
 
 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 

CORPORATE COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday, 15th July, 2021, 7.00 pm - Woodside Room George 
Meehan House - Outside Venue.  
 
This meeting will be webcast – view it here 
 
Members: Councillors Peter Mitchell (Chair), Erdal Dogan (Vice-Chair), 
Emine Ibrahim, Mark Blake, Dawn Barnes, Patrick Berryman, Mahir Demir, 
Scott Emery, Joseph Ejiofor, Alessandra Rossetti, Preston Tabois and 
Kaushika Amin 
 
Quorum: 3 
 
1. FILMING AT MEETINGS   

 
Please note that this meeting may be filmed or recorded by the Council for 
live or subsequent broadcast via the Council’s internet site or by anyone 
attending the meeting using any communication method. Although we ask 
members of the public recording, filming or reporting on the meeting not to 
include the public seating areas, members of the public attending the meeting 
should be aware that we cannot guarantee that they will not be filmed or 
recorded by others attending the meeting. Members of the public participating 
in the meeting (e.g. making deputations, asking questions, making oral 
protests) should be aware that they are likely to be filmed, recorded or 
reported on.   

 
By entering the meeting room and using the public seating area, you are 
consenting to being filmed and to the possible use of those images and sound 
recordings. 
 
The chair of the meeting has the discretion to terminate or suspend filming or 
recording, if in his or her opinion continuation of the filming, recording or 
reporting would disrupt or prejudice the proceedings, infringe the rights of any 
individual or may lead to the breach of a legal obligation by the Council. 
 

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS (IF ANY)   
 

3. URGENT BUSINESS   
 
The Chair will consider the admission of any late items of urgent business. 
(late items will be considered under the agenda items where they appear.  
New items will be dealt with at item 13) 
 

4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   
 

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_ZDYxZDcyNWYtNzg2MC00OTQ4LTllNTQtMGRlOTBkNzIxNjk5%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%226ddfa760-8cd5-44a8-8e48-d8ca487731c3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22f5230856-79e8-4651-a903-97aa289e8eff%22%2c%22IsBroadcastMeeting%22%3atrue%7d&btype=a&role=a


 

A member with a disclosable pecuniary interest or a prejudicial interest in a 
matter who attends a meeting of the authority at which the matter is 
considered: 
 
(i) must disclose the interest at the start of the meeting or when the interest 
becomes apparent, and 
(ii) may not participate in any discussion or vote on the matter and must 
withdraw from the meeting room. 
 
A member who discloses at a meeting a disclosable pecuniary interest which 
is not registered in the Register of Members’ Interests or the subject of a 
pending notification must notify the Monitoring Officer of the interest within 28 
days of the disclosure. 
 
Disclosable pecuniary interests, personal interests and prejudicial interests 
are defined at Paragraphs 5-7 and Appendix A of the Members’ Code of 
Conduct. 
 

5. DEPUTATIONS / PETITIONS / PRESENTATIONS / QUESTIONS   
 
To consider any requests received in accordance with Part 4, section B, 
Paragraph 29 of the Council’s Constitution. 
 

6. MINUTES  (PAGES 1 - 14) 
 
To consider and agree the minutes of the meeting held on 17th March 2021. 
 

7. UPDATE ON STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2020-21   
 
Verbal Update. 
 

8. TREASURY MANAGEMENT OUTTURN 2020/21  (PAGES 15 - 30) 
 

9. ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT 2020/21  (PAGES 31 - 64) 
 

10. ANNUAL INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT 20/21  (PAGES 65 - 102) 
 

11. AUDIT & RISK UPDATE  (PAGES 103 - 116) 
 

12. ANNUAL SCHOOLS AUDIT REPORT - 2020/21  (PAGES 117 - 132) 
 

13. ANY OTHER BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE   
 
To consider any items admitted at item 3 above. 
 

14. DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING   
 
23 September 2021 
 
 



 

 
Philip Slawther, Principal Committee Co-ordinator 
Tel – 020 8489 2957 
Fax – 020 8881 5218 
Email: philip.slawther2@haringey.gov.uk 
 
Fiona Alderman 
Head of Legal & Governance (Monitoring Officer) 
River Park House, 225 High Road, Wood Green, N22 8HQ 
 
Wednesday, 07 July 2021 
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MINUTES OF MEETING Corporate Committee HELD ON 
Wednesday, 17th March, 2021, 19:00 
 

 

PRESENT: 
 

Councillors: Isidoros Diakides (Chair), Zena Brabazon (Vice-Chair), 
Dawn Barnes, Patrick Berryman, Dana Carlin, Vincent Carroll, 
Mahir Demir, Erdal Dogan, Scott Emery, Alessandra Rossetti and 
Anne Stennett 
 
 
ALSO ATTENDING: Cllr Hakata  
 
 
12. FILMING AT MEETINGS  

 
The Chair referred Members present to agenda Item 1 as shown on the agenda in 
respect of filming at this meeting, and Members noted the information contained 
therein. 
 

13. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS (IF ANY)  
 
Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Liz Morris.  
 

14. URGENT BUSINESS  
 
There were no items of Urgent Business. 
 

15. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no Declarations of Interest.  
 

16. DEPUTATIONS / PETITIONS / PRESENTATIONS / QUESTIONS  
 
None. 
 

17. MINUTES  
 
RESOLVED 
 
That the minutes of the meeting held on 4th February were agreed as a correct record.  
 

18. STATEMENT OF FINAL ACCOUNTS 2019-20 & AUDIT COMPLETION REPORT  
 
*Clerk’s Note – The Chair agreed to vary the order of the agenda, in order to take the 
item on the renaming of Black Boy Lane as the last item of the open part of the 
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meeting. The minutes reflect the order of that items were considered rather than the 
order of items on the published agenda.* 
 
The Committee received a copy of the draft statement of final accounts for 2019-20, 
along with the audit completion report from BDO and a covering report, as set out in 
the second dispatch agenda pack at pages 3-252. The item was introduced by 
Kaycee Ikegwu, Head of Finance and Chief Accountant and Leigh Lloyd Thomas, 
Partner at BDO LLP the Council’s external auditor.  At the behest of the Chair, Leigh 
Lloyd Thomas gave a short verbal overview of the Audit Completion report. The 
following key points were set out to the Committee: 

a. The Committee were advised that the outstanding issues were below the 1.5% 
threshold of materiality and so BDO were happy that the accounts were a fair 
and true reflection, even without concluding the outstanding issues.  

b. The Council was a significant landowner and one of the issues commented on 
was the under-valuation of a sample of properties by £4.3m. This was likely 
due to inaccurate information being supplied to the valuer. Schools had also 
been undervalued by around £26m but most of these had now been corrected. 
BDO advised that Pendarren needed significant refurbishment. A key area for 
the Committee to note was identified as inaccurate data being send to the 
valuer.  

c. Another area for the Committee to note was around bank reconciliations being 
out and the need to review processes behind this.  

d. The Committee noted that the Council’s pension liability moved a lot in the 
Council’s favour following the triennial valuation. 

e. The Committee was advised that there would be a significant hit to the HRA 
arising from the Thames Water court case brought by Kingston and the 
consequent requirement for local authorities to reimburse applicable excess 
water rents and charges to tenants. It was noted that at present the Council 
had only agreed 6 years’ worth of reimbursements and that a further 
management decision on the amount of money to be set aside was pending.  

f. The MRP holiday was due to run out in 2023, which would result in a £5-6m 
cost to the Council per year.  

g. Haringey was in an advantageous position compared to some other authorities 
in relation to not having a lot of commercial property schemes. 

h. BDO advised that it appeared as though they would be able to give a true and 
fair determination overall. The next stage was for BDO to make adjustments 
following the responses to queries received from management and then the 
final statement of accounts would be issued and signed off by the 
Committee/Chair.  
 

The following arose from the discussion of this agenda item: 
a. The Chair commented that he was satisfied with the position overall but 

highlighted that there seemed to be a number of long-standing concerns and 
re-occurring issues that had come up in recent years. The Chair set out that it 
was important that the authority got on top of these issues going forwards.  

b. In response to a question around the purchase of Alexandra House, BDO 
advised that it was not unusual for purchases to go through a controlling entity 
as there were tax advantages in doing so. However, in this instance the vendor 
applied for planning consent to alter the layout to residential properties, which 
had increased the value of the property and the Council had found itself in a 
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position where it perhaps had to pay over the market value given the problems 
with River Park House and the Civic Centre. The Council effectively had to 
write down the £22m paid to the £16m underlying market value of the property. 

c. In response to a follow-up question, BDO advised that it was not within the 
Council’s gift to extend the lease on Alex House, they could ask but the 
freeholder was under no obligation to agree to do so. If the Council did not 
purchase the property, there was a risk that when the renewal clause came up 
in 2021 that the Council could have been without accommodation, given the 
work being done to other buildings.  

d. In relation to a question around the valuation of schools, BDO advised that it 
was difficult to quantify market value for schools as they would never be sold, 
so the government based the value on the Depreciated Replacement Cost. 
This was essentially what it would cost to replace the asset. It was noted that 
this was a notional value, not a real market valuation, that did not impact the 
revenue budget. It was an accounting measure and a way of applying some 
economic consideration of the cost to the Council in replacing it, largely based 
on depreciation costs. 

e. The Committee queried the Council’s involvement in relation to the Laurels and 
its under-valuation as the lease had been passed to the Bridge Renewal Trust. 
BDO agreed to pick this up with officers and the valuers outside of the meeting. 
(Action: BDO/Kaycee). 

f. In response to a question, BDO advised that it was not the auditors’ job to 
make a determination of whether the Council should have bought Alexandra 
House or not. The auditor considered that authority did everything correctly in 
terms of looking at the fair value, costing up local office space, looking at cost 
of temporary office accommodation and so forth. BDO commented that in this 
context the processes involved in making that decision were reasonable, even 
though the Council paid what it did. 

g. The Committee was advised that the Annual Governance Statement was set by 

the Council and was not a function of the external auditors.  

h. The Committee raised concerns around non-collection of receivables, given the 

large numbers involved and with £90m in uncollected debts, as set out in the 

statement of accounts. The Committee sought clarification around what this 

related to and whether other local authorities were in the same position. In 

response, BDO advised that Haringey was in the same position as any other 

local authority and the figures referred to related to the fact that some of the 

debts owed to the Council were issued under law rather than under contract 

and so had to be kept on the books and could not be written off for a period of 

six years. The Council held a lot of historical debt, some of which was very hard 

to collect. The example of £29m in outstanding parking debt was put forward. 

After 60 days and being unable to trace the owner of the vehicle, it was 

extremely unlikely the Council would receive any payment, but it had to leave 

the debt on its books for six years before being able to write it off. The same 

applied to housing benefit payments, where the recipient could no longer be 

contacted.   

i. In relation to debts from central government and health authorities, BDO 

advised that the Council had not provided any expected loss on these, which 

meant that it expected to get repayment in full, albeit it may take time. It was 

Page 3



 

 

noted that central government did not allow local authorities to provide for non-

collection of this and write the debt down.  

 

The Chair invited the Head of Finance and Chief Accountant to address the 

Committee in response to the comments of the external auditor, noting the ongoing 

issues around valuations, conciliations and MRP etcetera.  The Head of Finance and 

Chief Accountant acknowledged that there were a number of errors that had been 

highlighted through the audit process, which had now been corrected and would be 

reflected in the final statement of accounts. In relation to the issues highlighted in the 

external audit report, management set out their responses to many of these issues at 

page 60 of the report. Issues identified around cash conciliations, were a legacy issue 

that had existed for many years but there were improvements in being made in 

clearing these. Many of the concerns highlighted in the report had been taken on 

board, and management would be working with BDO and partners on how best to 

take these issues forward for the 2020-2021 audit process to ensure that they did not 

reoccur.   

The following arose as part of the further discussion of this agenda item: 

j. The Committee sought clarification around Thames Water overcharging and 

whether the Council could be liable if a tenant was evicted for being in debt due 

to the additional charges that were deemed unlawful. In response, the Legal 

Advisor to the Committee assured members that officers were looking into how 

to deal with the issue and the best approach going forwards. However, it was 

suggested that it was probably inappropriate to say anything further at this 

stage given that this was a meeting held in public. 

k. The Committee sought further assurances from officers around the errors that 

were highlighted in the BDO report and what was being done to ensure that 

they did not happen again. In response, officers advised that at the end of 

every audit there was a list of issues that was compiled, and these were 

factored into the process going forward. In relation to the issue of PPE 

valuations, officers set out that the valuations were carried out by an external 

partner, WHE, and that there was always an element of subjectivity in 

determining something’s value. Officers had met with the valuers and BDO 

earlier in the week on how to take the valuation issues that had been 

highlighted forward and to set clear expectations for the process of compiling 

next year’s statement of accounts.  

l. The Chair advised that overall, he was pleased with the level of progress that 

was being made to deal with some of the underlying problems that had 

occurred over the last number of years. The Committee agreed to consider the 

establishment of an initial working group, with a view to setting up a 

subsequent formal sub-committee, to monitor the underlying issues that had 

been identified in relation to the process of compiling the statement of accounts 

and to ensure that these issues did not reoccur in future years.  

m. Cllrs Brabazon, Dogan, Carlin, Stennett and Berryman agreed to be part of the 

proposed working group. Cllr Barnes and Cllr Rossetti agreed to nominate a 

suitable representative from the Liberal Democrats. (Action: Chair/Clerk to 

note).  
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RESOLVED  

I. That the Committee considered the contents of this report and any further oral 
updates given at the meeting by BDO LLP. 

 
II. That the Committee approved the Statement of Accounts 2019/20, subject to 

any final changes required by the conclusion of the audit, being delegated to 
the Chief Financial Officer in consultation with the Chair.  
 

III. That the Committee agreed giving the Chair of the Committee and Chief 
Finance Officer (S151 Officer) authority to sign the letter of representation to 
the Auditor. 

 

IV. That the committee noted the Audit Findings Report of the auditors, BDO LLP, 
and approved the management responses in the BDO LLP action plan 
contained within that report. 
 

V. That the Committee agreed to consider the establishment of a working group to 
monitor the underlying issues highlighted in the BDO audit completion report 
and ongoing issues which had been highlighted from compiling the Statement 
of Accounts, more generally. 

 
19. QUARTER 3 TREASURY MANAGEMENT UPDATE  

 
The Committee received a report for information which provided an update on the 

Council’s treasury management activities and performance in the three months to 31st 

December 2020. The report was introduced by Tim Mpofu, Head of Pensions & 

Treasury as set out in the agenda pack at pages 89-102. The Committee was advised 

that all treasury management activities in the period were undertaken in line with the 

approved treasury management strategy and that there were no issues of concern to 

highlight to Members.  

The Committee requested that future updates included information on the percentage 

of debts that were held in long term fixed rate investments. The Committee 

commented that they would like the Council to continue to be cautious and that some 

consideration should be given to linking investment terms to long term capital projects. 

(To note - Tim Mpofu). 

RESOLVED 

That Corporate Committee  
 

I. Noted the Treasury Management activity undertaken during the three 
months to 31st December 2020; and the performance achieved which is 
attached as Appendix 1 to this report; 

 
II. noted that all treasury activities were undertaken in line with the 

approved Treasury Management Strategy. 
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20. ANNUAL INTERNAL AUDIT PLAN, STRATEGY AND CHARTER 2021/22  
 
The Committee received a cover report along with the Annual Internal Audit Plan and 

Strategy 2021/22 and the Internal Audit Charter, for the Committee’s approval. The 

report and Internal Audit Plan, Strategy & Charter were introduced by Minesh Jani, 

Head of Audit and Risk Management as set out in the agenda pack at pages 103-124. 

The following arose during the discussion of this agenda item: 

a. The Chair commented that although the Audit plan was a management tool 

used to identify areas of weakness in the organisations’ governance structures, 

there was a limited capacity for Members to influence the contents of this plans 

and that Members should feel able to suggest areas for inclusion.  

b. The Committee sought assurances around an audit of early years 

commissioning, that had been discussed at an earlier meeting, given the 

complexity of arrangements and the risks to provision in this area. In response, 

officers advised that the audit was already underway as part of the current 

year’s audit plan and that an audit report would be brought to the July 

Corporate Committee. (Action: Minesh). 

c. In response to a question around areas of overlap in Scrutiny and the audit 

functions and how these could be support each other, officers advised that 

there was a clear distinction in the roles of scrutiny and audit. Audit looked at 

processes and whether those processes have adequately  mitigated the risk 

involved but did not interfere with the decisions made by the executive. 

Whereas scrutiny examined areas of policy and the decisions that are made. 

d. The Committee sought assurances around how audits were prioritised and 

what the process was for determining which order they were carried out in. In 

response, officers advised that the audit plan in front of members was the 

prioritised list for audits and the next stage was to plan those audits in over the 

next four quarters of the year. In carrying out the audit work officers had to 

have some recognition for what was happening in those services on the ground 

and to prioritise with this consideration in mind. 

e. The Chair requested that in relation to the phasing of audit work, that the plan 

should also include the terms of reference for each of the audits being 

undertaken. In response, the Head of Audit and Risk Management advised that 

he would circulate details of when audits would be taken forward in the plan but 

cautioned that the auditors had to carry out their work with regard to the public 

sector duties on audit standards, which included objectivity and independence 

as a key component. The Committee was advised that it was important that 

Members should not be determining what the auditors should be looking at 

within individual auditable areas as this should be free from political influence. 

The Chair acknowledged these concerns but also highlighted the need for 

transparency. 

f. The Committee questioned how long services were afforded to implement 

changes in response to audits. In response, officers advised that this was 

based on the nature of the recommendations and the priority of the 

recommendations. Higher Priority recommendations should be actioned sooner 

due to the inherent risk. In practice, a reasonable timescale was agreed with 

management based on the above two factors.  
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g. In relation to a question around what happened to items on the plan that were 

not completed by year end, officers acknowledge that there would be some 

items that were not completed by year end due to the auditors starting late. 

Officers would bring a report to the July committee that set out the annual 

statement of audits. (Action: Minesh Jani). 

h. The Committee queried whether the audit of performance management would 

be looking at performance across whole organisation, including senior officers. 

Officers responded that the audit was planned in recognition that Covid was 

likely to have a significant impact upon what was delivered and how it was 

delivered. The aim of the audit was to look at the new basket of performance 

indicators to make sure the organisation was set up to achieve what we it 

wanted to achieve and that these indicators were properly captured.  

i. In summary, the Chair noted that a detailed update of the audit plan with 

phasing would be circulated to the Committee in due course and that he would 

like a further discussion to take place around scope of audits.  

 

RESOLVED 

That the Corporate Committee reviewed and approved the updated Annual 
Internal Audit Strategy and Plan for 2021/22, attached at Appendix A of the report and 
the Internal Audit Charter, attached at Appendix B. 
 

21. AUDIT & RISK SERVICE UPDATE  
 
The Committee received a report which detailed the work reported by in-house audit 

resources, as well as Mazars since the end of quarter 3, which was reported to the 

Committee in February. The update also included information regarding the National 

Fraud Initiative. The report was introduced by Minesh Jani, Head of Audit and Risk 

Management as set out in the agenda pack at pages 125-139. 

Officers summarised the background and findings of the fact finding reviewing of the 

opportunity to purchase Alexandra House. It was noted that the purpose of the review 

was to examine the governance arrangements behind the decision, rather than the 

decision itself or to provide any assessment of its value. The findings of the audit were 

that there was no evidence of irregularity, but that the governance arrangements were 

weak and that this resulted in decisions being taken in an ad-hoc manner. The 

Committee was also advised that the audit found that there was a lack evidence 

around a robust business case being in place and that the organisation was not 

collectively appraised of the decision making process.  

The following arose during the discussion of this agenda item: 

a. The Committee queried whether, following this report, audit could also look into 

the period of time between May 2019 and March 2020 with a view to 

understanding why the Council changed its mind within a year and decided to 

purchase it after all, resulting in an additional £6m cost. A key area of 

investigation should be around what happened after this change of direction.  

b. The Committee also queried whether a small chronology of events could be 

supplied as well. In particular, the Committee was keen to understand whether 
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the developer received Planning Permission or just submitted a planning 

application and when this took place.  In response, officers advised that they 

would go away and double check the planning status. The Chair also sought 

clarification around whether the developer had bought the building or just 

exercised an option to buy. The Head of Audit and Risk Management advised 

that these were outside the terms of the audit and that he would ask the service 

to come back to Committee with a response. (Action: Minesh Jani). 

*Clerk’s note - application HGY/2019/2826 for 219 residential units was 

refused; a subsequent application HGY/2020/0225 for 171 units was 

subsequently withdrawn*. 

c. The Committee sought clarification around there being no political involvement 

in the decision-making process and whether the Cabinet Member was aware of 

the May 2019 decision, for instance. In response, officers clarified that one of 

the key findings was that, even before Members would have been asked to 

consider this, there should have been a robust business case drawn up. This 

was characterised as the root of the problem, even before any decision making 

was arrived at.  

d. The Committee commented that in light of this perhaps the follow-up audit 

should be around whether there was a robust business case in place for the 

subsequent decision to purchase the property. 

e. The Chair sought clarification as to whether it was a fact that there was no 

political knowledge of the decision being taken not to purchase Alex House, or 

whether it was just that the auditors couldn’t find any evidence of it. The Chair 

speculated that the Strategic Property Board must have been informed of the 

decision. Officers responded that this was a significant decision with significant 

financial ramifications and that it should have been considered by a number of 

key decision-making boards. However, what the auditors found was that there 

was no record of the decision not to acquire the property in the minutes of any 

of these boards. Therefore, there was no record through the formal channels in 

which decisions are recorded.  

f. The Chair thanked officers for the report and commented that there were 

outstanding concerns and limitations to the audit, in that it stopped short of 

looking into why the decision was taken not to purchase and there was no 

definitive analysis of who authorised that decision. There were also concerns 

around how the Council ended up paying significantly more for it following the 

original decision not to purchase. The Committee agreed that they would like to 

see a follow-up audit around Alexandra House, looking at the decisions taken 

in relation to the subsequent decision to purchase the property at an additional 

cost. (Action: Minesh Jani). 

g. The Chair agreed to email the Head of Audit and Risk Management with 

specific areas of concern for the Head of Audit and Risk Management to 

consider as part of a follow-up audit. The Chair acknowledged that, ultimately, it 

would be up to the Head of Audit and Risk Management to determine the terms 

of reference for any subsequent follow-up audit. (Chair). 

RESOLVED 

That the Corporate Committee noted the activities of the team.  
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22. RENAMING OF BLACK BOY LANE TO LA ROSE LANE  

 
The Committee received a report which sought approval for the change of street name 
from Black Boy Lane to La Rose Lane, following a second consultation exercise with 
residents and the issuance of a ‘notice of intention’ for the change of name. At its 
meeting on the 3rd December, the Committee agreed to move to a period of further 
consultation following the initial consultation exercise, carried out 28th September to 
9th November 2020 which set out two alternative possible street names, and the 
selection of ‘La Rose Lane’ as the intended new name of the street. The report was 
introduced by Rob Krzyszowski, Interim Assistant Director for Planning, Building 
Standards and Sustainability as set out in the agenda pack at pages 9-88.  
The following arose during the discussion of the report: 

a. The report set out examples of other relevant street & building renaming 
proposals, including those at Ealing and Brent. It was noted that there were no 
similar examples where the scheme involved consultation on such a large scale 
and where the authority had agreed to cover costs up to £300 per household.  

b. As part of the second round of consultation, letters were sent out and those 
letters were available in 12 languages, notices were displayed on the street and 
responses were accepted through a variety of digital and non-digital mediums. 
An online resident engagement event was also held on 23rd January 2021.  

c. Officers set out that most of the costs incurred from the name change were 
notional costs and would be met from existing budgets. 

d. The Chair noted the legal advice provided as part of the report and cautioned 
the Committee had already agreed the approach and timelines previously. The 
focus of the decision before the Committee was to consider responses to the 
statutory consultation and to agree the change of name and to comment on the 
financial package offered etcetera.  

e. The Committee queried whether the £300 offered per household was sufficient, 
particularly in relation to changes to leases and solicitor costs. In response, 
officers advised that the £300 should be viewed within the context of the wider 
support package and the fact that one-to-one legal support, to help with 
changing of documents, would also be made available to affected residents. 
Consultation responses on this issue was mixed, with some people saying that 
£300 was too low and others suggesting that it was more than sufficient to 
cover costs.  Officers advised that they were satisfied that the package as a 
whole was sufficient to meet the needs of affected residents. 

f. The Committee enquired as to whether there would be any additional funding 
made available for those affected. Officers responded that after consideration 
of the Committee’s previous comments, consideration had been given to 
means testing contributions but that the proposal was to stick with a flat rate 
and that proposals did not include provision of any additional costs above £300. 
Officers conceded that this could be reviewed going forwards, if it was not 
working and that the Council would always look to support its residents where it 
could. 

g. The Committee commented that the alternative examples of other name 
changing schemes set out in the report were not directly comparable as both 
had a majority of respondents in favour of the name change and involved a low 
number of households affected. The Committee noted that the proposed 
scheme involved a high number of residents and, of responses received from 
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Black Boy Lane residents, around 71% were against the change. The 
Committee commented that the legal advice was that the responses of the 
residents of the affected street had to be prioritised. In response, officers 
advised that the full legal advice was set out in the report and that this set out 
that any objections to consultation needed to be taken in to account. Officers 
also highlighted that the Council also had to give due consideration to the 
equalities impacts including the need to foster community cohesion.  

h. Officers also directed the Committee to Paragraph 6.3 of the report, which 
showed that there was a 36% turnout from residents of the street, with 48 
objections from Black Boy Lane (compared to approximately 183 properties on 
the street). Officers noted that the remaining households (64%) had all been 
included in the consultation but had not responded. 

i. The Committee also expressed concerns about undertaking a consultation 
during a lockdown and the disproportionate impact this could have on those 
who didn’t have access to IT. The Committee stressed the importance of the 
consultation being open and fair and suggested that with the easing of 
lockdown, there was an opportunity for officers to knock on doors and speak to 
people in person.  The Committee sought clarification on exactly how many 
properties were counted and whether the residents on Lincoln Mews were 
consulted. The Committee also sought assurance whether HMOs had been 
properly considered and what constituted a ‘household’. 

j. In response, officers set out that two consultations had been undertaken as 
part of this scheme and the legal requirement was only for one. The first 
consultation was conducted in the autumn when there were fewer restrictions in 
place. Officers advised that multiple letters had been sent out to residents, 
starting in July, and that these letters included non-digital methods of 
responding to the consultation. Contact addresses were supplied with each of 
these letters for residents to get in touch with the Council on this issue and the 
Council had received feedback by post. 

k. Officers advised that the number of addresses on the street was defined as per 
the street gazetteer, which was the national database maintained by the 
Council. This was 183. There were 13 HMO properties and 51 separate 
households, these figures were built into the financial modelling in the report. 
Officers confirmed that Lincoln Mews were not formally sent letters as part of 
the consultation but that there were street notices published on the adjoining 
Black Boy Lane. Any responses from the residents of Lincoln Mews were 
considered as part of the consultation process.  

l. The Committee commented that they were concerned about how democratic 
the process was and that the residents who lived on Black Boy Lane would be 
most affected and so their views should be prioritised. Previously, the 
administration had looked into changing the name of Town Hall Approach to 
New Windrush Gardens and only the 52 residents and business on that street 
were consulted. Ultimately this was cancelled because of costs of around £21k  
it was suggested that there seemed to be a lack of consistency around those 
who were consulted and the what was deemed to be an acceptable cost.  

m. Officers responded that the legal position was that the statutory consultation 
was either done through letters to addresses on the street with a notice or 
notices be published in and around the street for the attention of those walking 
down the street. Officers advised that the Council did both of these and more, 
as part of its consultation process. Responses taken from people who saw the 
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notices whilst walking down the street were a legitimate part of the consultation 
responses. A lot of consultation responses had been received by residents of 
the borough who said that they were negatively impacted by the racist/offensive 
undertones of the existing street name. 

n. Officers advised that in the example of renaming Town Hall Approach, this was 
not directly comparable as the existing name did not have a negative impact on 
some people within the community.  In relation to the cost, officers emphasised 
that the costs would be met from existing budgets and that there was no cost 
threshold to consider, as such, when determining whether to undertake a 
change of street name. 

o. The Committee also commented that Cabinet had previously agreed to provide 
a policy on renaming streets and places. It was suggested that this policy 
should be in place before any renaming exercises took place.  Officers 
responded that there was existing guidance around street naming and that this 
proposal had been considered in light of that guidance as well having consulted 
with the London Fire Brigade and their renaming procedures.  

p. Committee members acknowledged the need to change the street name and 
commented that they agreed that people found the current name offensive. 
However, the Committee raised concerns about the use of a flat rate of £300 to 
reimburse affected households and highlighted the fact that the Committee 
raised this issue previously at its meeting on 3rd December. It was suggested 
that rather than means testing, all that was needed was to provide additional 
assurances that any additional costs would be met by the Council. It was 
suggested that the Council seemed to have gone about the process in the 
wrong manner and that residents needed to be properly engaged with in order 
to bring them along with the decision.  

q. In response, officers assured the Committee that they had looked into this 
issue following the Committee meeting on 3rd December. The report included a 
much more detailed analysis of the costs that people may occur, as set out in 
paragraph 6.8.  The vast majority of the changes that may occur either involved 
little or no cost, or the Council would be able to make the required changes 
themselves, as the public body that maintained the property gazetteer.  The 
areas where residents may incur costs, as set out in the report, included issues 
highlighted by residents, as part of this consultation process and this 
demonstrated that the Council had listened to their concerns.  

r. The Committee questioned why the Council didn’t just agree to cover any legal 
costs incurred by residents. In response, officers advised that part of the wider 
support package included legal support and that the Council would review the 
costs going forward if it turned out that the £300 was insufficient.  

s. The Committee set out that there needed to be a policy in place, which was 
being followed rather than going forward on a discretionary basis. It was 
suggested that the Council needed to ensure that no residents would be out of 
pocket as result of this name change and that a better job should have been 
done of communicating this to residents.  In response, it was noted that the 
report set out that many of the expected changes would not incur costs, 
including changes to wills and leases. The Committee reiterated that the 
Council should have just made a firm commitment that it would pay any 
additional costs that were incurred by residents and businesses.  

t. In light of concerns around the potential for there to be a Judicial Review, the 
Committee questioned whether the exiting guidelines should be changed to 
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omit the current stipulation that changes would only usually be permitted when 
they gave concern to the occupants of that location. In response, the 
Committee was assured that officers felt that the risks of a Judicial Review 
were very low, that the guidance had been fully considered and that the Council 
had met all of the relevant legal requirements in bringing this decision to the 
Committee.  

u. A Councillor, who was not a Member of the Committee, addressed Corporate 
Committee and raised concerns about the timing of the whole process. In 
particular, it was queried why the consultation was done during the pandemic, 
given that residents would have other things to worry about. It was also 
commented that the threshold of how many people were in favour of the 
decision was important to residents, as was a perception that the consultation 
process was fair, and that the Council needed to take the objections of 
residents into account. The Committee also heard that it was important that the 
views of the George Padmore Institute were taken into account.  

*Clerk’s note: 21:50 hours – As per Committee Standing Order 63, the Chair 
agreed to suspend CSO 18, and that the Committee would continue past the 10pm 
cut-off point.* 
v. The Committee specifically queried whether the Council could provide a 

solicitor to residents to make any required legal changes. In response, officers 
commented that they were open minded about how this support would be 
done. It was suggested that the initial thought was to provide one-to-one 
support in a manner redolent of the Citizens Advice Bureau. Officers agreed 
that they would bottom out this proposal and take it forward if the Committee 
was minded to agree to the change.    

w. In response to concerns around the number of responses to the consultation, 
officers advised that 742 responses from across the borough was quite  a good 
return rate for a consultation of this nature. By way of context, it was noted that 
the latest borough wide Local Plan consultation received around 1000 
responses.  

x. Some members of the Committee commented that that they were deeply 
uncomfortable with the existing name and that they were assured that the 
Council had done everything it practicably could to mitigate the impact of a 
name change. In response, the Chair set out that the whole committee felt that 
changing the name was an appropriate thing to do but that there were concerns 
over the timing of it and the nature of the consultation. 

y. The Legal Advisor on the proposal assured Members that the consultation had 
been fair and reasonable and that the statutory process for the consultation had 
been adhered to, and in fact the Council had exceeded the statutory 
requirements.  

*Clerk’s note: 22:10-22:14 - The meeting was briefly adjourned as the Chair’s 
internet connection cut out.*  
z. Committee members commented that if it wasn’t for the fact that the majority of 

responses from residents on the street had responded against the change in 
the consultation then the Committee would have approved the proposal. A 
number of Committee members felt that additional consultation should be 
undertaken and that, as part of the communications materials involved, the 
Council should make it expressly clear that it would offer a solicitor to assist 
residents and would meet all reasonable legal costs. 
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aa. Other members of the Committee commented that it was important that a 
decision was made that evening and that any delays would be tantamount to 
‘kicking into the long grass’, especially as there were no guarantees that the 
pandemic would not necessitate further periods of lockdown.  

bb. The Legal Advisor reiterated that that statute clearly set out what the 
consultation requirements were and the expectation was that the Committee 
would adhere to these requirements, rather than creating their own 
requirements.  

cc. Cllr Brabazon proposed an amendment to the recommendation to the making 
of an Order under the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 Section 
6(1) to rename Black Boy Lane to La Rose Lane to take effect on 1 October 
2021. The amendment was that this should be delayed and that a further 
period of consultation be carried out with residents on a face-to-face basis with 
the aim of seeking the support of the residents of Black Boy Lane and providing 
those residents with additional assurances to their concerns, including 
improving the support package on offer where necessary. The amendment was 
seconded by Cllr Carroll. 

dd. A recorded voted was taken. Cllrs Brabazon, Berryman, Carroll and Rossetti 
voted in favour of the amendment. Cllrs Stennett, Emery, Demir and Barnes 
voted against the amendment. Cllrs Diakides, Dogan and Carlin abstained. The 
Chair used his casting voted in favour of the amendment. The amendment was 
therefore passed by five votes to four.  

 
RESOLVED  

 
The Committee: 

 
I. Considered the feedback from the Consultation #2 (Statutory) ‘Notice of 

Intention’ on the renaming of Black Boy Lane to La Rose Lane, in particular, the 
objections from residents and organisations directly affected by the proposed 
renaming; 

 
II. Considered and took into account the Equalities Impact Assessment (EqiA, 

Appendix 6 of the report) of the proposed change on protected groups and the 
actions proposed to mitigate the impact including a commitment to provide 
support, a dedicated staff resource and resident/organisation payments; and 
 

III. Rejected the making of an Order under the London Building Acts (Amendment) 
Act 1939 Section 6(1) to rename Black Boy Lane to La Rose Lane to take 
effect on 1 October 2021 and requested that a further period of consultation 
should be carried out in order to provide further assurances to residents of 
Black Boy Lane and elicit their support for the change of street name. The 
Committee also requested that the support package offered to the residents be 
reviewed as part of the further consultation work. 

 
23. NEW ITEMS OF URGENT BUSINESS  

 
N/A 
 

24. ANY OTHER BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE  
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None. 
 

25. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 
RESOLVED 
 
That  the press and public be excluded from the meeting due to item 26 containing 
exempt information as defined in paragraph 3, Section 100a of the Local Government 
Act 1972 (as amended by Section 12A of the Local Government Act 1985).  
 

26. AUDIT OF CYBER SECURITY UPDATE  
 
The Committee noted that a follow-up audit would be conducted over the summer and 
that the report would come to the Committee in September 2021. (Action: Minesh). 
 
RESOLVED  
 
The Committee noted the update.  
 

27. DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING  
 
TBA 
 
 

 
CHAIR: Councillor Isidoros Diakides 
 
Signed by Chair ……………………………….. 
 
Date ………………………………… 
 
 

 

Page 14



 

Page 1 of 3 

Report for:  Corporate Committee 15 July 2021 
 
 
Title: Treasury Management Outturn 2020/21 
 
Report  
authorised by:  Thomas Skeen, Assistant Director of Finance (Deputy S151 

Officer) 
 
Lead Officer: Tim Mpofu, Head of Pensions & Treasury  
 tim.mpofu@haringey.gov.uk  
 
Ward(s) affected:  N/A  
 
Report for Key/  
Non Key Decision: Non Key decision  
 
 
1. Describe the issue under consideration 

 
1.1. The Council has adopted the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 

Accountancy’s Treasury Management in the Public Services: Code of 
Practice (the CIPFA Code) requires the Council to approve reports on 
the performance of the treasury management function at least twice 
yearly (mid-year and at year end). 
 

1.2. The Council’s Treasury Management Strategy for 2020/21 was 
approved by Full Council on 24 February 2020. 

 
1.3. This report provides an update to the Committee on the Council’s 

treasury management activities and performance in the year to 31st 
March 2021 in accordance with the CIPFA Treasury Management Code 
of Practice. 

 
2. Cabinet Member Introduction 

 
2.1. Not applicable.  
 

3. Recommendations 
 
The Corporate Committee is requested: 
 
3.1. To note the Treasury Management activity undertaken during the year 

to 31st March 2021; and the performance achieved which is attached as 
Appendix 1 to this report. 
 

3.2. To note that all treasury activities were undertaken in line with the 
approved Treasury Management Strategy. 
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4. Reason for Decision 
 
4.1. None. 

 
5. Other options considered 

 
5.1. None. 

 
6. Background information  

 
6.1. The Council’s treasury management activity is underpinned by     

CIPFA’s Treasury Management in Public Services: Code of Practice 
(the CIPFA Code), which requires local authorities to produce annually, 
Prudential Indicators and a Treasury Management Strategy Statement. 
CIPFA has defined Treasury management as: “The management of the 
local Council’s investments and cash flows, its banking, money market 
and capital market transactions; the effective control of the risks 
associated with those activities; and the pursuit of optimum performance 
consistent with those risks.”  
 

6.2. The CIPFA Code recommends that members are informed of treasury 
management activities at least twice a year.  Formulation of treasury 
policy, strategy and activity is delegated to the Corporate Committee and 
this Committee receives reports quarterly. 

 
6.3. However, overall responsibility for treasury management remains with 

Full Council and the Council approved the Treasury Management 
Strategy Statement and set the Prudential Indicators for 2020/21 on 24 
February 2020. The Corporate Committee is responsible for monitoring 
treasury management activity and this is achieved through the receipt of 
quarterly/annual reports. 

 
6.4. Government guidance on local authority treasury management states 

that local authorities should consider the following factors in the order 
they are stated: 

 
Security - Liquidity - Yield 

 
6.5. The Treasury Management Strategy reflects these factors and is explicit 

that the priority for the Council is the security of its funds. However, no 
treasury activity is without risk and the effective identification and 
management of risk are integral to the Council’s treasury management 
activities. 
 
 

7. Contribution to Strategic Outcomes 
 
7.1. None. 
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8. Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including 
procurement), Assistant Director of Corporate Governance, Equalities) 
 
Finance and Procurement 

 
8.1. Finance comments are contained within the body of the report.   

 
Legal  

 
8.2. The Assistant Director for Corporate Governance has been consulted 

on the content of this report which is consistent with legislation governing 
the financial affairs of the Council. In particular, the Council must comply 
with the requirements of the Local Government Act 2003, the Local 
Authorities (Capital Financing & Accounting – England) Regulations 
2003 and the Localism Act 2011 and the CIPFA Treasury Management 
code. 
 

8.3. In considering the report Members must take into account the expert 
financial advice available to it and any further oral advice given at the 
meeting of the Committee. 

 
Equalities  

 
8.3. There are no equalities issues arising from this report. 

 
9.  Use of Appendices 

 
9.1. Appendix 1 – Treasury Outturn 2020/21 
 

10.  Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985  
 

10.1.  Not applicable. 
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Report for:  Corporate Committee – 15 July 2021  
 
 
Title: Draft Annual Governance Statement 2020/21   
 
Report  
authorised by :  Director of Finance  
 
Lead Officer: Minesh Jani, Head of Audit and Risk Management  
   Tel:       020 8489 5973 

Email: minesh.jani@haringey.gov.uk   
 
Ward(s) affected: N/A 
 
Report for Key/  
Non Key Decision: Information 
 
1. Describe the issue under consideration 
1.1 To inform the Corporate Committee of the statutory requirements to produce an 

Annual Governance Statement for 2020/21 (AGS) and to provide a draft 
statement relating to the 2020/21 financial year for review and approval.  

 
2. Cabinet Member Introduction 
2.1 Not applicable.  

 
3. Recommendations  
3.1 The Corporate Committee review and approve the draft 2020/21 AGS attached 

at Appendix A. 
 
3.2 That the Corporate Committee notes the approval timescale and processes for 
 the draft 2020/21 AGS. 
 
4. Reasons for decision  
4.1 The Corporate Committee is responsible for approving the Council’s draft AGS 
 as part of its Terms of Reference. In order to facilitate this, and provide 
 information on its sources of assurance from across the Council, reports have 
 been provided on a regular basis for the Corporate Committee, culminating in 
 the production of the draft AGS.  
 
4.2 The Corporate Committee’s terms of reference include under part D (ii), 

maintaining an overview of the Council’s Local Code of Corporate Governance. 
 
5. Alternative options considered 
5.1 Not applicable.  
 
 
6. Background information 
6.1 The Council is required to produce an Annual Governance Statement (AGS) for 
 publication with the Council’s annual accounts. The AGS comments on the 
 Council’s governance framework as a whole. Corporate governance brings 
 together underlying set of legislative requirements, governance principles 
 and management processes. 
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6.2 The preparation of an AGS is a statutory requirement of the Accounts and Audit 

Regulations (2015), as amended by the Accounts and Audit (Coronavirus) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2020. These regulations require local authorities to 
produce an annual statement, in accordance with ‘proper practice’. 

 
6.3  In order to comply with the statutory reporting deadlines, the AGS for 2020/21 
 has to be approved by 1 August 2021. The Leader and Chief Executive will sign 

the statement assurance that responsibilities have been adopted at a 
 corporate level and adequate processes exist and are effective before they sign 

the AGS. 
 
6.4  Prior to its final approval, the Council needs to demonstrate that the AGS has 

 been reviewed and agreed by relevant senior managers across the authority 
 and an appropriate member body. The Corporate Board has reviewed the draft 
AGS and a copy of this is provided at Appendix A. 

 
6.5  The AGS has been produced in line with the revised guidance issued in 2016

 by the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) and the 
 Society of Local Authority Chief Executives (SOLACE) in their report ‘Delivering

 Good Governance in Local Government: Framework’. The guidance applies to 
 governance statements produced from 2016/17 onwards. 
 
6.6  The revised guidance is recommended to be used as ‘best practice’ for 
 developing and maintaining a locally adopted code of governance. The 
 Council’s existing and published Local Code of Corporate Governance has 

been revised to incorporate the updated guidance and submitted to the 
Corporate Committee for approval. 

 
7. Contribution to strategic outcomes 
7.1  Corporate governance is an important element of the external assessment

 processes. The annual accounts, including the AGS, are subject to audit by the 
 council’s external auditors. While the whole of the financial statements may not 
 be qualified, an incorrect or inaccurate AGS may be raised as a

 recommendation by the external auditors. Ensuring the adequacy and 
 effectiveness of the Council’s governance arrangements, which cover all Priority 

areas, will assist in improving services to residents and other stakeholders. 
 

  
8. Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including 

procurement), Head of Legal & Governance (Monitoring Officer), 
Equalities) 
 

8.1 Finance and Procurement 
 

There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. The work 
within service areas which supports and provides evidence for the AGS, is 
contained and managed within their revenue budgets. Service departments 
manage risks and governance arrangements as part of the routine work to 
achieve their business plans and costs are contained within their revenue 
budgets.  Covid-19 has and will continue to impact most Council services to a 
greater or lesser extent in a myriad of different ways some of which will be 

Page 32



 

Page 3 of 3  

financial.  This has been recognised in the AGS revised action plan to be 
closely monitored throughout the year.   
 
Internal audit undertakes reviews of matters arising at the Statutory Functions 
Board and in consultation with the Priority Owners identified the significant 
governance issues. Additionally, the Head of Audit and Risk Management 
provides an annual report to support the assurance processes for the AGS. This 
work is part of the annual internal audit plan and costs are included within Audit 
and Risk Management’s budget. 
 
The Chief Finance Officer confirms that the presentation of the attached draft 
AGS for approval by this Committee meets the Council’s statutory requirement 
under the Accounts and Audit Regulations (2015), as amended by the Accounts 
and Audit (Coronavirus) (Amendment) Regulations 2020. 

 
8.2 Legal  
 

The Head of Legal & Governance has been consulted in the preparation of this 
report, and in noting that the AGS has been produced in accordance with 
current and best practice guidelines, has no comments. 
 

 
8.3 Equality 

There are no direct equality implications for the Council’s existing policies, 
priorities and strategies as a result of this report. However, ensuring that the 
Council has effective governance arrangements in place and taking appropriate 
action to improve these where required will assist the Council to use its 
available resources more effectively. 
 
This report deals with governance arrangements and their implementation 
across all areas of the Council, which have an impact on various parts of the 
community. Improvements in managing governance will therefore improve 
services the Council provides to all sections of the community. 
 

9. Use of Appendices 
Appendix A – Draft Annual Governance Statement 2020/21 
 

10. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985  
Not applicable. 
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http://www.haringey.gov.uk/contact/council-feedback/complaints-about-council
https://www.minutes.haringey.gov.uk/documents/s110621/App%20B%20Code%20of%20corporate%20Governance%20for%20legal%20VB%20MJ%2014.11.18%20final.pdf
https://www.minutes.haringey.gov.uk/documents/s110621/App%20B%20Code%20of%20corporate%20Governance%20for%20legal%20VB%20MJ%2014.11.18%20final.pdf
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https://www.haringey.gov.uk/local-democracy/policies-and-strategies/building-stronger-haringey-together
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http://www.minutes.haringey.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CId=444&Year=0
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https://www.minutes.haringey.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=118&MId=9468&Ver=4
http://www.haringey.gov.uk/local-democracy/performance-and-finance/council-performance
http://www.haringey.gov.uk/local-democracy/performance-and-finance/council-performance
https://www.minutes.haringey.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=118&MId=9468&Ver=4
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Report for:  Corporate Committee – 15 July 2021 
 
Title: Annual Internal Audit Report 2020/21 
 
Report  
authorised by :  Chief Financial Officer 
 
Lead Officer: Minesh Jani, Head of Audit and Risk Management  
   Tel:       020 8489 5973 

Email: minesh.jani@haringey.gov.uk 
 
Ward(s) affected: N/A 
 
Report for Key/  
Non Key Decision: Information 
 
 
1. Describe the issue under consideration 
1.1 To inform Members of the overall adequacy and effectiveness of the system of 

internal control and risk management operating throughout 2020/21 and present 
a summary of the audit work undertaken to formulate the opinion, including 
reliance placed on work by other bodies. 

 
1.2 This report also fulfils the relevant statutory requirements of the 2017 UK Public 

Sector Internal audit Standards (PSIAS); the 2017 Local Government 
Transparency Code; and the Corporate Committee’s terms of reference. 

 
2. Cabinet Member Introduction 
2.1 Not applicable.  

 
3. Recommendations  
3.1 That the Corporate Committee notes the content of the Head of Audit and Risk 

Management’s annual audit report and assurance statement for 2020/21. 
 

4. Reasons for decision  
4.1 The Corporate Committee is responsible reviewing the Annual Internal Audit 

Report as part of the required statutory processes.  
 

4.2 In order to facilitate this, reports are provided on a quarterly basis to the 
Corporate Committee on the work undertaken by the Internal Audit Service in 
completing the 2020/21 annual audit plan, together with reports on the 
responsive and pro-active fraud investigation work undertaken during the year.  

 
4.3 The report also supports the production of the Council’s statutory Annual 

Governance Statement. 
 
5. Alternative options considered 
5.1 Not applicable.  
 
6. Background information 
6.1 One of the terms of reference for the Corporate Committee is ‘to consider the 

Head of Audit and Risk Management’s annual report and a summary of Internal 
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Audit activity (actual and proposed) and the level of assurance it can provide 
about the Council’s corporate governance arrangements.’  

 
6.2  In addition, the mandatory PSIAS state:  

 The chief audit executive must deliver an annual internal audit opinion and 
report that can be used by the organisation to inform its governance 
statement.  

 The annual internal audit opinion must conclude on the overall adequacy 
and effectiveness of the organisation’s framework of governance, risk 
management and control. 

 The annual report must incorporate:  
o the opinion;  
o a summary of the work that supports the opinion; and  
o a statement on conformance with the PSIAS and the results of the quality 

assurance and improvement programme. 
 
6.3 The 2015 Local Government Transparency Code requires the Council to 

publish information annually in respect of its counter-fraud activities and the 
resources used to undertake this.  

 
6.4 The information in this report has been compiled from information held within 

Audit & Risk Management and from records held by Mazars Public Sector 
Internal Audit Ltd (Mazars), the contracted provider of internal audit services to 
the Council and relates to the work carried in the financial year 2020/21.  
 

7. Contribution to strategic outcomes 
7.1 The internal audit and counter-fraud teams make a significant contribution to 

ensuring the adequacy and effectiveness of internal control throughout the 
Council, which covers all Corporate Plan Priority areas.  

 
8. Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including 

procurement), Assistant Director of Corporate Governance, Equalities) 
 

8.1 Finance and Procurement 
There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. The work 
completed by Mazars is part of the framework contract which was awarded to 
the London Borough of Croydon and extended to 31 March 2024, in accordance 
with EU regulations. The costs of this contract are contained and managed 
within the Audit and Risk Management revenue budget. 
 
The report includes a number of estimates of the value of fraud uncovered by 
the work of the team; the Council will always seek to recover this where 
possible and in many instances this has been achieved.  Even where full 
recovery has not yet been possible, the investigatory work has prevented 
further losses.   
 
Two of the largest areas of anti-fraud activity concern housing – tenancy and 
‘Right to Buy’ fraud.  The financial benefits to the Council of the housing 
tenancy fraud work will be realised as properties are recovered and returned to 
the Council’s portfolio. The Cabinet Office estimates that the costs of fraudulent 
tenancies and unauthorised sub-letting equate to £18k per annum per property, 

Page 66



 

Page 3 of 3  

mainly relating to additional costs for temporary accommodation. Preventing 
fraudulent Right to Buy applications ensures that properties are retained within 
the social housing stock and discounts of up to £112.8k per property are not 
allocated to those who are not entitled to receive them. 

 
8.2 Legal 

The Head of Legal & Governance has been consulted in the preparation of this 
report, and in noting that the level of audit coverage complies with the 
mandatory PSIAS industry required standards, the opinion expressed by the 
Head of Audit & Risk Management and that measures have been put in place to 
deal with instances where assurance levels are an issue, has no comments. 
 

8.3 Equality 
The Council has a public sector equality duty under the Equality Act (2010) to 
have  due regard to: 

 tackle discrimination and victimisation of persons that share the 
characteristics protected under S4 of the Act. These include the 
characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil 
partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex (formerly 
gender) and sexual orientation; 

 advance equality of opportunity between people who share those 
protected characteristics and people who do not; 

 foster good relations between people who share those characteristics and 
people who do not. 

 
As contracted providers of Haringey Council, the internal audit contractor is 
required to demonstrate a strong commitment to equality and fairness in their 
actions and work practices, and adherence to the Equality Act 2010. Ensuring 
that the Council has effective internal audit and assurance arrangements in 
place will also assist the Council to use its available resources more effectively. 

9. Use of Appendices 
Appendix A – Annual Internal Audit Report 2020/21 
Appendix B – Internal Audit Outcomes 2020/21 – Mazars 
Appendix C – Anti Fraud Outcomes 2021/21 
 

10. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985  
Not applicable 
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APPENDIX A - Annual Internal Audit Report 2020/21 
(Including Head of Internal Audit Opinion) 
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Audit Area / Title Status 

Corporate/Cross Cutting Risk Audits 

Cancelled  
Risk Based Advisory work (in-house). 

Cancelled 
Risk Based Advisory work (in-house). 

Business Continuity Planning Deferred to 2021/22 due to Covid-19. 
In house advisory work and involvement in 
Council response from risk management 
perspective. 
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Audit Area / Title Status 

Priority 2 People (Children’s Services) 

Advisory work by Mazars 
In-house work added to plan. 

Cancelled as 2019/20 audit actions delayed 
and changes to service.  Follow up 
completed and work planned but now 
included in 2021/22 plan. 

Cancelled as other management process 
review not finished. 

The planned audit was expanded to include 
an assurance for Children’s services. 
 
 

Priority 2 People (Adults and Health) 

Cancelled. New contracts will be let in 
2021/22. Some advisory work in house. 
 
 

Priority 3 Environment and Neighbourhood  

Cancelled. Management assurance was 
better provided by business analyst than 
audit. 
 
 

Priority 4 Housing, Regeneration and Planning  

Advisory and Risk Management Work – in-
house. 

 Planning (extended scope due to COVID-
19). 
 
 

Priority 5 Customers, Transformation and Resources 
  

Cancelled as programme redefined. 
In house advisory work on new 
programmes. 

In house project as part of ‘post event’ 
central government grants work. 
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Audit Area / Title Status 

Corporate IT Audits 
  

 

Contract and Procurement Audit 
  
Procurement - Arrangement 
made under Policy Procurement 
Note 
 

In house review. 

Risk Based Audits of Key Financial Systems 
  
Teachers’ Pensions contributions Cancelled – external audit do not require 

this assurance. 

Delivery of Financial Savings - 
two projects 

Reassigned in house review. 
  

School Audits Risk Based Programme  

Fortismere Secondary Deferred to 2021/22 

Bruce Grove Primary Deferred to 2021/22 

  

Contingency / Unplanned Work 
  
Grants Project Advice  Advisory 

Grants Project Assurance Internal and Central Government Assurance 

Fairer Education Fund Advisory 

Payroll Control Issues  Advisory following fraud 

Data Protection Issues Advisory following data breach 

Management of Safeguarding Advisory as part of a whistle-blower 

London Energy Project Advisory as part of a whistle-blower 

IR35  Advisory – management concerns 

HAYS invoicing Advisory – management concerns 

Direct Payments Advisory – management concerns 

Early Years Advisory – complaint 

CCTV Advisory - complaint 

 

Number of audit projects as per the original plan 
(+)

44
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2019/20 2019/20 2020/21

  14 5%

181 62%

  99 33%

269
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APPENDIX 1 

Introduction 

This report for the 2020/21 financial year includes details of internal audits completed by Mazars. The report provides information on assurance 

opinions on areas we have reviewed and gives an indication of the direction of travel for key systems work which provides information on how 

risks are being managed over time. Full copies of our audit reports will be provided upon request. The fieldwork for these reviews has been 

completed during the government measures put in place in response to Covid-19. Consequently, testing has been performed remotely. 

All recommendations are agreed with Council officers, and any disputes are discussed prior to the final report being issued. All recommendations to address 

any control weaknesses highlighted within this report have been agreed. Officers’ actions to address the recommendations, including the responsible officer 

and the deadline for completion, are fully detailed in the individual final audit reports. The attached tables reflect the status of the systems at the time of the 

audit, and recommendations may already have been implemented by Council officers by the time the final report is issued and reported. 

Date: 6 July 2021 
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01 Mazars Internal Audit Work Undertaken in 2020/21 
The following reviews were undertaken within the year by Mazars. The audit findings in respect of each review, together with our 
recommendations for action and the management responses are set out in our detailed reports. It must be noted that the recommendations 
may already have been implemented by Council officers by the time the final report is issued and reported. 

Audit Title Date of Audit 
Date of Final 

Report 

Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of 

Recommendations   

(Priority) Total 

1 2 3 

Declarations of Interest September 2020 January 2021 Limited  1 2 3 6 

Buyback of Right to Buy (RtB) November 2020 January 2021 Adequate N/A - 2 2 4 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) November 2020 February 2021 Adequate N/A - 1 2 3 

Arrangements for Letting Contracts November 2020 May 2021 Limited  2 4 - 6 

Contract Management of Contracts November 2020 May 2021 Limited  1 5 - 6 

Purchase Cards November 2020 June 2021 Limited N/A 1 4 - 5 

Management of Cyber Risks December 2020 January 2021 Limited  2 8 3 13 

Insourcing December 2020 May 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 - 3 

No Recourse to Public Funds December 2020 July 2021 Substantial N/A - 1 1 2 

Capital Schemes January 2021 April 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 4 

London Construction Programme January 2021 April 2021 Adequate N/A - 2 2 4 

Contract Waivers January 2021 May 2021 Limited  3 2 - 5 

Risk Based Verification January 2021 May 2021 Adequate N/A - 1 - 1 
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Audit Title Date of Audit 
Date of Final 

Report 

Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of 

Recommendations   

(Priority) Total 

1 2 3 

Brokerage (Adults) January 2021 Draft Report Limited  - 5 1 6 

Brokerage (Childrens) January 2021 June 2021 Limited N/A 1 2 - 3 

IT Disaster Recovery January 2021 June 2021 Limited N/A - 4 - 4 

IT Infrastructure Resilience January 2021 June 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 4 

Adaptations  January 2021 July 2021 Substantial N/A - - 2 2 

Pest Control Fees and Charges February 2021 May 2021 Substantial N/A - 1 2 3 

Health and Safety February 2021 June 2021 Limited N/A 1 4 - 5 

Administration of Concessionary Travel February 2021 June 2021 Adequate  N/A - 1 1 2 

Accounting for Pay and Display Income February 2021 July 2021 Substantial N/A - - 6 6 

Accounts Payable February 2021 June 2021 Substantial  - - 1 1 

Quality of Practice February 2021 July 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 4 

Management and Control of Carers Service February 2021 July 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 4 

IT Change Management Follow Up March 2021 May 2021 N/A 

Early Years February 2021 March 2021 N/A 

CCTV March 2021 May 2021 N/A 

Safeguarding (Management & Triage Arrangements) March 2021 Draft Report Limited N/A 2 1 2 5 

Revenue Assurance April 2021 July 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 4 
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Audit Title Date of Audit 
Date of Final 

Report 

Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of 

Recommendations   

(Priority) Total 

1 2 3 

    Totals 14 68 33 115 

 

The following schools audits were undertaken within the year by Mazars.  

Audit Title 
Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of Recommendations   

(Priority) Totals 

1 2 3 

Our Lady of Muswell Catholic Primary School Substantial  - - 1 1 

North Haringey Primary School Substantial  - 1 - 1 

Tetherdown School Substantial  - 1 - 1 

Campsbourne School Substantial  - 1 1 2 

Woodlands Park Nursery School Adequate  - 2 1 3 

Lancasterian Primary School Adequate  - 3 - 3 

Riverside School Adequate  - 3 1 4 

Rokesly Junior School Adequate  - 3 1 4 

Ferry Lane Primary School Adequate  - 3 2 5 

West Green Primary School Adequate  - 4 1 5 

St Peter in Chains Roman Catholic Infant School Adequate  - 3 3 6 

Welbourne Primary School Adequate  - 4 2 6 

Crowland Primary School Adequate  - 4 3 7 

Belmont Junior School Adequate  - 5 3 8 
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Audit Title 
Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of Recommendations   

(Priority) Totals 

1 2 3 

Rokesly Infant & Nursery School Adequate  1 2 1 4 

Lea Valley Primary School Limited  2 5 4 11 

Stroud Green Primary School Limited  2 8 - 10 

  Totals 5 52 24 81 

 

Definitions of assurance levels, recommendations priorities and direction of travel are in Section 03 below. 
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02  Benchmarking 

This section compares the Assurance Levels (where given) and categorisation of recommendations made.  

Comparison of assurance levels (where given) 

We have provided assurance opinions in 44 reports this year, with 46 opinions provided in 2019/20.  

In comparison to 2019/20, there has been an increase in ‘Substantial’ opinions this year and no audits have received a ‘Nil’ assurance opinion. 
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Comparison of recommendations by categorisation (where given) 

Over the past year, we have made a total of 196 new recommendations. 19 recommendations were categorised as Priority 1, 120 were categorised as 

Priority 2 and 57 were categorised as Priority 3. 

 Less recommendations have been raised this year, however, there has been an increase in Priority 1 recommendations (from 14 to 19).  
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03 Definitions of Assurance and Recommendation Gradings 

 

Direction  

Direction Description 

 

Improved since the last audit visit.   

 

Deteriorated since the last audit visit.   

 

Unchanged since the last audit report.   

No arrow Not previously visited by Internal Audit. 

Definitions of Recommendations 

Priority Description 

Priority 1 

(Fundamental) 

Recommendations represent fundamental control 

weaknesses, which expose the organisation to a 

high degree of unnecessary risk. 

Priority 2  

(Significant) 

Recommendations represent significant control 

weaknesses which expose the organisation to a 

moderate degree of unnecessary risk. 

Priority 3 

(Housekeeping) 

Recommendations show areas where we have 

highlighted opportunities to implement a good or 

better practice, to improve efficiency or further 

reduce exposure to risk. 

Definitions of Assurance Levels 

Level Description 

Substantial 

Assurance: 

Our audit finds no significant weaknesses and we feel that 

overall risks are being effectively managed.  The issues raised 

tend to be minor issues or areas for improvement within an 

adequate control framework. 

Adequate 

Assurance: 

There is generally a sound control framework in place, but there 

are significant issues of compliance or efficiency or some 

specific gaps in the control framework which need to be 

addressed.  Adequate assurance indicates that despite this, 

there is no indication that risks are crystallising at present. 

Limited 

Assurance: 

Weaknesses in the system and/or application of controls are 

such that the system objectives are put at risk.  Significant 

improvements are required to the control environment. 

Nil 

Assurance: 

There is no framework of key controls in place to manage risks. 

This substantially increases the likelihood that the service will 

not achieve its objectives. Where key controls do exist, they are 

not applied. 
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Statement of Responsibility 
We take responsibility to the London Borough of Haringey for this report which is prepared on the basis of the limitations set out below. 

The responsibility for designing and maintaining a sound system of internal control and the prevention and detection of fraud and other irregularities rests with management, with 

internal audit providing a service to management to enable them to achieve this objective. Specifically, we assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the system of internal control 

arrangements implemented by management and perform sample testing on those controls in the period under review with a view to providing an opinion on the extent to which 

risks in this area are managed. 

We plan our work in order to ensure that we have a reasonable expectation of detecting significant control weaknesses. However, our procedures alone should not be relied 

upon to identify all strengths and weaknesses in internal controls, nor relied upon to identify any circumstances of fraud or irregularity. Even sound systems of internal control 

can only provide reasonable and not absolute assurance and may not be proof against collusive fraud. The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention 

during the course of our work and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or all improvements that might be made. Recommendations 

for improvements should be assessed by you for their full impact before they are implemented. The performance of our work is not and should not be taken as a substitute for 

management’s responsibilities for the application of sound management practices. 

This report is confidential and must not be disclosed to any third party or reproduced in whole or in part without our prior written consent. To the fullest extent permitted by law 

Mazars LLP accepts no responsibility and disclaims all liability to any third party who purports to use or reply for any reason whatsoever on the Report, its contents, conclusions, 

any extract, reinterpretation amendment and/or modification by any third party is entirely at their own risk. 

In this document references to Mazars are references to Mazars LL Registered office: Tower Bridge House, St Katharine’s Way, London E1W 1DD, United Kingdom. Registered 

in England and Wales No 4585162. 

Mazars LLP is the UK firm of Mazars, an international advisory and accountancy group. Mazars LLP is registered by the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 

to carry out company audit work. 
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Appendix C - Anti-fraud

2020/21
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Report for:  Corporate Committee – 15 July 2021 
 
 
Title: Audit & Risk Service Update 

Quarter 4 (Jan – March 2021) 
Report  
authorised by:  Director of Finance 
 
Lead Officer: Minesh Jani, Head of Audit and Risk Management  
   Tel:       020 8489 5973 

Email: minesh.jani@haringey.gov.uk   
 
Ward(s) affected: N/A 
 
Report for Key/  
Non-Key Decision: Information 
 
1. Describe the issue under consideration 
1.1 This report details the work undertaken by the in-house Audit and Fraud team 

as well as our outsourced partner Mazars, for the quarter ending 31 March 
2021.  A combined report has been produced to update the Committee. During 
quarter four, the team continue to face the unprecedented circumstances 
arising from working remotely due to Covid-19.     

 
2. Cabinet Member Introduction 
2.1 Not applicable.  

 
3. Recommendations  
3.1 The Corporate Committee is recommended to note the activities of the team 

during quarter four of 2020/21. 
 

4. Reasons for decision  
4.1 The Corporate Committee is responsible for monitoring the effectiveness of the 

Council’s Internal Audit Strategy; policies on Anti-Fraud and Corruption and 
receiving assurance with regard the Council’s internal control environment and 
mechanisms for managing risk.   In order to facilitate this, progress reports are 
provided on a quarterly basis for review and consideration by the Corporate 
Committee with regards Audit and Anti-Fraud.   

 
5. Alternative options considered 
5.1 Not applicable.  
 
6. Background information 
6.1 The information in this report has been compiled from information held by Audit 

& Risk Management. 
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7. Contribution to strategic outcomes 

 
7.1 The Audit & Risk team makes a significant contribution through its pro-active 

work in ensuring the adequacy and effectiveness of internal control throughout 
the Council, which covers all key Priority areas.  

 
8. Statutory Officers comments - Chief Finance Officer and Head of Legal & 

Governance (Monitoring Officer) 
 

8.1 Finance and Procurement 
There are no direct financial implications arising from this report although the 
impact of Covid-19 on planned activity has been clearly highlighted throughout 
the report. 
 
Members’ attention is particularly drawn to paragraphs 12.6 to 12.11 which 
summarise the key findings and recommendations in the three limited 
assurance system reports relating to contracts and procurement. A strong and 
efficient procurement framework with robust compliance monitoring and 
effective contract management are essential to ensuring the Council achieves 
value for money for its residents and the public purse. 
 

8.2 Legal 
The Council’s Head of Legal and Governance has been consulted in the 
preparation of this report, and in noting the plans in place to deal with the areas 
of concern highlighted in the report advises that there are no direct legal 
implications arising out of the report. 

 
8.3 Equality 

The Council has a public sector equality duty under the Equality Act (2010) to 
have due regard to: 

 tackle discrimination and victimisation of persons that share the 
characteristics protected under S4 of the Act. These include the 
characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil 
partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex (formerly 
gender) and sexual orientation. 

 advance equality of opportunity between people who share those 
protected characteristics and people who do not. 

 foster good relations between people who share those characteristics and 
people who do not. 

The Audit & Risk team is required to demonstrate a strong commitment to 
equality and fairness in their actions and work practices, and adherence to the 
Equality Act 2010 and this is built into the team’s operational procedures. 
Ensuring that the Council has effective counter-fraud arrangements in place will 
assist the Council to use its available resources more effectively.  

9. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985  
Not applicable. 
 

10. Performance Management Information 
10.1 Local performance targets have been agreed for Audit and Risk Management, 

these are reported against in the sections below. 
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11. INTRODUCTION 
 
11.1 This report covers the period from 1 January 2021 to 31 March 2021 and 

summarises the work of the in-house team.  
 
11.2 The Team’s in-house resources have not been significantly impacted in terms 

of the level of resource available by COVID-19 in quarter four however there 
was significant impact in how the team carries out its work.  Business continuity 
plans were enacted in March 2020 and the working practises of the team have 
been adapted to enable the team to continue to fulfil its role.  To allow the team 
to practice safe working whilst identifying new ways of working, the team carried 
out risk assessments which predominately sought to reduce the need for face-
to-face contact as much as possible. 

 
11.3 Although resources have been stable during the period the demand on the 

services remains very high.  In addition to the usual planned and unplanned 
fraud work, the team supported services in the administration of business grant 
projects, which continues to be a priority area of resource allocation. In this 
regard, the work of the anti-fraud team was to carry out checks before any 
payment was made to prevent fraud and / or error.  

 
12. INTERNAL AUDIT  
 
12.1 Due to the delays in starting the audit plan as previously reported, there has 

been a high level of work in progress during quarter four.   The new team from 
Mazars is fully embedded and eight assignments have been finalised between 
the February meeting and the middle of May.  Information is in included in 
Appendix A.  The Head and Deputy Head of Audit and Risk continue to support 
the efficient delivery of added value work and continues to support the work of 
services and responding to new and emerging risks by providing advice, 
guidance or undertaking focused audit assignments to provide assurances.  
The focus post May has been to conclude all 2020/21 audits in time for the 
publication of the annual report and Head of Internal Audit Opinion. 

 
12.2 The Head of Audit & Risk has continued to work with the Council’s Director of 

Finance and the Monitoring Officer to ensure that the governance framework 
remains robust and offering both general and specific risk advice to support 
Directors. 

 
12.3 The Deputy Head of Audit & Risk has continued to be involved with the 

Emergency Business Grant projects the Council has delivered, in quarter four 
new grant allocations have been made for distribution.  Our role in the period 
January to March has been to continue in an advisory capacity and to 
undertake pre-payment checks to prevent fraud and /or error.   

 
12.4 Troubled Families returns have been audited and assurances provided to the 

Department for Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
(MHCLG) that the information provided by the Troubled Families Team in 
pursuit of funding is correct.  
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12.5 The reports finalised and those that reached the draft stage, as well as work in 
progress is outlined in Appendix 1 of this report.    Three limited assurance 
system reports have been issued relating to Letting of Contracts, Contract 
Management and Contract Waivers.  Four final reports with adequate or above 
assurance have been issued and work completed to follow up the change 
management audit from 2019/20 has also been concluded.  Seven schools 
reports were finalised, all reporting an improved level of assurance.   One 
school received limited assurance, and this will be followed up formally in 
quarter two of 2021/22. 

 
12.6 Contract Management – Limited Assurance 

This audit along with the others, outlined below, related to contracts and 
procurement in the 2020/21 audit plan were discussed with management.   It 
has been agreed that consideration will be given to the council’s approach to 
contract management and procurement, as part of the existing Enterprise 
Resource Planning (ERP) project, and this will mitigate some of the risks 
identified and the audit recommendations and the underlying findings and risks 
will be part of the scope of this work.   The Head of Audit and Risk Management 
is sited on this work, and we will formally follow up in quarter two 2021/22. 

 
12.7 The audit raised two priority 1 and four priority 2 recommendations.   The 

recommendation sought to address the lack of consistency in the management 
of contracts across the council, through enhanced use of technology, oversight 
from strategic procurement and training for contract managers.    

 
12.8 Letting of Contracts – Limited Assurance 

The Council has approved rules and procedures to govern its procurement 
activities which are driven by good practice and relevant legislation.  The 
strategic procurement team lead procurements over £160k with management in 
service departments being responsible for lower value procurements.   
 

12.9 The audit raised one priority 1 and five priority 2 recommendations.  The 
recommendations sought to address a lack of a robust central record relating to 
contracts; better awareness and training for management; more robust vetting 
of suppliers; better use of technology and more oversight corporately of 
compliance with contract procedures rules and procedures. 

 
12.10 Contract Waivers – Limited Assurance 

Although the need to waive the contract standing orders is acknowledged within 
the Council’s approved rules and procedures and is often necessary to deal 
with urgent procurement activities responding to the needs of the residents, it is 
important to ensure this process is not used when alternative procurement 
routes are available to achieve the outcomes.   
 

12.11 The audit raised three priority 1 and two priority 2 recommendations.  These 
related to enhancing understanding of the requirements of the Contract 
Standing Orders (CSOs), ensuring central records are available to enable 
monitoring of compliance corporately.  

 

12.12 Summaries of all audit outcomes are shared with Corporate Committee 
Members.   The team will follow up the agreed actions within audit reports as 
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part of the 2021/22 audit plan, and where required, escalated to address the 
internal control weaknesses.     

  
 
13. RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
13.1 In quarter four the Head and Deputy Head of Audit and Risk continue to work 

with management teams, attending management team meetings to review and 
challenge their risk registers, this activity has driven the production of the 
2021/22 audit plan, which is a key task for quarter four each year.  

 
14. ANTI-FRAUD ACTIVITY 
   
14.1 The team undertakes a wide range of anti-fraud activity and have two 

performance indicators to monitor its work relating to tenancy fraud and the 
other right to buy fraud.    These targets have been consistently achieved in 
recent years.    Financial values are assigned to these outcomes based on the 
discounts not given and the estimated value of providing temporary 
accommodation to a family.   The Audit Commission, when in existence, valued 
the recovery of a tenancy, which has previously been fraudulently occupied, at 
an annual value of £18,000, as noted above this related to average Temporary 
Accommodation (TA) costs.  No new national indicators have been produced; 
therefore, although this value is considered low compared to potential TA costs 
if the property has been identified as sub-let for several years, Audit and Risk 
Management continue to use this figure of £18k per property for reporting 
purposes to provide an indication of the cost on the public purse of fraud 
activity.  

 
14.2  Table 1 Local Performance Targets – anti fraud activity 
 

Performance Indicator Q4 YTD Financial  
Value 

Annual 
Target 

Properties Recovered  
 

5 21 £378k+ 50 

Right to Buys prevented 16 69 £7.5m+ 80 

 
 
14.3  Tenancy Fraud – Council properties 
 
14.4 The Fraud Team works with Homes for Haringey (HfH) to target and investigate 

housing and tenancy fraud, which forms part of HfH’s responsibilities in the 
Management Agreement.  HfH continue to fund a Tenancy Fraud Officer co-
located within the Fraud Team.  
 

14.5 The Fraud Team will continue to work with HfH to identify the most effective use 
of fraud prevention and detection resources across both organisations to enable 
a joined-up approach to be taken, especially where cases of multiple fraud are 
identified e.g., both tenancy fraud and right to buy fraud.   Covid-19 has 
obviously impacted on outcomes in comparing activity to the same period in 
2020 we note that only 111 referrals were received, 36 of these in quarter four, 
compared to 204 in 2019/20. 
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14.6 Table 2 Tenancy Fraud Activity and Outcomes 

 

Opening Caseload 202  

New Referrals received 36  

   

Total  238 

   

Properties Recovered 5  

Case Closed – no fraud 46  

   

Total  (-)                             51 

    

Ongoing Investigations  187 

 
 

14.7 Two Tenancy Fraud files are being prepared for prosecution and 77 of these 
cases (41%) are with other teams for action.  Properties will be included in the 
‘recovered’ data when the keys are returned, and the property vacated.  
 

14.8 Right-to-buy (RTB) applications 
 
14.9 As at 31 March 2021 there were 226 ongoing applications under investigation.   

During quarter four, 16 RTB applications were withdrawn or refused either 
following review by the fraud team and/or due to failing to complete money 
laundering processes.   Year-end outcomes against target totalled 69.    

 
14.10 Covid-19 and the restrictions during quarter four continue to impact on the 

timeline in many processes mainly due to the restrictions around visits as it is 
noted that for applications received in 2020, no visit took place by the Homes 
for Haringey team.   With restrictions so high currently the fraud team are 
unable to carry out visits, however additional desk-based checks are being 
completed to mitigate the increased risk. 
 

14.11 Gas safety – execution of warrant visits 
 

The Fraud Team accompany warrant officers on all executions of ‘warrant of 
entry’ visits where it is suspected that the named tenant is not in occupation.  
The fraud team did not attend the gas safety visits, following a COVID-19 risk 
assessment. Consequently, no referrals were received from the gas safety 
activity in quarter 4 though it is envisaged the team will restart their visits from 
2020/21. 
 

14.12 Pro-active counter-fraud projects 
 In quarter four two members of the team have continued to support the 

Business Grants administration project, undertaking pre-payment checks to 
ensure risk of fraud and error is minimised.  The outcomes of the team’s work in 
this area will be included in the annual report.   Having circa a third of our 
resources dedicated to this project throughout the year has had an impact on 
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other targets and priorities, particularly our pro-active work such as the National 
Fraud Initiative and tenancy investigations.  

 
 
14.13 No Recourse to Public Funds (NRPF) 

As at 31 March, 53 referrals have been received and responded to by the Fraud 
Team in this financial year.   Ten were received in quarter four.  The role of the 
Fraud Team is to provide a financial status position for the NRPF team to 
include in their overall Children and Family Assessment. 
The average cost of NRPF support per family (accommodation and subsistence 
for a two-child household) is around £20,000 pa. 

 
14.14 Internal employee investigations 

In accordance with the Council’s Constitution, the in-house Fraud Team 
investigates all allegations of financial irregularity against employees.  
There were two employee investigations in progress at the start of quarter 4, 
one has been closed the other remains ongoing.  There was one new employee 
related investigation received in quarter four.  
 
The Fraud Team work closely with officers from HR and the service area 
involved to ensure that the investigation is completed as quickly as possible.  

 
14.15 Whistleblowing Referrals 

The Head of Audit and Risk Management maintains the central record of 
referrals made using the Council’s Whistleblowing Policy.  Two new referrals 
were made during quarter four.  Of these one was retained for audit 
investigation; one was closed immediately as had been investigated before.   
 
 

14.16 Prosecutions 
As at 31 March 2021 one Tenancy Fraud cases have been prepared and are 
with Legal Services for a Court application.  One further prosecution is in 
progress for Homes for Haringey.    
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APPENDIX 1 

Introduction 

This report for the 2020/21 financial year includes details of all reports which have reached final stage since February 2021. The report 

provides information on assurance opinions on areas we have reviewed and gives an indication of the direction of travel for key systems work 

which will provide information on how risks are being managed over time. Full copies of our audit reports will be provided upon request. The 

fieldwork for these reviews has been completed during the government measures put in place in response to Covid-19. Consequently, testing 

has been performed remotely. 

All recommendations are agreed with Council officers, and any disputes are discussed prior to the final report being issued. All recommendations to address 

any control weaknesses highlighted within this report have been agreed. Officers’ actions to address the recommendations, including the responsible officer 

and the deadline for completion, are fully detailed in the individual final audit reports. The attached tables reflect the status of the systems at the time of the 

audit, and recommendations may already have been implemented by Council officers by the time the final report is issued and reported. 

Date: 15 May 2021 
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Key Highlights/Summary since February 2021: 
2020/21 Internal Audit Reports finalised

• Capital Schemes 

• London Construction Programme 

• Verification Framework 

• Pest Control – Fees and Charges 

• Contract Waivers 

• Arrangements for Letting Contracts 

• Contract Management of Contracts 

• Change Management Follow Up

2020/21 Schools Audit Reports finalised

• Campsbourne Primary School 

• North Harringay Primary School  

• Lea Valley Primary School 

• Our Lady of Muswell Catholic Primary School 

• Lancasterian Primary School 

• Tetherdown Primary School 

• Woodlands Park Nursery School

2020/21 Draft Internal Audit Reports issued (this work will be finalised by end of June to inform the Head 
of Internal Audit Opinion)

• Insourcing 

• Administration of Concessionary 

Travel 

• No Recourse to Public Funds 

• IT Infrastructure Resilience 

• IT Disaster Recovery 

• St Peter-in-Chains RC Infant School 

• Crowland Primary School 

• Health and Safety 

 

2020/21 Audits at Fieldwork Stage (As above.   The reports will be finalised by end of June).

• Accounts Payable 

• Adaptations (Adult’s and Children’s) 

• Adult Social Care Management 

(Quality of Practice) 

• Management and Control of Carers 

Service 

• Revenue Assurance 

• Brokerage (Adult’s and Children’s) 

• Accounting for Pay and Display 

Income 

• Stroud Green & West Green Primary  

• Safeguarding 
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Audit Progress and Detailed Summaries 

The following table sets out the audits finalised since February 2021 and the status of the systems at the time of the audit. It must be noted that 
the recommendations may already have been implemented by Council officers by the time the final report is issued and reported. 

Audit Title Date of Audit 
Date of Final 

Report 

Assurance 

Level 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of 

Recommendations   

(Priority) 

1 2 3 

Arrangements for Letting Contracts November 2020 May 2021 Limited  1 5 - 

Contract Management of Contracts November 2020 May 2021 Limited  1 5 - 

Contract Waivers January 2021 May 2021 Limited  3 2 - 

Capital Schemes January 2021 April 2021 Adequate N/A - 3 1 

London Construction Programme January 2021 April 2021 Adequate N/A - 2 2 

Risk Based Verification January 2021 May 2021 Adequate N/A - 1 - 

Pest Control Fees and Charges February 2021 May 2021 Substantial N/A - 1 2 

IT Change Management Follow Up March 2021 May 2021                                          N/A 
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As part of the 2020/21 Internal Audit Plan we have visited the following schools and issued a final report: 

 

School 

 

Date of Audit 
Date of Final 

Report 

 

Assurance 

Level 

 

Direction of 

Travel 

Number of Recommendations   

(Priority) 

1 2 3 

North Harringay Primary School  February 2021 March 2021 Substantial  - 1 - 

Campsbourne Primary School March 2021 April 2021 Substantial  - 1 1 

Lea Valley Primary School March 2021 April 2021 Limited  2 5 4 

Tetherdown Primary School February 2021 April 2021 Substantial  - 1 - 

Our Lady of Muswell Catholic Primary 

School 

March 2021 May 2021 Substantial  - - 1 

Lancasterian Primary School February 2021 May 2021 Adequate  - 3 - 

Woodlands Park Nursery School February 2021 May 2021 Adequate  - 2 1 

Definitions of assurance levels, recommendations priorities and direction of travel are included below. 
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As a reminder, our recommendations are prioritised according to the following categories: 

 

Direction  

Direction Description 

 Improved since the last audit visit.   

 Deteriorated since the last audit visit.   

 Unchanged since the last audit report.   

No arrow Not previously visited by Internal Audit. 

Definitions of Recommendations 

Priority Description 

Priority 1 

(Fundamental) 

Recommendations represent fundamental control 

weaknesses, which expose the organisation to a 

high degree of unnecessary risk. 

Priority 2  

(Significant) 

Recommendations represent significant control 

weaknesses which expose the organisation to a 

moderate degree of unnecessary risk. 

Priority 3 

(Housekeeping) 

Recommendations show areas where we have 

highlighted opportunities to implement a good or 

better practice, to improve efficiency or further 

reduce exposure to risk. 

Definitions of Assurance Levels 

Level Description 

Substantial 

Assurance: 

Our audit finds no significant weaknesses and we feel that 

overall risks are being effectively managed.  The issues raised 

tend to be minor issues or areas for improvement within an 

adequate control framework. 

Adequate 

Assurance: 

There is generally a sound control framework in place, but there 

are significant issues of compliance or efficiency or some 

specific gaps in the control framework which need to be 

addressed.  Adequate assurance indicates that despite this, 

there is no indication that risks are crystallising at present. 

Limited 

Assurance: 

Weaknesses in the system and/or application of controls are 

such that the system objectives are put at risk.  Significant 

improvements are required to the control environment. 

Nil 

Assurance: 

There is no framework of key controls in place to manage risks. 

This substantially increases the likelihood that the service will 

not achieve its objectives. Where key controls do exist, they are 

not applied. 
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Statement of Responsibility 
We take responsibility to the London Borough of Haringey for this report which is prepared on the basis of the limitations set out below. 

The responsibility for designing and maintaining a sound system of internal control and the prevention and detection of fraud and other irregularities rests with management, with 

internal audit providing a service to management to enable them to achieve this objective. Specifically, we assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the system of internal control 

arrangements implemented by management and perform sample testing on those controls in the period under review with a view to providing an opinion on the extent to which 

risks in this area are managed. 

We plan our work in order to ensure that we have a reasonable expectation of detecting significant control weaknesses. However, our procedures alone should not be relied 

upon to identify all strengths and weaknesses in internal controls, nor relied upon to identify any circumstances of fraud or irregularity. Even sound systems of internal control 

can only provide reasonable and not absolute assurance and may not be proof against collusive fraud. The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention 

during the course of our work and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or all improvements that might be made. Recommendations 

for improvements should be assessed by you for their full impact before they are implemented. The performance of our work is not and should not be taken as a substitute for 

management’s responsibilities for the application of sound management practices. 

This report is confidential and must not be disclosed to any third party or reproduced in whole or in part without our prior written consent. To the fullest extent permitted by law 

Mazars LLP accepts no responsibility and disclaims all liability to any third party who purports to use or reply for any reason whatsoever on the Report, its contents, conclusions, 

any extract, reinterpretation amendment and/or modification by any third party is entirely at their own risk. 

In this document references to Mazars are references to Mazars LL Registered office: Tower Bridge House, St Katharine’s Way, London E1W 1DD, United Kingdom. Registered 

in England and Wales No 4585162. 

Mazars LLP is the UK firm of Mazars, an international advisory and accountancy group. Mazars LLP is registered by the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 

to carry out company audit work. 
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Report for:  Corporate Committee – 15 July 2021 
 
Title: Annual Schools Audit Report – 2020/21 
 
Report  
authorised by:  Director of Finance 
 
Lead Officer: Minesh Jani, Head of Audit and Risk Management  
   Tel:       020 8489 5973 

Email: minesh.jani@haringey.gov.uk   
 
Ward(s) affected: N/A 
 
Report for Key/  
Non-Key Decision: Information 
 
1. Describe the issue under consideration 
1.1 This report advises the Corporate Committee of the outcomes of the 2020/21 

schools audit programme and of the follow up of 2019/20 audits carried out in 
2020/21. 

 
2. Cabinet member introduction 
2.1 Not applicable.  

 
3. Recommendations  
3.1 The Corporate Committee is recommended to note the report. 

 
4. Reasons for decision  
4.1 The Corporate Committee is responsible for monitoring the adequacy and 

effectiveness of internal controls. The Committee receives regular reports 
highlighting findings from audits, this report provides an overview of findings 
arising from the audit of schools in 2020/21 and sets out thematic issues that may 
impact on the governance at schools.  

 
5. Alternative options considered 
5.1 Not applicable.  
 
6. Background information 
6.1 The information in this report has been compiled from information held within Audit 

& Risk Management service based on work completed by Mazars, the council’s 
outsourced audit provider. 

 
7. Contribution to strategic outcomes 
7.1 The work of the internal audit team provides independent assurance over the 

effectiveness of the control environment at schools. The primary responsibility for 
governance of schools rests with the Governing Body with oversight from the local 
authority over maintained schools. The work of the internal audit team is an 
important element of how the local authority can demonstrate it has discharged its 
statutory responsibility. 
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8. Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including procurement), 
Assistant Director of Corporate Governance, Equalities) 
 

8.1 Finance and Procurement 
The findings contained in this report confirm 88% of schools audited in 2020/21 
returned ‘Adequate’ or ‘Substantial’ assurance ratings.  This is an improved 
performance on earlier years.  No schools received a ‘Nil Assurance’ rating and 
with the planned changes to following up recommendations now bedded in, it is 
hoped that these changes and the direction of travel continue so that assurance 
with regards to risks relating to finance and governance continues to improve. 

 
8.2 Legal 

The Council’s Head of Legal and Governance has been consulted in the 
preparation of this report, and in noting the plans in place to deal with the 
areas of concern highlighted in the report advises that there are no direct legal 
implications arising out of the report. 

 
8.3 Equality 

The Council has a public sector equality duty under the Equality Act (2010) to have 
due regard to: 

 tackle discrimination and victimisation of persons that share the 
characteristics protected under S4 of the Act. These include the 
characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil 
partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex (formerly 
gender) and sexual orientation; 

 advance equality of opportunity between people who share those protected 
characteristics and people who do not; 

 foster good relations between people who share those characteristics and 
people who do not. 

9. Use of Appendices 
Appendix A – Audit Outcomes Mazars 
Appendix B – Follow Up summary table 
 

10. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985  
Not applicable. 
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11. Background 

 
11.1 Internal Audit undertakes a programme of school audit reviews to ensure that 

schools are complying with the requirements of the Schools’ Finance Manual, and 
to confirm the risks associated with the key financial and non-financial processes 
are appropriately managed. 

 
11.2 Internal audit is not required to audit the School Financial Value Standard (SFVS), 

but the audit programme does check that the SFVS has been completed and 
whether it aligns with the audit findings. The programme of routine audit work 
should assist schools in providing assurance to Governing Bodies for the SFVS. 

 
11.3 The maintained schools in the Borough are audited on a four-year rolling 

programme.   The outcomes of audits and the assurances provided have improved 
in recent years, however ‘Schools Finance and Governance’ remains an issue on 
the Council’s Annual Governance Statement.  
 

12. Feedback on Audit Work 
 

12.1   This report:  

 Summarises the overall outcomes and assurance levels provided to individual 
schools from 2017/18 to 2020/21; 

 Provides information on the results of the formal follow up programme; 

 Provides a summary of assurance and recommendations made; and  

 Highlights some of the common issues where recommendations were made. 
 

12.2   Table 1 below summarises the overall outcomes and assurance ratings   
  for the previous financial years of all internal audits completed.  
 
12.3  Prior to 2019/20 the four levels assurance: Full, Substantial, Limited and Nil.  The 

‘Full Assurance’ assurance was rarely applied.  As a result, in 2019/20 a new 
criteria for assurance was implemented to provide more distinction in the 
outcomes of audit work.  The assurance is provided based on the number and 
priority of recommendations raised. 
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Table 1 – Summary of assurance ratings provided 2017/18 to 2020/21 

 

 Number 
of 
audits 
planned 
 

Substantial 
Assurance 
rating 

Adequate  
Assurance 
rating 

Limited 
Assurance 
rating 

Nil 
Assurance 
rating 

2017/18      

  Primary 
Schools 
(incl. 
nursery/special) 

19 10 N/A 7 2 

  Secondary 
Schools 

1 1 N/A 0 0 

  Sub-total 20 11 0 7 2 

2018/19      

Primary 
Schools 
(incl. 
nursery/special) 

11 7 N/A 4 0 

Secondary 
Schools 

1 1 N/A 0 0 

Sub-total 12 8 0 4 0 

2019/20      

Primary 
Schools 
(incl. 
nursery/special) 

17 1 10 4 2 

Secondary 
Schools 

2 1 0 0 0 

Sub-total 19* 2 10 4 2 

2020/21      

Primary 
Schools 
(incl. 
nursery/special) 

18 4 11 2 0 

Secondary 
Schools 

1 0 0 0 0 

Sub-total 19** 4 11 2 0 

Total 70** 25 21 17 4 

  
*one audit was deferred to 2020/21 as fieldwork was not completed before COVID-19. 
**Two audits were deferred to 2021/22, one primary and one secondary. 
 
12.4 The table above shows 88% of schools audited in 2020/21 returned above 

‘adequate’ assurance ratings.  This is improved performance on earlier years. 
 
12.5 The percentage of schools receiving limited and nil assurance has been following 

a downward trend, no schools received ‘Nil Assurance’ in 2020/21.  The two 
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schools that received ‘Nil Assurance’ in 2019/20 were both re-visited and were 
assigned ‘Limited Assurance’ in the current audit cycle. 

 
12.6 Mazars have outlined the results of the individual school audits in Appendix A of 

this report.  
 
12.7 For the 2020/21 school audits, a total of 81 recommendations were raised.  

Appendix A outlines the recommendations raised in each school audit as well as 
an analysis of which areas of the audit programme the recommendations related 
to.  Most were raised under the accounting records and governance areas of the 
programme. 

 
12.8 The number of recommendations raised has fallen significantly.   This is in part 

due to efforts to focus the audit programme on the key controls and highest risk 
areas in schools.  The improvement in audit assurances will also have impacted as 
the lower the assurance the more recommendations will have been raised.  

 
12.9 Five priority one recommendations were raised in 2020/21.  This compares to six 

in 2019/20. The percentage of priority one recommendations has therefore 
increased as a percentage of the overall total raised from circa 3% to 6%.  

 
12.10 Key findings in 2020/21 included the following: 
 

 Register of Interests forms have not been completed by employees / 
Governors; 

 Governors have not provided evidence of their enhanced DBS certificate; 

 No or insufficient numbers of written quotations or tenders obtained or 
retained for high value expenditure;  

 Contracts have been rolled over for several years / waivers have been 
granted / have not been approved by governors; 

 Purchase orders not raised for high value/routine expenditure; and 

 Segregation of duties on reconciliations not evident. 
 

13. Follow up programme for 2020/21 audits 
 
13.1 In 2020/21 our approach to follow up has been updated.  This year we revisited 

the schools from 2018/19 who still had recommendations outstanding in 2019/20, 
this work was performed to gain some additional assurance that the agreed 
actions had been implemented and is part of our added value work to support 
schools to achieve enhanced governance and financial control.  Five schools were 
audited, and the results were positive for all.   The two schools who had received 
‘Nil Assurance’ in 2019/20 were revisited and full audits performed.   For schools 
assigned a ‘Substantial Assurance or Adequate Assurance’ a lighter touch 
approach focussing on the priority one and two recommendations was deployed.   
Schools assigned ‘Limited Assurance’ were asked to engage in a more robust 
process of evidencing implementation of all recommendations.  

 
 
13.2 Appendix B sets out the overall results of the follow up work completed.  Letters 

were issued to all schools outlining the results of the follow up.   There are no 
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schools noted where further follow up work is required.   Some additional follow up 
for two of the schools will be completed in 2021/22 to gain additional assurance.  
Follow up work will also be completed for the two 2020/21 schools who received 
‘Limited Assurance’.  

 
13.3 It is noted that of the 144 original recommendations, 122 (85%) had been fully 

implemented at the time of the follow up visits.  This is a significant improvement 
on what we reported last year.  

 
14. Training for Schools and Governors 
 
14.1  The audit team worked with the Haringey Education Partnership to deliver training 

sessions on risk, audit and internal control. Sessions have been provided for 
officers (finance staff, bursars, and head teachers) over the last five financial years 
to further assist schools in identifying key risk areas and control processes.  

 
14.2 Annually sessions are offered to assist schools in the preparation for the audits.  In 

2020/21 the communications that are sent to schools in advance of the audits was 
also updated to ensure they were more efficient to respond to. 

 
14.3 Training sessions on audit and risk management, covering Governor roles and 

responsibilities in relation to audit and risk management, as well as providing 
advice and guidance on key risk/control areas were provided as part of the annual 
governor training package.  These training sessions are offered every academic 
year. 

 
14.4 The 2020/21 outcomes will be shared with the Chair of the Schools Forum and 

included on the agenda for the forums September meeting.   In 2021/22 Mazars 
have introduced a newsletter for schools, this will be issued periodically and flag 
both audit and fraud related issues. 
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London Borough of Haringey 
Schools Audits

Prepared by: Mazars LLP
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Contents

01 Schools Internal Audit Activity

02 Summary of the 2020/21 Internal Audit Plan

03 Benchmarking

04 Overall Assessment of Control and   
Recommendations raised

Disclaimer

This report (“Report”) was prepared by Mazars LLP at the request of London Borough of 

Haringey and terms for the preparation and scope of the Report have been agreed with them. 

The matters raised in this Report are only those which came to our attention during our internal 

audit work. Whilst every care has been taken to ensure that the information provided in this 

Report is as accurate as possible, Internal Audit have only been able to base findings on the 

information and documentation provided and consequently no complete guarantee can be given 

that this Report is necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist, or of 

all the improvements that may be required.

The Report was prepared solely for the use and benefit of the London Borough of Haringey and 

to the fullest extent permitted by law Mazars LLP accepts no responsibility and disclaims all 

liability to any third party who purports to use or rely for any reason whatsoever on the Report, 

its contents, conclusions, any extract, reinterpretation, amendment and/or modification. 

Accordingly, any reliance placed on the Report, its contents, conclusions, any extract, 

reinterpretation, amendment and/or modification by any third party is entirely at their own risk. 

Please refer to the Statement of Responsibility in this report for further information about 

responsibilities, limitations and confidentiality.
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Improved communication
To inform the updates to our audit programme, we have liaised 

with different areas of the council, as well as other partners in 

relation to school requirements:

▪ Finance /HR

▪ Health & Safety / Insurance

▪ Haringey Education Partnership

A refreshed audit programme

▪ During lockdown we used the time to focus the audit 

programme on the key risk issues facing schools

▪ There is more alignment to the areas covered within the 

Schools Financial Value Standard (SFVS)

▪ We participated in training sessions with governors to 

communicate the new programme

. 

Audit Satisfaction Surveys
We have issued satisfaction surveys along with every final 

report.  The feedback has been positive, with every 

survey returned rating the service as “Very Good” – the 

highest score available.

Common themes arising
We have compiled a detailed newsletter setting out all 

the findings from the 2020/21 audits, but the most 

common themes are: 

• Governors not providing evidence of their DBS 

certificate, particularly where the previous certificate 

had expired.

01
01 Schools Internal Audit Activity 2020/21
Below is a snapshot of the work we have carried out in relation to schools during 2020/21.

▪ Contracts have been rolled over for several years and spend on them 

exceeds the thresholds for going out to tender.

▪ Evidence not retained to clearly show that reconciliations are prepared 

by one officer, and then reviewed by a second independent officer.
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Audit Days
Assurance 

Level
Direction of Travel Total

Findings by Priority

1 2 3

Our Lady of Muswell Catholic 

Primary School 5 Substantial 1 - - 1

North Haringay Primary 

School
5 Substantial 1 - 1 -

Tetherdown School
5 Substantial 1 - 1 -

Campsbourne School
5 Substantial 2 - 1 1

Woodlands Park Nursery 

School
5 Adequate 3 - 2 1

Lancasterian Primary School
5 Adequate 3 - 3 -

Riverside School
5 Adequate 4 - 3 1

Rokesly Junior School
5 Adequate 4 - 3 1

Ferry Lane Primary School
5 Adequate 5 - 3 2

02 Summary of the 2020/21 Internal Audit Plan
The table below lists the 2020/21 Internal Audit Plan and a status summary for all of the reviews.

02
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Audit Days
Assurance 

Level
Direction of Travel Total

Findings by Priority

1 2 3

West Green Primary School
5 Adequate 5 - 4 1

St Peter in Chains Roman 

Catholic Infant School
5 Adequate 6 - 3 3

Welbourne Primary School
5 Adequate 6 - 4 2

Crowland Primary School
5 Adequate 7 - 4 3

Belmont Junior School
5 Adequate 8 - 5 3

Rokesly Infant & Nursery 

School
5 Adequate 4 1 2 1

Lea Valley Primary School
5 Limited 11 2 5 4

Stroud Green Primary School
5 Limited 10 2 8 -

Totals 81 5 52 24

Summary of the 2020/21 Internal Audit Plan (cont)
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03 Benchmarking

02

This section compares the Assurance Levels and categorisation of recommendations made in the schools audits in 2019/20 and 2020/21.

Comparison of Assurance Levels

2019/2020 2020/2021

Internal Audit Annual Report 2020/21
6

Of the 17 audits in 2020/21, four received ‘Substantial’ assurance, 11 

received ‘Adequate’ assurance, and two received ‘Limited’ assurance. 

In 2019/2020, 18 audits providing overall assurance were completed. Of 

the 18, two received ‘Substantial’ assurance, 10 received ‘Adequate’ 

assurance, four received ‘Limited’ assurance and two received ‘Nil’ 

assurance.  

Priority 1

Priority 2

Priority 3

Comparison of Recommendation Gradings

2019/2020 2020/2021

The total number of recommendations made in the year was 81. This 

represents an decrease of 109 from the prior year (190), however this is due 

to the refocusing of the schools audit programme.  The proportion of Priority 

1 recommendations has doubled from 3% to 6% of total recommendations 

raised, although the number has fallen from 6 to 5.. 

Substantial

Adequate

Limited

Nil
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Area of Scope Total

Recommendations Raised

1 2 3

Governance
35 3 20 12

School Improvement Plan and OFSTED
0 - - -

Budget Setting and Budget Monitoring
4 - 3 1

Staffing
8 1 5 2

Disbursement Accounting Records
28 1 23 4

Other Income
3 - 1 2

School Meals
3 - - 3

Information Governance
0 - - -

Insurance and Health & Safety 0 - - -

Totals 81 5 52 24

04 Overall Assessment of Control and Recommendations Raised
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We take responsibility to the London Borough of Haringey for this report which is prepared on the basis of the limitations set out below.

The responsibility for designing and maintaining a sound system of internal control and the prevention and detection of fraud and other irregularities rests with management, with internal audit providing a service to 

management to enable them to achieve this objective. Specifically, we assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the system of internal control arrangements implemented by management and perform sample testing on 

those controls in the period under review with a view to providing an opinion on the extent to which risks in this area are managed.

We plan our work in order to ensure that we have a reasonable expectation of detecting significant control weaknesses. However, our procedures alone should not be relied upon to identify all strengths and weaknesses 

in internal controls, nor relied upon to identify any circumstances of fraud or irregularity. Even sound systems of internal control can only provide reasonable and not absolute assurance and may not be proof against 

collusive fraud.  

The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during the course of our work and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or all improvements that 

might be made. Recommendations for improvements should be assessed by you for their full impact before they are implemented. The performance of our work is not and should not be taken as a substitute for 

management’s responsibilities for the application of sound management practices.

This report is confidential and must not be disclosed to any third party or reproduced in whole or in part without our prior written consent. To the fullest extent permitted by law Mazars LLP accepts no responsibility and 

disclaims all liability to any third party who purports to use or reply for any reason whatsoever on the Report, its contents, conclusions, any extract, reinterpretation amendment and/or modification by any third party is 

entirely at their own risk.

Registered office: Tower Bridge House, St Katharine’s Way, London E1W 1DD, United Kingdom. Registered in England and Wales No 0C308299.  
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