order to ensure that individuals within firms are suitably qualified and have the necessary levels of skills and experience, the Government considers that each individual eligible to sign an audit report on behalf of the firm will need to:-


· hold an audit qualification (“appropriate qualification” in accordance with the Companies Act 2006 [Section 1219]); or


· hold a corresponding qualification to audit accounts under the law of another European Economic Area state; or


· hold a qualification from a body of accountants recognised by the Financial Reporting Council as an appropriate qualification for local public audit;


and


· be approved under the rules of the Recognised Supervisory Body to take on that role. In practice, we envisage that the Recognised Supervisory Body will only approve someone where it judges that the individual has the necessary level of skills and experience to take on the role.  


37. The Financial Reporting Council will need arrangements to monitor the continued appropriateness of qualifications that it recognises as appropriate for local public audit. 


MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT

38. The consultation proposed that the appropriate professional accountancy bodies should act as Recognised Supervisory Bodies and have responsibility for monitoring the quality of audits undertaken by their members, as they do in the private sector; and investigate complaints or disciplinary cases, as well as issues identified during their monitoring process. They would also be able to stop a firm being eligible for appointment as a statutory local public auditor, by removing them from the register of eligible local public auditors.


39. The consultation said that the Government was considering whether the overall regulator should have a direct role in assuring the quality and undertaking independent investigation of the audits of some specified local public bodies, i.e. those that might be considered analogous to Public Interest Entities under the Companies Act 2006.


40. The consultation also asked for views on the proposal that the overall regulator would have powers to investigate and discipline in these cases. About a third of respondents to the relevant question considered that all principal local authorities should be considered as equivalent to public interest entities, with a smaller number suggesting that all of the bodies currently audited by the Audit Commission should be viewed as equivalent to public interest entities. Nearly half of respondents suggested that regulation and monitoring arrangements should be the same for audits of all local public bodies, with no specially defined group to be subject to additional arrangements.  The majority of respondents considered that the role of the regulator in relation to disciplinary cases should be the same for local public audit framework as it is under the Companies Act 2006.


The Government’s response


41. We propose that, as under the Companies Act 2006, Recognised Supervisory Bodies will have responsibility for monitoring the quality of audits undertaken by their member firms. This work will fall under the monitoring units of these bodies, and will include:


· reviews of individual audit engagements

· reviews of the policies, procedures and internal controls of those firms licensed to carry out the public sector audits

· reporting on the quality of audit to the registration body

· investigating complaints or disciplinary cases, as well as issues identified during their monitoring process

· removing a firm from the register of eligible local public auditors.

42. The Recognised Supervisory Bodies will investigate complaints or disciplinary cases, as well as issues identified during the monitoring of firms on the register. Similarly, the Recognised Supervisory Bodies will be able to refer cases for investigation to the relevant arm of the Financial Reporting Council (the Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board).


43. The Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board investigates significant public interest disciplinary cases and can impose sanctions on those auditors found guilty of misconduct in both the companies and public sectors. The Government considers that the Accountancy and Actuarial Disciplinary Board should continue to have these powers for local public audit.


44. Under the Companies Act 2006 the overall regulator, through its Audit Inspection Unit, is responsible for monitoring the quality of the statutory audit of “major audits” which includes the audits of public interest entities. The Professional Oversight Board is responsible for determining which audited entities fall within the “major public interest” category (over and above those prescribed in statute), and therefore within the scope of the Audit Inspection Unit, and for approving the Audit Inspection Unit’s work programme. The criteria the Professional Oversight Board applies and a list of inspections are published annually by the Board, following consultation with the professional accountancy bodies. This additional level of monitoring reflects both the size of the company and the importance of that company to the public.


45. As under Companies Act 2006 audits, there will be an additional level of oversight and monitoring for audits of significant local public bodies given the very large level of taxpayers’ money at their disposal. We therefore intend to give the Financial Reporting Council responsibility for monitoring (through the Audit Inspection Unit or as appropriate through delegation to a Recognised Supervisory Body) the quality of audits of these bodies (which we are referring to as “Bodies of Significant Public Interest”). 


46. We propose to include in legislation criteria to define which bodies will be considered Bodies of Significant Public Interest and hence within the scope of the Audit Inspection Unit. We propose that the Financial Reporting Council/Professional Oversight Board will then, each year, decide after consultation with relevant Government Departments whether any local public bodies which are not Bodies of Significant Public Interest should also fall within the scope of the Audit Inspection Unit, over and above those prescribed in legislation. The Financial Reporting Council /Professional Oversight Board will then decide which audits the Audit Inspection Unit will monitor. This is in line with the process under the Companies Act 2006 for determining which audited entities fall within the “major public interest” category, and therefore within the scope of the Audit Inspection Unit.


47. As set out in paragraph 46 above, audits of bodies which do not fall within the Audit Inspection Unit’s scope will be monitored by the relevant Recognised Supervisory Body.



Commissioning local public audit services 

DUTY TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR

48. The consultation proposed that all larger local public bodies (those with income/expenditure over £6.5m) would be under a duty to appoint an auditor. The auditor would need to be on the register of local public statutory auditors, which should help to ensure that the quality of auditors is maintained. Independence would be maintained in part through a new requirement for local public bodies to put in place independent audit committees. The consultation set out proposals for how such committees could be structured and proposals as to how independence would be defined.


49. The consultation sought to set out proposals which would enable local public bodies to co-operate to procure an external auditor. 


50. Nearly three quarters of the responses agreed that the arrangements for audit committees were flexible enough to allow joint appointments. Generally, audited bodies, local authorities in particular, were against the idea of a majority independent audit committee. Those from other sectors, such as audit and accountancy firms and the professional bodies, were generally in favour of the proposals.


51. About a third of respondents agreed that our proposals for audit committees provide the necessary safeguards for the independence of the auditor appointment. With regard to the make up of the audit committee, of those who indicated a preference, a minimum number of independent members was favoured by a small majority. Other notable comments that arose were that the makeup of the independent audit committee should be a local decision for each audited body and that these arrangements were not suitable for the way police authorities were structured.


52. The majority of respondents agreed that the correct criteria had been identified in the consultation document to ensure the quality of independent members. However, a sizeable minority disagreed. The main cause for disagreement was that the criteria listed appeared more focussed on ensuring the independence of members rather than their quality and capability. Local authorities thought that having the overall necessary skills to perform the audit committee function was important. Auditing and accountancy firms were more clearly in agreement with the criteria identified in the consultation. 


53. About half of the respondents considered that financial awareness or experience was desirable, but not essential, for the independent members of an audit committee. Many felt that if the overall skills of the audit committee as a whole were appropriate for the tasks they had to perform, the financial expertise did not have to rest with the independent members.  


54. About half of those who responded indicated that they thought it would be difficult to source independent members of a suitable calibre.  Most respondents agreed that remuneration would be necessary for the independent members but responses were split with regard to what level, the most popular responses being that the level should be locally determined and that only ‘reasonable’ expenses should be paid (similar to other committees).

The Government’s response 


55.  Local public bodies are already responsible for procuring large volumes of goods and services in order to discharge their wider functions, e.g. local government’s procurement totals around £50bn per annum according to the Local Government Association. The Government considers there to be no barriers in terms of expertise that would prevent local public bodies appointing their external auditors, subject to appropriate safeguards to ensure independence in the appointment process. 


56. The Government has confirmed on several occasions its commitment to maintaining auditor independence in the new local public audit framework. The regulatory regime set out in the preceding chapter ensures the quality of audit work is monitored effectively.  We consider that requiring the appointment of an auditor to be undertaken by the full council (or equivalent for non-local government bodies) on the advice of an independent audit committee is the most practical and effective way of ensuring independence of appointment. Transparency in the appointment process will also be an important part of ensuring auditor independence.


57. In reaching this conclusion we have listened to the comments made by some local public bodies about the constitution of their existing audit committees, and that it might be difficult to find enough suitable independent members to ensure a majority of independent members. In order to distinguish between the existing traditional audit committees and the role we propose for such a committee in the appointment process, we intend that the advice on the procurement and appointment of the auditor will be made by an independent audit appointment panel. 

58. The Government therefore intends to legislate for a system of local appointment under which all local public bodies with income/expenditure over a threshold (currently £6.5m) will be under a duty to appoint an auditor who must be on the register of local public auditors. Responsibility for the final selection of the auditor and engagement of the auditor on a contractual basis will rest with the local public body. However, that appointment must be made by the full council (or its equivalent) on the advice of an Independent Audit Appointment Panel, independently chaired, with a majority of independent members. Where the body already has an independent audit committee, they may wish to use that committee to meet this requirement. 

59. Local public bodies have signalled to us that they are interested in undertaking joint procurement exercises and sharing Independent Audit Appointment Panels or independent members. We want to ensure the arrangements that we put in place facilitate that. We intend to frame requirements in a way that will allow local public bodies to share appointment panels (and therefore independent members) to ease administration burdens and reduce costs. Local public bodies will be able to choose the model which suits their circumstances, and will have the flexibility to work with other bodies to jointly procure an auditor and reduce the costs of meeting this requirement.

60. We intend to work closely with the sector, as we finalise the detail of these proposals, so they are as administratively straightforward and practical as possible.  


61. To aid transparency in the appointment process the local public body will be required to publish details of the auditor appointment on their website within 28 days of making that appointment, alongside the advice of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, subject to considerations of commercial confidentiality. If the local public body did not follow the advice of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel in making its appointment, it will be required to publish on its website a statement setting out the reasons why it had chosen not to follow that advice.


ROLE OF THE INDEPENDENT AUDIT APPOINTMENT PANEL

62. The consultation proposed that the Independent Audit Appointment Panel would have a key role in the selection of the auditor engaged by the audited body, and monitoring the independence, quality and performance of the external audit. It proposed options for specifying in legislation some responsibilities that the Panel should have in relation to the engagement of an auditor, and monitoring the independence and quality of the external audit:-


· Only specify one mandatory duty for the local public body’s Independent Audit Appointment Panel, i.e. to provide advice to the local public body on the engagement of the auditor and the resignation or removal of an auditor.

· Specify a more detailed role for the Independent Audit Appointment Panel. This would provide more assurance about the independence of the relationship between the audited body and its auditor, and would also ensure that the Panel had a wider role in reviewing the financial arrangements of the local public body.


63. The majority of respondents indicated a preference for the appointment of the auditor as the only mandatory duty for the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, and any other roles or responsibilities would be a local decision. However, a significant number of responses felt that a more detailed mandatory role for the Panel was preferable.  


64. The majority of respondents felt that the process for the appointment of an auditor should not be set out in legislation. Guidance was preferable to a statutory code of practice with the National Audit Office indicated as the preferred provider.


The Government’s response 


65. The approach that the Government intends to take is to provide for a limited set of functions on the Independent Audit Appointment Panel in legislation, around advising on auditor appointment, independence, removal and resignation, and in relation to public interest reports. We believe that such an approach will provide flexibility for local public bodies to mould this requirement to suit their own circumstances, and facilitate joint working and joint commissioning between local public bodies.  


66. We also recognise that in circumstances where a local public body will have both an audit committee (exercising the traditional functions of such a committee) and an Independent Audit Appointment Panel (whether shared or not) there may well be issues about the demarcation of responsibilities between both groups. We intend to work with the sector to produce guidance which would set out how the responsibilities of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel could be exercised (and how those responsibilities might interface with those of a more traditional audit committee). We would welcome a discussion and views on the detailed issues raised by this approach to help shape and inform the requirements and any future guidance issued.

INVOLVEMENT OF THE PUBLIC IN THE APPOINTMENT OF AN AUDITOR

67. The consultation said the Government was considering how local people could make representations about the specification designed by the audit committee for the procurement of an auditor. The options we considered were:


· Pre-appointment - The public could make representations to the audited body’s audit committee about any expressions of interest from audit firms for the audit contract; or


· Post appointment – The public would be able to make representations at any time to the local public body’s audit committee about issues relating to the auditor.


68. About equal numbers of respondents agreed as disagreed that this was a proportionate approach to public involvement. Some respondents suggested that public involvement be restricted to any undisclosed conflicts of interest on the part of the auditor.

The Government’s response

69. The Government considers that its proposals to require – in the case of local authorities – the appointment to be made by a full council meeting on the advice of an independent auditor appointment panel; the requirement for that advice to be published (and any departure from it publicly justified); and the other measures we are proposing around transparency of the auditor appointment, secure the necessary level of transparency for the public in the appointment process.

APPLICABILITY TO OTHER SECTORS

70. The consultation recognised that the commissioning approach proposed for local authorities might need to be tailored for other local public bodies. Nearly all respondents indicated that the approach should be tailored as appropriate for different local public bodies. 


The Government’s response


71. The Government intends that in the case of police bodies that appointment would be made by the Police and Crime Commissioner. 

72. The table at Annex A details the different types of local public bodies to which the new local public audit framework will apply and sets out the Government’s proposals for how the auditor appointment will be made.


73. Where the local public body is not an elected body, then in most circumstances that appointment should be made directly by the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel (or its equivalent). There may be circumstances where it is appropriate for a local public body’s board to make that appointment on the advice of the Panel. However, where this is the case transparency (i.e. publication of that advice) will be an important part of the appointment process.

FAILURE TO APPOINT AN AUDITOR

74. The consultation proposed that the audited body would be under a duty to appoint an auditor. However, it also recognised that there could be some instances under the new system where a body does not fulfil this duty. In these circumstances we proposed that the Secretary of State would be able to direct the local public body to appoint an auditor. Alternatively, where a local public body does not fulfil its duty to appoint an auditor the Secretary of State could be provided with the power to make the auditor appointment. In addition to meeting the cost of the appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction for failing to make the appointment.


75. The majority of the responses favoured the Secretary of State having a power to make the auditor appointment. Most groups of respondents also suggested a staged approach, i.e. where the Secretary of State would direct the public body to appoint an auditor and, should that fail, the Secretary of State would appoint the auditor.  


76. A small majority preferred that a local public body should only be required to inform the Secretary of State in the case where it had failed to appoint an auditor, rather than when they had made the appointment. Other responses suggested that neither scenario warranted informing the Secretary of State as this would go against the principle of localism. 

The Government’s response


77. The Government considers it important, given the range of functions and legal responsibilities of a local public auditor, that local public bodies are required to appoint an auditor by a specified date in the financial cycle. We consider that requiring an auditor to be appointed by 31 December in the year preceding the financial year for which that auditor is to be appointed would fit with the annual financial and accounting cycle.


78. We also consider that any local public body should be under a requirement to notify the Secretary of State if they have not been able to make an appointment by that date. We are proposing that the Secretary of State would then have powers to either direct the local public body to make an appointment or make that appointment directly himself. In addition to meeting the cost of the appointment the local public body could be subject to a sanction for failing to make the appointment.

ROTATION OF AUDIT FIRMS AND AUDIT STAFF

79.  The consultation proposed that the rotation of staff within the audit firm would need to be in line with the current ethical standards, but the audited body would also be required to undertake a competitive appointment process within five years. The audited body would be able to re-appoint the same firm for a (maximum) second five year period, following competition.  


80. The majority of respondents were in favour of the proposal to limit a firm’s term of appointment to ten years. However, some felt that there should be no limit on the length of a firm’s appointment, e.g. it would be a barrier to new entrants. 


81. The vast majority of responses agreed that the current ethical standards were sufficient safeguard for rotation of audit staff. 


The Government’s response


82. The Government considers that there is a balance to be struck between providing enough incentive for audit firms to invest in medium term relationships with local public bodies which would enable them to gain a thorough understanding of that body’s operations, and ensuring that those undertaking the audit maintain an appropriate degree of independence and objectivity from the body being audited.


83. Paragraph 64 set out the government’s intention to require Independent Audit Appointment Panels, to provide advice on the appointment of the auditor and to have a key role in ensuring auditor independence. Taking this into account, the Government considers that the ethical standards of the Auditing Practices Board around the rotation of key audit staff provide enough safeguards without the need for mandatory rotation of firms. The ethical standards  provide that the audit engagement partner would be able to perform audit work in respect of a local public body for an initial period of five years and then can only be reappointed for a further two years. The audit manager can only be appointed for a maximum of ten years. After these respective periods have elapsed, these key audit staff would not be able to work with the local public body concerned until a further period of five years had elapsed.


84. However, the Government is also convinced of the need to ensure local public bodies are achieving value for money in procuring audit services. It therefore intends to require that a local public body must run a procurement competition every five years for its audit services. The Independent Audit Appointment Panel would be required to provide advice before any appointment.  There would, however, be no bar on the incumbent supplier being reappointed as a result of this competition. 

RESIGNATION OR REMOVAL OF AN AUDITOR

85. The consultation envisaged that a body might wish to remove its auditor, or an auditor might wish to resign, only in exceptional circumstances, for example, an auditor being in breach of the ethical standards, or a complete breakdown in the relationship between the auditor and audited body. It recognised the importance of having stringent safeguards in place for the resignation and removal of an auditor to protect the independence of the auditor and the quality of the audit. It proposed safeguards that would broadly mirror those in the Companies Act 2006, but would be adapted to reflect the principles of public audit. The process would be designed to ensure that auditors are not removed, or do not resign, without serious consideration and through a process transparent to the public.


86. The majority of responses received to this question agreed that these proposals provide sufficient safeguard against the removal or resignation of the auditor.  

The Government’s response


87. The Government considers that it is important that there is a fully transparent process in place to deal with issues of auditor resignation or removal. We consider that in the first instance it is vital that auditors and audited bodies try as far as possible to resolve any difficulties or concerns (including through using the mediation and conciliation services of the professional accountancy bodies if appropriate).


88. However, if such differences become irreconcilable, in the case of auditor resignation, we intend to:-


· Require the auditor to give 28 days written notice of his intention to resign to the audited body and its Independent Audit Appointment Panel; 


· Require the audited body to make a written response to the auditor’s written notice, which it will be required to send with the auditor’s written notice, to its members and the Independent Audit Appointment Panel; 


· Require the auditor to then deposit a statement at the main office of the audited body, and with the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, setting out the circumstances connected with the resignation of the office that are relevant to the business of the audited body;


· Require the audited body to publish the auditor’s statement on its website; 


· Require the Independent Audit Appointment Panel to investigate the circumstances that led to the resignation and consider whether any action is required; and


· Require the auditor to notify the appropriate regulatory monitoring body of his decision.


89. In the circumstance where a local public body wished to remove its auditor, the process would be similar. We intend to:-


· Require the audited body to give 28 days written notification of its wish to terminate the contract, to the auditor and its Independent Audit Appointment Panel;


· Provide that the auditor will have the right to make a written response to the notice, which the audited body will be required to send to its members and the Independent Audit Appointment Panel;

· Require the Panel to provide advice to the local public body within that 28 days notice period, having regard to any written response made by the auditor;


· Require the local public body to have regard to the advice of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel before making a decision whether to remove its auditor;


· Following the 28 days notice period, require the audited body to put to a full council meeting (or its equivalent) a resolution to remove the auditor (at which both the auditor and a representative of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel could speak if they wished); 


· Require that, if the audited body still wished to remove its auditor, it should publish a statement of its decision on its website within 28 days of the decision of the full council. If the local public body did not follow the advice of the Independent Audit Appointment Panel, it will be required to explain in its statement what that advice had been, and the reasons why it had chosen not to follow that advice, subject to considerations of commercial confidentiality; and 


· Require the audited body to notify the appropriate regulatory monitoring body of its decision.



AUDITOR LIABILITY

90. In the private sector auditors are concerned about the consequences of the risks of litigation. Auditors have sought to caveat their opinions by explicitly limiting their duty of care and limit their liability. The Companies Act provides that general provisions that protect auditors from liability are void, but:


· does not prevent a company from indemnifying an auditor against any costs incurred by him in defending proceedings in which judgment is given in his favour or in the granting of relief by the court in the case of honest and reasonable conduct; and


· allows for a “liability limitation agreement” to be put in place if it is authorised by the members of the company, provided it complies with the content permitted in the Companies Act.  


91. The consultation recognised that in the absence of a central body providing indemnity to audit firms, it could be possible for audited bodies and auditors to deal with auditor liability as part of their contractual negotiations. A legislative framework, similar to that in the companies sector, could set out the process for setting and agreeing liability limitation agreements. The majority of respondents agreed with the proposals in the consultation document.

The Government’s response

92. The Audit Commission currently indemnifies auditors for the costs they incur where they are engaged in litigation. In practice, calls on the indemnity are infrequent. The Audit Commission informed the Communities and Local Government Select Committee inquiry on the Audit and Inspection of Local Authorities that, in the five years to 2010, it had been called upon only once. 


93. Auditors from the Commission's in-house audit practice have also faced litigation over the same five-year period. There have been three cases, all of which the in-house auditor won. The costs of in-house auditors not recovered from the other side are met by the Commission, and are also passed on to audited bodies in audit fees, so in effect the indemnity is extended to the Commission’s own auditors.


94.  Without a liability agreement, audit firms may increase their fees to match the increased risk they face in undertaking the work. Therefore, the Government considers that auditor liability should be an issue to be dealt with in the contractual negotiations between the auditor and audited body. The Government will also consider the feasibility and necessity of a supporting statutory framework which could set out the process for agreeing liability limitation agreements.


Scope of audit and the work of auditors 


SCOPE OF LOCAL PUBLIC AUDIT

95. The consultation asked for views on four options regarding the scope of future audits for local public bodies. The narrowest option would comprise an opinion on whether the financial statements give a true and fair view of the audited body’s financial position and income and expenditure and a review of other information included with financial statements. Wider options suggested included an auditor’s conclusion on regularity and propriety, financial resilience and value for money; and a further option of the auditor providing reasonable assurance on an annual report prepared by the local body setting out its arrangements for securing value for money, whether they had achieved economy, efficiency and effectiveness, regularity and propriety and financial resilience. 


96. The responses to the consultation were split between the options but indicated a slight preference for leaving the overall scope of audit unchanged. 


The Government’s response 


97. The Government has considered the wide range of views expressed in the consultation and intends to retain the current broad scope as set out in the Audit Commission Act 1998 so that auditors of local public bodies will continue to be required to satisfy themselves that:-


· the accounts have been prepared in accordance with the necessary directions or regulations and comply with relevant statutory requirements;


· proper practices have been observed in the compilation of the accounts; and


· the body has made proper arrangements for securing economy efficiency and effectiveness (value for money) in its use of resources.


98. The latter element is commonly referred to as the Value for Money component of the audit, which is a key difference between the scope of local public audit and statutory audit for private sector companies.  The Government considers that the value for money component of the audit could be delivered in a more risk based and proportionate way. This has the potential for a consequent decrease or increase on the level of audit work some local public bodies might see as a result, but we would not expect this in itself to result in an overall increase in the total costs of audit. 


99. The auditors will need to base their assessment of risk on evidence around the local public bodies’ arrangements for securing value for money. We want to put the responsibility for providing the evidence firmly in the hands of the local public body, without introducing additional burdens by requiring the production of additional reports or documents. The majority of respondents to the consultation were not in favour of local public bodies being required to set out performance and plans in an annual report. One option would be to ask local public bodies to build on the information they already make available on their arrangements for securing value for money - for example, through the Annual Governance Statement.  This would be consistent with the design principles of the new framework, by enhancing transparency and delivering a localist approach which shifts responsibility firmly onto local public bodies.  


100. We will need input from a range of stakeholders to develop the value for money element of audit fully before implementation.  These would include: the National Audit Office (given their envisaged role, subject to Parliament’s agreement, in producing the Code of Audit Practice and associated guidance); the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, Local Authority (Scotland) Accounts Advisory Committee and the Society of Local Authorities Chief Executives as the respective authors of the Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting and the Local Authority Governance Framework, and local public bodies themselves.   


PUBLIC INTEREST REPORTING

101. The consultation proposed to retain existing duties for auditors around Public Interest Reporting and asked whether the new processes for resignation and removal of auditors would mitigate the risk that the introduction of local auditor appointment would impact on the auditor’s ability or willingness to publish Public Interest Reports.  


102. The vast majority of responses agreed that the safeguards outlined in the consultation document would allow the auditor to issue a public interest report, but some had concerns that the safeguards may not work in practice. 

The Government’s response


103. Government intends to retain the duty for auditors of all local public bodies to undertake Public Interest Reporting under the new framework. As is the case currently audited bodies will be charged for reasonable work involved in undertaking a Public Interest Report. The new framework will also retain the duty on audited bodies to consider Public Interest Reports at a meeting within one month of the report and to publish the details of the meeting.


104. In addition, in order to improve transparency we intend to introduce a new requirement for audited bodies to publish the Public Interest Report, as well as the existing requirement to publish a notice of and agenda for the meeting at which it will be discussed, but local bodies will in future be able to choose the mode for publishing these.


105. However, we recognise the concerns expressed around the need for further safeguards for Public Interest Reporting. We will work with partners to finalise the details of these, in particular the role of the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel, and arrangements for protecting auditors in undertaking and receiving payment for Public Interest Reports, and how the publication of Public Interest Reports may help to increase transparency and engage local people.

PROVISION OF NON-AUDIT SERVICES

106. The consultation proposed that auditors would be able to provide non-audit services to the audited body, with safeguards in the system to prevent any actual or perceived threats to the auditor’s independence. It also proposed that auditors should continue to adhere to the ethical standards produced by the overall statutory regulator and permission should be sought from the audit committee who would provide advice to the body on whether non-audit work should be undertaken as well as continuing to monitor the relationship between the auditor and the audited body.


107. The majority of respondents favoured the auditor being able to provide non-audit services to the local public body in line with the regulator’s current ethical guidelines and agreed that we had identified the correct balance between safeguarding auditor independence and increasing competition.  


The Government’s response 


108. Auditors of local public bodies will be required to continue to comply with ethical standards and other applicable independence rules set by the regulator. 
 The Government considers that the current ethical standards provide sufficient safeguards for auditor independence. We therefore propose to enable auditors to provide non-audit services to the audited body, subject to adhering to the ethical standards produced by the Auditing Practices Board and gaining approval to undertake the work from the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel.

PUBLIC INTEREST DISCLOSURE

109. The consultation proposed that the Audit Commission’s role in receiving, acknowledging receipt of and forwarding the facts of disclosure should be broadly transferred to the audit committee of the local public body. It also envisaged that the statutory auditor and the audit committee of the local public body would continue to be prescribed persons under the Public Interest Disclosure Act and would continue with their role with no change from the current system. The majority of responses agreed that was appropriate. 

The Government’s response

110. The Government considers it important that suitable mechanisms are in place to enable individuals to make disclosures under the Public Interest Disclosure Act. Having considered the responses received, we consider that it makes sense for the auditor and the Independent Auditor Appointment Panel to be designated persons under that Act and we intend to legislate accordingly.

TRANSPARENCY

111. The consultation proposed that the new framework for local audit would modernise the way in which local electors’ objections would be considered. It proposed that electors would retain the right to make representations and raise issues and questions with the auditor (this does not apply to health bodies). It also proposed to introduce discretion for the auditor to decide which representations to follow up.  


112. The overwhelming majority of respondents agreed that we should modernise the way objections to the accounts are handled. However, whilst respondents accepted that the auditor should have discretion as to whether to pursue particular objections, it was also suggested that standard criteria should be developed to help an auditor determine if he should investigate an individual representation. 


The Government’s response 


113. The Government considers that the right of an elector to make an objection to accounts is a long-established and beneficial principle. However, we note that there are many more mechanisms now by which the electorate can hold local public bodies to account than when the right to object to the accounts was introduced more than 150 years ago. Also the costs of auditors investigating objections can be disproportionate to the sums involved in the complaint or to the normal audit costs of the local public body. Auditors currently have little discretion to refuse to investigate objections and the costs of investigating objections are recovered from the local public body. We therefore intend to legislate to provide a power to give the auditor discretion to reject vexatious, repeated or frivolous objections. We would welcome a discussion on whether guidance should be produced to help the auditor exercise that discretion.  

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION

114. The consultation proposed that auditors of local public bodies should be brought within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act to the extent that they are carrying out their functions as public office holders, although recognised the potential impact on audit fees and relationship between the auditor and audited body. 


115. Some respondents thought that this would be unnecessary as the information would already be available under the Freedom of Information Act from the audited body. All respondents thought that audit fees would increase, and there were mixed views about the impact on working relationships. 


The Government’s response 


116. The Government does not see a compelling case to bring the auditor’s public office holder functions within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act. The information held by appointed auditors currently is not subject to the Freedom of Information Act because appointed auditors are not currently 'public authorities' for the purposes of the Freedom of Information Act. We consider that the audited bodies being covered by the Freedom of Information Act and the requirements around publication of the accounts, the auditor’s report and Public Interest Report, provide sufficient and transparent access to key material for the public. The inclusion of local public auditors within the remit of the Freedom of Information Act would therefore add little, and has the potential to increase audit fees.

CHAPTER 3

Other functions of the Commission

117. There are a number of functions that are currently exercised by the Audit Commission under the Audit Commission Act 1998, the future operation of which were not covered in the consultation on the Future of Local Audit. Government’s current thinking in relation to these functions is set out below.   


Grant certification 


118. The Audit Commission Act gives power to the Commission to make arrangements for the certification of audited bodies' claims for grants and subsidies from government departments, and charge authorities the full cost of certification. Certification helps grant-paying bodies satisfy themselves that a scheme is operating as intended. It is not an audit but is designed to provide reasonable assurance to grant-paying bodies about an authority’s entitlement to grant or subsidy, or about the information provided in a return. Specific instructions or ‘Certification Instructions’ are developed for each scheme and different levels of assurance arrangements are applied to different thresholds of grant. 

119. In 2010-11, certification arrangements were made for 20 schemes, and this has reduced to 16 schemes in 2011-12. Government is reducing the number of ringfenced grant programmes which will lead to a further reduction in the number of grant schemes for the Commission to certify. However, it is expected that a number of grant schemes will be live when the Audit Commission closes – so new certification arrangements are required for these and any new grant programmes. 

120. The future arrangements for grant certification were not included in the consultation. Following the Audit Commission's closure, grant paying bodies for new grants will need to develop separate arrangements, either in the form of free-standing tripartite agreements (between the grant paying body, the payee and its auditor) or self-certification. Free-standing tripartite agreements would require the grant paying body to define the assurance requirements and certification instructions, and the local body to procure the necessary certification from its auditor. Some grant programmes may use self-certification to provide assurance: this relies on the internal governance and controls of the grant recipient and requires the Chief Executive or Section 151 Officer to certify the claim, usually through a standardised declaration. These arrangements will be supported by Treasury guidance, to ensure consistency of approach across Government grant programmes. For existing grant programmes currently certified by the Audit Commission, we are working with grant paying bodies to develop transitional arrangements that provide the assurance required. 

The National Fraud Initiative 


121. The National Fraud Initiative is a secure, fully accredited, data matching service operated by the Audit Commission under statutory data matching powers now provided for in the Audit Commission Act 1998 with the purpose of protecting the public purse from fraud. It is run by a small team of 8 data matching specialists within the Commission.  


122. The Commission’s data matching powers mandate those bodies that are audited by the Commission to submit data for matching purposes. These include local authorities, health bodies - including Primary Care Trusts, Health Authorities, Foundation Trusts and Strategic Health Authorities - Housing Associations, Police, Fire, and Civil defence and ambulance services, Passenger Transport Executives and others.


123. The Commission currently runs a data-matching exercise every two years (although it is working on proposals to develop the National Fraud Initiative into a real-time data matching service). In 2008-09, it processed some 8,000 datasets from 1,300 organisations (including 100 voluntarily provided from the private sector) and identified fraud, errors and overpayments with a value of £215m. This brought the total value of detected fraud etc. since its inception in 1996 to £664m.


124. The Government is committed to the continuation of the National Fraud Initiative and the Department for Communities and Local Government has been considering the best way of securing that outcome. This has included talking to other parts of Government – the Department for Work and Pensions and the National Fraud Authority (an executive agency of the Home Office) – that are interested in taking on operational ownership of the National Fraud Initiative once the Commission is disbanded.  We will be discussing these options further with the local public bodies who submit data and use the National Fraud Initiative. 

Value for money studies

125. Section 33 of the Audit Commission Act 1998 gives the Audit Commission a duty to promote or undertake comparative or other studies in local authorities (including police authorities and fire and rescue authorities) so that they can make recommendations to improve the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of local public services, and the financial management of local public bodies. Only the financial management element applies in relation to the health sector. The Commission also has a duty to report on the effect of central government regulation, legislation, and directions on the ability of local authorities to achieve the 3Es (section 34). There is no equivalent power in relation to health. Before undertaking or promoting any value for money study, the Commission has a statutory requirement to consult with a range of parties as appropriate. It has typically consulted both on its forward programme and on a study-by-study basis. 


126. The Commission has a long history of publishing recommendations from its national studies. Early reports looked at specific local government services, for example seeking to drive improvement in subjects as diverse as vehicle maintenance and social services for the elderly. The research was also used to provide audit guides that were applied through the appointed auditors in relevant local authorities. More recently, with local public bodies working together across sectors and with a wide range of partners in the public, private and voluntary sectors, the Audit Commission have examined how well that collaboration has delivered efficient and effective outcomes.


127. The Government announced in August 2010 that the Commission's research activities would stop and final reports remain to be published. We consider that there is scope for rationalisation in the number of value for money studies published relating to the local public sector compared to the number previously undertaken. We would like to see a coherent and complementary programme of offerings across providers including the National Audit Office, central Government and the Local Government Association. This was a view supported by the Communities and Local Government Select Committee inquiry into the audit and inspection of local authorities.

CHAPTER 4
Implementation and next steps 

128. The preceding paras of this document set out the future proposals for principal local public bodies, currently defined as those with gross revenue expenditure over £6.5m.  Under the Audit Commission regime there are different arrangements for the audit of smaller bodies, with a more proportionate form of scrutiny than a full audit (limited assurance audit), with the level of examination based on the income or expenditure of the body. The consultation document proposed different arrangements for smaller bodies would also apply in future. It also recognised the burden on smaller bodies of the local auditor appointment models and outlined different options for auditor appointment.  We propose to do some further work with the sector to explore and build consensus around options for these bodies before firming up proposals and setting out our preferred approach in Spring 2012.  


129. Having set out the key elements of the arrangements for principal bodies, we plan to hold further discussions with local authorities and other local public bodies, as well as audit firms, to flesh out the underlying detail of the framework, and how it might be implemented.  We will also be working with key partners and the Audit Commission to develop appropriate transitional arrangements. 


130. The Government will bring forward legislation to close down the Audit Commission and to put in place a new framework in line with the proposals set out in this response as soon as Parliamentary time allows.  We intend to publish a draft Bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in Spring 2012, which allows for examination and amendments to be made before formal introduction to Parliament. 

131. The Audit Commission is currently in the process of outsourcing all the audit work of its in-house practice The outsource contracts that the Commission will put in place will start from 2012-13 and are expected to run for three or five years giving local councils and other public bodies the time to plan for appointing own auditors.  Once the audits have been outsourced the Commission will be radically reduced in size to become a small residuary body responsible for overseeing the contracts and making any necessary changes to the individual audit appointments during the life of the contracts.  


ANNEX A

How different types of local public bodies will appoint their auditors

		Body

		Directly elected/


non-elected

		Who Appoints



		A local authority (meaning a county council, district council, London borough council).



		Elected

		Full Council



		A Joint authority (meaning an authority established by Part 4 of the Local Government Act 1985).

		Non-elected

		IAAP



		The Greater London Authority




		Elected

		Mayor and London Assembly



		Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime

		Elected

		Mayor and London Assembly



		Mayoral Development Corporation

		Non-elected

		IAAP



		A functional body (meaning Transport for London, the London Development Agency, and the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority)




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		The London Pensions Fund Authority




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		The London Waste and Recycling Board




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		A committee of a local authority, including a joint committee of two or more such authorities

		Non-elected

		Full Council



		The Council of the Isles of Scilly

		Elected



		Full Council





		The Broads Authority




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		A national park authority




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		Police and Crime Commissioner and Chief Constable

		Elected

		Police and Crime Commissioner



		A single purpose fire and rescue authority 




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		An authority established for an area in England by an order under section 207 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 (joint waste authorities)




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		An economic prosperity board established under section 88 of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		A combined authority established under section 103 of that Act




		Non-elected

		IAAP



		The accounts of the collection fund of the Common Council and the accounts of the City fund 

		Elected

		Full Council



		The accounts relating to the superannuation fund maintained and administered by the Common Council under the Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations 1995 




		Elected

		Full Council



		Passenger Transport Executive




		Non-elected

		IAAP





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/audit-regime/audit-fees/201213/Pages/default.aspx" ��http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/audit-regime/audit-fees/201213/Pages/default.aspx� 


�. It should be noted that the Department for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) and the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) are currently consulting jointly on reforms to the FRC's governance and structure. The consultation can be accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.frc.org.uk/about/frcreform.cfm" \o "http://www.frc.org.uk/about/frcreform.cfm" �www.frc.org.uk/about/frcreform.cfm� and is due to close on 10 January 2012. Both BIS and the FRC are working with DCLG to ensure the FRC has a proportionate role in the regulation and oversight of local public audits, as envisaged under the local public audit framework, in any revised structure for the FRC which results from the consultation.








� Those most applicable to provision of non audit services are � HYPERLINK "http://www.frc.org.uk/images/uploaded/documents/ES5vprint.pdf" ��http://www.frc.org.uk/images/uploaded/documents/ES5vprint.pdf�
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