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OFFICIAL 

 

AUDIT COMMITTEE MEETING 

WEDNESDAY, 23 OCTOBER 

2024 

 
 
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE AUDIT COMMITTEE HELD ON 
WEDNESDAY 23 OCTOBER 2024 AT 1400 HOURS IN COMMITTEE 
ROOMS 3&4, COUNCIL HOUSE, VICTORIA SQUARE, BIRMINGHAM, B1 
1BB 

 
 

 PRESENT: - Andrew Hardingham, Independent Chair 
 

 Councillors Liz Clements, Lee Marsham, Miranda Perks, Richard Parkin, Jamie 
Scott, Paul Tilsley, Deputy Chair for Audit Committee and Clifton Welch  

  
 ALSO PRESENT:- 
   

Fiona Baldwin, External Auditor, Grant Thornton (Online) 
 Anthony Farmer, Head of Professional Standards  

Deborah Carter-Hughes, Assistant Director, Legal and Governance  
 Mandeep Marwaha, Committee Officer  

Craig Price, Principal Group Auditor 
  Mohammed Sajid, Assistant Director Financial Strategy 
 Mark Stocks, Key Partner, External Auditor - Grant Thornton 
 Errol Wilson, Committee Team Leader  
  

     
************************************ 

 
 

NOTICE OF RECORDING/WEBCAST  
 

38. The Chair welcomed the attendees and advised, and the Committee noted, that 
this meeting will be webcast for live or subsequent broadcast via the 

Council's Public-I microsite (please click this link) and that members of the 

press/public may record and take photographs except where there are 
confidential or exempt items. 

 _____________________________________________________________ 
 

 The Chair stated that one of the items on today’s agenda was around the 
Adoption of Accounting Policy and there may be a number of matters raised on 
that item that the Committee was unfamiliar with so the Assistant Director 
Financial Strategy will take us through that.   

 ______________________________________________________________   
  

  APOLOGIES 
 

39.  An apology for absence was submitted on behalf of Councillor Lisa Trickett. 
  
 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbirmingham.public-i.tv%2Fcore%2Fportal%2Fhome&data=05%7C01%7CMichelle.Edwards%40birmingham.gov.uk%7C1c228845da07475ba0fe08db3b368449%7C699ace67d2e44bcdb303d2bbe2b9bbf1%7C0%7C0%7C638168877543866727%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8FqjPyARt%2BINMh%2FQZ3H9DMJzXQfmHzO0f0Q5V%2FnOxOo%3D&reserved=0
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DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 

40. The Chair reminded Members that they must declare all relevant pecuniary 
and other registerable interests arising from any business to be discussed at 
the meeting.  

If a disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not participate in 
any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room unless 
they have been granted a dispensation.  

If other registerable interests are declared a Member may speak on the matter 
only if members of the public are allowed to speak at the meeting but otherwise 
must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain 
in the room unless they have been granted a dispensation.     

 
If it is a ‘sensitive interest’, Members do not have to disclose the nature of the 
interest, just that they have an interest.  

 
Any declarations will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting.   
 
Councillor Paul Tilsley stated that he had an interest as a beneficiary of the 
West Midlands Pension Plan which was mentioned later in the Agenda and a 
standing declaration as a Non-Executive Director representing the city on 
Birmingham Airport, but this was not mentioned in today’s Agenda. 
 
Councillor Liz Clements stated that she had a deferred pension from the West 
Midlands Local Government Pension Scheme as a former officer and is a 
member of Unison.  Councillor Lee Marsham advised that he was a member of 
GMB. 
_______________________________________________________________ 

  
  EXEMPT INFORMATION – POSSIBLE EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND 

PUBLIC 
   
 The Chair stated that although there were no items specifically on the Agenda 

with a private or exempt appendix for this meeting, there may be some issues 
that came out of the reports for this meeting that we may wished to consider 
under exempt part of the Agenda.  There may be some questions that arise 
from the Internal Audit Update item. The Committee agreed for the meeting to 
go into private session should there be any questions that required the 
Committee to go into private session.  

 
41.     RESOLVED:–  

 
That in accordance with Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 as 
amended by the Local Government (Access to information) (Variation order) 
2006, the public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of those 
parts of the agenda designated as exempt on the grounds that it is likely, in 
view of the nature of the business to be transacted or the nature of the 
proceedings, that if members of the press and public were present there would 
be disclosure to them of exempt information.  
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         MINUTES 
 
         Councillor Lee Marsham stated that the Minutes did not state which Member 

stated what and whether going forward the Minutes could state which Member 
stated what.  On page 5 of the Minutes from the 18 September Audit 
Committee meeting where it stated that he quoted something from Parliament 
he requested that the reference he quoted was from Hansard Volume 737 
Birmingham City Council debated on Tuesday 19 September 2023 and that he 
wanted it to be stated that he had asked the question concerning the issue. 

 
  Subject to the above it was  
 

42.      RESOLVED: - 
 

That the Public part and the Private part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 
the 18 September 2024, having been previously circulated, were confirmed and 
signed by the Chair.  

                              ____________________________________________________________  

 

   Following the meeting the Committee Team Leader discussed the issue of the 
inclusion of Members and officers names in the minutes of Committee meetings 
with Councillor Lee Marsham and informed him that our instructions were not to 
include Members and officers names in the Minutes of the Committee 
meetings.  This issue was also discussed with the Chair who indicated that it 
was preferred if names were not included in the Minutes.    

   _____________________________________________________________________ 

 
INTERNAL AUDIT UPDATE: AUGUST 2024  

 
  The Chair drew the attention of the Committee to the Commissioners 

comments at paragraph 2 of the report which stated that Commissioners have 
noted the position set out in the Appendix and suggest that the Committee 
request an exception report when agreed actions against internal audits 
recommendations are not delivered within the specified timescales.  The Chair 
stated that discussions would be needed about what was feasible and what 
was not feasible.     

The Committee then considered the Internal Audit Update: August 2024 report, 

which was presented by the Principal Group Auditor.  

The Principal Group Auditor highlighted that the report provided an update of 

the audit activities for August and sets out revised assurance ratings for the 

Audit Committee’s approval.  Three final reports were issued in August and a 

brief summary of each report was set out within the update report.  The 

Principal Group Auditor then drew the Committee’s attention to the Disabled 

Facilities Grant – Operational Delivery report which was given a Red Risk 

rating.  He advised that the directorate had recently completed the procurement 

and mobilisation of a lead provider to support the delivery of adaptations help 

people living independently at home.  At the time of audit work there were 

significant demands and backlog on the work and delivery of those adaptations.  

Action was being taken to mobilise the contract and deliver the works.  The 
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audit recommendations were set out to help the directorate to drive this forward.  

This was an area that would be revisited to check that progress was being 

made and the recommendations implemented. 

   
  The Principal Group Auditor continued that the internal audit report gave an 

assurance opinion on the effectiveness of the design and operation of the 
controlled environment.  The current ratings were in place for a number of 
years.  The feedback received was that people found them confusing and 
difficult to interpret.  Following a review of best practice and benchmarking 
across core cities authorities revised assurance and recommendation priority 
ratings had been set out.  These ratings were discussed and presented at the 
Corporate Leadership Team (CLT).  CLT accepted the changes, and these 
were now formally presented to the Audit Committee to agree their adoption 
from the 1 November 2024. 

 
  The Chair enquired whether the revised opinions and recommendations were in 

Table 1 of the report.  He commented that we now have substantial assurance, 
reasonable assurance, limited assurance and no assurance that replaced levels 
1 – 4 and enquired whether this was correct.  The Principal Group Auditor 
responded that this was correct and that we had gone for a discrete analysis in 
line with best practice.  Benchmarking across core cities had identified that 
similar assurance opinions are used across all core cities authorities.    

 
  The Chair enquired of the Members of the Committee whether there were any 

questions on the report and requested that in doing so Members needed to 
think about any questions relating to the first two audit reports that the Principal 
Group Auditor referred to and then any questions about the opinion and 
recommendation ratings before we looked at the third of the three reports.  
There were no questions from Members concerning the first two reports.  The 
Chair then enquired whether there were any questions that needed to be 
considered concerning the third report.   

 
  The Deputy Chair commented that as far as he was aware this internal audit 

report had not been submitted to the Health and Adult Social Care Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee.  The Principal Group Auditor stated that audit reports 
do not generally go to the Overview and Scrutiny Committees from an 
assurance perspective.  The Assistant Director of Legal Services - Corporate 
Law stated that as pointed out by the Principal Group Auditor this was not 
something that would automatically happened and be referred by audit 
themselves, but that was something the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
could ask specific questions of the service area on if they had questions around 
the document or the points being looked into. 

 
  A Member expressed happiness seeing the work that was being done on this.  

The Member added that as Councillors we received a lot of casework 
concerning adaptations and generally the delays.  These were important 
adaptations such as accessible showers, stairlifts and things which allowed 
people to live independently but also allowed them to be discharged in a timely 
fashion from hospital if they were in an acute hospital bed.  The Member stated 
that a progress report concerning the issue would be welcomed in the New 
Year.   
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  The Chair enquired how internal audit monitored the delivery of these 

recommendations and requested that a report be submitted to 
January/February 2025 Audit Committee meeting in terms of the 
implementations of these recommendations.    

 
  The Principal Group Auditor stated that as this was rated Red it would 

automatically be followed up.  We would go back to the service to do a specific 
follow up to check that progress was being made and the delivery of the 
recommendations.  The follow up report would be reported back to Audit 
Committee as part of the progress update. 

 
  The Deputy Chair stated that he noted the comments being made following his 

observations.  However, much of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee as 
some Members were aware was specifically related to aids and adaptations to 
ensured that patients who were currently occupying acute beds could be moved 
into homes as quickly as possible.  This issue was raised virtually at every 
meeting.  Last week we had representatives from the Integrated Care Board 
(ICB) and we discussed acute care across all the hospitals.  It would be 
valuable for Members of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to have sight of 
the report as it would sharpen their comments and the responses as it was so 
topical at the moment and was likely to be far more topical over the next few 
months.  He requested that the internal audit report be submitted to the next 
meeting of the Health and Adult Social Care Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 

 
  The Committee agreed the request. 
    

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 
 

The Chair announced that in view of the nature of the business to be transacted 
which included exempt information of the category indicated the public would now 
be excluded from the meeting. 
 
It was- 
 

 43. RESOLVED:-  
 

That members of the press and public be excluded from the meeting for the 
exempt item of business under this agenda item under Section 100A(4) of the 
Local Government Act 1972 on the grounds that: (i) it involved the likely 
disclosure of exempt information as defined under paragraphs 4 and 5 of Part 1 
of Schedule 12A of the Act; and (ii) the public interest in maintaining the 
exemption outweighed the public interest in disclosing the information.  
______________________________________________________________ 

  
There were a range of matters that were considered during the exempt part of 
the meeting, and these are set out in full under the private Minutes. 
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RE-ADMITTANCE OF THE PUBLIC 
 

 Following discussions on the item, the Committee moved back into public 
session. 

 
 A Member requested that the Minutes for the private session be reviewed and 

that any part of it that was not exempted be included in the public minutes.  The 
Chair agreed for this to be done. 

 
           Upon consideration it was  
 

44. RESOLVED: - 
 

That the Audit Committee:- 
 

a. Noted the report and update;  
 

b. Approved the adoption of the revised assurance opinions and 
recommendation ratings with effective from 1st November;   

 

c. Audit Committee recommend to the Chair of Health and Adult Social 
Care Overview and Scrutiny Committee that they consider the 
operational issues raised within the Internal Audit report in relation to the 
disabled facilities grant – operational delivery; and  

 

d. The Committee requested an exception report when agreed actions 
against internal audits recommendations detailed within the disabled 
facilities grant – operational delivery report were not delivered within the 
specified timescales.   

 

e. The Private Minutes to be reviewed and anything that could be 
transferred to the Public Minutes to be done. 

          ______________________________________________________________ 
 

ADOPTION OF ACCOUNTING POLICES FOR 2023/24    
 

 The Committee considered a report concerning the Adoption of Accounting 
Policies for 2023/24 which was presented by the Assistant Director Financial 
Strategy.   

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy highlighted that this was the 2023/24 

accounts and that the aim was to produce this by the end of this calendar year 
for submission to the External Auditors.  He advised that the External Auditors 
had briefly outlined their approach to the audit of these accounts at the 
previous meeting.  Each year Birmingham (not all Councils do this) brought 
their Accounting Policies to Audit Committee for review and approval.  This 
allowed the Committee to ask questions on how income and expenditure would 
be treated.   

 
 He further highlighted that all local authority accounts had to be produced on a 

standard which was defined by statute.  We used accounting standards and the 
code of practice on local authority accounting in the United Kingdom, which 
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was updated each year.  This was based on international accounting standards 
and mirrored the private sector but was adopted where needed for the public 
sector and outline the statutory override that we do have. 

 
 The Chair referred to the introduction of the lease accounting for 2024/25 and 

queried whether this meant that the 2023/24 had to be restated for the 
comparative purpose.  The issue was not only would we needed to do this for 
2024/25 but whether we had to go back and restate the 2023/24 position.  The 
Assistant Director Financial Strategy responded that we did not need to do so 
as it was a financial perspective.  The Key Partner, External Auditor - Grant 
Thornton stated that the guidance as he understood it was that we did not have 
to go back and restate it as it would be quite onerous to do so.   

 
 The Deputy Chair stated that he noted on page 71 of the report the 

depreciation of a variety of infrastructure roads, footpaths, street furniture, 
bridges etc.  He added that page 66 referred to the PFI scheme and given that 
we were now on our second PFI scheme he enquired whether a valuation was 
undertaken when the transfer was made to Amey.  He further enquired whether 
a separate valuation was undertaken when it was transferred to Kier.  He 
added that he was aware of a couple of anomalies in that the supposed assets 
that belonged to the Council were not transferred over with the new PFI and 
that this had caused problems for a few people.     

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy responded that he was not aware of 

the details and undertook to investigate the details of what valuations were 
undertaken.  This would be valuation of the work rather than the assets.  The   
infrastructure assets were not generally revalued.  They held a depreciative 
historic cost so we would not have valued those assets such as roads or 
bridges etc.  If they were assets in terms of machinery and plants that was a 
question we needed to find out from the PFI team concerning what was done at 
the time of the transition period. 

 
 The Deputy Chair stated that in terms the carriageways the clock would have 

been ticking from the transfer date.  The Assistant Director Financial Strategy 
responded that the clock began to tick from when the work was completed and 
that 25 years was from when the work was completed. 

 
 A Member enquired if a carriageway was valued at starting at 25 years straight 

line depreciation and at some point within that period of time the entire 
carriageway was resurfaced whether the value would be taken back again to 
the original cost or whether it would be revalued at that point at a new cost.   

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy advised that it would be a new cost, 

and we would add on the new cost because it was held at the depreciative 
historic cost.  We would look at the cost that had been incurred in laying down 
the new surface and that would be the value that goes into the balance sheet.  
We would not undertake any other valuation.  If the new work was undertaken 
after 25 years that would be carried as nil value but there was still some useful 
life in that asset which was the reason it was not done at the end of 25 years.  If 
it was done within the 25 years that was where that accounting issue came 
about as there would still be value in that as a result of the previous work that 
had not been fully depreciated.  Where we had an instance of that, and it was 
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flagged to us we would then write that piece of value out if we were able to 
work out that particular one from the system. 

 
 In terms of buildings we revalued our buildings depending on where they were 

and how they were classified.  Typically, we revalued everything every three 
years.  Although the guidance stated that we should value them every five 
years we tried to do them every three years. 

  
 A Member sought further information concerning paragraph xxiv as she needed 

to understand how the equal pay liability was treated.  The Assistant Director 
Financial Strategy stated that the first paragraph under provisions stated that 
we recognised the provision where we believed we had a legal or constructive 
obligation, and we believed that there would probably be a cash settlement to 
meet that obligation, and we could make a reliable estimate of that amount.  
Where we have a contingent liability, this did not necessarily mean that we 
have to pay an amount out.  If one of the criteria was not met,  we would not 
have an obligation or the obligation was not likely i.e. there was a claim but 
there was no likelihood of success, so we could not reliably estimate it.  There 
was no definition of what reliable meant.   

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy continued that if our equal pay liability 

met those criteria it was shown as a provision in the accounts.  In 2020 it was 
down to how the Government allowed Councils (not just Birmingham) to 
finance equal pay liabilities.  It recognised that to prevent this being a charge to 
the general fund or in year expenditure which Councils could not afford from 
their budgets it allowed any obligations to be recognised before 2020.  A 
deadline was set to recognised any obligations before 2020 they could be 
funded from capital receipt.  Any obligations that were recognised after 2020 
had to be funded from revenue expenditure in year.  This was what had caused 
us an issue as a lot of the provisions that were recognised were recognised 
after last year.  This then caused some issues and was the reason the Council 
applied for exceptional support to allow us to capitalised it. 

 
 A Member commented that it was not known whether all of the equal pay 

claims were legitimate and queried why this was not shown in the same way as 
Coventry was doing.  The Assistant Director Financial Strategy responded that 
he did not know the details of the Coventry scheme but based on legal and HR 
advice we have had  it was possible and probable (depending on how probable 
was defined) this would be more than 50% chance of it happening and possibly 
lower.  This was based on legal advice that our lawyers and HR colleagues had 
concerning the actual claims or potential claims that may follow and the 
potential success they may have.    

 
 A Member sought explanation as to why Coventry did this one way and 

Birmingham did it another way.  The Member further enquired whether he was 
correct in believing that Grant Thornton was the external auditors for Coventry 
and Birmingham.  The Member further enquired whether there would be any 
discrepancies concerning how external auditors would account for this or 
whether it was through the Council’s mechanism of how they accounted for it.   

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy advised that all Councils had to follow 

the code of practice and that they had to follow the same criteria.  He added 
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that he did not know the detail of the Coventry case and could not offer any 
comment as to the reason they did not met the threshold.  The Key Partner, 
External Auditor - Grant Thornton stated that the rules were the same for 
anybody and not just Councils.  The rules did not change from a commercial 
organisation to a public sector.  We were required to provide for liabilities when 
we have reasonable certainty that we were going to pay.  In terms of Coventry 
it was not reasonable for him to answer that question.  He was not the auditor, 
but Grant Thornton were the auditors and were applying the same rigor to 
Coventry.   

 
 The Chair stated that in terms of debating the specifics around this particular 

item this was not the place to do so.  He added that this was a report dealing 
with the accounting policies to be applied to the statement of accounts.  He 
added that if the Committee had questions regarding the numbers that were 
going to be in the accounts, then the accounts being prepared now and should 
be in front of this Committee for the rearranged date of the 10 December 2024.  
When those accounts were put before the Committee this Committee then had 
the opportunity to review those accounts and to asked questions to satisfy itself 
that it understood what was in those accounts before we recommended them to 
Council. 

 
 A Member enquired what the actual differences were in how this was defined 

as a provisional or contingent liability and what actual effect that had.  A further 
question was whether it had a fundamental impact on how it was treated or 
how it was accounted for.   

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy advised that the purpose of those 

disclosures were to make the readers aware of these potential liabilities that the 
Council had so that we did not gave a position of the Council where the liability 
was ignored and stated that we were in a good position when there were things 
down the road that may led to a settlement or would require a settlement or a 
cash to outflow.  This was the reason we had a provisional liability.  Where we 
put a provision in a number had to be put into the accounts so that there was a 
charge to the accounts as we were stating that it was probable that this was 
money that would leave the Council.  This was what was estimated based on 
probabilities and based on money leaving the Council in the future.  Therefore 
this was accounted for now so that the balance sheet or the financial position 
was not overstated.  

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy continued that a contingent liability 

was a narrative disclosure making people aware that there was a potential for 
this, but we did not believed it was likely to happen.  Therefore this would not 
affect the numbers.  Where it was likely to happen this should be included in 
the numbers so that a better idea of the Council’s position could be had. 

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy noted a further question concerning 

equal pay and responded that the conclusion was right but because we 
followed normal accounting rules.  The provision was a revenue provision, so it 
hit the revenue account and the balance sheet.  As was mentioned earlier we 
have statutory override and a statement in the general fund balance.  In that 
balance we would then move that money so that it would not hit the bottom line 
of the general fund to capital receipts.  All the way through the accounts it 
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would be seen as if it was hitting the revenue account until the last moment 
when it would then be diverted towards capital receipt usage.  This did not 
change from a provision it was still a provision which then goes into the 
accounts.  It would then be funded from it rather than the general fund as it 
would be funded from the capital receipt reserves. 

 
 A Member stated that for the benefit of the public the reason she had referred 

to Coventry was that the information was from the Audit Lab, Sheffield 
University drawing our attention to the 2022 Coventry City Council accounts 
page 113 where they noted that equal pay was a liability.  The Member referred 
to the reference in the rule that there would be an extra paragraph inserted 
once we got the minded to letter.  The Assistant Director Financial Strategy 
responded that at the moment we had a minded to letter from the Government 
stating that they were minded to allowed us to use exceptional financial support 
or capital receipt.  Before we did that we needed a definitive letter to state that 
we could do so.  The minded to letter was around the budget and the 
conditions around that as they wanted to see progress. 

 
 A Member stated that as an observation he imagined that the contingent liability 

for equal pay going forward this would be the first time that this had been 
referred to in a set of accounts since 2017.  The Assistant Director Financial 
Strategy responded that we have always had the provision for a number of 
years until now.  The previous settlement in 2017/18 that was agreed under a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the unions, and we were still 
paying out some of that money for the claims or through some agreements.  In 
2021 we had £150m provision for those claims.  The figures would be 
confirmed at the next meeting. 

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy noted an enquiry concerning whether 

a decision had been reached on whether there would be a full set of accounts 
and responded that we were aiming to produce a full set of accounts that met 
the code requirements.  He highlighted that the issue would be whether the 
assurance we could give concerning the numbers given the issues around 
Oracle and the audited part of Oracle that was not working, whether we could 
state that anything was missing from the accounts or was in the accounts that 
should not be in the accounts.  Normally in a financial system we could get 
assurance that it was complete as we had access control, audit logs, 
segregation of duties to ensure that nothing had gone wrong, no one had 
deleted information from the system that they should not have deleted or added 
things they should not have added.  We will never have that record which 
meant that we may not be able to give that 100% assurance that the numbers 
were absolutely correct.  However, the accounts in terms of the contents would 
be a full set of accounts as was had in the past. 

 
 A Member stated that when he had asked the Lead Commissioner at what the 

Co-ordination Overview and Scrutiny Committee was then but was now the 
Corporate and Finance Overview and Scrutiny Committee about the equal pay 
number he advised him that it was ‘not a real number’.  He remarked that given 
that we seemed to have a Lead Commissioner who was unsure of what the 
number was, a previous Secretary of State stating that it was one number, and 
the external auditor confirmed that it was not an audited number and 
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questioned how we could guarantee that the marker we were placing down was 
the correct one.  He sought clarity concerning the issue. 

 
 The Assistant Director Financial Strategy responded that we had to follow 

accounting standards, and the accounts had to be based on accounting 
standards.  We had to assess whatever information we had against those 
standards and acted upon those standards.  Those standards were there for a 
reason which was to allow for full transparency and for the readers to 
understand the Council’s financial position and for the Council to understand its 
position.  They were not markers in the ground but were based on estimates on 
what we thought was likely to be required.  He added that he could not 
comment on any statements made by the Lead Commissioner, but these 
numbers would now be reviewed and audited.  These would also come through 
the Council’s due diligence process for Legal Services and HR input.  The 
reasons we have provisions in the report was to give our financial position, so 
we did not end up spending the money twice.  We realised what the true 
financial resources to the Council were. 

 
 A Member commented that given the fact that the equal pay liability could go 

past April 2025 and therefore increased on a monthly basis by £14m per month 
whether consideration was being given to take into account this when arriving 
at that figure.  The Assistant Director Financial Strategy responded that the 
accounts were based to a certain date.  These accounting policy wre for 
2023/24.  The number in the accounts itself – the balance sheet or the income 
and expenditure to March 2024 and March 2023.  However, for full disclosure 
within the narratives and perhaps next to the provision note we will state that 
based on estimates we expected (if the job evaluation did not happen) that this 
provision had now grown to this number. 

 
 The Chair commented that Members should read the accounts which was 

about 200 pages.  This gave the background information as to how the work of 
the finance department was being undertaken to arrive at the figures that were 
in the report.  There were some historical facts but also some judgments that 
have to be made regarding some of the estimates that were in the accounts.  
The Chair encouraged the Committee to look at the policies when reading the 
accounts for the next Committee as this was the basis on which those accounts 
were being prepared.  

 
                    Upon consideration it was  
 

45. RESOLVED: - 
 

That the Audit Committee:- 
 

a. Considered and adopted the Accounting Policies for the determination of 
the Council’s Accounts for the financial year 2023/24; and 
 

b. Noted the implications for future years’ Accounts arising from the 
changes in Accounting Standards. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SOCIAL CARE OMBUDSMAN ANNUAL 
REVIEW LETTER 2023-24    
 
The Committee considered a report on the Local Government and Social Care 
Ombudsman Annual Review Letter 2023/24 which was presented by the 
Assistant Director, Legal and Governance.  The Assistant Director, Legal and 
Governance drew the attention of the Committee to the information contained in 
the report. 
 
A Member referred to the waste service and enquired what measures were put 
in place last year and why these were not followed through.  He further 
enquired why the Ombudsman was ignored when they requested details on 
compliance.  The Assistant Director, Legal and Governance stated that she was 
not in post last year and was not sure what came up in last year’s letter.  She 
undertook to investigate the issue and feedback to the Committee with the 
answers to both questions. 
 
A Member requested that the Local Government and Social Care Ombudsman 
Annual Review Letter 2023/24 report be shared with all the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committees.  He requested for a recommendation of that to be done 
and that for individual Overview and Scrutiny Committees to decide whether 
they wanted to scrutinise the letter in their own Committees. 
 
A Member stated that where the Council in the past had failed to handle the 
recommendations whether this meant that the Council did not have a 
centralised point that was reviewing all that was happening.  He further 
enquired whether there was not a centralised figure in the past to ensure the 
Council was considering these recommendations.  The Assistant Director, 
Legal and Governance responded that her understanding was that we now 
have a professional standards team with overview and who acted as that 
collaboration point with the Ombudsman to ensure that we were meeting those 
requirements.  She added that she was uncertain as to how long that team was 
in place, but it was a new team.  This was something we were building up and 
developing and working through to ensure we have that assurance in terms of 
the Ombudsman complaints going forward.   
 
The Assistant Director, Legal and Governance noted a comment from a 
Member concerning one in three recommendations were not complied with to 
the agreed timescales and advised that in terms of where we were, we now 
have our professional standards team as mentioned earlier going through to the 
directorates management teams.  This had been raised to the highest level and 
we were raising it through the Managing Director and through the Directorates.  
We were ensuring that we have that central point who were monitoring the 
deadlines and compliance with those deadlines.  She added that she could not 
comment on the previous actions that were taken but now with the central team 
we were ensuring that issues were being chased and coming back through that 
point.  If we have queries coming from the Ombudsman they just sat within the 
service area and did not have that central monitoring.  We were trying to ensure 
that we have more oversight and that ability to chase and escalate as we 
required. 
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A Member commented that he welcomed the Council’s involvement on the pilot 
scheme and enquired whether this would assist concerning the refuse 
collection situation as we go forward over the next 12 months.  The Assistant 
Director, Legal and Governance responded that this should help, and it would 
put us ahead of the other authorities who have until April 2026 to comply with 
those policies.  It would help us to get ahead with that guidance, but we were 
working to that standard now as opposed to it being left for a little longer. 
 
A Member referred to the Professional Standards Team that was now in place 
and enquired whether at any point anyone got a notification from the 
Ombudsman that a complaint had been received by them whether there was a 
particular procedure or policy in place now.  The Assistant Director, Legal and 
Governance responded that the Ombudsman themselves liaised with the 
Professional Standards Team and that when a complaint was received from the 
Ombudsman they would direct it through the Professional Standards Team to 
the Council to avoid that going out to officers.  The Professional Standards 
Team received the complaints and would then look at what the issues were and 
would then directed it to the relevant service areas who have the records.  
There would then be that liaison point with the Ombudsman.  If there was any 
misunderstanding of what needed to be done or if anybody needed any support 
with that we have an expert team that would be able to help and directed and 
assisted in those responses.  It sat with the service areas to provide the 
responses to help resolve, but we would provide oversight and ensured 
deadlines were being met.  We did the chasing and the communication with the 
Ombudsman themselves.   
 
The Member commented that if it was that we have a high proportion of the 
complaints made to the Ombudsman were upheld this suggested that we were 
getting it fundamentally wrong at the beginning stage.  Mitigating or stopping us 
ending up in this position from where we needed to get to.   The Member 
enquired what we were doing in each directorate – training or systems basically 
in terms of any complaints we were getting to ensure we were doing things 
right.  It was appreciated that this was a huge Council but was there now a 
streamlined approach within the Council and all services and how this was 
being done.  
 
The Assistant Director, Legal and Governance stated that in terms of the 
complaints through the involvement of the Professional Standards Team we 
have seen that for some areas they were low and was significantly behind the 
national average.  What we were seeing was certain areas such as waste and 
City Housing being two of those areas where we have seen a high number of 
complaints.  We were working through with directorates to identify  how  we 
either stop these complaints coming through before they even got to the 
Ombudsman or how do we resolved them.  This was the project we were 
working on with both our Professional Standards Team but also with our Legal 
Advice Team.  If they did not go to the Ombudsman they would ended up in 
legal action.  We were working through and trying to see what we could do as 
part of the bigger picture. 
 
A Member commented that looking at the infographics at the end of the report 
she had received a number of complaints about repeated patterns of missed 
collections with residents asking what they could do as they kept reporting the 
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missed collections by our advised channels and they were not getting any 
response.  She added that it had gotten to the stage where she was advising 
them to go down the formal complaint route i.e. going to the Ombudsman if they 
were not satisfied. 
 
The Chair drew the attention of the Committee to paragraph 2.2 of the report 
the Commissioners comments and stated that it was important for the 
Committee to read and noted those comments.  He added that the report told 
us about what was in the Ombudsman’s letter, but it did not tell us a lot about 
what the Assistant Director, Legal and Governance explained in terms of the 
follow up actions that the Council was taking.  The Chair stated that for him in 
terms of the report and important missing chunk.  He added that if Members 
were in agreement whether we could have a report back in six months’ time on 
the response to this letter, the actions that the Council were taking as we were 
concerned with the controls and risks management.   
 
The Chair continued that he found the risk management comment to be rather 
obvious but to him what we needed to be looking at was how we were going to 
improve our performance and get these controls in place so that the services 
were delivered in accordance with the standards that the Council sets out.  It 
was important that the Council and the Committee got an opportunity to reflect 
back on the actions that the Council had taken in response to this letter and not 
just filed away the letter.   
 
The Committee agreed for a further recommendation to be included in the 
report as it was helpful to have the report, but we needed to know what was 
happening.   
 
A Member commented that it was not just stating that this was what we have 
done, or this was what the group had done but if there was any data that we 
were able to provide or to monitor to determine against last  year that this was 
how many complaints that were being recorded so that we saw in real terms 
and monitored that it would be helpful. 
 
A Member referred to the complaint handling pilot and enquired whether it was 
imminently starting and whether this was something that could be factored into 
the progress of where we were moving forward as part of the general question. 
 
The Assistant Director, Legal and Governance responded that we could cover 
that in terms of what changes we might make in terms of where we were.   
 
The Chair requested that something be included in the work programme for six 
months that there was a progressed report backed up by data to help us 
analysed the Council’s position. 
 
A Member requested a bar chart showing which service areas were generating 
the complaints as that was the information that was missing.  
 
Upon consideration it was  

 
46. RESOLVED: - 
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That the Audit Committee:- 
 

a. Noted the contents of the Annual Review Letter 2023/24 and the 
additional commentary provided within this report;  
 

b. A report built into the work programme in six months’ time, progress on 
the pilot response to the Ombudsman letter with data presented that 
Members could understood; and 

 
c. For the report to be shared with all the Scrutiny Committees.  

__________________________________________________________ 
 

REVISED WORK PROGRAMME     
 

47.      The Chair informed the Committee that the Audit Committee meeting that was 
scheduled for the 27 November 2024 had been deferred until he 10 December 
2024.  This was primarily to allowed our finance colleagues to finalised the 
Statements of Accounts for which we have had the precursor of the Accounting 
Policies.  There was a timescale deadline of the 13 December 2024 that the 
Council needed to comply with.  The Chair then drew the attention of the 
Committee to the work programme.   
 
The Annual Governance Statement that were due to be considered in 
September would now be presented at December’s Committee meeting as it 
needed to  be considered at the same time.  The Statement of Accounts, 
Treasury Management Strategy Risks Management.  The Assistant Director 
Financial Strategy stated that he would like to bring this report to December’s 
Committee, but we needed to consider what the agenda for the meeting looked 
like.  If not we will bring it to January’s Committee as it needed to be brought to 
this Committee before it goes to Full City Council for approval.  
Internal Audit Update Report  
External Audit Progress Report  
Update on Equal Pay – Deep Dive Section 151 Officer   
 
The Chair commented that this looked to be a heavy agenda particularly with 
the accounts.  He undertook to work with the Monitoring Officer and the Section 
151 Officer to ensure we have a manageable agenda for December’s 
Committee. 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
SCHEDULE OF OUTSTANDING MINUTES      
 

 The Committee accepted all those outstanding actions and discharged 
activities.   
 
Minute 693 – 29/11/2023 – (i) An update on the Central SharePoint repository 
and the initial recommendation progress monitoring report to be reported at the 
next Audit Committee meeting. Completed & Discharged 

 
Minute 694 - 29/11/2023  
(i) Noted the Counter Fraud work undertaken during the year of 2022-23 
and members drew assurances from the policies and procedures that were in 
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place to prevent and detect fraud and error. The Committee agreed for further 
work to be undertaken on the impact and limitations of the ERP system.  
(ii) Agreed for the Counter Fraud report updates to include data from 
previous years as a comparative. In addition, to include information from other 
Core Cities including Manchester as a benchmark; common themes of fraud 
and details of the escalation process identified. 
(iii) Agreed for further updates on how the Council responded to staff fraud 
and the processes involved to be shared at a future meeting. Completed & 
Discharged 
 
Minute 711 (Exempt) 31/01/2024 – Update on Risk Management Programme - 
Linked to minute 709 31/01/2024 as they both relate on update on the rebuild 
of Risk Management therefore this action will be merged. Completed & 
Discharged 
 
Minute 735 - 21/02/2024 - Previous and new options appraisal documents to 
be circulated outside of the Committee.  Completed & Discharged 

 
Minute 735 21/02/2024 - Agreed for an update to be provided Safe and 
Compliance on GDPR.  Completed & Discharged 
 
Minute 748 24/04/2024 - Noted the links to Internal audit reports (database) 
would be embedded into future reports to the Committee.  Completed & 
Discharged 
 
Minute 748 24/04/2024 - (ii)Noted a report on GDPR compliance and risk to 
the Council would be shared at a future meeting.  Completed & Discharged 
 
Minute 749 24/04/2024 – (iii) An update on Phase 2 Core Processes with 
significant risk identified, (9 Business Processes) to be reported to the 
Committee.  Completed & Discharged 

 
Minute 749 24/04/2024 – (iv) Noted the details, costs and information 
(additional work) carried out by the External Auditors on the Equal Pay Review 
to be shared with the Committee.  Completed & Discharged  
 
Minute 749 24/04/2024 – (v)  An update to be provided to provide assurance 
that Birmingham City Council did not have a self-review threat. This update to 
include if Birmingham City Council was the predominant part of Grant 
Thornton’s work and if the Grant Thornton has sufficient resources to undertake 
the Audit. Completed & Discharged 
 
Minute 749 24/04/2024 – (vii) An update to be provided on the Core Processes 
monitoring. A report on the statutory recommendations would be brought back 
to the Committee as well as the core processes.   Completed & Discharged  
 
Minute 751 24/04/2024 – (ii) Noted the details of the External Auditors 
additional fees for the work carried out on Equal Pay, Financial Stability and 
Oracle occurred over and above the annual fees to be shared with the Audit 
Committee.   Completed & Discharged 
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Minute 752 24/04/2024 – (ii) Requested for confirmation around CLT’s 
commitment to the Internal Audit Plan and Charter commitment.  Completed & 
Discharged 

 
Minute 17 17/07/2024 – (ii) Noted the details of the conditions around the 
grants for the Perry Barr Athletes Village to be shared with the Committee.  
Completed & Discharged 
 
In addition, a briefing note has been provided by Lisa Lucas in response to 
Minute 679 18/10/2023 around value for money for Children Young People 
& Families Portfolio.   Completed & Discharged  

 
 A schedule of outstanding actions were to be submitted at the next Committee 

meeting in December 2024.   
 

48.      RESOLVED:- 
 

        That the Audit Committee noted the schedule of outstanding minutes. 
______________________________________________________________ 

 
          DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING  

 
49. The next meeting was scheduled to take place on Tuesday 10 December 2024 

at 1400 hours in Committee Rooms 3 & 4, Council House.   
______________________________________________________________  

 
OTHER URGENT BUSINESS   

 
50.  There was no item of urgent business. 

  ______________________________________________________________________ 

   
The meeting ended at 1615 hours.   

 
 
 
 
 

……..……………………………. 
CHAIRPERSON 
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