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Introduction 
 
This report contains a note of the audit recommendations made to South Marston Parish 
Council following the carrying out of internal audit testing on the 24th May 2021. 
 
The audit work has been carried out in accordance with Appendix 9 of the 2014 'Governance 
and Accountability for Local Councils: A Practitioners' Guide', as supplemented by the 
additional tests required by the AIAR section of the 2018/19 and 2020/21 AGAR. 
 
An internal audit covers the review of the operation of the Council's internal control 
environment. It is not designed to review and give full assurance over every transaction 
carried out by the Council. Instead it enables the auditor, following the sample testing of a 
number of different types of transaction, to give an opinion as to whether or not the control 
objectives are being achieved across a range of financial and governance systems. 
 
 
Audit Opinion 
 
The internal audit for 2020/21 has now been completed in accordance with the provisions of 
the Practitioners’ Guide and the CIPFA code of internal audit practice. 
 
Based on the sample testing carried out, it would appear that the Council’s current financial 
controls as reviewed are operating effectively, with the exception of the following area: 
 
C: Review of risk 
The Council is required to carry out a risk assessment annually (Accounts and Audit 
Regulations 2015). The regulations require that the council meeting as a whole has to review 
their system of internal control including risk management.  
 
The Council was due to consider the annual risk assessment during the year but deferred its 
review until Members could meet in person, which did not happen due to the Coronavirus 
pandemic. There is a danger that a failure to adequately review and assess the risks facing the 
Council will result in additional costs and a failure to achieve the Council's corporate 
objectives. 
 

  



 

 

Audit Recommendations 
 

Recommendations made during the audit are shown on in appendix one to this report. 
 
Recommendations are graded as follows: 

 

Rating Significance       

High 
Either a critical business risk is not being adequately addressed or there is 
substantial non-conformity with regulations and accepted standards. 

Medium  
Either a key business risk is not being adequately addressed or there is a 
degree of non-conformity with regulations and accepted standards. 

Low 
Either minor non-conformity with procedure or opportunity to improve 
working practices further.   

 
 

The number of recommendations made at this audit visit and their priority are summarised in 
the following table: 

 

Rating Number 

High 2 

Medium 2 

Low 1 

Information 1 

TOTAL 6 

 
 
 
I would like to thank Kevin Morgan - Parish Clerk; Mandy Larcombe – Bookkeeper; and Cllr 
Sylvia Brown for their assistance during this audit. 
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Appendix 1 – Recommendations and Action Plan 

 
Recommendation 

number 

Detail Priority 

(Low/ 

Medium/ 

High) 

Management Response Responsible 

Officer 

Due Date 

 

  
 

 

3.1 – Review 
and approve 
risk register 

The Council is required to carry out a risk assessment 
annually (Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015). The 
regulations require that the council meeting as a 
whole has to review their system of internal control 
including risk management.  
 
The Council was due to consider the annual risk 
assessment during the year but deferred its review 
until Members could meet in person, which did not 
happen due to the Coronavirus pandemic. There is a 
danger that a failure to adequately review and assess 
the risks facing the Council will result in additional 
costs and a failure to achieve the Council's corporate 
objectives.  
 
It is recommended that the Council reviews the risk 
assessment at its next meeting, and that the Council 
ensures that a review is carried out annually in future. 

H Agreed. To be reviewed 
at/for July 2021 meeting 
due to lack of time 
before June meeting. 
 
This review is included 
in our yearly calendar 
which is due to be 
revised – it will be 
included in the new 
version. 

Clerk 31/07/2021 

3.2 – Formal 
approval of 
changes to staff 
pay 

I reviewed the Council minutes to confirm that there 
was no unusual financial activity. I found no such 
activity, but did note that minute 193/19-20 of the 
meeting of 21/04/20 referred to a confidential minute 
re Clerk remuneration that had been agreed at the 
March 2020 meeting. The Clerk noted that there was 

H Agreed. A more formal 
process for dealing with 
salary discussions and 
adjustments will be 
introduced for financial 
year 21-22. 

 For next 
budget 
setting 



 

 

no formal minute, but that there was a discussion 
about his remuneration (evidenced by an email 
between Members). 
 
I recommend that changes to the scale points and 
hours of staff are formally minuted by Council in order 
to ensure that staff are paid the correct salary. If 
Council wishes to maintain the confidentiality of staff 
pay, the proposed change could be proposed in a 
report, with the Council minuting its approval of the 
proposal.  

 
 

7.1 – Formal 
approval of 
salaries 

I checked to see that salaries agreed with those 
approved by Council. I found that there was no formal 
Council approval of the hourly rate for one member of 
staff. The Finance Working Group (FWG) discussed the 
20/21 rate in advance of April 2020, but the Council 
minutes of April 2020 only record that the confidential 
minute that was agreed at the March 2020 meeting 
needed to be prepared and circulated. An email was 
sent to the Clerk confirming the rate due, but the Clerk 
challenged the rate as being too high, and 
subsequently paid a lower rate. 
 
The Chair of the FWG confirmed during the audit that 
rate that had been calculated and paid by the Clerk 
was correct. 
 
I recommend that the salaries due to be paid to staff 
are formally approved by Council in order to ensure 
that there is certainty about the amount due to be 

M Agreed. As in entry 3.2 
above, a more formal 
process for dealing with 
salary discussions and 
adjustments will be 
introduced for financial 
year 21-22. 
 

 For next 
budget 
setting 



 

 

paid. This could be done confidentially without the use 
of confidential minutes either by having the detailed 
salary calculation used to determine the payroll 
budget being approved and signed by the Chairman of 
Council during the Council meeting when the budget is 
approved; or by going into confidential business and 
minuting the approval of a confidential salary 
recommendation (the details of which are contained 
within the report but not the published minute). 

7.2 – Amend 
overtime claim 
form 

I checked to see that other payments to employees 
were reasonable, properly supported and approved by 
Council. I found that one member of staff was paid 4 
hours of overtime during the sample month. The 
timesheet provided to support the overtime paid listed 
dates and amount of time worked, with a comment on 
what work was carried out. It was not clear which 
hours related to the employee's contracted hours, and 
which were overtime. The timesheet had not been 
signed by the member of staff (to self-certify that it 
was correct), nor by the line manager (to certify that it 
had been checked and approved). 
 
I recommend that the timesheet is redesigned to make 
the split of core and overtime hours clearer, to allow 
clear totals for core and overtime hours to be shown 
each month, and to allow for the overtime claim to be 
signed and dated by the claimant, and signed and 
dated by the approver. This will improve the audit trail 
and reduce the risk of fraud or error.  

M Agreed – this is 
something we had 
recently discussed as, 
while overtime is 
approved by council in 
advance of any 
requirement when 
possible, claims are not 
signed off at the time of 
payment. 
 
A more thorough 
system based on that 
described here will be 
introduced. 

Clerk/editor From June 
2021 



 

 

7.3 – Consider 
use of Clerk 
overtime code 

I checked to see that payments and deductions were 
correctly coded and suspense accounts promptly 
cleared. I found no suspense accounts, and noted all 
payments and deductions were correctly coded with 
the exception of staff overtime which had been coded 
to Clerk overtime in error. The Clerk confirmed that 
the error had been identified. 
 
I recommend that the Council considers whether Clerk 
overtime should be just for overtime worked by the 
Clerk (in which case, staff overtime should be recoded 
to a 'staff overtime' code), or if the split of overtime 
between Clerk and other staff is not needed (in which 
case, 'Clerk overtime' should be renamed). Note that 
this split is not relevant for the statutory accounts in 
the AGAR, as staff costs are reported in total. 

L This was something we 
had recently addressed 
as we noted that 
overtime for a current 
project had been 
incorrectly charged in 
20-21. 
 
However, as noted any 
overtime claimed but 
wrongly allocated was 
still included in the 
overall staffing costs for 
the AGAR purposes. 
 
We will review the new 
approach taken for 
financial year 21-22 to 
ensure it is sufficient for 
clearer auditing. 
 
 

Clerk 30/06/2021 

10.1 – Adjusted 
errors 

The following adjustments were made to the draft 
annual return: 
1. The total of fixed assets in the prior year was 
restated to remove costs relating to office equipment 
that had been disposed of, and the costs of two 
defibrillators which were identified as not belonging to 
the Council. This reduced the comparative fixed asset 
value by £3655 to £80409. 

Info Agreed.  N/A 



 

 

 


