
 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
OF CITY AUDIT COMMITTEE HELD IN THE COMMITTEE ROOM, 
ADMINISTRATION CENTRE, 7 ORCHARD AVENUE, ARMADALE ON TUESDAY, 
22 MARCH 2011 AT 5:20PM 
 
 
 
PRESENT:   Cr W Mauger   Chair 
    Cr R Butterfield 
    Cr J H Munn JP CMC 
    Cr L Reynolds AM JP 
 
 
APOLOGIES:  Cr M H Norman – Apology 
 
 
 
OBSERVERS:  Nil 
 
 
 
 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Mr R S Tame  Chief Executive Officer 
    Mr A F Maxwell Executive Director Corporate Services 
    Mr N Cain  Executive Manager Business Services 
 
 
 
PUBLIC:   Nil 
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DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 
 
Nil 
 
 
DEPUTATION 

Nil 
 
 
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 
Note: 
Meetings of the City Audit Committee are closed to the public on the basis that matters to be 
dealt with by Committee will generally be of a sensitive and confidential nature which, if 
disclosed, could reasonably be expected to impair the effectiveness of the audit process – 
Council resolution CS18/2001 refers. 
 
 
 
 
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

 
 

 RECOMMEND 
 

Minutes of the City Audit Committee Meeting held on 2 November 2010, 
be confirmed. 

Moved Cr Butterfield 
Motion Carried (4-0) 
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COMPLIANCE AUDIT RETURN – 1 JANUARY 2010 TO 31 DECEMBER 2010 
 
WARD ALL 
FILE REF FIN/6 
DATE 3rd March 2011 
REF NP 
RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 

EDCorpS 

In Brief: 
Council is requested to consider and adopt the 2010 
Annual Compliance Audit Return for the period 1 
January 2010 to 31 December 2010 as presented, 
noting that there were (5) instances of non-
compliance. 

 
 
Tabled Items 
Nil 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
Nil 
 
Strategic Implications 
Outcome and Strategy - 4.1 – Good governance and leadership 

4.1.2 Ensure governance policies, procedures and activities align with 
legislative requirements and best practice 

4.1.4 Support an Audit Committee to assist accountability and good governance 
 
Legislation Implications 
Local Government Act 1995 – Section 7.13(i) 
Local Government (Audit) Regulations 1996 – Regulations 13, 14, 15 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
Nil 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
Nil 
 
Consultation 
▪ Management Executive Group (MANEX) 
▪ Delegated Senior officers 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Local Government (Audit) Regulations 1996 requires each local government to carry 
out a compliance audit for the period 1 January to 31 December each year and to 
complete a Compliance Audit Return (CAR) as produced by the Department of Local 
Government and Regional Development (DLGRD). 
 
The CAR is to be: 

(a) presented to Council at a meeting of the Council; 
(b) adopted by the Council; and 
(c) recorded in the minutes of the meeting at which it is adopted. 
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After the CAR has been presented to and adopted by Council, a certified copy of the 
Return signed by the Mayor and CEO, along with the relevant section of the minutes and 
any additional information explaining or qualifying the compliance audit, is to be 
submitted to the Director General of the Department of Local Government by 31 March 
2010. 
 
The 2010 Local Government Compliance Audit Return is the eleventh such Return that 
has been required by statute. 
 
Last year’s Return (2009) reported (4) relatively minor instances of non-compliance, 
the details of which in brief, were as follows: 
 

 
1. Local Government Employees – Question 10 – Section 5.38 - Was the 

performance of each employee, employed for a term of more than one year, 
(including the CEO and each senior employee), reviewed within the most 
recently completed 12 months of their term of employment. 

 
 Response: As ordinarily occurs due to staff leave, there were but a few annual 
performance reviews not completed within the Return period. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 

 
2. Local Government Employees – Question 13 – Section 5.39(1) - During the 

period covered by this Return, were written performance based contracts in 
place for the CEO and all designated senior employees who were employed 
since 1 July 1996. 
 
Response: In one instance a contract renewal as approved by Council was in the 
process of negotiation but secured through letters of agreement to cover the 
intervening period. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
 

3. Local Laws Question 13 – Section 3.16(1) - Have all reviews of local laws 
under section 3.16(1) of the Act been carried out within a period of 8 years. 

 
 Response:  

(i) Fencing local law - administration error on date of review. 
(ii) Street Numbering local law - DLG records indicated local law had been 
repealed when in fact it had not. Both local laws are now currently under review. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
 
 

4. Tenders for Providing Goods and Services – Question 1 – Regulation 11(1) 
(Functions & General) - Did the local government invite tenders on all 
occasions (before entering into contracts for the supply of goods or services) 
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where the consideration under the contract was, or was expected to be, 
worth more than the consideration stated in Regulation 11(1) of the Local 
Government (Functions & General) Regulations (Subject to Functions and 
General Regulation 11(2)). 

 
Response: There were (3) reported instances where the $100k tender threshold 
was inadvertently exceeded but in each instance, quotations were sought and 
approved and purchase orders duly raised and authorised in accordance with the 
City’s Procurement Policy and Management Practice No. ADM 19 which 
relevantly states: 
  
2.5 $50,000 to $99,999  
Unless otherwise approved by the relevant Executive Director, for the procurement 
of goods or services where the value of the contract ranges from $50,000 to $99,999, 
it is required to obtain at least three written quotations containing price and a 
sufficient amount of information relating to the specification of goods and services 
being purchased or proceed with a public tender at the discretion of the relevant 
Executive Director.  
Record keeping requirements must be maintained in accordance with record keeping 
policies.  
For this procurement range, the selection should not be based on price alone. It is 
strongly recommended to consider some of the qualitative factors such as quality, 
stock availability, accreditation, time for completion or delivery, warranty 
conditions, technology, maintenance requirements, organisation’s capability, 
previous relevant experience and any other relevant factors as part of the assessment 
of the quote.  
 
Further, it is to be noted that a tender has subsequently been called and awarded 
for one of the three instances. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed.  

 
 
COMMENT 
The CAR is one of the tools available to assist Council in its monitoring role, enabling 
the Council to monitor its level of compliance with the legislative requirements of the 
Local Government Act 1995. The CAR also forms part of the Department of Local 
Government and Regional Development’s (DLGRD) monitoring program. 
 
The 2010 Return once again places emphasis on the need for Council to be aware and 
acknowledge instances of non-compliance or where full compliance was not achieved. In 
addition, the Return also requires Council to endorse details of remedial action either 
taken or proposed, to prevent future like occurrences. 
 
It should be noted that the return is somewhat shorter than previous years as the 
Department for Local Government considered that those matters that are dealt with by 
the local government’s auditors need not be addressed in this return. The majority of 
these questions relate to the financial activities of the local government. 
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The 2010 CAR has been compiled and is presented at Attachment “A-1” - Summary of 
Attachments, for consideration/comment by Committee, prior to it being submitted to 
Council. 
 
The 2010 Return identifies (5) instances of non-compliance, the details of which together 
with remedial actions as appropriate are presented hereunder: 
 
1. Disclosure of Interest - Question 5 - Was a primary return lodged by all 

newly designated employees within three months of their start day? 
 

Response: 
One instance occurred when an Officer was appointed to another position with 
delegated authority.  The Primary Return matter was overlooked at the time of the 
appointment, but was later picked up during regular reviews of delegations.  No 
delegated authority was exercised during the period the City did not having a 
Primary Return lodged by the Officer. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
 

2. Disclosure of Interest – Question 6 - Was an annual return lodged by all 
continuing elected members by 31 August 2010? 
 
Response: 
One instance occurred where an Elected Member was on approved leave of 
absence.  The Annual Return was submitted immediately upon the Member 
returning from leave. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
 

3. Local Government Employees – Question 13 - During the period covered by 
this Return, were written performance based contracts in place for the CEO 
and all designated senior employees who were employed since 1 July 1996. 
 
Response: 
One contract for a designated senior employee was in the process of negotiation 
for renewal during the period in question.  
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
 

4. Local Laws – Question 6 - Have all reviews of local laws under section 
3.16(1) of the Act been carried out within a period of 8 years. 
 
Response: 
The review of the City’s Fencing Local Law was commenced, but not finalised, 
within the appropriate period of time. 
 
Remedial Action – No specific action either taken or proposed. 
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5. Tenders for Providing Goods and Services – Question 1 - Did the local 

government invite tenders on all occasions (before entering into contracts for 
the supply of goods or services) where the consideration under the contract 
was, or was expected to be, worth more than the consideration stated in 
Regulation 11(1) of the Local Government (Functions & General) 
Regulations (Subject to Functions and General Regulation 11(2)). 
 
Response: 
On a small number of occasions the City did not meet the requirements to call 
tenders where goods and / or services would reasonably exceed the accepted 
consideration as legislated ($100,000).  These instances include – 
 
Security services - The company used to maintain the City’s security 
system, monitor the City’s security system, install new security systems at 
Council facilities and provide security for meetings after-hours has been 
identified as being a multiple-branch company with a single parent company (i.e. 
the City initially understood these companies to be separate entities when in fact 
they are not).  The City considers this to be an issue for meeting obligations 
under the Tender Regulations.  It can be reasonably expected that the City will 
continue to require these services in the future. 
 
Remedial Action - Tenders are to be called covering the variety of security 
services the City uses. 
 
Painting services - The City has recently increased the expenditure 
allocation for maintenance of Council facilities.  In doing so, a larger quantum of 
painting services has been required than has occurred in previous financial years.  
On each occasion, before commencement of works, quotations as per the City’s 
Procurement Management Practice have been sought.  As a result, one particular 
painting contractor has been more successful than others to the point that the total 
$ spend to this one contractor has exceeded the Tender threshold limit – albeit 
over different jobs.  It can be reasonably expected that the City will continue to 
require these services in the future. 
 
Remedial Action - Tenders are to be called for the provision of painting services. 
 
Carpentry services - The City has recently increased the expenditure 
allocation for maintenance of Council facilities.  In doing so, a larger quantum of 
carpentry and general maintenance services has been required than has occurred 
in previous financial years.  As was the case with the painting services contractor, 
mentioned above, the total $ spend to one contractor has exceeded the Tender 
threshold limit – albeit over different jobs.  It can be reasonably expected that the 
City will continue to require these services in the future. 
 
Remedial Action - Tenders are to be called for the provision of carpentry 
services. 
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Glass repair and supply - The City has recently resumed care-and-
control over a number of facilities that were previously leased to community 
groups to maintain.  This, coupled with an increase in anti-social behaviour, has 
meant that the City has had an unanticipated increase in the need to repair glass 
windows and fixtures.  Consequently, payments to the company used by the City 
for the repair and supply of glass exceeded the permitted Tender threshold limit 
of $100,000.  It can be reasonably expected that the City will continue to require 
these services in the future. 
 
Remedial Action - Tenders are to be called for the provision of glass repair and 
supply. 
 
Office furniture supply - The City has used a company, for office 
furniture and fixtures, for purposes not in full compliance with the State 
Government Preferred Supplier status that it holds.  The company supplies a 
variety of office furniture and fixtures for which it only holds a Preferred 
Supplier status in one area, and not in the many areas that have been used by the 
City.  It can be reasonably expected that the City will continue to require these 
services in the future. 
 
Remedial Action – The appropriate Preferred Supplier is now being used.  A brief 
education session has also been held with the relevant officers to provide a 
greater understanding of the State Government Preferred Supplier arrangements. 
 
Not withstanding the above remedial actions taken, Officers have also undertaken 
to implement additional reports that act as a warning mechanism to assist in 
preventing future occurrences of Tender threshold breaches.     
 

Councillors have the opportunity to comment on the contents of the Return either via the 
March 22nd City Audit Committee meeting or the March 28th Council Meeting, at which 
the 2010 CAR will be presented for adoption purposes.   
 
The 2010 CAR, once adopted, will be certified/signed by the Mayor and CEO and 
forwarded to the Department of Local Government by the Return due date of 31st March 
2011. 
 
CA1/03/11 RECOMMEND 

 
That Council: 
a. adopts the Local Government Compliance Audit Return for the 

Year 2010, as presented at Attachment “A-1” to this Agenda; and 
b. acknowledges the joint certification, which is to be signed by the 

Mayor and Chief Executive Officer. 
 
 
Moved Cr Munn 
Motion Carried (4/0) 



CITY AUDIT   COUNCIL MEETING – 28 MARCH 2011 
COMMITTEE  9 22 MARCH 2011 
 
 
TENDER NO. TEN/27/10 PROVISION OF AUDIT SERVICES 
 
WARD All 
FILE REF: TEN/27/10 
DATE 16 March 2010  
REF TM/NC 
RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 

Executive Director 
Corporate Services  

In Brief: 

• Tender 27/10 was recently called 
for the Provision of Audit 
Services. 

• Four Tenders were received by the 
specified closing time.  

• Recommendation that Council, with 
regard to Tender TEN/27/10 for the 
Provision of Audit Services for a 
contract period approximating five (5) 
years (ending 31 December 2015), 
accept the tender from Mr A Macri 
(Macri Partners Certified Practising 
Accountants). 

 
Tabled Items 
Nil 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
Nil 
 
Strategic Implications 
4.1 Good governance and leadership, in particular, 4.1.4 Support an Audit Committee to 
assist accountability and good governance. 
 
Legislation Implications 
Local Government Act 1995 (as amended) - Section 3.57 (Tenders for providing goods 
or services) – Tenders for providing goods or services states that a local government is 
required to invite tenders before it enters into a contract of a prescribed kind under which 
another person is to supply goods or services.  This tender is a five (5) year contract 
which was reasonably assumed to be meet the criteria for a ‘prescribed kind’. 
 
Local Government Act 1995 (as amended) – Section 7.3 (Appointment of Auditors) – A 
local government is to, from time to time whenever such an appointment is necessary or 
expedient, appoint * a person, on the recommendation of the audit committee, to be its 
auditor. 
 
*  Absolute majority required. 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
Council Policy ADM 19 – Procurement of Goods or Services 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
The provision of Audit services is included within the City’s 2001-2011 Annual Budget 
as well as also being included in the City’s Plan for the Future estimates. 
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The pricing submitted by the recommended tenderer is accommodated within the 
abovementioned Budget and Plan for the Future estimates. 
 
Consultation 
Nil 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Council is required, as per the Local Government Act 1995, to appoint an approved 
auditor (Section 7.3 – Appointment of auditors) upon recommendation from the Audit 
Committee. 
 
The City’s audit contract expired in late 2010 (following the final sign-off of the 2009 – 
2010 Annual Financial Statement) and hence the need to call a public tender. 
 
Tender number 27/10, being for Provision of Audit Services, was advertised in the 4 
December 2010 edition of the ‘West Australian’ newspaper and in a notice which was 
displayed on the Administration Centre, Armadale, Kelmscott and Seville Grove 
Libraries public notice boards. 
 
The Tender documentation invited suitable applicants to submit a tender based on a 
number of key requirements, with those being (in summary form) – 
 

 The contract period being for a period of 5 years 
 A detailed scoping and specification of the services required 
 Several special conditions of contract, and 
 Agreed compliance and selection criteria by which to evaluate and select the 

successful tender. 
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
At the close of tenders (2pm Wednesday 22 December 2010 (AWST)), four conforming 
tenders had been received, they being as follows –  
 

 Mr D J Tomasi and Mr G Godwin – UHY Haines Norton Chartered 
Accountants 

 Mr A Macri – Macri Partners Certified Practising Accountants 
 Mr P Warr, Mr M Hillgrove and Mr J Vibert – Grant Thornton Australia 

Limited 
 Mr S McGurk – WHK Horwath Perth Audit Partnership 
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COMMENT 
 
Analysis 
Each tender met the prescribed compliance criteria and were then evaluated in 
accordance with the following qualitative criteria -  

 

a) Relevant experience – Experience in completing / supplying similar 
requirements. 

b) Key personnel skills and experience – Details of proposed personnel to be 
allocated to this project / service. 

c) Tenderer’s resources – The ability to supply and sustain the project / service 
via support systems and contingency measures. 

d) Demonstrated understanding – The processes intended to be used to achieve 
the requirements of the specification. 

Each of the criteria above carried a weighting of 25%. 

 

The ranking of the compliant tender submissions, as determined by the evaluation panel, 
is as follows – 

 

Auditor Qualitative 
Ranking 

Price 
Ranking 

Overall 
Ranking 

Mr D J Tomasi and Mr 
G Godwin – UHY 
Haines Norton 
Chartered Accountants 
 

2 4 3 

 
Mr A Macri – Macri 
Partners Certified 
Practising Accountants 
 

1 1 1 

Mr P Warr, Mr M 
Hillgrove and Mr J 
Vibert – Grant Thornton 
Australia Limited 
 

3 2 2 

 
Mr S McGurk – WHK 
Horwath Perth Audit 
Partnership 
 

4 3 4 
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Brief comments on the above rankings 

Mr A Macri (Macri Partners Certified Practising Accountants) clearly demonstrated a 
thorough understanding of the tender requirements, has 15 other metropolitan Councils 
as clients, and was the lowest priced tender received. 

 
Conclusion 

Therefore, on the basis of the aforementioned tender evaluation rankings, it is 
recommended that the tender from Mr A Macri (Macri Partners Certified Practicing 
Accountants) be accepted and that a contract term approximating 5 years (ending 31 
December 2015) be implemented. 

 
CA2/03/11 RECOMMEND 

 
That Council: 

1) Pursuant to Section 3.57 of the Local Government Act 1995 (as 
amended) and in respect to tender number 27/10 – Provision of 
Audit Services, accept the tender received from Mr A Macri (Macri 
Partners Certified Practising Accountants) for a period approximating 
five (5) years (ending 31 December 2015), in accordance with the 
submitted tender and the City’s contract documentation. 

2) Pursuant to Section 7.3 of the Local Government Act 1995 (as amended), 
appoint Mr A Macri (Macri Partners Certified Practising Accountants) 
as the City of Armadale Auditor for the period 30 March 2011 to 31 
December 2015. 

 
 

Absolute Majority Required for Part 2. 
 
Moved Cr Reynolds 
Motion Carried (4-0) 
 
 
 

MEETING DECLARED CLOSED AT 5.35 PM 
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CITY AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 

SUMMARY OF “A” ATTACHMENTS 
 

22 March 2011 
 

Attachment 
No. 

Subject Page 

 
A-1 

 
ARMADALE – COMPLIANCE AUDIT RETURN 
2010 
 

 
14 
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