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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the report is to update Members of the Council’s Audit Committee on: 

 Internal Audit work performed up to 19th July 2022, including final reports issued 
relating to a previous reporting period; and 

 Significant issues that have arisen during this period as a result of our work. 

 
 

Content 

The information is presented in the following schedules: 

1. A Statistical Summary of Recommendations 

 This schedule includes all audit recommendations to which Council 
management have responded between 1st April 2022 and 19th July 2022.  The 
figures are analysed according to the ‘priority’ of the recommendations, and the 
extent to which each has been accepted by management for action. 

2. Accepted Priority 1 Recommendations 

 This schedule provides details of all major recommendations which have been 
accepted by management. 

3. Rejected Recommendations 

 This schedule provides details of major and significant (i.e. Priority 1 and 
Priority 2) recommendations, which have been rejected by Council 
Management. 

4. Audit Coverage 

 Details of audit assignments carried out in the period, including any checks on 
external partner organisations. 

5. Classifications of Assurance and Recommendations 

 An explanation of the classifications used for prioritising recommendations and 
assessing levels of assurance. 
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1. STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following table summarises the number of audit recommendations we have made 
in our final reports issued up to 19th July 2022; analysed by their priority, including 
whether accepted by management. 

 

Recommendations Total Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3 

Made 72 28 40 4 

Fully Accepted 62 23 35 4 

Partly Accepted 10 5 5 - 

Not Accepted 0 - - - 
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2. ACCEPTED PRIORITY 1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

There have been twenty-eight Priority One recommendations made since the previous 
Audit Committee, which relate to the following: 

 

Audit Report  Covid Risk Assessment – Post Assurance Report 20-25 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that all control measures identified 
in the risk assessments produced are evidenced, including 
retrospectively, and spot checked by management where 
necessary. 

Rationale Although the Council has produced various risk assessments 
relating to Covid-19, including safe procedures and practices 
(i.e. regarding vehicle sharing and home visits), the audit 
identified that no formal checks are being performed or 
evidence documented to confirm these controls are 
consistently and correctly applied.   

Without formal documentation evidencing the controls are in 
place and adhered to, the Council may be open to criticism and 
reputational damage etc. 

This lack of formal evidence does not provide an adequate 
level of assurance for those charged with governance 
responsibilities.  

Response  The Health and Safety Advisor was line managed by the 
Property Services Group Manager and responsible for 
ensuring health and safety checks with regard to Covid-19 
were being undertaken. I am unable to comment on the 
findings as the Health and Safety Advisor no longer works for 
the Council and the role of Health and Safety Advisor no longer 
exists within the Council structure. 

As set out in the Government’s plan for living with COVID-19, 
the Government expects the virus to be managed regionally 
and locally as part of a wider all hazards approach, using 
existing health protection frameworks.  

As part of this approach, focus should be placed on protecting 
those settings known to be at highest risk through local 
COVID-19 outbreak investigation and management activities, 
led by UKHSA Regional Health Protection Teams (HPTs).  

The Government is asking LAs to continue to routinely provide 
public health messaging and communications to set out advice 
about sensible behaviours and actions to their local residents. 
(This function sits with Cumbria County Council) 
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Response  

(cont.) 

The Government has further removed the need for venues to 
have systems in place that allow individuals to ‘check in’ and 
be notified if they have visited a venue linked to a COVID-19 
outbreak. This means the process for a COVID-19 venue alert 
to be raised by LAs via the Service Hub will cease from 24th 
February 2022. 

The Covid-19 Co-ordination Group will review the 
Government’s Covid-19 Decommissioning Guidance and 
advise the Council’s Senior Management Team on Covid-19 
requirements for the period leading up to the LGR transfer 
deadline. 

The Government is expected to provide a further update on 
“Living with Covid” on 1st April 2022.  

The Head of Asset Management will ensure “Control 
Measures” identified in the Covid risk assessments are 
reviewed, updated and periodically checked in accordance with 
HSE guidance. 

 

 

Audit Report  Covid Risk Assessment – Post Assurance Report 20-25 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that cleaning requirements are 
explicitly detailed within the cleaning contract.  Further, any 
additional Covid cleaning requirements identified as part of the 
risk assessment should be formally communicated to the 
cleaning contractor, agreed as an amendment to the contract; 
and necessary assurance regarding this obtained. 

Rationale Internal Audit were informed by the Health and Safety Advisor 
that Council premises are cleaned in accordance with the 
cleaning contract. However, no evidence of the cleaning of 
specific area is maintained.  It could be confirmed that areas of 
the Town Hall are planned to be cleaned daily however, a 
schedule of exact areas has not been provided. 

Internal Audit were informed that since March 2020 the 
contractor has increased daily cleaning hours from 2 to 3 within 
the Town Hall building to include extra handrail, door handle 
cleaning etc.; however, this is only documented in an email 
rather than a formal contract amendment.  There is no 
assurance that specific high risk/additional cleaning is 
performed.   
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Rationale 

(cont.) 

Further, the Covid 19 risk assessment required that: 

a) a 2% bleach solution should be used for cleaning.  
Specifications of cleaning products are provided by the 
contractor, however, no reference to a 2% bleach 
solution was identified; 

b) Cleaning staff wear disposable gloves, however, staff 
have been observed on several occasions cleaning 
without gloves; 

c) Cloths and mop heads are removed in a safe manner – 
no evidence of this requirement is in the contract 
documents provided. 

Without formal documentation and acceptance of these 
requirements between the Council and the contractor, 
management does not have adequate assurance that these 
additional control measures have been put in place. 

Response  The Health and Safety Advisor was line managed by the 
Property Services Group Manager and responsible for 
ensuring procurement compliance and detailed contract 
specifications with regard to Covid-19.  I am unable to 
comment on the findings as the Health and Safety Advisor no 
longer works for the Council and the role of Health and Safety 
Advisor no longer exists within the Council structure. 

At a meeting held on 9.3.2022, the following actions were 
agreed in line with current HSE guidance: 

 Point cleaning should continue until 1.4.2022. 

It is proposed, subject to SMT approval, for point cleaning to 
cease after 1.4.2022 but this may be dependent on 
Government guidance expected on 1.4.2022. 

If point cleaning is a requirement after 1.4.2022 the Head of 
Asset Management will ensure recommendation 2 highlighted 
in this report is fully actioned. 
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Audit Report  CR141 Housing 2019-23 Staircase Cleaning   

Recommendation The Head of Asset Management should explain why all 
relevant procedures in the Council’s CSOs were not adhered 
to, based on the full-life value of the contract. 

Rationale The Council’s Contract Standing Orders lays out the 
Contracting Process and stipulates that “As a minimum, 
contracts awarded under these standing orders will follow this 
process”.  It also states that tenders shall not be required if “the 
Chief Executive and Director of Resources in consultation with 
the Chair or Vice-Chair of the Executive Committee, determine 
that: the relevant goods, work or services are required so 
urgently as to justify a departure from the rules; or the works, 
goods or services are of a specialised nature.” 

During Stage 1 of the contract, Internal Audit was not satisfied 
that the appropriate procedures had been followed for a 
contract worth £177,702 in regards to: 

• advertising in local press, the Chest or OJEU;  

• the undertaking of a prequalification questionnaire or 
other appropriate assessment of the tenderers’ financial 
capacity; and  

• inviting tenders from a minimum of four competent 
contractors. 

In the Assistant Director – Housing’s report to the Housing 
Management Forum meeting on 17th January 2019 it was 
stated that “In view of the Committee cycles, a management 
decision had been made to re-tender the contract on the basis 
of the existing specification and companies that had previously 
expressed an interest in the work.”  

It does not appear that this constitutes an exception to the 
Contract Standing Orders and no evidence was provided that 
the Chief Executive/Director of Resources, in consultation with 
the Chairman/Vice-Chairman of the Executive Committee, had 
determined it as such. 

Response  The Head of Asset Management acknowledges this oversight 
and will ensure additional checks are undertaken to prevent 
such occurrences happening in future. 
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Audit Report  CR141 Housing 2019-23 Staircase Cleaning   

Recommendation The Council should ensure that all service contracts are 
appropriately tendered prior to the expiration of the existing 
agreement.  Further, it should consider introducing appropriate 
measures to ensure that the Contracts Register is regularly 
checked for upcoming completion dates so that appropriate 
action can be taken in a timely manner. 

Rationale The Assistant Director of Housing reported to Executive 
Committee on 17th January 2019 that the Staircase Cleaning 
Contract had expired on 31st March 2018, that invitations to 
tender were sent out on 23rd November 2018 and that the new 
contract was due to be let from 1st April 2019.  Twelve months 
therefore passed between the expiration of the previous 
contract and the letting of the new one.  Such practices might 
lead to the Council extending contracts beyond the limits set 
out by the CSOs or to services falling into abeyance. 

Response  The contract overrun placed additional time constraints on 
officers. 

Time constraints were identified and acknowledged within the 
Options Appraisal documentation. 

 



 

10 

 

Audit Report  CR141 Housing 2019-23 Staircase Cleaning   

Recommendation Officers should ensure that the Council’s General Contract is 
only used to supplement an individual contract covering the 
specific details of the service or works; such as the length of 
the contract with commencement date, the agreed full-life cost 
and requisite levels of insurance cover.  This document should 
be signed by the Council and the Contractor prior to 
commencement. 

Rationale Internal Audit found that the sealed contract held by the 
Corporate Asset Registrar contained the following documents:  

• the works specification;  

• the original signed tender submission with certificate of 
non-collusion; 

• a copy of the Council’s General Contract with 
Addendum 1 (GDPR definitions); 

• the data processing contract; 

• the health and safety policy statement and management 
arrangements. 

These documents are not held to constitute an appropriate 
contract, either individually or collectively.  In particular the 
following, mandated by CSOs, are not included: 

• signatures of both parties; 

• reference to the time within which the contract is to be 
performed (i.e. the length of the contract); and 

• details of the requisite levels of insurance. 

It is not considered that the proposed Management Response 
given below is sufficient to resolve this issue as the Staircase 
Cleaning service is ongoing without a proper contract being in 
place.  Appropriate steps ought to be taken to rectify this.   

Response  The Head of Asset Management acknowledges this oversight 
and will ensure the correct procedures and information is 
provided to the Contracts Registrar to prevent such 
occurrences happening in future. 
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Audit Report  21-17 Procurement 

Recommendation Management Board should explain the reasons for significant 
non-compliance with the Council’s financial regulations with 
regard to expenditure incurred with individual suppliers in 
excess of £100,000; and ensure that all future procurements 
exceeding £100,000 are conducted in accordance with 
Contract Standing Orders. 

Rationale The Council’s Purchasing Procedure states that “Any purchase 
of £100,000 or above must be conducted in accordance with 
the Contract Standing Orders” and “The thresholds apply to the 
whole scope of supply”. 

Internal Audit selected a random sample of 50 purchases 
made during 2021. Thirteen of these related to contracts or 
framework agreements. Within the remaining 37 payments 
Internal Audit identified three instances where a supplier had 
been paid in excess of £100,00 and a contract was not in 
place:  

 a consultant which had received a total of £183,557.10 
from the Council in the previous twelve months. No 
evidence regarding this supplier was provided to Internal 
Audit and no evidence that the supplier had been 
approved as a specialist could be found; 

 a supplier for housing adaptations which had received a 
total of £132,886.26 from the Council in the previous 
twelve months; and 

 a specific supplier of social media and PR services 
which had received a total of £106,698.35 from the 
Council in the previous twelve months. 

In addition, a substantive review of expenditure incurred during 
Covid-19 lockdowns, between April and November 2020, 
identified a consultant who had received over £153,000 during 
the period (£350,000 to date); and a contract was not in place. 

This review also identified payments to another consultant, 
who had been awarded a contract worth over £103,000. Whilst 
a contract had been put in place, a Contract Management 
Checklist had not been submitted for audit as required by 
Contract Standing Orders. 

These are a clear breaches of the Council’s Purchasing 
Procedure/Contract Standing Orders and the nature of these 
arrangement should be investigated immediately; with any 
future provision of the relevant service being procured in 
accordance with the Council’s procedures. 
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Response   The consultant is a not-for-profit organisation that offer a 
network of local authority experienced officers, 
specifically frontline services.  They proposed 
candidates for various gaps in staffing within key 
frontline services and during this period also provided 
the legal and project resources for the leisure service 
project.  The comparison between candidates has been 
used as the quotation requirement and it is agreed that 
this is not comparing three suppliers as required by the 
procedure.  To recognise that agencies do specialise in 
particular disciplines, the Executive Committee have 
agreed that specialised agencies may be used, and the 
comparison be of candidates rather than multiple 
agencies with multiple candidates.  The subsequent use 
of this consultant specialist was subject to approval of 
the Executive Committee. 

 The Housing Department adaptations contract was 
awarded through the Procure Plus framework.  The 
successful company have subcontracted as permitted 
by the contracting arrangements.  The adaptations work 
has been procured in accordance with the procedure. 

 The original social media and PR contract was extended 
during COVID-19 as communications were an extremely 
high priority.  The additional/expanded services 
procured due to COVID were paid from the extra 
emergency funding received from government in 
recognition of the needs the pandemic created.  A new 
PR/Communications Service contract was awarded in 
2021 following a tender exercise. 

It is agreed that contracts with the remaining two suppliers 
should have been in place and that has been addressed. 

Management Team have been aware of auditor concerns from 
previous audits and have taken steps to address these.  During 
2021, a Procurement Review was undertaken by STAR 
procurement, a local authority shared service who are national 
leaders in procurement and shared services who work with 
organisations to deliver real and tangible transformation and 
approvements.  The review has led to a revised Procurement 
Strategy adopting in January 2022 and new contract standing 
orders and revised guidance/thresholds which have been 
implemented since 1 April 2022.  Training for procuring officers 
was provided through March 2022. 
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Audit Report  21-17 Procurement 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that the provisions in place for the 
engagement of “specialist” suppliers is not abused and are 
used only for the engagement of true specialists rather than 
just preferred suppliers; and where specialised suppliers are 
identified, approval is obtained and clearly documented by 
authorised managers prior to purchase. 

Rationale The Purchasing Procedure states that “Specialist 
supplies/suppliers are not expected to be a regular occurrence. 
Where a specialism is identified, justification must be agreed 
and documented by a member of Management Board prior to 
ordering.” 

Within the sample of 37 procurements made in 2021, Internal 
Audit identified three instances in which officers had identified 
an apparent specialism yet appropriate authorisation was not 
evidenced. 

In one instance of a lighting supplier, the Purchasing Officer 
appears to have approved a specialised purchase and this was 
not documented. The Purchasing Officer does not form part of 
the Management Board and does not have authority to 
approve specialist suppliers.  

In one instance of professional services, Internal Audit were 
informed that the Executive Committee had approved the 
supplier, but this was not recorded in the Committee minutes. 
Further, approval by the Executive Committee is not covered 
by the Purchasing Procedure.  

In one instance of horticultural services, it was stated that the 
supplier had been approved as a specialist by the Council but 
no evidence was provided to support this and it is not apparent 
that the services in question constitute a specialism. 

The review of substantive expenditure during lockdowns 
identified two suppliers who had been treated as “specialist” 
suppliers. The use of these suppliers had been noted in a 
report to Executive Committee in October 2019.  However, 
neither supplier would appear to meet the criteria of being a 
specialist supplier: one being simply a social media and PR 
firm (see Recommendation 2) and the other a management 
consultancy delivering the Council’s own values and 
behaviours programme. 

The frequent use of “specialist” supplier could potentially leave 
the Council open to charges of favouritism.  
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Response  It is agreed that an Officer Decision Record should have been 
completed to approve the lighting specialist supplier by a 
member of the Senior Management Team. 

It is accepted that an Officer Decision Record should have 
been completed to approve the professional services company 
as a specialist supplier by a member of the Senior 
Management Team. 

It is accepted that an Officer Decision Record should have 
been completed to approve the horticultural works awarded as 
urgent works due to public safety by a member of the Senior 
Management Team. 

The procedures introduced from April 2022 include an 
exceptions process that ensures matters such as specialists 
and urgencies are dealt with appropriately 

 

Audit Report  21-17 Procurement 

Recommendation The Council should review and update its Purchasing 
Procedure regularly and ensure the latest version is available 
online. 

Rationale It is important, in order to maintain compliance, that the Council 
reviews its Purchasing Procedure regularly and ensures the 
latest version is available to staff and potential suppliers via the 
Council’s Intranet and website.  

Internal Audit found that the version available via the Intranet > 
‘Corporate Information’ > ‘Corporate Documents’ is dated 
September 2017 and was due to be updated in September 
2020. 

It was also noted that the ‘Purchasing Guide’ link on the 
Intranet > ‘Corporate Information’ > ‘Financial Regulations’ 
page was broken.  

Further, the Purchasing Procedure available via the Council’s 
website > ‘Business’ > ‘Tenders and Business Opportunities’ is 
dated May 2015. 

It was also identified that inconsistency existed within the 
Purchasing Procedure relating to expenditure period and the 
whole scope of supply. 

Response  The procurement process, procedure, forms, and policy were 
all reset from 1 April 2022 and the documentation and links 
were circulated following the training sessions held during 
March 2022. 

The Intranet has been updated. 
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Audit Report  Performance Management 21-09 

Recommendation The Council should review its Performance Framework and 
associated procedures to cover the monitoring and 
management of performance across all levels of Council, and 
clearly define roles and responsibilities of staff and Members 
within a revised Framework.   

Rationale The Council’s latest Performance Framework was approved by 
Executive Committee in 2018 in conjunction with the 2017–
2020 Council Plan.  No new Framework has been produced 
since the adoption of the current Plan (2020–2024). 

The existing framework aims “to monitor business critical and 
public facing priorities and support delivery of our vision 
through our values and behaviours.”  It includes performance 
indicators covering a variety of strategic and operational 
functions “as a dashboard to demonstrate overall service 
performance.”   It does not cover monitoring of Housing, 
Financial and Audit information, reported separately to specific 
Council committees, and does not take account of internal 
functions that support service delivery – including, for example, 
staff turnover and unfilled vacancies, staff performance, 
consultant usage, staff and member training, contract 
management data (delivery times, extensions, overruns, 
unsuccessful tenders), transparency data (part 2 items, 
publication of procurement information), number of self-
service/online transactions and Member attendance rates – or 
public engagement at Council meetings, events or via the 
internet.  As such, the framework’s ability to properly measure 
overall Council performance, demonstrate Value for Money 
and inform decision making is limited.   

In addition, the Framework has the broad-strokes approach of 
a strategy, rather than the detail of a framework.  It is not 
clearly linked to other policies and procedures governing 
relevant aspects of performance management.   

By reviewing its Performance Framework the Council could 
bring the process in line with the current Council Plan and take 
a more holistic view of performance across all levels of the 
organisation.  This would allow the Council to make more 
effective decisions and improve its ability to provide and 
demonstrate Value for Money. 

Furthermore, while the current Framework includes information 
regarding the responsibilities of Members and staff at various 
levels of performance management, these roles and 
responsibilities could be more clearly defined in a revised 
Framework, particularly in relation to the collection and 
analysis of performance data and following up on poor 
performance.    
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Response  The Council’s performance framework of 2018 has been 
superseded by the introduction of the Growing Forward report 
as a vehicle for strategic performance and achievement.  The 
roles set out in that framework remain in place, with Senior 
Management Team replacing Management Board. 

For operational performance there are certain elements 
captured by the Growing Forward report and others that are 
reported from Head of Service to Director, or Deputy Director 
level.  This service performance is published annually in the 
Statement of Accounts and presented to the Overview & 
Scrutiny Committee.  The roles set out in the 2018 framework 
are unchanged with Heads of Service replacing Managers. 

The Corporate Support Team no longer exists; the compilation 
of strategic performance is assigned to the Policy & 
Engagement Team; the collation of service performance has 
been incorporated into the annual closedown process. 

The 2018 performance framework will be removed from the 
Council website and an updated document that reflects the 
current arrangements shall be added. 
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Audit Report  Performance Management 21-09 

Recommendation The Council’s objectives, as laid out in the Council Plan, should 
be clearly defined to allow measurable targets to be set and 
stated objectives should be assigned to responsible managers.   

Rationale The Council Plan 2020—2024 defines a number of objectives 
or actions aimed at delivering the Council’s stated priorities.  In 
some instances, these objectives are not defined clearly 
enough to allow progress against their delivery to be 
measured; for example, “Enhanced greener spaces; public 
parks, beaches etc.” and “Raise awareness through targeted 
marketing campaigns.” 

In addition, Internal Audit was unable to locate any document, 
produced at the time the Plan was published (either internally 
or externally), that more clearly defines how objectives are to 
be achieved and assigns managers responsible for their 
delivery.   

These issues were rectified to some extent by the Council’s 
‘Recovery Tracker July 2021–July 2022’, presented to 
Executive Committee in July 2021, which assigned managers 
responsible for delivery of the actions and provided more 
detailed information on how they are to be achieved.  An 
update on progress was subsequently reported to Executive 
Committee in May 2022 along with a statement that progress 
“should be reviewed regularly”.   

Future Council Plans should be supported by similarly detailed 
documents from the outset and include regular, planned 
reviews 

Response  The Recovery Tracker is the tool used to monitor strategic 
performance and this is published alongside the Growing 
Forward report. 
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Audit Report  Performance Management 21-09 

Recommendation The Council should link its published objectives to measurable 
targets that promote Value for Money and should define and 
publish, or report openly to Members, those targets alongside 
service targets at the beginning of the relevant term 

Rationale To effectively measure progress against its stated objectives, 
the Council should consider linking them to specific, 
measurable, achievable, relevant and time-related (SMART) 
targets, measures or indicators.  These measurement criteria 
should promote efficiency, effectiveness and economy within 
the Council, contributing to the delivery of Value for Money.   

To promote accountability and transparency, targets for all 
short- and medium-term corporate and service delivery 
objectives should be clearly defined and published, or agreed 
by Members in an open meeting, at the start of the relevant 
term (either the Council Plan term or the Council Year).  
Revisions to targets during the relevant term should be 
properly approved and documented as such. 

Internal Audit was unable to obtain information relating to the 
measurement of its Council Plan objectives.  While 
Performance Indicators and targets were reported to Executive 
Committee in 2021, it is not made clear how individual targets 
were set or by whom.  Nor was this information easily 
accessible to the public.   

By regularly measuring progress against clearly defined 
targets, the Council will have a clearer understanding of its 
performance against the Council Plan and can drive 
improvements and savings through revision of its delivery 
processes.   

By publishing its targets from the outset, the Council will 
ensure that the public, Members and staff have access to and 
are aware of relevant targets, promoting greater accountability 
and transparency of reporting.   

Response  The Council Plan sets out the strategic objectives as outcomes 
that will contribute to the overall vision to be a great place to 
live, work and visit.  These objectives are not based on a pure 
number of outputs that can be targeted, they are based on 
positive impacts and intangible benefits to the community in a 
variety of ways. 

There are naturally some tangible outcomes from the Council 
Plan and those are quantified in the Recovery Tracker within 
the Growing Forward report. 

All decisions of the Executive Committee include consideration 
of Council Plan implications and financial implications (if any). 
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Audit Report  Performance Management 21-09 

Recommendation The Council should review its systems to ensure that they 
support the production of clear and reliable performance 
information. 

Rationale An effective performance management system relies on the 
production of regular and reliable performance information.  To 
promote efficiency, this information should, as far as possible, 
be collected from systems already in place in individual 
departments. 

As the current Performance Framework does not include 
details on how data is to be collected, checked or collated, it is 
not clear how effectively or reliably this process currently 
functions.   

A revision of the Council’s performance management system 
should include a review of departmental procedures to ensure 
that relevant information is produced regularly, reliably and with 
limited additional work. 

Such procedures should also ensure that data can be checked 
for accuracy and clearly traced to source material.   

Response  The output-based service performance is captured from 
existing back-office systems to avoid any duplication of effort in 
data collection.  Reference to the generic sources can be 
included in the performance framework. 

Strategic performance cannot be referenced in this way and 
will continue to be monitored through the Recovery Tracker 
based on the responsible officers’ progress; this is reported to 
the Executive Committee. 
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Audit Report  Performance Management 21-09 

Recommendation The Council should compile regular reports of performance 
information to be presented to Members and made available to 
the public.   

Rationale There appears to be an overall lack of transparency regarding 
the Council’s current performance information. 

The performance information that is currently assessed, per 
the Performance Framework, is not publicly available.  Since 
October 2021, service performance indicators have been 
reported to Executive Committee as a restricted item.  In 
addition, the existing Framework establishes that “progress 
against business critical priority actions will be reviewed by 
Management Board;” however the Board no longer meets and 
Management Team do not publish minutes of their meetings.   

Furthermore, where performance information is publicly 
available (such as information relating to finance, housing or 
audit), it is reported separately to specific committees, and is 
not immediately accessible.   

The Council should reverse this lack of transparency through 
the compilation of key data into a regular (e.g. quarterly) report, 
presented to Council or Executive Committee and made 
available to the public.  This would ensure that Members 
maintain a clear picture of ongoing performance across the 
Council as a whole, inform decision making and allow 
improvements to procedures and services to be made.  
Publication of the document would also enable residents to 
engage with the Council’s ongoing work. 

The Council may also wish to consider adding graphic 
indicators, such as RAG ratings and direction-of-travel arrows, 
to reports and tracking documents to give readers an 
immediate impression of Council performance against targets 
and over time. 
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Response  The performance framework from 2018 has been superseded 
and will be removed from the Council website. 

The Growing Forward report is the strategic monitoring of 
achievement towards the Priorities of the Council Plan and the 
objectives that reflect those; this is reported to the Executive 
Committee. 

The service performance is published in the Statement of 
Accounts and presented to the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee. 

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee have requested more 
frequent reporting of service performance and Senior 
Management Team will address that. 

 

Audit Report  Insurance CR133 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that Contract Management Checklists 
are submitted in a timely manner with all relevant fields 
completed. 

Rationale 
Contract Management Checklists provide Internal Audit with 
key information about the contract tendering, letting and 
management process, and are designed to ensure that officers 
follow all relevant steps through these stages. The Checklist is 
divided into sections relating to the stages of the contracting 
process set out in the Council’s Contract Standing Orders, 
each of which is to be subject to an audit review before 
proceeding.  

The Council’s Contract Standing Orders, in place when this 
contract was let, state that “Contracts are subject to review in 
accordance with Financial Regulations section 19.  This 
includes the completion of the Contract Management Checklist 
and Internal Audit stage checks”.  As such, officers should 
submit Checklists, with all relevant supporting evidence, to 
Internal Audit as soon as possible after completion of the 
relevant stage.  This ensures that any anomalies in the 
contract tendering and letting process can be identified and 
addressed promptly.   

Internal Audit received both sections A and B of the Contract 
Management Checklist, relating to Stages 1 and 2 of the 
contracting process, from the Financial Services Manager in 
April 2022, more than two years after the contract had 
commenced and after the lead officer had left the Council.  In 
addition, a number of relevant boxes were not completed. 
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Response  
DOR: The Contract Management Checklist was completed 
throughout the tender process and a paper file maintained in 
preparation for review.  The responsible officer left the 
prepared file upon retirement in April 2020, but the file was not 
submitted to Internal Audit until it was requested.  Colleagues 
in the Finance Team were fully engaged with COVID business 
grant work from April 2020 onwards, and the delivery of the file 
to Internal Audit was overlooked. 

PO: The Contract Management Checklist has now changed to 
the Procurement Checklist, required to be filled out prior to any 
procurement activity and subsequently filled out with the 
contract award information.  These are now held centrally on 
the Procurement drive via Teams, this should enable an easier 
transition for audit purposes 

 

Audit Report  Insurance CR133 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that any financial arrangement 
entered into by the Council is supported by a written and 
signed agreement. 

Rationale 
The Council’s Contract Standing Orders, in place at the time 
this contract was awarded, require that “All contracts awarded 
under these Orders must be made in writing, signed by both 
parties, retained by Legal Services, or electronically where 
authorisation can be recorded” and include certain clauses. 

Furthermore, the original tender documents state that the 
Council sought to make a long-term agreement which must 
include a break clause. 

Internal Audit was unable to locate any form of signed written 
agreement and was informed that the insurance policy 
documents were held in place of a contract.  No further 
reference to the break clause was found.   

While insurance cover may necessitate a reasonable departure 
from the full requirements of the Council’s CSOs, such a 
departure should be properly authorised and a written 
agreement, confirming such details as the length, scope and 
value of the contract, should have been produced, signed by 
both parties and retained by Legal Services. 

Response  
DOR: The insurance policies are live and there is no risk that 
adequate cover is not in place.  There is a sign-off of the tender 
but there is no jointly signed insurance contract as such. 

Copies of the policies will be provided to Legal Services for 
completeness. 
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Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that Contract Management Checklists 
are submitted in a timely manner with all relevant fields 
completed.   

Rationale 
Contract Management Checklists provide Internal Audit with 
key information about the contract tendering, letting and 
management process, and are designed to ensure that officers 
follow all relevant steps through these stages.  The Checklist is 
divided into sections relating to the stages of the contracting 
process set out in the Council’s Contract Standing Orders, 
each of which is to be subject to an audit review before 
proceeding. 

The Council’s Contract Standing Orders, in place when this 
contract was let, state that “Contracts are subject to review in 
accordance with Financial Regulations section 19.  This 
includes the completion of the Contract Management Checklist 
and Internal Audit stage checks”.  As such, officers should 
submit Checklists, with all relevant supporting evidence, to 
Internal Audit as soon as possible after completion of the 
relevant stage.  This will ensure that any anomalies in the 
contract tendering and letting process can be identified and 
addressed promptly.   

Internal Audit received both sections A and B of the Contract 
Management Checklist from the Head of Visitor Economy and 
Culture in April 2022, more than a year after the contract had 
commenced, as the required documentation had not been 
submitted by the former Assistant Director – Community 
Services, who has left the Council, and was no longer 
available.  Significant sections of the checklist were 
incomplete. 

Response  I was unable to locate the Contract Management Checklist, 
therefore resulting in an incomplete form as all the information 
was not available.  Moving forward the Council has adopted 
new contract standing orders and procedures which address 
the concerns raised through this audit. 
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Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that tender sums, as recorded in the 
Contract Management Checklist, Tender Opening Register and 
other documents, are consistently and accurately calculated. 

Rationale 
Internal Audit identified significant discrepancies between the 
tender sums provided in the Contract Management Checklist 
and the Tender Opening Register, as well as inconsistencies in 
the way tender sums were calculated: 

 Tender 1 Tender 2 Tender 3 

A.  8% 
Commission 

£40,000 £34,740 £44,960 

B.  Minimum 
Payment 

£30,000 £35,000 £30,000 

C.  Capital 
Investment 

£0 £0 £55,000 

D.  Annual Charge £63,472 i.  £34,177 £58,000 

+ ii.  2.5% net revenue 

Tender Opening 
Register 

£163,000 
= A + B + C @30k + D 

£70,000 
= B + Di. 

£113,000 
= C + D 

Contract 
Management 
Checklist 

£103,457 
= A + D 

£81,282 
= B + Di + Dii 

@£12,105 

£96,000 
= ? 

In addition, there are inaccuracies in the figures used in the 
Tender Opening Register.  For example, Tender 1’s 8% 
Commission figure is not clearly expressed as such within the 
pricing schedule and their Capital Investment is taken as 
£30,000 due to a misreading of the tender documentation.   

Furthermore, it is not clear how the Contract Management 
Checklist sums for Tender 2 and Tender 3 have been 
calculated from the information provided.  Tender 2 includes a 
2.5% net revenue figure of £12,105, derived from the actual net 
takings from 2018-19 (£484,167), which are not recorded 
within the matrix; while Tender 3’s Checklist sum cannot be 
calculated from any combination of figures provided. 

These inconsistencies and inaccuracies give a false 
impression of the value of each tender.  Internal Audit also 
noted that the current Contract Register does not include a 
value for this contract.  In order to ensure that consistency is 
maintained across all documentation and between tenders, a 
method for calculating a tender/contract value should be 
determined in advance and used throughout.   
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Response  Tender 1 response outlined the 40k for reinvestment into the 
Forum rather than a payment to the Council. This proposal was 
not in accordance with the brief as requested.  New controls 
are in place following the procurement reset. 

 

Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that pre-determined tender assessment 
criteria are consistently and unambiguously defined in all 
relevant tender and evaluation documents. 

Rationale 
The Council’s Contract Standing Orders set out that 
predetermined evaluation criteria must be included in tender 
documentation.  To ensure that tenderers submit accurate and 
comparable tenders, and to ensure that tenders are evaluated 
fairly, it is essential that these criteria are clearly defined and 
consistently described in all relevant documents, such as 
invitations to tender, forms of tender, pricing schedules and 
evaluation matrices. 

Internal Audit identified that the invitation to tender for this 
contract included the criterion “the tender which provides the 
highest relevant capital investment figure will be awarded the 
full 15%;” however, this description does not make clear how 
scores for lower capital investment offers are to be allocated.   

In addition, the description of the annual commission payment 
within the pricing schedule is not a clear reflection of the 
description in the ITT and is ambiguously worded:  

As a result of imprecise wording, the tenderers have completed 
the pricing schedule inconsistently and, further, altered the 
wording in one case. 

Invitation to Tender Pricing Schedule 

The Tender which provides 
the highest annual 
commission payment of no 
less than 8% of budgeted net 
catering revenue totalled 
across the two venues will be 
awarded the full 40% with the 
remaining scores being 
calculated as a deviation 
from this.   

Tenderers must confirm that they 
will make an annual commission 
payment of no less than 8% of 
budgeted net catering revenue 
totalled across the two venues or 
a minimum guaranteed payment 
of £30,000 or higher, whichever is 
the greater figure for the particular 
year. 
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Rationale (cont.) 
Furthermore, the description within the ITT implies that 
tenderers are expected to project net revenue (for an 
unspecified period) and then supply 8% or more of that figure 
as their tender sum.  No mention is made here of the £30,000+ 
minimum payment.   

If projected or budgeted revenue was to be considered in the 
assessment, the pricing schedule or form of tender should 
have included some standardised form for this information to 
be expressed (preferably as annual sums across the contract 
period, not merely as a Year 1 sum) to allow the annual 
commission to be calculated clearly and consistently based on 
the tenderer’s proposed percentage offer.   

In addition, if the tenders were to be evaluated on the basis 
that they offered a minimum payment of more than £30,000, 
this should have been included in the ITT criteria and scored 
accordingly.   

These inconsistencies and ambiguities raise questions over the 
fairness of the evaluation process. 

Response  The Tender was written and submitted by a former Officer.  
The evaluation was carried out by current officers who 
continued the work to complete the tender process.  The 
procurement reset at 1 April 2022 has reviewed procedures 
and provided additional guidance and training for officers to 
help support them through the process. 
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Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation Officers must ensure that tender evaluations are carried out in 
a fair and transparent manner, with assessment scores clearly 
allocated, and that scores are checked for accuracy.  All tender 
evaluations and supporting documentation should be retained 
and made available to Internal Audit, as required.   

Rationale 
For the Council to achieve its stated aim of delivering Value for 
Money, to provide fair competition to all providers and to avoid 
the award of a contact being brought into dispute, it is 
important that tenders are evaluated in a fair and transparent 
manner.  This includes ensuring that assessment scores are 
clearly and consistently allocated according to the pre-
determined criteria, and that scores are checked for accuracy 
by a third party.  In addition, to maintain transparency, all 
tender evaluations and supporting documentation should be 
retained and made available to Internal Audit as necessary.   

Internal Audit received only two evaluation matrices relating to 
this contract and was unable to ascertain which other officers 
had taken part in the evaluation due to inconsistencies in the 
information provided.  This potentially questions the fairness 
and transparency of the evaluation process.   

In addition, it was not possible to determine how some of the 
scores within the tender evaluation matrices had been 
allocated, particularly in relation to the Highest Annual 
Commission figure.  The criterion stated within the invitation to 
tender is that “The Tender which provides the highest annual 
commission payment of no less than 8% of budgeted net 
catering revenue totalled across the two venues will be 
awarded the full 40% with the remaining scores being 
calculated as a deviation from this.”  However, there is no clear 
relationship between the commission sums recorded and 
scores allocated in the available evaluation matrices: 

Company Commission Score 

Tender 1 £40,000 35 

Tender 2 £35,000 40 

Tender 3 £38,000 40 
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Rationale (cont.) 
Further, due to the ambiguities within the pricing schedule, the 
£40,000 quoted by Tender 1 is not clearly defined as a 
commission sum and there is no information elsewhere in the 
tender to show how this figure was derived. 

Internal Audit also identified a discrepancy between the figure 
of £38,000 stated for Tender 3 within the evaluation matrices 
and the figure given within the tender, which is almost £45,000.   

These sums and scores were reported to Executive Committee 
without correction.  Although they did not affect the final tender 
award to Tenderer 3, they have the potential to put the award 
decision into dispute. 

The identification of these inconsistencies and discrepancies 
show that the evaluations have not been adequately checked 
for accuracy before the tender award was made and bring into 
question the fairness and transparency of the evaluation 
process.   

Response  
The evaluation was carried out via Zoom at the start of Covid 
and in normal circumstances would not be carried out in this 
way.  The following calculation was used: the actual net 
income for 2018–19 was used as the base for calculating the 
scores as it was the only way to ensure fairness and put all 
three competitors on a level playing field 

Tender 1 indicated that the minimum guarantee may change 
due to Covid-19 whereas Tenders 2 and 3 didn’t. 

The method to calculate the cleaning scores is as follows:  

1. the lowest cleaning price was Tender 2 (£34,177.12 plus 
2.5% Actual Net Catering Income (2018-19: £581,000 Gross / 
£484,167 Net) at £12,104.17 = £46,281.29). Tender 2 are 
awarded the full 15 marks.  

2. Tender 3 (£58,000.00) are awarded 12 marks using the 
following calculation 15 x (46281.29/58000.00) = 11.969.  

3. Tender 1 (£63,472.00) are awarded 11 marks 15 x 
(46281.29/63472.00) = 10.937. 

A new upgraded Matrix is now used which holds each 
individuals’ score for complete transparency. 
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Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that all contracts are tendered, awarded 
and managed in strict accordance with the Council’s Contract 
Standing Orders.   

Rationale 
Contract Standing Orders, in place at the time this contract was 
let, set out that all applicable contracts must contain certain 
clauses, including “The expectation to make use of the 
Council’s Whistleblowing Policy and must bring it to the 
attention of all relevant employees and/or agents.” 

However, Internal Audit were unable to find reference to the 
Council’s whistleblowing policy within the contract.  While a 
general requirement to abide by Council policies was included, 
this made reference to a separate schedule, which was not 
contained in the electronic version of the contract held by the 
Council’s Assets Registrar.  We were therefore unable to verify 
that the schedule had been included with the signed contract. 

In addition, the Council’s regulations state that “All contracts 
awarded under these Contract Standing Orders require sealing 
as confirmation of approval by the Executive Committee and 
should be recorded in the Sealing Register.”  However, the 
Corporate Assets Registrar confirmed that only an electronic 
version of the contract was held and it had therefore not been 
sealed.   

Response  New contract standing orders were adopted by the Council 
from 1 April 2022, supported by guidance for officers.  
Procuring officers have also received training. This reset has 
been undertaken to address audit concerns and it is hoped that 
future audits will see the improvements made. 

 

 

 

Audit Report  Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock Museum 2021-
26, CR136 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that the Annual Commission 
Payment is properly calculated and promptly invoiced; and that 
quarterly invoices are raised for the Annual Utilities 
Contribution in accordance with the terms of the contract.   
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Rationale 
Schedule 4 of the signed contract stipulates that the supplier 
must pay the Council: 

 an annual commission, due in April following the end of the 
contract year, comprising either “a) 8% of annual net sales 
(i.e. total gross sales less VAT and for the avoidance of 
doubt, not inclusive of any discounted items); or b) £30,000, 
whichever is the higher”; and  

 an annual contribution of £15,000 towards utilities and 
insurance costs, for which the Council is “to provide the 
Supplier with quarterly invoices for contribution sought”. 

Through a review of the income collection procedures 
associated with this contract, Internal Audit identified that the 
income for the year 2021/22 had been incorrectly calculated on 
the basis of a July–June contract year and not the March–
February year stated in the contract.  As a result, the amount 
invoiced for the 8% Annual Commission (£20,000 + VAT) did 
not reflect the amount for the correct contract period. 

In addition, as 8% of the income fell short of the £30,000 
threshold, the amount invoiced should have been £30,000 + 
VAT. 

Furthermore, it was identified that no quarterly invoices had 
been raised towards the Annual Utilities Contribution during 
2021/22.   

Internal Audit confirmed that an invoice for the remaining 
Annual Commission balance has subsequently been raised 
and that the income spreadsheet used by the Council and 
contractor to calculate the commission had been modified to 
reflect the correct contract period.  In addition, it was confirmed 
that invoices for the full Utilities Contribution for 2021/22 and 
for quarter one of 2022/23 have subsequently been raised.   

In order to ensure that such oversights are avoided in future, it 
is essential that relevant officers and accountants are aware of 
the terms of the contract and that the contractual procedures 
for raising the Annual Commission and Utilities Contribution 
are followed correctly. 

Response  The contractor had furloughed a number of their senior staff 
therefore obtaining information was difficult. This has now been 
rectified and the spreadsheets provided by the contractor have 
also been adjusted to track the income from March–February. 
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Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that Contract Management Checklists 
are submitted in a timely manner with all relevant fields 
completed.   

Rationale 
Contract Management Checklists provide Internal Audit with 
key information about the contract tendering, letting and 
management process, and are designed to ensure that officers 
follow all necessary steps through these stages.  The Checklist 
is divided into sections relating to the stages of the contracting 
process set out in the Council’s Contract Standing Orders, 
each of which is to be subject to an audit review before 
proceeding. 

The Council’s Contract Standing Orders, in place when this 
contract was let, state that “Contracts are subject to review in 
accordance with Financial Regulations section 19.  This 
includes the completion of the Contract Management Checklist 
and Internal Audit stage checks”.  As such, officers should 
submit Checklists, with all relevant supporting evidence, to 
Internal Audit as soon as possible after completion of the 
relevant stage.  This will ensure that any anomalies in the 
contract tendering and letting process can be identified and 
addressed promptly.    

Internal Audit received both sections A and B of the Contract 
Management Checklist from the Head of Programme 
Management and Climate Change in April 2022, almost a year 
after the contract had commenced.  While Section A was 
largely completed, only three boxes of Section B were filled 
out.  This is a clear departure from Standing Orders.   

Response  Accepted. 
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Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that an evaluation of tenderers’ capacity 
and financial suitability is undertaken, including independent 
checks, and evidence retained. 

Rationale The Council’s Contract Standing Orders, in place at the time 
this contract was let, state that “The selection process must 
incorporate an assessment of the contractors’ capacity, 
including their financial and or economic standing and their 
technical or professional ability.” 

While tenderers were required to supply certain information 
regarding their capacity to fulfil the contract as part of their 
tender, no evidence was provided to Internal Audit that more 
detailed Pre-Qualification or Standard Qualification 
Questionnaires were required.  Nor was any evidence provided 
that independent checks had been made of the tenderers’ 
financial capacity.  This has the potential to negatively impact 
the Council’s finances and reputation, or lead to a lapse in 
service if companies are not able properly qualified to carry out 
the contract. 

Response  I accept that it would have been preferable to use the SSQ. 
However, the contractor selected had been providing the 
service for a number of years so in the event there were no 
concerns about financial capacity or capability to fulfil the 
contract. 
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Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that published tender advertisements 
include all relevant documents and that such documents 
contain reliable and consistent information to allow tenderers to 
submit valid and complete tenders.   

Rationale Contract Standing Orders, concurrent with this tender exercise, 
state that “Any tender received after the specified time for 
receipt or which does not comply with the tender instructions 
shall be returned to the tenderer by the Democratic Services 
Manager.” 

Within the tender documentation provided to candidates, 
Internal Audit identified discrepancies in the tender return times 
and dates, as follows: 

 17:00, 12th March 2021 stated on The Chest; 

 12:00, 12th March 2021 stated in the Instructions to 
Tenderers; and 

 12:00, 15th March 2020 stated elsewhere in the Instructions 
to Tenderers. 

This variation clearly has the capacity to confuse tenderers and 
the potential to put the contract award into dispute.  As late 
submission invalidates a tender, it is not clear which tenders 
were valid in this case.  While all nine accepted tenders were 
submitted prior to The Chest deadline, only five were submitted 
before 12:00 on 12th March 2021 and, evidently, none were 
submitted before 15th March 2020 (prior to the tender notice 
being published). 

In addition, Contract Standing Orders stated that “Tender 
invitations should be in a common format and include the 
standard form of tender and non-collusion certificate.”  
However, Internal Audit identified that, while the form of tender 
required the submission of a signed certificate of non-collusion, 
the relevant document was not attached to the form or 
otherwise provided within the tender documentation.  As a 
result, only one tender included a signed certificate. 

These errors and omissions represent clear departures from 
Contract Standing Orders and raise serious questions over the 
validity of the tender process.  Only one of the nine tenders 
was submitted with all necessary components before the 
earlier deadline on 12th March 2021 and was therefore 
indisputably valid.  It was noted that the successful tender did 
not include a signed certificate of non-collusion was received at 
12:06 on the final deadline date. 
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Response  The date on the instructions to tenderers is clearly a typo. The 
other discrepancy was noted at the time and a clarification to 
all tenderers sent on the morning of 08/03/21 confirming that 
the tender return date was Friday 12 March at 1700. 

 

Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers must ensure that tender evaluations are carried out in 
a fair and transparent manner, with assessment scores clearly 
allocated, and that all tender evaluations and supporting 
documentation is retained and made available to Internal Audit, 
as required.   

Rationale 
For the Council to achieve its stated aim of delivering Value for 
Money, to provide fair competition to all providers and to avoid 
the award of a contact being brought into dispute, it is 
important that tenders are evaluated in a fair and transparent 
manner.  This includes ensuring that assessment scores are 
clearly and consistently allocated, according to the pre-
determined criteria.  In addition, to maintain transparency, all 
tender evaluations and supporting documentation should be 
retained and made available to Internal Audit as necessary.   

Internal Audit were unable to verify that the evaluation process 
had been fair and transparent as only one evaluation matrix 
was provided, containing amended figures and scores 
following a clarification and re-evaluation of tender costs in 
April 2021.  While the Contract Management Checklist, 
provided by the Head of Programme Management and Climate 
Change, The Chest and the Director of People and Place’s 
Executive Committee report agreed that four officers had 
undertaken the initial evaluation, no evidence of this process 
was provided to Internal Audit.   

In addition, it was not clear how some of the scores were 
calculated from the information provided in the tenders.  The 
criteria for the ‘Analysis of Proposed Resources’ state that 
“Marks will be awarded based on the most complete number of 
operational, supervisory and management hours deployed” 
and tenderers were asked to provide information on the total 
number of employees and the total weekly hours to be 
allocated to the contract.  However, no method is given 
regarding how the score of 1—10 was calculated from the 
number of employees and hours provided. 

Response  The scoring was agreed following discussion at a meeting of 
the four officers referred to and the scores from the matrix 
reported to Executive Committee. 
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Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that tender information is accurately 
recorded in all relevant Council documentation.    

Rationale 
To ensure that tender evaluations and awards are fair and 
transparent, it is essential that information provided within the 
tender is accurately recorded in other documentation, including 
evaluation matrices and reports.   

Internal Audit identified an error within the available evaluation 
matrix, which suggests that it had not been checked for 
accuracy, namely that the figure for Tender 1’s Town Hall cost 
(£102,285) does not match that given in the tender (£102,085).   

A further error was identified within the Tender Return 
Register, which was carried forward to the report made by the 
Director of People and Place to the Executive Committee, 
whereby the Total Tender Price reported for Tender 2 
(£439,957) could not be reconciled to either of the tender sums 
given by that company (either £457,288 or £443,957).   

Although these errors did not impact the evaluation and award 
of this contract, inaccuracies such as these have the potential 
to alter scores and could result in an award being made 
incorrectly or an evaluation being invalidated.  Therefore, it is 
important that information is presented accurately to ensure 
that scores are allocated fairly and transparently, and that 
scores are checked for accuracy by a third party.   

Response  As you point out, these matters did not materially impact on the 
scoring. The pricing for tender 2 was so far in excess of the 
other tenders that any pricing errors would have made no 
realistic difference. 

 

Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation Officers should ensure that figures provided within tenders are 
checked for arithmetical accuracy and that, where errors are 
identified, tenderers are given the opportunity to verify or 
withdraw their tender.   
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Rationale Contract Standing Orders state that: “Where the tender is 
expressed as a total sum and an examination of the tender 
reveals errors or discrepancies which would affect the total, the 
tenderer shall be given details of the error and discrepancies 
and given an opportunity of confirming or withdrawing their 
offer.” 

As part of their submission, tenderers were required to state 
their total tender sum, along with an explanation of its 
calculation, within a narrative section of the form of tender, and 
give a breakdown of costs by building within the pricing 
schedule.  However, Internal Audit identified several errors and 
inconsistencies in the figures provided within these two 
elements, as follows: 

 Tender 2’s sum of £228,644 exceeds the total of £221,978.50 
calculated from the pricing schedule, with no explanation of 
the difference provided; 

 three tenderers (Tenders 3, 4 and 8) did not include a total 
tender sum within the narrative; 

 in two instances (Tenders 1 and 5), the sum of the normal 
weekly hours × the normal hourly wages of employees 
provided in the pricing schedule, totalled across the year, 
exceeded the annual tender amounts provided by over £4k 
and almost £40k respectively.   

Referring to Tender 5, the Director of People and Place’s 
report to Executive Committee on 23rd March 2021 states that 
“It is considered that there is a risk that they cannot reasonably 
deliver the resources and service outlined in their bid for this 
cost and that this tender could be eliminated as an abnormally 
low bid.”  It also states that “There are similar concerns … 
about [Tender 3, the successful tender],” although the reasons 
for this are not made clear.   

The report makes no mention of Tender 1's shortfall; of the 
discrepancy between Tender 2’s figures; or of the failure of 
Tenders 3, 4 and 8 to provide total tender sums. 

Subsequent to the report’s presentation, clarification of the cost 
basis of bids was requested from relevant tenderers.  Internal 
Audit were not provided with any record of the clarification 
questions or tenderers’ responses, so it is not clear which of 
the errors noted above had been identified and which 
tenderers had been given the opportunity to confirm or 
withdraw their bids. 

None of the original nine tenders were withdrawn as a result of 
the clarification, but the process does appear to have resulted 
in a variation between the cost figures in Tender 5’s original 
tender (totalling 70k) and the available, amended evaluation 
matrix (totalling 105k).  This amendment is a clear departure 
from CSOs and seriously undermines the fairness and  
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Rationale (cont.) transparency of the tender exercise.   

In addition, as Tender 5 was formerly the lowest bid, the 
amendment resulted in alteration of all tenderers’ overall 
scores between the original evaluation, as reported to 
Executive Committee, and the available matrix, as follows: 

Tenderer Report 
Scores 

Matrix 
Scores 

1 42 53 

2 26 26 

3 69 77 

4 56 67 

5 81 66 

6 55 66 

7 60 62 

8 54 61 

9 53 63 

Having identified errors within tenders, Officers should only 
permit tenderers to confirm or withdraw their offer; 
amendments are not permitted. 

Response  Tender 5 was identified as potentially being an abnormally low 
bid and was queried on that basis. The price had indeed been 
quoted incorrectly. As the pricing scores are calculated by 
comparison with the lowest bid, this resulted in the pricing 
scores being changed. 
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Audit Report  Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated Buildings 2021-
23 CR120 

Recommendation The Council should ensure that contracts are awarded to the 
Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT), and that 
award decisions are fully documented and transparent.   

Rationale 
The tender evaluation process should result in a contract being 
awarded to the most economically advantageous tender 
(MEAT) to ensure fairness to all tenderers and to deliver Value 
for Money for the Council.  The award process should also be 
fully documented and transparent to demonstrate that this has 
been achieved.   

Internal Audit were unable to verify that this contract been 
awarded to the MEAT due to issues within the evaluation 
process and a lack of information regarding the delegated 
decision.   

Executive Committee delegated the decision to award this 
contract to the Director of People and Place on 23rd March 
2021.  This was followed by a clarification and rescoring 
exercise, which resulted in Tender 5’s bid and scores being 
altered, impacting the scores of most other tenders.  As a 
result, the contract was awarded to Tender 3, which received 
the highest score under the amended scheme.   

However, no record of the clarification process, except the final 
evaluation matrix, or of the Director of People and Place’s 
decision was provided to Internal Audit.  This is of particular 
concern as no information has been provided to show how 
concerns regarding Tender 3’s viability, as reported to 
Executive Committee, were addressed. 

Response  It is unfortunate that this information was not provided. 
However I do not recall being asked to clarify this. There are 
various e-mails on file to support this process. 
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3. REJECTED RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

3.1 PRIORITY ONE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

There have been no rejected Priority One recommendations during the reporting 
period. 

 

3.2 PRIORITY TWO RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

There have been no rejected Priority Two recommendations during the reporting 
period. 
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4. INTERNAL AUDIT COVERAGE: 

APRIL 2022– JULY 2022 

Report 
Number 

Audit Assignment 

System 
Significance 

Band 
Status Assurance 

 ANNUAL AUDITS    

22-01 Income Collection 1   

22-02 Housing Benefits 1 
Fieldwork 
Complete 

 

22-03 
Council Tax & Council Tax 
Support 

1   

22-04 Business Rates (NNDR) 1   

22-05 Risk Management 1 On going  

22-07 Fraud and Corruption Survey 2   

22-08 Performance Management 2 
Combined 
with 21/22 

Restricted 

22-09 Budgetary Control 2   

22-10 Treasury Management 2   

22-11 Car Park Meter Income 2   

22-12 Payroll (incl Expenses) 2   

22-13 Accounts Receivable 2   

22-14 Corporate Control/Governance 2 On going  

22-15 
Main Accounting System and 
Periodic Controls 

2 
Q1 in 

progress 
 

22-16 Procurement (inc. Ordering) 2   

22-17 Accounts Payable 2   

22-18 
Standing Orders/ Financial 
Regs/Council Plans & Policies 

2   

22-19 NFI responsibilities - On going  

22-21 Pulse Soccer Review - On going  

22-22 Benefit Certification - On going  

     

 
COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS 
AND MAYOR’S ACCOUNT 

   

- Hawcoat -   

- Abbotsvale -   
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Report 
Number 

Audit Assignment 

System 
Significance 

Band 
Status Assurance 

     

 IT ENVIRONMENT AUDITS    

 Implementation Review    

     

22-06 IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW    

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

Fraud Hotline Calls 

 Revenues/ 

Benefit related 
Staff Related Other Total 

2022/23 

(April – July) 
17 0 7 24 

2021/22 

(Full year) 
14 0 46 60 

 

 



 

42 

5. CONTRACT AUDIT 

Report 
Number 

Audit Assignment Status 
Assurance/ 
Comment 

CR119 Crematorium rebuild Ongoing 

Stages 1-3 findings 
issued. 

Further information 
requested October 

2019/May 2022 

CR123 Harding Rise Draft in progress Tbc 

CR132 
Portland Walk Car Park 
Maintenance 

On going 
Stage 3 findings 

issued 

CR134 
Public Conveniences – Cleaning 
contract 

Draft in progress Tbc 

CR135 Future High Street Consultancy Initial Draft No Assurance 

CR137 Lift servicing & maintenance Initial Draft No Assurance 

CR138 Electrical Installation Testing  Initial Draft No Assurance 

CR139 Electrical Reactive Maintenance Initial Draft No Assurance 

CR140 
Heating, Ventilation & Air 
Conditioning Servicing & 
Maintenance 

Initial Draft No Assurance 

CR120 
Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall 
and Associated Buildings 2021-23 

Final No Assurance 

CR133 Insurance Final Restricted  

CR136 Forum catering & cleaning  Final No Assurance 

CR141 Housing – Staircase Cleaning Final Restricted 
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6. CLASSIFICATIONS 

6.1   Classification of Assurance Levels 

At the conclusion of each audit, we give an overall opinion on the level of assurance, 
which we consider is provided by the controls in place within the system audited.  The 
following classification of assurance levels has been adopted: 
 

Level Definition 

1. Unqualified Assurance The controls appear to be consistently applied. 

2. Substantial Assurance Evidence was identified to suggest that the 
level of non-compliance with controls may put 
some of the system objectives at risk. 

3. Restricted Assurance The level of non-compliance identified places 
the system objectives at risk. 

4. None Significant non-compliance with controls was 
identified leaving the system vulnerable to error 
and abuse. 

 

 

 

6.2 Priority of Recommendations 

Our audit recommendations are categorised by three priority levels: - 

Priority 1 Major issues that we consider need to be brought to the attention of senior 
management. 

Priority 2 Important issues which should be addressed by management in their area 
of responsibility. 

Priority 3 Detailed issues of a relatively minor nature. 
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7. PERFORMANCE 

The Public Sector Internal Audit Standards (PSIAs) require Internal Audit to be 
measured in terms of performance.  The indicators below provide information over the 
arrangements and effectiveness of Internal Audit. 

Indicator 2022/23 

1 Percentage of Draft reports issued within 10 working days 
of completion of audit fieldwork. 

100% 

2 Percentage of Management Responses received within 
20 working days of issue of the Draft report. 38% 

3 Percentage of Final reports issued within 10 working days 
of receipt of management response. 100% 

4 Percentage of Priority 1 and Priority 2 Recommendations 
acceptable to the audit client. 100% 

 

8. Draft Reports issued 

Ref Audit Date issued 

CR135 
Future High Street Consultancy (Cushman & 
Wakefield) 

14 December 2021 

CR137 Lift servicing & maintenance (Concept Elevators) 14 December 2021 

CR138 Electrical Installation Testing (Bill Caulfield) 14 December 2021 

CR139 Electrical Reactive Maintenance (Bill Caulfield) 14 December 2021 

CR140 
Heating, Ventilation & Air Conditioning Servicing & 
Maintenance 

14 December 2021 

21-06 Cash Floats and Receipting Controls 29 March 2022 

21-16 Main Accounting System and Periodic Controls 13 July 2022 
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APPENDIX 1 – RESTRICTED ASSURANCE AUDITS 

 

 
Recommendations Previous 

Recommendations Total Date Issued 

Ref Audit P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 

CR141 Housing 2019-23 Staircase Cleaning  3 4     7 15 March 2022 

20-25 
Covid Risk Assessment Post Assurance 
Review 

2 8 1    11 24 March 2022 

CR133 Insurance  2 5     7 18 July 2022 

21-09 Performance Management 5 4     9 18 July 2022 
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APPENDIX 2 – NO ASSURANCE AUDITS 

 

 
Recommendations Previous 

Recommendations Total Date Issued 

Ref Audit P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 

21-17 Procurement  3 3  4 1  11 13 July 2022 

CR136 
Catering and Cleaning at the Forum and Dock 
Museum 2021-26 

6 4     10 15 July 2022 

CR120 
Cleaning of Barrow Town Hall and Associated 
Buildings 2021-23 

7 5     12 19 July 2022 

 


