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Summary Report 

We conclude based on our audit work that there are Sound controls in place to ensure the 

Council can adequately monitor operation of the South Thames Gateway Partnership. We 

provide the definitions of our assurance ratings at appendix II.  

We found the Council applies good governance procedures including regular and well 

attended meetings of the Joint Committee and Steering Group.  We also found good 

arrangements in place for following up reports of potential dangerous structures, although 

there are improvements possible in retained evidence.  We also identified a need to 

improve clarity and reporting to the partner Councils over the practice of offering fee 

variations to customers of the Partnership. 

 

Notable practice identified Areas to improve 

 High standards of service delivered 

to users of the service while still 

achieving financial savings to 

partners. 

 Partnership governance 

arrangements. 

 

 Obtain a signed copy of the Memorandum 

of Understanding. 

 Documenting and management review of 

variations to fees.  

 Photograph all dangerous structure 

inspections. 

 

Next Steps 

From page 7 we describe the 8 recommendations arising from our work. The 

recommendations will form a discussion culminating in a management response to each 

priority rated recommendation. 

We have prioritised our recommendations as follows below: 

Priority 1 (Critical) Priority 2 (High) Priority 3 (Med) Priority 4 (Low) Advisory 

0 0 5 3 0 

We provide the definition of our recommendation priorities at appendix II. 
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Findings in Context 

We last undertook a review of this service in 2012. We concluded at the time that controls 

in place at the time offered a substantial level of assurance. Although we have changed the 

way in which we report ratings, meaning the results are not directly comparable, we 

consider that the assurance offered by controls has been maintained. 

Independence 

We are required by Public Sector Internal Audit Standard 1100 to act at all times with 

independence and objectivity.  Where there are any threats, in fact or appearance, to that 

independence we must disclose the nature of the threat and set out how it has been 

managed in completing our work. 

The auditor who undertook the review is currently a customer of the Building Control 

Partnership.  His case was excluded from the population we drew the sample from and his 

work has been subject to review in line with our usual processes.  We discussed and agreed 

this approach with the service before commencing the work. 

We have no other matters to report. 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to express our thanks to Janine Boughton – Head of Administration, James 

Freeman – Head of Planning, Tony Van Veghel - Director of South Thames Gateway Building 

Control Partnership who assisted with the completion of this work.  

 

Audit team and contact details Report distribution list 

Head of Audit Partnership 

Rich Clarke  

(Rich.Clarke@MidKent.gov.uk) 

 

Audit Manager  

Frankie Smith 

(Frankie.Smith @MidKent.gov.uk) 

 

Auditor 

David Griffiths 

(David.Griffiths@MidKent.gov.uk)  

Draft and final report 

James Freeman – Head of Planning 

 

Final report only 

Emma Wiggins – Interim Director of 

Regeneration 

Abdool Kara – Chief Executive 

Nick Vickers – Head of Finance 

 

mailto:Rich.Clarke@MidKent.gov.uk
mailto:alison.blake@midkent.gov.uk
mailto:David.Griffiths@MidKent.gov.uk


MID KENT AUDIT 
 

4 

 

Detailed Findings 

We completed fieldwork during October and November 2016 to the agreed audit objectives, 

and using the tests set out in the final audit brief dated 12 October 2016. We include the 

audit brief at appendix I.  

We present the brief as originally agreed since we completed this review, although the 

timeline was extended slightly. We again thank the service for support provided to enable 

efficient completion of our work. 

Objective 1: To revisit the Partnership governance arrangements 

and to assess the impact of any changes to those arrangements 

since the last audit review. 

Test 1: To ensure that there is a partnership agreement in place between all parties.  

Our testing established that there is a Memorandum of Understanding in place which has 

been approved by all members of the partnership. 

Test2: To confirm that the Council has a designated Lead Officer who is the key point of 

contact between the Council and the Building Control Partnership. 

Our review identified that the Head of Planning has been designated the role of Lead 

Officer, and as such is the key point of contact between the Council and the Partnership.  

Test3: Governance and monitoring arrangements for the Building Control partnership 

should be suitably detailed. 

The Governance arrangements for the Partnership are suitably detailed within the 

Memorandum of Understanding for the Partnership. 

Conclusion: We conclude as a result of our testing, that there are suitable governance 

arrangements for the Partnership and that those arrangements are detailed within the 

Memorandum of Understanding for the Partnership.  
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Objective 2: Review and assessment of contract monitoring 

arrangements to include but not limited to partnership board 

attendance and reporting, performance targets, contractor 

meetings and complaints. 

The table below sets out the controls considered during the review over the effectiveness of 

contract monitoring, attendance at meetings, and performance targets. 

Controls tested Findings 

Access to the Memorandum 

of Understanding. 

Unsatisfactory 

The Head of Planning as designated Lead Officer does not 

hold a signed copy of the Memorandum of Understanding 

for the Partnership. R1 

Clearly documented 

meetings arrangements 

Satisfactory 

 

Meetings take place as per 

MOU 

Satisfactory 

Our review of meeting minutes confirms that meetings of 

the Joint Committee are regularly attended by the Swale 

member representative. Similarly the Swale Lead Officer 

regularly attends meetings of the Steering Committee.  

Performance and service 

standards should be suitably 

detailed. 

Satisfactory but could be improved 

Performance Indicators for the Partnership have been set by 

Management Team, and agreed by the Joint Committee and 

Steering Group.  The Lead Officer confirmed that he is happy 

with the levels of performance being achieved. 

Review of performance against the agreed standards 

identified that some indicators consistently exceed targets, 

suggesting that those targets provide insufficient challenge 

to support continuing service development.  Conversely, 

other indicators consistently underperform.  Taken together, 

these findings suggest the current indicator set is not used 

to actually monitor performance, and so the council should 

consider a review leading to, if appropriate, adoption of a 

new set of indicators and/or targets.  R5  



MID KENT AUDIT 
 

2 

 

Controls tested Findings 

Performance of the 

partnership should be 

suitably reported. 

Satisfactory 

Our testing identified that performance is being suitably  

reported monthly to the Partnership Management Team, 

and quarterly to the Steering Group and Joint Committee.  

Complaints from customers 

should be suitably 

investigated and reported.  

Satisfactory 

We found suitable procedures in place for investigating and 

reporting complaints and reporting to Lead Officers.  

The Partnership should 

produce a business plan for 

approval by all 3 partners at 

regular intervals. 

Satisfactory 

The Partnership produces a rolling 3 year business plan 

supported by a delivery plan presented to each partner 

authority for approval each year. 

The risks to the Council from 

being in the Partnership or 

the withdrawal of a partner 

should be documented and 

considered. 

Unsatisfactory 

The perceived risks to the Council are considered to be 

lower as a result of being in the partnership. However some 

risks to the Council remain evident despite being in the 

Partnership, our testing identified that those risks are not 

currently documented. R6 

 

R1: Signed Memorandum of Understanding Priority 3: Medium 

Obtain a signed copy of the Memorandum of Understanding for the Partnership 

 

R5: Review performance indicators Priority 4: Low 

Review and update performance indicators and targets. 

 

R7: Risk Management Priority 4: Low 

Identify and evaluate the risks to the Council arising from being in the STG partnership. 

 

Conclusion: We conclude as a result of our testing that good governance arrangements are 

in place to ensure sound management of the Partnership.  
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Objective 3: To confirm that the Council is making the correct 
contract payments to STG. 

Each partner must contribute an agreed percentage of the partnership’s annual non-fee 

earning service costs.  Each partner contribution is based on the number of residential and 

commercial properties in each borough.  Swale is liable for 27% of the total costs.  Swale’s 

contribution for 2016/17 is £75,080. 

Audit testing on SBC partnership contributions confirms that; 

 the invoices for contributions have been correctly raised for the amounts approved 

in the Business Plan for 2016/17, 

 all payments to the Partnership from the Council were correct and authorised, 

 all payments due to the Partnership were up-to-date. 

Conclusion: Partnership contributions have been correctly calculated by the partnership and 

paid by the Council.  
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Objective 4: To determine whether the Council’s statutory 
obligations are being satisfied through the Partnership, and 
confirmation that these cases are being dealt within accordance 
with agreed procedures and timescales. 

Test 1: To confirm that the fees for building control services provided by the partnership 

are appropriately approved. 

Our testing has established that the Director of the Partnership has been given delegated 

authority by the Joint Committee to review and update the building control fees as 

necessary.  The current building control fees came into effect on 01 January 2016. 

Test 2: To ensure that the fees charged for the building control service are published and 

readily available to users of the service. 

The current building control fees are published on the STG website and information on the 

current fees is available from the customer services teams / reception at Swale House if 

required. 

Test 3: to Ensure that the correct fee is charged for all building control work undertaken. 

The Partnership consider the ongoing review of fees on an application by application basis 

necessary towards ensuring that the fees charged by the Partnership achieve the correct 

balance between remaining competitive in a commercial market, and achieving ongoing 

savings..  

We obtained a report detailing all applications recorded on the system for the period 01 

January 2016 to 30 September 2016 to select a sample for testing. We selected 15 from a 

population of 448 applications. We identified variations to published fees in 4 of the 15 

applications tested resulting in reductions in the region of £800 being applied across the 4 

cases where reductions to fees were applied.. Current procedures for processing 

applications dictate that officers are required to obtain verbal approval from the Head of 

Administration only for variations to fees with no note being added to record who granted 

approval to vary the fee. We also identified that no sample checks are undertaken on 

applications by management to confirm that variations to fees are being consistently 

applied to applications.  It is not clear to us, therefore, how the service is controlling against 

the risk of building control officers inappropriately charging discounted fees.  This practice 

could, if not controlled, increase the risk of actual or perceived corruption. R2 R2  & R4 

Furthermore, there was no clear guidance on how fee discounts are monitored or recorded 

so that their impact on income projections can be monitored.  If our sample is reflective of 
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the population and around 25% of engagements result in recovering less than the list fee, 

that may have a significant bearing on the ability of the Partnership to achieve its financial 

objectives. 

Finally, there is no guidance within the service on minimum or ‘cost price’ for services.  

Although the financial projection to recover costs is based on the service as a whole rather 

than specific jobs, there is a risk if discounts are persistently offered at below cost price that 

the Partnership will need to increase rather than reduce the contributions required from 

partner councils. 

R2: Record all variations to published fees Priority 3: Medium 

Record on each application the name of the officer that has approved a variation to the 

published fee. 

 

R3: Review all variations to published fees Priority 3: Medium 

Undertake sample checks to ensure that variations to fees are being consistently applied. 

 

R4: Report on variations to published fees   Priority 3: Medium 

Report to Management Team the volume and cost of variations to published fees. 

 

Test 4: The services provided by the Consultancy service together with income received 

should be in line with the business plan. 

Our testing confirms that the services currently provided by, and income received from the 

consultancy service are in currently accordance with the business plan. 

Test 5: The process for reporting dangerous structures should be well publicised on the 

Councils website. 

We searched the SBC website and did not find any reference to procedures for reporting 

dangerous structures. It does however provide a link to the STG Partnership website which 

then gives details on how to report dangerous structures. R8 

R8: Publish dangerous structure reporting procedures Priority 4: Low 

Publish dangerous structure reporting procedures. 
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Test 6: All reports of dangerous structures should be suitably investigated with the 

findings being documented. 

From a total population of 21 dangerous structure incidents we selected a sample of 7 for 

testing. Out review established that all incidents reported been initially visited by officers 

within a suitable timescale with a suitable outcome being achieved in all the cases reviewed. 

All officers are Officers undertaking inspections of dangerous structures have been issued 

devices to enable them to take photographs to evidence their findings on site. However our 

review of case files identified that officers had taken photographs to evidence their findings 

in only 4 of the 7 cases reviewed. This is particularly important to evidence the condition of 

a structure at the time the officer undertook their inspection of a structure which was 

reported as dangerous. R5 

R5: Evidence collection and retention Priority 3: Medium 

Upload possible and actual dangerous structure site photos to case files. 

 

Conclusion: Fees charged are being properly approved and publicised. However 

authorisation for variations to published fees are not being evidenced and there are no 

checks in place to confirm that variations to fees are being consistently applied to 

applications. All reports tested of dangerous structures were inspected within suitable 

timescales by officers, however photographs are not consistently being taken to evidence 

findings when inspecting reports of dangerous structures. 
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SBC-OR01: Building Control - Recommendations and Action Plan 
 

R1: Signed Memorandum of Understanding Priority 3: Medium 

Obtain a signed copy of the Memorandum of Understanding for the Partnership 

 

This will ensure that the Council has access to a version of the Memorandum of 

Understanding which the Council is required to comply with. 

Management Response 

JF (HoPS) to obtain a signed copy of the partnership agreement.   

Responsible officer: 

James Freeman (Head of Planning) 

Responsible officer: 

James Freeman (Head of Planning) 

 
 

R2: Record all variations to published fees Priority 3 Medium 

Record on each application the name of the officer that has approved a variation to the 

published fee. 

This will enable management to review and compare variations to published fees and then 

ensure that variations are being consistently applied. 

Management Response 

This recommendation is based on test 3 on page 4 of the report which relates to the correct 

fee being charged for building control work which is undertaken. Whilst acknowledging 

there has to be a balance between competitiveness in the commercial market and 

achieving ongoing savings, there is concern that the auditor may not have had the charges 

legislation fully explained to him. 

Under regulation 7 of the Building (Local Authority Charges ) Regulations 2010 the local 

authority has to follow a process for determining fees and has to apply a set of factors 

which are listed in the regulations.  

It is  noted that the auditor identified variations in fee quotes against published standard 

fees of around 25%  in the test sample. This should not be seen as unusual as regulation 7 

indicates these factors which can be taken into account when determining fees and 

regulation 8 specifically allows for a determination of an  individual application fee where 

there are various work types , e.g. extension, internal alterations and a loft conversion , 

being carried out at one property and the owner or agent has requested this to be taken 
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into account. In which case a standard charge or a number of standard charges would not 

be aggregated together but based on an individually determined fee. 

In order for the service   to remain competitive we have to give a speedy response to 

telephone enquiries and any delay in responding for example to get authorisation from a 

senior officer can lose us work. 

All staff have been trained on the charges legislation and estimating fees and need to have 

the authority and responsibility to give quotes on certain work types. Most phone call 

quote requests are for domestic work, often ready to start and we cannot afford to delay 

response otherwise the work will go to Approved Inspectors.  

It should be noted that an estimate of the charge given over the phone is not binding until 

the application is made and the full works assessed. There are often instances when the 

application is re-assessed on submission and found to contain other works which were not 

included in the original quote. It is only when the application is validated that the officer 

concerned agrees the fee and any queries would be raised with the head of administration 

at that time. The officer concerned can be identified as they are recorded on the 

application file. Technical administrators have been reminded to advise clients that the fee 

will be re-assessed on submission when the full extent of the works can be determined, just 

in case there are any variances. As all of our telephone calls are recorded, where any 

subsequent fee related query comes in , management can replay the original phone call to 

determine what information was given and what the response was.  

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 

Implementation date: 

Refresher training on charges legislation 

by end February 2017 
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R3: Review all variations to published fees Priority 3 Medium 

Undertake sample checks to ensure that variations to fees are being consistently applied. 

 

This will enable management to ensure that variations to published fees are being 

consistently applied so that the Partnership can both remain competitive in an increasingly 

commercial market and at the same time achieve a balanced budget. 

 

Management Response 

This recommendation is based on test 3 on page 4 of the report which relates to the correct 

fee being charged for building control work which is undertaken. Whilst acknowledging 

there has to be a balance between competitiveness in the commercial market and 

achieving ongoing savings, there is concern that the auditor may not have had the charges 

legislation fully explained to him. 

Under regulation 7 of the Building (Local Authority Charges ) Regulations 2010 the local 

authority has to follow a process for determining fees and has to apply a set of factors 

which are listed in the regulations.  

It is  noted that the auditor identified variations in fee quotes against published standard 

fees of around 25%  in the test sample. This should not be seen as unusual as regulation 7 

indicates these factors which can be taken into account when determining fees and 

regulation 8 specifically allows for a determination of an  individual application fee where 

there are various work types , e.g. extension, internal alterations and a loft conversion , 

being carried out at one property and the owner or agent has requested this to be taken 

into account. In which case a standard charge or a number of standard charges would not 

be aggregated together but based on an individually determined fee. 

In order for the service   to remain competitive we have to give a speedy response to 

telephone enquiries and any delay in responding for example to get authorisation from a 

senior officer can lose us work. 

All staff have been trained on the charges legislation and estimating fees and need to have 

the authority and responsibility to give quotes on certain work types. Most phone call 

quote requests are for domestic work, often ready to start and we cannot afford to delay 

response otherwise the work will go to Approved Inspectors.  

It should be noted that an estimate of the charge given over the phone is not binding until 

the application is made and the full works assessed. There are often instances when the 

application is re-assessed on submission and found to contain other works which were not 

included in the original quote. It is only when the application is validated that the officer 
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concerned agrees the fee and any queries would be raised with the head of administration 

at that time. The officer concerned can be identified as they are recorded on the 

application file. Technical administrators have been reminded to advise clients that the fee 

will be re-assessed on submission when the full extent of the works can be determined, just 

in case there are any variances. As all of our telephone calls are recorded, where any 

subsequent fee related query comes in , management can replay the original phone call to 

determine what information was given and what the response was.  

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 

Implementation date: 

Refresher training on charges legislation 

by end February 2017 

 

 

R4: Report on variations to published fees   Priority 3: Medium 

Report to Management Team the volume and cost of variations to published fees. 

This will allow Management Team to fully review the impact of variations to published fees 

and identify where changes may need to be made to published fees in order to reduce the 

ongoing requirement for variations. 

Management Response 

R4  looks at a report going to management team to show the volume and cost of variations 

to published fees and relates back to where fees are below any standard charge rates .   As  

noted  above the service operates under legislation that was designed to give local 

Authorities this flexibility rather than the Prescribed fees of the previous legislation. A 

comparison of actual income against perceived standard rates would not be practical and 

would not give the information the auditor seeks because if we applied standard charges to 

everything we would not win the work, losing both market share and income and would 

greatly increase the likelihood of contributions being increased.  

It is suggested  that it may be more beneficial to report our work on the determination of 

charging rates for the following financial year, based on the CIPFA guidance, to the steering 

group so that forecasts in line with the charges legislation can be examined. 

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of  Operations) 

 

Implementation date: 

Report to Steering Group by may 2017 
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R5: Evidence collection and retention Priority 3 Medium 

Take photographs at all visits of possible and actual dangerous structures.  

 

By making use of equipment already issued to officers, they will be able to ensure that 

photographic evidence is available to document their findings at visits to actual and 

possible dangerous structures.   

Management Response 

This makes a valid point in ensuring photographs are included in each dangerous structure 

report, so that there is clear evidence of the initial status, monitoring and final outcome of 

a dangerous structure inspection. Included in this must be a photograph of the structure 

when the file was closed, so that if the service is challenged, it can prove the condition of 

the structure at the time of inspection. 

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 

 

R6: Review performance indicators Priority 4: Low 

Review performance indicators to ensure that they remain challenging yet achievable. 

 

This will enable management and the Joint Committee to better evaluate levels of 

performance being achieved by the Partnership. 

Management Response 

This relates to performance indicators and a review to ensure steering group and joint 

Committee can properly evaluate levels of performance. Performance indicators are 

reported at each Joint Committee through the quarterly monitoring reports as well as being 

examined prior to that by Steering group. They have been amended in the past where 

officers or Members have asked them to be more challenging. 

Discussions to take place at Steering Group and Joint Committee to consider whether the 

PI’s should be reviewed. 

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 

Responsible officer: 

Tony Vanveghel (Director of Operations) 
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R7: Risk Management Priority 4: Low 

Identify, assess and document the risks to the Council arising from being in the STG 

partnership. 

 

This will enable the Council to better assess and monitor the risks associated with the 

building control partnership. 

Management Response 

To be included as part of Service Plan preparation 

Responsible officer: 

James Freeman (Head of Planning) 

Responsible officer: 

James Freeman (Head of Planning) 

 

R8: Publish dangerous structure reporting procedures Priority 4: Low 

Publish dangerous structure reporting procedures. 

 

The implementation of this recommendation will give more information to members of the 

public on the procedures and contact details for reporting a potentially dangerous 

structure. 

Management Response 

A link will be provided to the STGBCP website setting out reporting procedures for 

dangerous structures and contact details. 

Responsible officer: 

Janine Broughton (Administration, 

Consultancy&  Business Development 

Manager) 

 

Responsible officer: 

Janine Broughton (Administration, 

Consultancy&  Business Development 

Manager) 
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Appendix I: Audit Brief 

About the Service 

Building Control is statutory service which provides an advisory and enforcement function 

which ensures that the construction of new buildings, and alterations to existing buildings, 

are completed in accordance with the health, safety and convenience of the people in and 

around the buildings.   

The Council’s Building Control service is provided through a partnership between 

Gravesham, Medway and Swale Borough Council’s.  The Partnership, named the South 

Thames Gateway (STG) commenced in October 2007.  The current partnership agreement is 

due to end in December 2016.  The Partnership is hosted by Medway Council, including the 

employment of all staff. 

The annual cost of the Partnership for 2016/17 after allowing for income is estimated to be 

£278k, of which Swale Borough Council contributes £75,080 (27%) towards this cost. 

 
The current three year Business Plan for the partnership incorporates important changes to 

the partnerships structure to reflect a changing market and greater customer expectations. 

 

About the Audit 

This audit will focus on the contract monitoring arrangements which the Council has in place 

to ensure that the partnership delivers a satisfactory level of service (in accordance with the 

Memorandum of Understanding) to the Council and members of the public. Our findings in 

this review will contribute towards the internal controls aspect of the Head of Audit 

Opinion, to be issued in June 2017. 

The last internal audit review of the Building Control Partnership was completed in 2012/13.  

This audit was awarded a substantial level of assurance. 
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Objectives 

1. To revisit the Partnership governance arrangements and to assess the impact of any 

changes to those arrangements since the last audit review 

2. Review and assessment of contract monitoring arrangements to include but not 
limited to partnership board attendance and reporting, performance targets, 
contractor meetings and complaints. 

3. To confirm that the Council is making the correct contract payments to STG. 
4. To determine whether the Council’s statutory obligations are being satisfied through 

the Partnership, and confirmation that these cases are being dealt within accordance 
with agreed procedures and timescales. 

 

Audit Scope 

1.   For the purposes of this review we will be referring to the following documentation; 

 STG Memorandum of Understanding  

 STG Business Plan 

 STG Procedures 

 STG Joint Committee meeting minutes 

 STG Board Papers. 

 

This review will also involve inspection and testing of;  

 Building Control Performance Management information reported to SBC 

 Building Control case files 

 Fees and charges 

 Customer complaints 

 Contract payments. 

Audit Testing 

1. Discussions with key officers to identify changes in the partnership governance 

arrangements since the last internal audit review. 

2. Review of the STG Memorandum of Agreement and current business plan to identify 

and establish agreed service delivery. 

3. Review and assessment of contract monitoring arrangements. 

4. Review of the building control trading account. 

5. High level review of consultancy work and achievement of associated income targets. 

6. Review and analysis of 2015-16 performance indicators against targets agreed in the STG 

MOU. 
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7. Testing of a sample of Building Control case files to confirm that cases are dealt with in 

accordance with agreed procedures. 

8. Testing of a sample of complaints received regarding to determine whether the 

complaints have been processed in accordance with the agreed response times. 

9. Confirmation that contract payments are being made in line with the MOU. 

10. Review of reporting arrangements to SBC Members and SMT 

 

 

Audit Resources 

 

Based on the objectives, scope and testing identified we expect this review will require 15 

days of audit resources, broadly divided as follows: 

 

Audit Task Auditors Number of Days (Projected) 

Planning David Griffiths 1 

Fieldwork David Griffiths 7.5 

Reporting David Griffiths 1 

Supervision & Review Frankie Smith .5 

Total  10 
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Audit Timeline 

  03-10: 

Fieldwork 

begins 

 24-11: 

Draft 

report 

 06-01: 

Final 

report 

 

        

 03-10: 

Finalise 

audit 

brief 

 

 14-11: 

Fieldwork 

ends * 

 03-01: 

Closing 

meeting 

  

* The dates for fieldwork and reporting have been extended to account for a delay on a 

previous audit 

Resources required by audit 

Key Contacts 

James Freeman Head of Planning Services 

Tony Van Veghel Director of South Thames Gateway Building 

Control 

Janine Boughton Head of Administration 

 

Documents required 

STG Memorandum of Agreement 

Building Control trading accounts for 2014/15 & 2015/16  

STG Memorandum of Understanding 

STG Business Plan 

STG Procedures 

STG Joint Committee meeting minutes 

STG Board Papers. 
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Appendix II: Assurance & Priority level definitions 

Assurance Ratings 

 

Strong – Controls within the service are 

well designed and operating as 

intended, exposing the service to no 

uncontrolled risk.  There will also often 

be elements of good practice or value 

for money efficiencies which may be 

instructive to other authorities.  

Reports with this rating will have few, if 

any, recommendations and those will 

generally be priority 4. 

Sound – Controls within the service are 

generally well designed and operated but 

there are some opportunities for 

improvement, particularly with regard to 

efficiency or to address less significant 

uncontrolled operational risks.  Reports 

with this rating will have some priority 3 

and 4 recommendations, and occasionally 

priority 2 recommendations where they do 

not speak to core elements of the service. 

Effective Service
 

Weak – Controls within the service 

have deficiencies in their design and/or 

operation that leave it exposed to 

uncontrolled operational risk and/or 

failure to achieve key service aims.  

Reports with this rating will have 

mainly priority 2 and 3 

recommendations which will often 

describe weaknesses with core 

elements of the service. 

Poor – Controls within the service are 

deficient to the extent that the service is 

exposed to actual failure or significant risk 

and these failures and risks are likely to 

affect the Council as a whole. Reports with 

this rating will have priority 1 and/or a 

range of priority 2 recommendations which, 

taken together, will or are preventing from 

achieving its core objectives. 

In
effective Service
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Recommendation Ratings 

Priority 1 (Critical) – To address a finding which affects (negatively) the risk rating assigned 

to a Council strategic risk or seriously impairs its ability to achieve a key priority.  Priority 1 

recommendations are likely to require immediate remedial action.  Priority 1 

recommendations also describe actions the authority must take without delay. 

Priority 2 (High) – To address a finding which impacts a strategic risk or key priority, which 

makes achievement of the Council’s aims more challenging but not necessarily cause severe 

impediment.  This would also normally be the priority assigned to recommendations that 

address a finding that the Council is in (actual or potential) breach of a legal responsibility, 

unless the consequences of non-compliance are severe. Priority 2 recommendations are 

likely to require remedial action at the next available opportunity, or as soon as is practical.  

Priority 2 recommendations also describe actions the authority must take. 

Priority 3 (Medium) – To address a finding where the Council is in (actual or potential) 

breach of its own policy or a less prominent legal responsibility but does not impact directly 

on a strategic risk or key priority.  There will often be mitigating controls that, at least to 

some extent, limit impact.  Priority 3 recommendations are likely to require remedial action 

within six months to a year.  Priority 3 recommendations describe actions the authority 

should take. 

Priority 4 (Low) – To address a finding where the Council is in (actual or potential) breach of 

its own policy but no legal responsibility and where there is trivial, if any, impact on strategic 

risks or key priorities.  There will usually be mitigating controls to limit impact.  Priority 4 

recommendations are likely to require remedial action within the year.  Priority 4 

recommendations generally describe actions the authority could take. 

Advisory – We will include in the report notes drawn from our experience across the 

partner authorities where the service has opportunities to improve.  These will be included 

for the service to consider and not be subject to formal follow up process. 

 
 

 


