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Present: 
 
Roger Evans (Chair) 
Navin Shah (Deputy Chair) 
Richard Barnbrook 
Mike Tuffrey 
 
 
8.  Future Audit Arrangements (Item 8) 

 

8.1 The Panel considered the report of the Executive Director of Resources that set out a 

proposal from the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA) to undertake the GLA’s internal audit 

from 2011-12. 

 

8.2 The Assistant Director of Finance introduced Julie Norgrove, Director of Audit, Risk and 

Assurance, MPA to the Panel.  The Assistant Director of Finance stated that the MPA 

proposal offered the same number of days as the current contractor, Deloitte and Touche 

Public Sector Internal Audit Limited, had offered but with a slightly higher ratio of qualified 

staff, together with a small budget saving.  A key point was to ensure that the Audit Panel 

was content with the level of independence of the audit function and that the audit function 

offered a robust challenge without interference from the executive.   He stated that, subject 

to the Audit Panel’s comments, he would submit the MPA’s final proposal to the meeting of 

the Audit Panel on 8 March 2011 and the MPA would begin to provide the internal audit 
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function from 1 April 2011. 

 

8.3 The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance explained the MPA’s strategic approach to 

the audit function.  The main assurance of their internal audit proposal was a risk based 

process.  In undertaking an internal audit, such as of the planning function, MPA auditors 

would look at the way management had reviewed the risks and what control measures they 

had put in place to mitigate those risks.  The audit would not be restricted to the process but 

would ask challenging questions in order to give a fuller assurance about the area being 

audited.  The MPA would study the corporate risk register to assess the risk maturity of the 

GLA.  She stated that she would be very happy to include an audit on the Mayor’s strategic 

planning powers.   

 

8.4 The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance added that the MPA audit team would also 

act in an advisory capacity to give assurance around the management of change, to check 

that systems and controls were in place, for example by undertaking audits after new systems 

had been developed.  The MPA would also wish to give assurance around the governance 

process and if there were system issues the MPA would flag those up.  The MPA proposal 

included an element of counter fraud activity (the MPA had specialist counter fraud 

auditors).  The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance stated that the MPA had found its 

fraud prevention workshops to be a very effective way of communicating the governance 

framework while testing people’s knowledge. 

 

8.5 The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance assured the Panel that the internal audit 

function would be independent.  There would be a dedicated team for the GLA with a post of 

head of audit, who would have a direct reporting line to the Executive Director of Resources 

and the Chair of the Audit Panel.  There would be an opportunity to have regular meetings.  

The MPA met professional standards and had received assurance from the District Auditor 

that it followed recognised best practice. 

 

8.6 The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance stated that the proposal appended to the 

report set out an indicative plan but she would want to scope the plans in more detail for 

consideration at the meeting of the Panel on 8 March 2011. 

 

8.7 In response to a question about why the counter fraud activity did not identify whether it 

was a high or medium risk, the MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance stated that she 

tended not to identify whether that area was a high or medium risk as it was demand led. 

 

8.8 The Assistant Director of Finance responded to a question about the risk arising from the 

integration of the finances of the London Development Agency (LDA).  He explained that by 

1 April 2011 there would be certainty about the 2011/12 budget and if the MPA were to be 

appointed as the GLA’s internal auditors that would be a core issue at which the auditors 

would look. 

 

8.9 The Panel asked what the Chartered Institute of Public Finance Accountants (CIPFA) best 
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practice encompassed.  The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance responded that the 

Audit Commission used the CIPFA standard to judge professional standards when it reviewed 

the MPA’s audit service every three years.  In addition auditors were bound to adhere to the 

standards of their professional body.  The Assistant Director of Finance added that the 

external auditors paced reliance on internal audit and if the external auditors highlighted any 

issues with internal audit, the latter would be required to undertake additional work. 

 

8.10 The Chair commented that it would be helpful if the report to the Panel on 8 March 2011 

could include details of the professional standards to which the MPA adhered and how those 

standards were assessed and checked.  The report should also set out the reporting structure 

so that the Panel could be confident that the service would be independent of the executive.  

The Executive Director of Resources responded that he envisaged a replication of the 

arrangements that the GLA had with the current internal audit contractor, which gave the 

Audit Panel an effective audit role.  Audit reports would continue to be presented to the 

Panel for comment before they were presented to the Mayor for approval.  If an issue arose 

where it was not appropriate for the MPA to undertake an audit, the GLA would engage a 

specialist investigator.  He envisaged that the Audit Panel would continue to be part of the 

governance framework and provide an oversight on audit matters (while acknowledging that 

the Mayor was the executive for the audit function). 

 

8.11 The Chair requested that the report to the meeting of the Audit Panel on 8 March 2011 set 

out how the MPA’s proposal compared to what was currently provided by Deloitte and 

Touche Public Sector Internal Audit Limited.  The key points for the Panel were the 

continued independence of the audit function and the management of relationships.  The 

MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance stated that the Panel would receive a dedicated 

audit service, which would report to the Panel as part of the governance structure of the 

GLA. 

 

8.12 The Panel commented that there was very little difference in the cost of the current 

contractor and the MPA.  The Assistant Director of Finance responded that the MPA 

proposal cost slightly less than the current contractor but that the cost was the secondary 

consideration of the proposal.  The MPA Director of Audit, Risk and Assurance explained that 

the costs were neutral to the MPA and that there was no profit element. 

 

8.13 The Panel noted that there was very little time between its next meeting on 8 March 2011 

and the MPA commencing to provide the service on 1 April 2011.  The Executive Director of 

Secretariat explained that the Mayor was required to consult the Assembly on shared services 

proposals and that the Assembly had delegated responsibility to respond to those proposals 

to the Business Management and Administration Committee (BMAC).  A report would be 

submitted to the meeting of BMAC on 1 February 2011.  The Panel commented that it was 

very important that the report detailed its comments.  The Executive Director of Resources 

undertook to highlight and address all the Panel’s comments in the report and to circulate 

the draft report to the Panel before it was submitted to BMAC. 
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8.14 The Executive Director of Resources stated that, on the basis that the proposal was agreed 

by BMAC, he hoped that the next meeting of the Audit Panel would be able to discuss the 

detail of the internal audit plan. 

 

8.15 Resolved: 

 

(a) That the Panel’s comments on the proposal from the Metropolitan Police 

Authority (MPA) to undertake the GLA’s internal audit from 2011-12 be 

incorporated into the report to be submitted to the Business Management 

and Administration Committee on 1 February 2011. 

 

(b) That the draft report to the Business Management and Administration 

Committee be circulated to the Audit Panel. 

 
 


