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AUDIT AND ASSURANCE COMMITTEE

Meeting date: 15 January 2021

From: Director of Finance (s151 Officer)

THE OUTCOME OF THE REDMOND REVIEW

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 This report provides a summary of the outcome of the Redmond 
Review on ‘Local Audit and the Transparency of Local Authority 
Financial Reporting’.  

1.2 Key points are:

 The report highlights the need for greater accountability and 
improved transparency in financial reporting in local government. 
There is also a clear message of the need for urgent reform to 
address the local audit market where audit firms are struggling to 
meet contractual requirements.  

 There is a new VFM Conclusion framework for 2020/21 with financial 
sustainability one of the three specified criteria. The Redmond 
Review suggests more work could be undertaken by external 
auditors on financial resilience and sustainability. The report 
recommends MHCLG review its current framework for seeking 
assurance that each local authority’s financial sustainability is 
maintained.

 The Redmond Review was published on 8 September 2020 and 
includes 23 recommendations (see Appendix 1) relating to external 
audit regulation, financial resilience of local authorities, 
transparency of financial reporting and smaller authorities audit 
regulation (not applicable to county councils). Some 
recommendations will require legislation but there is 
encouragement to progress all recommendations in advance of 
legislative reform.

 9 out of the 23 recommendations will have a direct impact on the 
Council if they are implemented. An assessment has been made as 
to what action needs to be considered and this has been included 
within an action plan in Appendix 2.

 MHCLG issued its response on 17 December 2020.
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2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS

2.1 Each year the County Council is required to produce a draft set of financial 
statements which give electors, local taxpayers, members of the Council, 
employees and other interested parties comprehensive information about the 
Council's finances. The Council’s financial statements are present for 
external audit in accordance with the timetable set out in the Accounts and 
Audit (A&A) regulations 2015. These regulations also allow for a period of 30 
working days for the public to inspection of the accounts. 

2.2 The Council’s external auditor will then audit the accounts in accordance 
with the timetable set out in the A&A Regulations and present their findings 
to Audit and Assurance Committee (as those charged with governance) who 
will then approve the accounts and once the audit opinion is signed the 
audited financial statements are published on the Council’s website. The 
external auditor also provides a VFM conclusion opinion. For 2019/20 this 
was an opinion on whether appropriate arrangements were in place with the 
opinion being unqualified, qualified -except for or qualified – adverse. 
However, a new framework is in place for the 2020/21 VFM conclusion. 

3.0 RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Members are asked to:

 note the outcome of the Redmond review and the action plan 
produced to address the recommendations which will directly 
impact on the Council

4.0 BACKGROUND

4.1 In June 2019, the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government asked Sir Tony Redmond to undertake an independent review 
of the effectiveness of local audit and the transparency of local authority 
financial reporting. The review covered not only principal local authorities but 
also Police and Crime Commissioners, Chief Constables, Fire and Rescue 
Authorities, Parish Councils and Meetings and Drainage Boards.

4.2 Sir Tony Redmond outlined that his guiding principles in undertaking the 
review were accountability and transparency. Posing questions such as:

 how are local authorities accountable to service users and taxpayers?
 how are auditors accountable for the quality of their work?
 how easy is it for service users and taxpayers to understand how their 

local authority has performed?
 what assurance can be taken from external audit work.

4.3 The review received 156 responses to its ‘Calls for Views’ consultation and 
more than 100 interviews were undertaken with key stakeholders. The final 
report was published on 8 September 2020 and based on the findings and 
conclusions Sir Tony Redmond made 23 recommendations (see Appendix 
1) relating to: 
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 External Audit Regulation
 Smaller Authorities Audit Regulation (not applicable to county councils)
 Financial Resilience of local authorities
 Transparency of Financial Reporting

4.4 The key theme within the report is of greater accountability and improved 
transparency in financial report in local government. There is also a clear 
message of the need for urgent reform to address the local audit market 
where audit firms are struggling to meet contractual requirements. Redmond 
highlights in his report that it will only be possible to make some of the 
improvements required without legislation and that primary legislation will be 
required if all the recommendations are to be implemented. Whilst waiting for 
the Government to respond to the Redmond Review there was 
encouragement to progress all recommendations in advance of legislative 
reform. Bodies such as the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 
Accountancy (CIPFA), Public Sector Audit Appointment Limited’s (PSAA), 
the National Audit Office (NAO) and the audit firms are already working on 
some areas highlighted in the review.    

4.5 As we were finalising this report the Ministry for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government (MHCLG) published its response to the Redmond Review 
on 17 December 2020. Their response was grouped into 5 ‘themes’:

a. Action to support immediate market stability (Recs 5, 6, 8, 10, 11)  

b. Consideration of system leadership options (Recs 1, 2, 3, 7, 13, 17)

c. Enhancing the functioning of local audit and the governance for 
responding to its findings (Recs 4, 9, 12, 18)

d. Improving transparency of local authorities’ accounts to the public (Recs 
19, 20, 21, 22)

e. Action to consider the functioning of local audit for smaller bodies (Recs 
14, 15, 16, 23) – not applicable to county councils.

4.6 The key messages can be summarised as:

 MHCLG is not persuaded that a new arms-length body / system leader 
(such as OLAR) is required and have stated they “do not wish to recreate 
the costly, bureaucratic and over-centralised Audit Commission”. MHCLG 
to consider alternative options

 MHCLG to consult / review regulations to allow appointing person greater 
flexibility to set additional fees where additional work is identified and 
local authorities to receive £15 million in additional funding in 2021/22 to 
meet rise in audit fees / new audit requirements

 extension of accounts audit deadline to 30 September for 2020/21 and 
2021/22

 MHCLG strongly agrees that external auditor should be required to 
present an Annual Report to a Full Council meeting

 MHCLG to work with CIPFA, NAO and LGA to provide new guidance on 
appointment of independent member to Audit Committee
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 introduction of a 1-2 page audited standardised statement of service 
information and costs from 2021/22 and MHCLG to work with 
CIPFA/LASAAC to consider scope to simplify accounts by removing 
disclosures perhaps in a phased approach from 2022/23 accounts.   

4.7 This report sets out the potential impact on the Council and highlights were 
further consideration will need to be given on certain areas. For 
completeness it also comments on the recommendations in the Redmond 
Review which will impact more on ours e.g. audit firms, regulators, etc. 

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE REDMOND REVIEW

5.1 The Redmond Review was published on 8 September 2020 and includes 23 
recommendations (see Appendix 1) relating to: 

 External Audit Regulation
 Smaller Authorities Audit Regulation (not applicable to county councils)
 Financial Resilience of local authorities
 Transparency of Financial Reporting

5.2 Having considered each recommendation our view is that 9 out of the 23 
recommendations will have a direct impact on the Council if they are 
implemented. In this section we will focus on recommendations impacting on 
the Council and outline what actions we will need to consider. The required 
actions have been included in an action plan in Appendix 2. We will also 
briefly comment on the recommendation which will not have a direct impact 
on the Council but demonstrate the wide scope of the Redmond Review. 

Recommendations directly impacting on the Council
5.3 This section highlights the recommendations within the Redmond Review 

which are likely to have a direct impact on the Council if they are 
implemented. 

Governance arrangements within the Council (Recs 4 and 12)

5.4 These cover the following areas:

 Annual Report being submitted to Full Council by the external 
auditor (after 30 September each year) – although not prescriptive in 
the report it is likely that this type of report would be similar to the current 
Annual Audit Letter (AAL) that is produced each year 
(https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/654/1129/4373
9155314.pdf). The Annual Audit Letter is the public facing summary of 
external audit work and findings that year and in the Council, this is sent 
to each elected member, available on the Council’s website but currently 
only presented to the Audit and Assurance Committee. To comply with 
this new requirement the Council would need to have the external auditor 
present their Annual Report to the full Council and the timing would 
probably be the November meeting as this is the first full Council meeting 
after the 30 September audited accounts publication deadline. It should 
be noted that will be deemed a requirement even if the audit is not 
complete. This may require changes to the Council’s Constitution; 
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 Consider appointing at least one independent non-elected member, 
suitably qualified, to the Audit and Assurance Committee – there are 
currently no independent non-elected members on the Audit and 
Assurance Committee. This suggestion is not new and in CIPFA’s ‘Audit 
Committees – practical guide for local authorities and police 2018’ it 
highlighted that authorities not required to have an independent non-
elected member on their audit committee should explore appointing one. 
It also highlighted some of the benefits and pitfalls of appointing 
independent non-elected members to an audit committee. 

Currently only around 40% of local authorities have appointed 
independent non-elected members to their audit committees with mixed 
results. In his review Redmond is more specific than CIPFA by using the 
term ‘suitably qualified’ but does not define the exact criteria required, 
although he does says one of the challenges will be ‘attracting 
independent members with the relevant technical expertise’. If this 
suggests a person with an accountancy qualification, and knowledge of 
local authority accounting, then the pot of suitable applicants is likely to 
be small within Cumbria and even the wider region. Added to this is the 
fact that if ourselves and each of the six district councils were to appoint 
an independent non-elected member to each audit committee this would 
be 7 appointments plus the Joint Audit Committee for the two Cumbrian’s 
police bodies also includes the appointment of 4 independent members 
(they do not have elected members but not all need an accountancy 
background). Therefore, as Redmond recognises, in some geographical 
areas attracting independent non-elected members with relevant 
technical knowledge will be a challenge. 

It is proposed that the Constitutional Review Group  consider the benefits 
and pitfalls of appointing an independent non-elected member, or 
members, to the Audit and Assurance Committee. The timing of such a 
review would need to be agreed.

 Formal annual meeting of the Chief Executive, Monitoring Officer 
and Chief Financial Officer and the external auditor – as a Council we 
have always seen active and open engagement with our external auditor 
as a good way of doing business. Although arrangements were disrupted 
in the beginning of this year, our normal arrangements are for the 
external auditor’s (Grant Thornton) to meet the Chief Executive and the 
Director of Finance on a quarterly basis and to meet the Chief Legal 
Officer annual as part of the discussion on the Annual Governance 
Statement (AGS). In addition to this the Director of Finance has regular 
dialogue with the external auditor to coincide with the quarterly meetings 
of the Audit and Assurance Committee. We would propose that our 
current arrangements are revised so that the quarterly meetings with the 
external auditor also include the Chief Legal Officer. This is more than 
the recommended annual joint meeting of the Council’s three statutory 
officers and the external auditor but fits with our overall approach of 
active and open engagement.   
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Although not referred to specifically in recommendation 4, in the report there 
is discussion on the complexity of local authority accounts and whether 
elected members have the relevant skills to fulfil the role of a member of an 
audit committee and how extensive or effective training is that they receive. 
Members of the Audit and Assurance Committee receive extensive training 
on the Council’s accounts, including the local government pension scheme. 
In addition, training is provided on other areas such as treasury management 
and a ‘deep dive’ of a specific corporate risk is provided on a quarterly basis 
to enhance members understanding of the risk. The views of the Audit and 
Assurance Committee members will be sort as to whether they are happy 
that sufficient training is currently provided for them to undertake their role on 
the Committee and any areas where they feel additional training is required.    

External Audit fee (Rec 6)

5.5 External audit fees have been a topic of conversation since the significant 
reduction of audit fees after 2011/12 and in light of the ending of the 
Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) framework and refocusing of audit 
arrangements with the establishment of PSAA, expanding role for the NAO 
and then the formal closure of the Audit Commission on 31 March 2015. In 
his review Redmond is clear of the need increase external audit fees to 
address issues such as the vulnerability in the local audit market, under-
resourcing of the required audit work and the need for more external auditors 
with the appropriate skills and experience to audit a local authority.

5.6 The Redmond Report refers to fee reductions of 42.25% in cash terms since 
2015. However, to fully understand the picture of fee reductions it is 
important to consider how these have reduced since the externalisation of 
the Audit Commission’s in-house audit practice in November 2012. For the 
Cumbria County Council statutory audit the scale fee is shown in the table 
below:  

Audit 
Year External Auditor

Scale Audit 
Fee

Fee 
Reduction 

(%)

Cumulative 
Fee 

Reduction 
(%)

2011/12 Audit Commission £254,700 N/A N/A

2012/13 Grant Thornton £152,820 40% 40%

2015/16 Grant Thornton £114,615 25% 55%

2018/19 Grant Thornton £88,254 23% 65%

5.7 The reductions in scale audit fees are those applied after the various rounds 
of the competitive tendering of local authority external audit work. The scale 
fees represented the amounts that the external auditor agreed to deliver a 
compliant audit to the required quality standard.   
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5.8 As the Council’s statutory S151 Officer my view is that external audit fees 
have reduced to a level that is not sustainable in terms of being able to 
consistently secure a compliant and appropriately staffed, quality audit. We 
have already seen for 2019/20 that Grant Thornton has requested a £25,900 
(29%) increase in the external audit fee to address the need for increased 
auditor scepticism and challenge, undertaking additional and more robust 
testing, as well as the need to address concerns from audit regulators about 
the quality of audit work and the need for improvement. It should be noted 
that £5,000 of this increase is the specific risk relating to COVID-19 so in a 
normal year the increase would have been £20,900 (24%). 

5.9 The Redmond Report concludes that evidence suggests fees are at least 
25% lower that is required however, his recommendation is for the current 
fee structure to be revised to ensure that adequate resources are deployed 
to meet the full extent of local audit requirements. As part of the 2019/20 
audit cycle PSAA asked all firms in the local audit market to estimate the 
additional fee required to meet current quality standards. Four firms 
suggested an increase of between 15% and 25% whilst the fifth suggested a 
100% increase. PSAA is currently in the process of reviewing whether 
increases are justified. 

5.10 The Redmond Report did not specify how the recommendation will be 
implemented in terms of revising the current fee structure. The current scale 
audit fees are those derived through the competitive tendering of local 
authority external audit work and at which the external audit firms agreed to 
deliver a compliant audit to the required quality standard. 

5.11 The current arrangements for agreeing any additional external audit fee for 
the audit can be time consuming and it must be agreed by the s151 Officer  
and the external auditor and then approved by PSAA (based on evidence 
provided to justify the increased fee). On 5 November 2020 PSAA published 
a consultation document ‘Proposed new system for fee variations – Opted-in 
local government and police bodies’. In the consultation PSAA highlights 
that:

 The Local Audit (Appointing Person) Regulations 2015 require PSAA to 
consult on and set a scale of audit fees for opted-in authorities before the 
start of the financial year to which the fees apply. In addition, a fee scale 
cannot be altered after the start of the financial year

 where substantially more audit work is required, than was envisaged 
when the fee scale was set, the local audit framework allows PSAA to 
consider and ultimately determine a fee variation claim from the relevant 
auditor.

5.12 PSAA highlighted that the volume of additional fees has risen significantly in 
the past two years as all audits have faced increased scrutiny and regulatory 
pressure following a number of controversial financial failures in the private 
sector. As a result, additional work has been required in the vast majority of 
local audits to enable a safe audit opinion on the financial statements. There 
is also recognition that new Code of Audit Practice will apply from 2020/21 
and further additional audit work will be needed to deliver the requirement for 
a commentary on the body’s arrangements for value for money. PSAA has 
also flagged other developments such as revisions to various International 
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Standards on Auditing (ISAs) and the implementation of International 
Financial Reporting Standard (IFRS) 16 on ‘Leases’, which are potentially 
significant and may lead to justified fee variations. 

5.13 The consultation proposes a new approach for fee variations for audits of 
2020/21 and subsequent accounts, based on two types of variation:

 national variations - required for changes relevant to all or most 
audits, such as changes to the auditing and accounting codes, 
standards and regulatory requirements, and where a standard cost 
can be reasonably estimated. These will be decided by PSAA and 
where possible built into the scale fee if the impact is ongoing or 
standardised for groups of bodies if one off; and

 local variations - required for local factors arising on the audit, such 
as work on complex transactions not built into the scale fee, where 
working papers are poorly prepared, or for work relating to an 
auditor’s statutory responsibilities such as objections, statutory 
recommendations or public interest reports. 

5.14 PSAA have outlined that simple consolidation of recurring fee variations into 
the scale fee will not be seamless as it is inhibited by current regulations 
which do not allow the alteration of a scale fee after the start of the financial 
year. PSAA is currently in discussions with MHCLG concerning the 
possibility of amending the regulations to enable earlier updating of scale 
fees.

5.15 The consultation also refers to the Redmond Review and PSAA is proposing 
to increase the relevant hourly rates for fee variations by 25%. Their view is 
that even with this increase hourly rates will still be ‘keenly competitive 
compared to those payable in other sectors’.  

5.16 The consultation closed on 1 December 2020 and PSAA have been clear 
that the implementation of any new arrangements will be dependent on 
MHCLG responds to the Redmond Review recommendation.

Internal Audit work (Rec 9)
5.17 The Redmond Report External Audit recognises that Internal Audit work can 

be a key support, in appropriate circumstances, where consistent with the 
Code of Audit Practice. The report includes only one paragraph on the 
internal audit / external audit’s relationship, and it is focused on the external 
auditor making more use of Internal Audit’s knowledge of the Council and 
any findings from internal audit work on governance and service delivery 
issues. 

5.18 It should be made clear that the Auditing Standards (different to the Code of 
Audit Practice) prohibit the external auditor from directing the work of internal 
audit so any reliance that was to be placed on internal audit work, by 
external audit, would need to be work that Internal Audit had planned to do 
in their own right. The Internal Audit annual plan is focused around key 
corporate and service risks and cyclical review of financial systems, so the 
content of the plan changes each year. In 2018/19 the external auditor, as 
part of their work on the VFM Conclusion, used work by our Internal Audit 
team on assessing ‘progress made in embedding both the Amey and Zurich 
Municipal action plans’. 
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5.19 Currently meetings, and exchange of information, between Internal Audit and 
external audit are adhoc and relate to specific issues as they arise. It would 
make sense to have more formal quarterly meetings between Internal Audit 
and external audit to discuss work being undertaken by both and any 
significant issues identified.  

Publishing date for audited accounts (Rec 10)

5.20 Accepting that the date for publishing the Council’s audited accounts for 
2019/20 has been extended because of the COVID-19 outbreak, in a normal 
year the audited accounts have to be published by 31 July. 

5.21 Prior to 2017/18 the statutory deadline for publishing a council’s audited 
accounts was 30 September. In 2016/17 the audit opinion from the 
appointed external auditor had been given on 95% of local authority audits 
by 30 September. However, when the statutory deadline moved to 31 July 
the percentage reduced to 87% audit opinions delivered in 2017/18 and only 
57% in 2018/19. There are several reasons why this happened including 
poor quality accounts / working papers produced by a council, potential 
qualification issues and outstanding objections. However, for the first time 
since the externalisation of the Audit Commission’s in-house audit practice, 
the audit firms have now indicated that some of the delay was as a result of 
not having sufficient skilled and experienced audit staff to deliver the audits 
in the timeframe. PSAA reported on 4 December 2020 that external auditors 
had only given 45% of local government bodies accounts opinion for 
2019/20 by the 30 November deadline. Although part of this deterioration in 
performance will be down to the impact caused by the COVID-19 outbreak 
this demonstrates the continuing challenge external auditors are facing in 
delivering audits. 

5.22 If this recommendation is accepted by the Government, the impact on the 
Council will be the end date for publishing our audited accounts. Although it 
would allow removal of the Audit and Assurance Committee meeting in July, 
it would mean that there would need to be another meeting in September to 
approve the audited accounts. There is currently a meeting in the September 
but there is already enough on the agenda for that meeting. Therefore, to 
give the Committee appropriate time to consider the audited accounts, and 
the views of the external auditor and officers, an additional meeting would be 
required in September. It is interesting to note that the Redmond Review 
proposes to move the audited accounts deadline back by 2 months to 
September but to leave the draft accounts production deadline at 31 May 
rather than move it back to 30 June. In doing so, this gives the external 
auditor 4 months to audit the accounts, a month longer than was the case 
prior to the deadlines being brought forward in 2017/18. Despite the impact 
of COVID-19 the Council produced its 2019/20 draft accounts one month 
before this year’s end of August deadline and the hard work of the finance 
team, other Council officers and the external audit team meant that the 
audited accounts for 2019/20 were published by 30 November 2020 is 
accordance with the statutory deadline. The external auditor reported the 
Council’s accounts were ‘produced to a very high standard and the finance 
team have produced good working papers’ which helped deliver this result.
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5.23 Although not referred to specifically in recommendation 10, in the report and 
presentations around this, two issues were raised in terms of:

 New s151 officers – this was focused around induction and training for 
new s151 officers, particularly around the accounts. As the Council’s 
s151 officer I am neither new to this role, or inexperienced on local 
authority accounts, so no further action required  

 Technical expertise to produce the accounts – this was focused 
around appropriate accounting staff with the technical expertise to 
produce the accounts without significant guidance and support from 
external audit. In recent years we have reduced overall resources within 
the Accountancy section and this provides a timely opportunity for us to 
look at this again at our structure, capacity and experience to ensure 
arrangements are in place for the long term. The review of vacancies 
within Finance in considering capacity going forward has included 
responding to the Redmond Review. However, the Redmond Review 
simply focuses on accounting arrangement and, even though it refers to 
asset valuations as a key part of the accounts for the auditor’s attention, 
it does not make reference to the need to have in place appropriate 
arrangements for valuing the Council’s assets. Given this, and the fact 
that our external auditors have appointed their own valuers, we are 
undertaking a review of our arrangements in place for producing asset 
valuations for the accounts in terms of capacity and expertise.

Financial resilience of local authorities (Rec 17)

5.24 This recommendation is for MHCLG to review its current framework for 
seeking assurance that each local authority in England financial 
sustainability is maintained. 

5.25 The new NAO Code of Audit Practice for England for 2020/21 onwards set 
out three reporting criteria for the value for money conclusion:

 Financial sustainability 
 Governance 
 Improving economy, efficiency and effectiveness

As the new Code requires a narrative vfm opinion, rather than the single 
unqualified or qualified opinion, it is hoped that the commentary provided will 
be more useful to stakeholders. 

5.26 The new Code will increase the focus on all three areas, particularly financial 
sustainability, and this is likely to have a significant impact on the evidence 
required by the external auditor and the impact on officer time. 

5.27 If we look briefly at each of the three areas and what this might mean for the 
Council: 

 Financial sustainability - the Redmond Report highlights the new Code 
for England requires external auditors to do less work on financial 
resilience than their Scottish or Welsh counterparts. However, it goes on 
to make several suggestions of what additional work could be undertaken 
around financial resilience and sustainability. The recommendation for 
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MHCLG to review its current framework for seeking assurance that each 
local authority in England financial sustainability is maintained could well 
lead to additional requirements being place on what the auditor does on 
financial resilience and sustainability in the future. It is clear in Grant 
Thornton’s Audit Findings Report for 2019/20 that there will be a 
continued strong focus on financial sustainability. This year they made 
recommendations around undertaking detailed sensitivity analysis around 
the key uncertainties and assumptions included in the Budget outturn for 
2020/21 and the revised MTFP, savings proposals and the delivery of the 
budget in the light of the uncertain context for Local Government. They 
were also clear on the continuing need to challenge the development of 
proposals for closing and identifying the budget gap in the MTFP, to 
ensure they are both realistic and deliverable.

 Governance – the Annual Governance Statement provides a lot of 
evidence on how the Council makes its decisions and manages risk. 
However, it is likely that for 2020/21 there will an increased focus on 
governance arrangements during the COVID outbreak. 

 Improving economy, efficiency and effectiveness – this is linked to 
how the Council uses information about cost and performance to improve 
the way it manages and delivers its services. This will be an area where it 
would be useful for directorates to start thinking now about examples that 
could be provided.  

5.28 It should be stressed that the vfm conclusion covers all the services / 
directorates and should therefore be seen as needing a corporate response. 
It will be important to understand what will be required by the external auditor 
to support their work on the 2020/21 VFM conclusion and now the 2019/20 
audit is concluded a meeting should be held to with Grant Thornton’s 
Engagement Lead and Audit Manager to discuss the requirements.   

A standardised statement of service information and costs (Recs 19, 20 
and 21)

5.29 The idea behind introducing a standardised statement of service information 
and costs is that it will improve the ability of service users and council 
taxpayers to make the link between the budget, council tax and how the 
council has performed financially. This statement would be included within a 
set of Summary Accounts.

5.30 There are three recommendations in respect of introducing a standardised 
statement of service information and costs. They are:

 Producing a standardised statement of service information and 
costs and presented alongside the statutory accounts – this will 
require a set of summarised accounts to be produced to include an 
additional statement. This will need to be built into the final accounts 
timetable and quality review arrangements. The examples given in the 
Redmond Review report of what councils might produce suggest that the 
summary accounts, including this statement and supporting notes, would 
be 10+ pages so it will need additional resources (see Appendix 3 for an 
example for a unitary authority). This will be an additional reporting 
requirement on top of the Council’s full statutory accounts which are 257 
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pages long including 76 pages for the Cumbria Local Government 
Pension Scheme accounts.

 The standardised statement should be subject to external audit – 
the current proposal is that this standard statement will be produced as a  
trial run in 2020/21 and fully implemented and audited from 2021/22

 Deciding the best way to share this information with council 
taxpayers / service users to ensure access for all sections of the 
communities – the easiest way to communicate such information to 
council taxpayers / service users would be on the Council’s website with 
the ability to download it. As is always the case, it will be more 
challenging as to how the Council reaches those who do not have ability 
to access information electronically.  

The way forward
5.31 In considering our response to the Redmond Review we have identified 

those recommendations which will require action by the Council. The 
required actions have been included in an action plan in Appendix 2. There 
are 12 actions and for each one there is a nominated individual or function 
responsible for taking this forward and a set timescale over the next 12 
months. 

Recommendations not impacting on the Council
5.32 This section highlights the recommendations within the Redmond Review, a 

number of which are key, but which impact more on the external auditor or 
regulator. These have been summarised below: 

Reforms to local audit regime and audit requirements 

5.33 These recommendations relate to improving the co-ordination of and 
regulation of local audit activity and audit requirements. They key points are:

 Creating a new body of the Office of Local Audit and Regulation 
(OLAR) (Recs 1 and 2) – this new body would overview and regulate 
local audit in terms of procurement, producing annual report summarising 
the state of local audit, managing the contracts, monitoring and reviewing 
local audit performance; determining the code of local audit practice; and 
regulating the local audit sector. OLAR would bring together the 
responsibilities that are currently fulfilled other bodies. Primary legislation 
would be required to create this body. Although Redmond is keen to 
make it clear that this is not recreating the Audit Commission, some of 
these functions were previously within its area of responsibility 

 Establishing a Liaison Committee to receive reports from the new 
regulator (OLAR) on the development of local audit (Rec 3) – this 
would be Chaired by MHCLG and include key stakeholders 

 Revised deadline for publication of audited local authority accounts 
(Rec 11) – this is to be considered in consultation with NHSI(E) and 
DHSC, given that audit firms use the same auditors on both Local 
Government and Health final accounts work. However, it should be 
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recognised that NHS accounts are produced to a much tighter timescale, 
and already audited before local authority accounts audits start

 Changes implemented in the 2020 Audit Code of Practice (Rec 13) – 
this requires OLAR to undertake a post implementation review to assess 
whether the changes have led to more effective external audit 
consideration of financial resilience and value for money matters

External auditor

 Appropriately skilled and trained external audit staff (Rec 5) - the 
Redmond Review makes it clear that all auditors engaged in local audit 
should have the requisite skills and training to audit a local authority 
irrespective of their seniority in the audit team. The review commented 
that many local authorities ‘reported significant concerns about the 
knowledge and expertise of staff working on their audits’ with many of the 
Audit Commission outsourced audit practice staff, with local authority 
knowledge and experience, having left the external audit profession, for 
various reasons, and have not always been replaced. PSAA asked firms 
why it was difficult to attract and retain high quality staff to specialise in 
local authority external audit and the two main reasons given were the 
moving forward of the audit timetable to 31 July cause workload 
pressures in the summer months which was unpopular with staff and low 
profitability of this type of work made it unattractive to staff as a career 
choice. This recommendation is a matter for the external audit firms to 
address in terms of training and experience and it will take some time for 
this to be addressed. It is likely that the cost of this will be part of the 
justification for increased external audit fee but this should also help 
ensure that we continue to have staff on the Council audit with an 
understanding of the local government environment. 

 Provision of high quality audit (Rec 7) – this is very much linked to the 
expectation that any increased audit fee structure will delivery audits of 
the highest quality. Where there are serious or persistent breaches of 
expected quality standards, OLAR has the scope to apply proportionate 
sanctions but these have not been defined.

 Greater competition (Rec 8) – this would require legislation, but the 
recommendation is aimed at ensuring audit firms with the requisite 
capacity, skills and experience are not excluded from bidding for local 
audit work. However, given the complexity of local authority accounts it 
may be challenging to attractive significant numbers of additional audit 
firms into the local audit market.

 External Auditor and inspectorate liaison (Rec 18) - this 
recommendation is aimed at ensuring that key concerns relating to 
service and financial viability are shared between the external auditor  
and Inspectorates (Ofsted, Care Quality Commission and HMICFRS) 
prior to completion of the external auditor’s Annual Report. 
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Reviewing content of local authority statutory accounts (Rec 22)

5.34 In addition to the introduction the proposed summary accounts, including the 
standardised statement of service information and cost, this 
recommendation is focused on CIPFA / LASAAC assessing whether it is 
possible to simplify local authority accounts by removing unnecessary 
disclosures. Many familiar with local authority accounts will know that over 
the years there have been several attempts to do this, with initiatives such as 
‘decluttering the accounts’. However, whilst local authority accounts continue 
to be based on International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) 
significantly reducing the size and content of local authority accounts will 
remain a big challenge.

Smaller Authorities (Recs 14, 15, 16 and 23)

5.35 These recommendations relate to external audit work at Parish Councils, 
Parish Meetings, Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs) and Other Smaller 
Authorities. Therefore, they are not relevant to a county council.

Julie Crellin, Director of Finance (s151 Officer)
18 December 2020
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Recommendations from the Redmond Review

Appendix 2: Action to respond to the Redmond Review

Appendix 3: Example Summary Accounts for a unitary authority

IMPLICATIONS

Staffing: none
Financial: none
Property: none
Electoral Division(s): none

Executive Decision No*

Key Decision No*

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan? N/A*

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency? No*

N/A*If exempt from call-in, has the agreement of the Chair of the relevant 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee been sought or obtained?

No*Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny?
If so, give details below.

PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS
[including Local Committees]

No previous relevant decisions

CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY

Not considered by Overview and Scrutiny

BACKGROUND PAPERS

No background papers

Contact: Richard McGahon, Richard.mcgahon@cumbria.gov.uk
 

mailto:Richard.mcgahon@cumbria.gov.uk
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
External Audit Regulation

1 A new body, the Office of Local Audit and Regulation (OLAR), 
be created to manage, oversee and regulate local audit with 
the following key responsibilities: 

 procurement of local audit contracts; 

 producing annual reports summarising the state of local 
audit; 

 management of local audit contracts; 

 monitoring and review of local audit performance; 

 determining the code of local audit practice; and 

 regulating the local audit sector. 

No This will not have any direct impact on the Council as it 
is mainly related to regulating and overseeing local 
audit. 
The only implication for the Council would be around 
how its external auditor is procured. Although the 
Council can procure its own external auditor, like 98% 
of local authorities Cumbria County Council chose to 
have PSAA Limited as the body who appointed its 
auditors. 

2 The current roles and responsibilities relating to local audit 
discharged by the: 

 Public Sector Audit Appointments (PSAA); 

 Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 
(ICAEW); 

 FRC/ARGA; and 

 The Comptroller and Auditor General (C&AG) 
to be transferred to the OLAR.

No See response to recommendation 1.
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
3 A Liaison Committee be established comprising key 

stakeholders and chaired by MHCLG, to receive reports from 
the new regulator on the development of local audit. 

No No direct impact on the Council although the output 
will be useful intelligence of whether local audit market 
and audit quality is improving.

4 The governance arrangements within local authorities be 
reviewed by local councils with the purpose of: 

 an annual report being submitted to Full Council by the 
external auditor; 

 consideration being given to the appointment of at least 
one independent member, suitably qualified, to the Audit 
Committee; and 

 formalising the facility for the CEO, Monitoring Officer and 
Chief Financial Officer (CFO) to meet with the Key Audit 
Partner at least annually. 

Yes The Council’s current arrangements are:

 The Annual Audit Letter (public facing summary 
of audit work and findings that year) is sent to 
each elected member, available on the 
Council’s website but currently only presented 
to the Audit and Assurance Committee. 

 There are no independent, non-elected 
members, on the Audit and Assurance 
Committee.

 The external auditor’s (Grant Thornton) 
currently meet the Chief Executive and Director 
of Finance quarterly and the Chief Legal Officer 
annually.

5 All auditors engaged in local audit be provided with the 
requisite skills and training to audit a local authority 
irrespective of seniority. 

No This is a matter for the external audit firms to address 
in terms of training and experience, but likely to be part 
of the justification for increased audit fees.

6 The current fee structure for local audit be revised to ensure 
that adequate resources are deployed to meet the full extent 
of local audit requirements. 

Yes This will have a financial impact on the Council and 
although this recommendation does not give a 
percentage increase the report says audit fees are at 
least 25% lower than required to fulfil current local 
audit requirements effectively.
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
7 That quality be consistent with the highest standards of audit 

within the revised fee structure. In cases where there are 
serious or persistent breaches of expected quality standards, 
OLAR has the scope to apply proportionate sanctions. 

No This relates to OLAR (proposed new body) and the 
individual audit firms. 

8 Statute be revised so that audit firms with the requisite 
capacity, skills and experience are not excluded from bidding 
for local audit work. 

No This will relate to the current audit firms and those 
trying to enter the local audit work market.

9 External Audit recognises that Internal Audit work can be a 
key support in appropriate circumstances where consistent 
with the Code of Audit Practice. 

Yes Currently meetings, and exchange of information, 
between Internal Audit and external audit are adhoc 
and relate to specific issues as they arise. 

10 The deadline for publishing audited local authority accounts be 
revisited with a view to extending it to 30 September from 31 
July each year. 

Yes This will impact on the Council in terms of the date for 
publishing its audited accounts. It will also mean that 
the Audit and Assurance Committee meeting in July 
could be removed, but an additional meeting would be 
required in September  to approve the audit accounts.

11 The revised deadline for publication of audited local authority 
accounts be considered in consultation with NHSI(E) and 
DHSC, given that audit firms use the same auditors on both 
Local Government and Health final accounts work. 

No This relates to the external audit accounts deadline 
and will be linked to recommendation 10. It should be 
noted that the NHS accounts are produced to a much 
tighter timescale, and already audited before local 
authority accounts.

12 The external auditor be required to present an Annual Audit 
Report to the first Full Council meeting after 30 September 
each year, irrespective of whether the accounts have been 
certified; OLAR to decide the framework for this report. 

Yes As outlined in the response to recommendation 4 the 
Annual Audit Letter (public facing summary of audit 
work and findings that year) is sent to each elected 
member, available on the Council’s website but 
currently only presented to the Audit and Assurance 
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
Committee. 
The Annual Audit Report would likely go to the 
November meeting as this is the first full Council 
meeting after the 30 September audited accounts 
publication deadline. 

13 The changes implemented in the 2020 Audit Code of Practice 
are endorsed; OLAR to undertake a post implementation 
review to assess whether these changes have led to more 
effective external audit consideration of financial resilience 
and value for money matters. 

No This relates to an action for OLAR (proposed new 
body). 

Smaller Authorities Audit Regulation

14 SAAA considers whether the current level of external audit 
work commissioned for Parish Councils, Parish Meetings and 
Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs) and Other Smaller Authorities 
is proportionate to the nature and size of such organisations. 

No Not applicable to a county council.

15 SAAA and OLAR examine the current arrangements for 
increasing audit activities and fees if a body’s turnover 
exceeds £6.5m. 

No Not applicable to a county council.

16 SAAA reviews the current arrangements, with auditors, for 
managing the resource implications for persistent and 
vexatious complaints against Parish Councils. 

No Not applicable to a county council.
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
Financial Resilience of local authorities

17 MHCLG reviews its current framework for seeking assurance 
that financial sustainability in each local authority in England is 
maintained. 

Yes This is an action for MHCLG. However, the new NAO 
Code of Audit Practice for England for 2020/21 
onwards has three reporting criteria for the value for 
money conclusion, Financial sustainability, 
Governance and Improving economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness. This will increase the focus on all three 
areas and likely to have a significant impact on the 
evidence required by the external auditor and the 
impact on officer time.

18 Key concerns relating to service and financial viability be 
shared between Local Auditors and Inspectorates including 
Ofsted, Care Quality Commission and HMICFRS prior to 
completion of the external auditor’s Annual Report. 

No This is very similar to the ‘Roundtable’ meetings 
introduced by the Audit Commission, some 15+ years 
ago, where the external auditor and inspectors met to 
share information and views on a council.

Transparency of Financial Reporting

19 A standardised statement of service information and costs be 
prepared by each authority and be compared with the budget 
agreed to support the council tax / precept / levy and 
presented alongside the statutory accounts. 

Yes This will require summary accounts to be produced by 
the Council. The examples given in the Redmond 
Review report suggest that summary accounts would 
be 10+ pages long.

20 The standardised statement should be subject to external 
audit. 

Yes This will require additional external audit work 
potentially an increase in the external audit fee to be 
paid by the Council.

21 The optimum means of communicating such information to 
council taxpayers / service users be considered by each local 
authority to ensure access for all sections of the communities. 

Yes The Council would need to decide how best to 
communicate such information to council taxpayers / 
service users. 
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No. Recommendation

Direct 
Impact on 

the Council
Current arrangements / Implications for the 

Council
22 CIPFA / LASAAC be required to review the statutory accounts, 

in the light of the new requirement to prepare the standardised 
statement, to determine whether there is scope to simplify the 
presentation of local authority accounts by removing 
disclosures that may no longer be considered to be 
necessary. 

No This is an action for CIPFA / LASAAC. The ability to 
simplify local authority accounts represents a 
significant challenge.

23 JPAG be required to review the Annual Governance and 
Accountability Return (AGAR) prepared by smaller authorities 
to see if it can be made more transparent to readers. In doing 
so the following principles should be considered: 

 Whether “Section 2 – the Accounting Statements” should 
be moved to the first page of the AGAR so that it is more 
prominent to readers; 

 Whether budgetary information along with the variance 
between outturn and budget should be included in the 
Accounting Statements; and 

 Whether the explanation of variances provided by the 
authority to the auditor should be disclosed in the AGAR 
as part of the Accounting Statements. 

No Not applicable to a county council.
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No. Action Required Relates 
to Rec

By Who When

A1 Discuss with the external auditor and assess whether it is 
feasible to have the 2020/21 Annual Audit Letter (AAL) 
presented to the full Council in November 2021. If so, 
consider what changes might be needed to the 
Constitution to allow this to happen in November 2021.

Recs 4 
and 12

Director of Finance (s151 
Officer)
Chief Legal Officer

31 May 2021

A2 Constitutional Review Group to consider the benefits and 
pitfalls of appointing an independent non-elected member, 
or members, to the Audit and Assurance Committee. 
Timing of such a review to be agreed.

Rec 4 Constitutional Review Group To be agreed

A3 Update our normal arrangements for formally meeting the 
external auditor so that the quarterly meeting with the 
Chief Executive and the Director of Finance now also 
includes the Chief Legal Officer. Agree the date for this 
new arrangement to be introduced.

Rec 4 PA to Chief Executive 31 January 2021

A4 Seek the views of the Audit and Assurance Committee 
members  as to whether they are happy that sufficient 
training is currently provided for them to undertake their 
role on the Committee and any areas where they feel 
additional training is required.    

Rec 4 Director of Finance (s151 
Officer) 

11 March 2021
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No. Action Required Relates 
to Rec

By Who When

A5 The Director of Finance to monitor the outcome of the 
PSAA consultation on a ‘Proposed new system for fee 
variations’ and, when relevant, discuss with the external 
auditor potential timings of changes to the scale audit fee 
and build these into the Council’s budget.

Rec 6 Director of Finance (s151 
Officer) 

31 March 2021

A6 Re-introduce formal quarterly meetings between Internal 
Audit and external audit to discuss work being undertaken 
by both and any significant issues identified.  

Rec 9 Group Audit Manager 31 January 2021

A7 If the deadline for publishing the Council’s audited 
accounts is moved back to 30 September then the Audit 
and Assurance Committee meeting in July could be 
removed and an additional meeting in September be 
added to approve the audited accounts and hear the views 
of the external auditor and officers.

Rec 10 Democratic Services team Dependent on the 
timing of any 

changes to the 
Accounts and 

Audit Regulations

A8 Review arrangement in the Accountancy Section in terms 
of structure, capacity and experience to produce the 
Council’s annual accounts and ensure arrangements are 
in place for the long term.

Rec 10 Senior Manager - Accountancy 
(Deputy s151 Officer)

1 April 2021

A9 Review arrangements in place for producing asset 
valuations for the Council’s annual accounts. In doing so 
ensure that sufficient capacity and expertise is available to 
deal with the volume and complexity of the assets that 
need revalued. 

Rec 10 Acting Assistant Director - 
Economy and Environment

1 April 2021
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No. Action Required Relates 
to Rec

By Who When

A10 Once the 2019/20 audit is concluded, arrange a meeting 
with Grant Thornton’s Engagement Lead and Audit 
Manager to discuss the likely evidence they will need to 
support their work on the 2020/21 VFM Conclusion.

Rec 17 Chief Executive 
Director of Finance (s151 
officer)

31 January 2021

A11 Update the final accounts timetable and quality review 
arrangements for 2020/21 to include the need to produce 
summary accounts including a standardised statement of 
service information and costs and supporting notes. 
Review the summary account examples given in the 
Redmond Report with a view to creating a template and 
identifying where relevant information would be obtained.

Rec 21 Group Finance Manager-
Corporate Accounting

31 January 2021

A12 Assess and agree the best way to share the summary 
accounts with council taxpayers / service users to ensure 
access for all sections of the communities. 

Rec 21 Communications Team 31 May 2021
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Annex 4d – Illustrative Simplified Financial Statement: Unitary Authority 

ANNEX 4D – ILLUSTRATIVE SIMPLIFIED FINANCIAL STATEMENT: UNITARY 
AUTHORITY 

Financial Performance Statement 

This financial performance statement provides an analysis of the council’s financial performance and position over the last 12 months. 

Golden-Sands.gov.uk 
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1. Financial Performance Statement  
We have a responsibility to feed back to you, as a local resident or tax payer, on how we spend and manage Golden Sands Council’s resources.  
This financial performance statement compares the budget (what we planned to spend) at the start of the year with what we actually spent and explains the 
changes. If we have over or under spent, we have explained why.  
As well as our annual expenditure, this statement also includes information about our longer-term financial sustainability. This is important so that you know 
the resources we have available to provide services into the future. The summary shows you what we own and what we owe, and what we have put aside to 
make sure we can deliver services beyond this year.  
You can have confidence in the figures in this report because we have to follow regulations and standards in compiling them, and the information from our 
accounts is independently audited. 
This information is consistent with that reported in the council’s audited accounts. A full set of Golden Sands Council’s Statement of Accounts is available 
from the Council’s website.   

About Golden Sands Council  
Golden Sands is a unitary council, and this means we have responsibility for delivering services such as education, adult social care, housing, waste collection 
and leisure services.  
To deliver these and other services, working with other organisations is important as it helps us to achieve more with our resources. We work closely with our 
neighbouring authorities, especially on economic regeneration. 

Where the council gets its money from  
A local council gets money from three main sources: council tax, business rates and grants from the government. We also receive locally generated income 
from activities such as planning, car parking and investment returns. 
We have to make sure that when we set the budget for the year, we can afford to pay for the services we offer. This includes any plans we make where we 
need to include longer-term commitments. A council must balance its budget each year, and setting council tax is an important part of this process.    
Our total funding is £549.9m, and this must support the services for a population of 325,000. 
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2. Analysis of Financial Performance 
Table 1 below shows what Golden Sands Council planned to spend (its budget) against what we actually spent in the year.   
Where a service generates income such as fees and charges, that income will be included as well. The difference between expenditure and income is known as 
net spend.    
The net spend (expenditure less income) can be compared to the budget, and the difference between the two is shown in the final column. The positive figures 
are those where we have spent less than planned and the negative figures are where we have spent more than planned.  
The differences from the budget are explained in Table 2 below.  

Table 1 - Golden Sands Council Budget - what we planned to spend against what we finally spent 
Service Budget

(What we
planned to 

spend)

Net Spend

(What we 
actually 
spent)

Difference 
from

Budget

 £m £m £m 

Education services  111.5 117.3 -5.8 

Highways and transport services   42.2 39.8 2.4

Children’s social care   55.6 58.3 -2.7

Adult social care   65.1 67.1 -2.0

Public health   17.3 17.9 -0.6

Housing services  

(excluding the Housing Revenue Account which is considered 
in section 3) 

30.2 29.1 1.1

Cultural, sports and leisure services 11.9 10.3 1.6

Environmental and regulatory services  10.5 12.4 -1.9
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Service  Budget

(What we
planned to 

spend)

Net Spend

(What we 
actually 
spent)

Difference 
from

Budget

Planning and development services  6.1 6.8 -0.7

Corporate and other services to the public 

(e.g. local tax collection and coroners’ services) 

1.1 1.1 0

Total service expenditure and income  

  

351.5 360.1 -8.6

Financing costs 

(costs relating to financing debt) 

0.5 0.6 -0.1 

 

Net taxation and grant income  

(excluding council tax income) 

-205.2 -205.4 0.2 

Total expenditure and income 

 

146.8 155.3 -8.5 

Transfers to/from – reserves  3.6 -4.9 8.5

Council tax requirement 

(Our income without council tax is not enough to pay for the 
service we deliver - this is the amount we need to raise to cover 
that gap) 

150.4 
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The differences between what we planned to spend against what we have actually spent are demonstrated by the graph below.  

Graph 1 - Golden Sands Council Service Analysis - budget against spend 
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What were the differences? 

Table 2 – Explanations for the significant differences between what we budgeted for and what we spent 

We have spent £8.5m more than budget due to the following significant differences:  
 

Service  Explanation  Difference £m 

 lower than anticipated government grants received for 
education services   

-1.1Education 
services  

• increased expenditure on special educational needs  -4.8 

Highways 
and 
transport 
services 
 

• a small number of key schemes did not start when 
expected and were delayed until the following year 

2.4 

• lower than anticipated government grants received -1.2 Children’s 
social care 

• increased needs of the children assessed  -1.5 

Adult social 
Care  

 

• increased expenditure due to an improvement in care 
packages delivered 

-2.0 

• Other adjustments -0.3  

Total differences between budget and 
spend  

-8.5 
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3. Housing Revenue Account  
As the landlord account for the authority, the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) accounts for all services to tenants and leaseholders, and is the account which 
holds the rent we collect.  
The HRA is a separate account to the general budget and the Council is not allowed to subsidise the HRA by making contributions from the General Fund. 
This means that the HRA must break even in its own right. 
Table 3 shows the spending on HRA services to council tenants in the year and how that compared to the HRA budgeted figures. Significant differences to the 
budget are explained in table 5.  
Table 3 - Analysis of HRA budget against actual spending 

Housing Revenue Account Budget 
 
(What we 
planned to 
spend)  

 

Net Spend 
 
(What we 
actually 
spent) 

Difference 
from 

Budget 

  £m £m £m 
Rent income 16.3 15.9 0.4 

Other income 1.4 1.5 -0.1 

Total Income 17.7 17.4 0.3 
Repairs and maintenance 5.1 4.4 0.7 

Managing the stock 4.6 4.6 0.0 

Rents, rates and taxes 0.2 0.2 0.0 

Capital financing and interest 
charges 

6.7 6.1 0.6 

Set aside for stock 
improvements 

1.7 1.7 0.0 

Total Expenditure 18.3 17.0 1.3 
Surplus (-) / Deficit 0.6 -0.4 1.0 
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Table 4 shows the level of reserves that the council holds to support the future provision of council housing and manage future risks. 

Table 4 – HRA Reserves  

Housing Revenue Account 
Reserves 
 

Opening 
Balance  

Closing 
balance 

 £m £m 
HRA Reserves  10.7 11.1 
 

    Table 5 – Explanations for the significant differences between what we budgeted for and what we spent 

The net underspend of £1.0m is due to the following significant 
variations:  
Service category Explanation  

 
Difference 

£m 

Dwelling Rents 
Reduced rent income due to higher than 
expected Right to Buy sales to tenants 

-0.4 

Repairs and 
Maintenance Fewer responsive repairs than anticipated 0.7 

Capital financing 
and interest 
charges 

HRA share of savings in corporate interest costs 0.6 

Other spending differences (net) 0.1 

  Total differences between budget 
and spend 
 

1.0 
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4. The Council’s Financial Position   
Golden Sands Council uses your money to provide necessary local services. The summary financial position below (also known as the balance sheet) 
represents a summary, or ‘snapshot,’ of the financial position at a single point in time, which for councils is 31 March. Each year it sets out what the council 
owns and how much is owed, and the resources it has left to support the provision of future services on the 31 March. 
Below we show the council’s financial position at the year-end, which is a summary of the balance sheet in the audited accounts. This information supports 
the assessment of whether or not the council has a sustainable financial position and is able to support and maintain services on an on-going basis. The net 
financial position helps inform future financial planning and sustain the services we deliver. 

Summary Financial Position  

 £m 
What we own (held as ‘assets’) 2,525.5 

What we owe (held as ‘liabilities’)  -1,634.2 

Net Financial Position (assets 891.3 less liabilities) 

The net financial position is held in reserves as follows: 
 

General reserves available to the 131.1 
Council  

Other reserves held for statutory 760.2 and/or specific purposes 

Total Reserves 891.3 
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Financial Sustainability - The ability to plan for the future  
We have to plan for the long term to ensure that we can continue to deliver our services in future years and be able to deal with any unexpected events. As a 
result, it is important that our financial standing (or sustainability) is robust. 
Golden Sands Council has a fully developed five-year financial plan, which includes looking at risks and future demands on services. The biggest risks 
identified are likely to be:  

• Population growth and age profile – this is likely to lead to increased service demand  
• Schools balances – we have funding shortages due to government education grants being less than expenditure 
• Safeguarding the financial position of the council – the council is looking at ways to improve efficiency and deliver services in different 

ways.  These plans are currently on track.    
 

 
  More about our Reserves  
 
Table 6 sets out a breakdown of the council’s general reserves. 
Table 6 – General Reserves 

 Amount held at 
31 March £m 

Earmarked reserves  
(reserves which are planned to fund specific projects or other council commitments)  
 

90.4 

Unallocated reserves 
(reserves held to support future service provision and manage risk) 
 

45.8 

School’s balances*  
(balances held specifically for schools - these are held separately from other council funds) 
 

-5.1 

Total general reserves 
 

131.1 

 

*Note we have a deficit balance on our school’s balances. As these are ringfenced, these balances do not impact on the setting of our council tax.  
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 Council Subsidiaries, Associates and Joint Ventures 

The council has financial interests in several organisations, the results of which are included in Golden Sands Statement of Accounts. The most significant of 
these are Golden Sands Care Homes and a housing development company, Sunset Homes. A number of less significant organisations are not included in the 
accounts, but are included in table 7 below for completeness. 

Table 7 – Financial interests in other organisations 

Type 
 

Number

Subsidiaries fully owned  2

Subsidiaries part owned  1

Associated organisations and Joint Ventures  4
 

The organisations included in the Statement of Accounts have the following impact on the financial position of the council: 

Subsidiaries, Associates and Joint Ventures £m 

What we own and are owed (held an ‘assets’)  106.3 

What we owe (held as ‘liabilities’)  -99.2 

Net Financial Position (assets less liabilities) 7.1 

The net financial position is held in reserves as follows:  

General reserves available for future spend  21.9 

Other reserves held for statutory and/or specific purposes 
 

-14.8 

Total Reserves 7.1 
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Raising debt to finance council investment 
Councils can borrow to invest in property or other infrastructure that supports the delivery of services, but they must ensure that they can pay this amount 
back.  The Council has an underlying need to borrow to finance these assets (this includes assets which are leased) of £871.1m. The council must set aside a 
prudent amount of resources each year so it can pay back its borrowing, and this must be affordable when compared to its annual income.  
We compare what it is costing to cover our borrowing costs for these assets against the funding we receive from council tax, business rates and grants (our 
income streams) to show you what proportion of income is required to fund the council’s investments.  

Table 8 - Borrowing costs as a proportion of income  
 

2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 
Actual Actual Actual Forecast Forecast Forecast 

0.9% 1.2% 1.3% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 
 

You can find more detail on these balance sheet items in Golden Sands Council’s Statement of Accounts.  
 

 

Investments in Commercial Properties 
This year the council has purchased, for £20m, Sunny Sands Regional Development Park, which includes 50 industrial units. This purchase was funded in part 
from capital receipts from the sale of other assets (50%) and in part from borrowing (50%). The council purchased the development park because the 
industrial units are not performing at a commercial level and sales of the units are slow.  The development park is in the local Southern Sands region, which is 
an important area for economic development.  
Commercial rates of return on investments for these types of property locally are 2.5%. Success for the Council would be a rate of return of 1.5%. In its first 
year, the rate of return on the investment is at 0.5%. The Council plans to increase this to 1.5% over the next three years. 
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5. Golden Sands Council Performance Data 1 April 2019 to 31 March 2020 

Table 9 - Golden Sands Council performance information   

The table below provides financial performance information for our key services, identifying the costs incurred by the authority (using the information in 
Table 1) and measuring that on an appropriate unit basis, for example, per head of population or per km of minor roads.  

Cost Type  Unit Cost
Education services    
Cost per child aged 4 to 18   

£2,290

Highways and transport services   
Cost per km of minor roads    

£22

Children’s social care   
Cost per child under 18    

£1,079

Adult social care   
Cost per head of older population (over 65’s)   

£1,284

Public health   
Cost per head of population    

£55

Housing services    
Cost per head of population    

£90

Cultural, sports and leisure services             
Cost per head of population  

£32

Environmental and regulatory services   
Cost per head of population    

£38

Planning and development services   
Cost per planning application    

£2,592

Corporate and other services to the public
Cost per head of population  

£3
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[Note the above extract is indicative only and the detail of what could/should be set out in a financial performance statement 
will form a significant element of future consultation.] 

 

 

 

 

AUDIT CERTIFICATE 
Audit certificate to be developed. There is an expectation that this statement will be subject to external audit from 2021/22. 


