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1. Executive Summary
	Funding Stream:
	Adult Skills Budget & 16-18 Apprenticeships
EFA Funded 16-19


[Enter your summary comments here.  All comments must be agreed with the provider either at the feedback meeting or prior to the report being issued].
2. Introduction

This report details the findings and conclusions arising from the Skills Funding Agency’s (the Agency) funding assurance review.
On [dd mmmm yyyy], we fed back our findings and conclusions to [name and position of person(s); use bullet list if there are several].  We would like to take this opportunity to thank you and the staff involved in the review process for the assistance and co-operation provided during our visit.
3. Assurance Review Objectives

The Agency’s assurance review methodology is designed to ensure that providers manage the key risks relating to the Agency’s funding and that public funds have been used appropriately and for the purpose for which they were intended.
4. Assurance Review Approach
Our work is designed solely to enable the Agency’s Audit Manager to complete and return the Agency’s Report of auditors on final returns 2012/13.

We have performed those procedures, specified by the Agency on the ILR for [name of provider] (“the Provider”).
The specific procedures performed consisted of the following:
· We undertook substantive testing on a sample of [insert sample size] learners selected from the Provider’s ILR that was provided to us on [insert date] using the Agency’s PDSAT software.  The substantive tests undertaken were those prescribed in the assurance review programmes issued by the Agency for 2012/13.
· We ran and examined PDSAT reports and requested management to provide sufficient evidence and explanations as we considered necessary.
· We did not undertake any risk assessment of the Provider’s activity.
· We did not consider the adequacy of controls necessary to secure propriety, economy, efficiency and effectiveness in the areas of the learner numbers system and did not seek to confirm that Provider management has taken the necessary steps to achieve these objectives and manage the associated risks.  

· We did not undertake any review or testing of the Provider’s systems underlying the production and maintenance of the Provider’s ILR.
5. ESF Match Funding Observations
When the Agency issued your 2012/13 contract, it was accompanied by a letter referencing 2012/13 Funding ESF Match Requirements, informing you that your 2012/13 provision may be used as match for the 2007-13 ESF programme.  This means that as part of your contract you must comply with the additional requirements relating to ESF policies, data, learner notification, the use of logos and document retention.  This is required in order that the Agency can fully support its ESF match funding claims.

We have undertaken checks [to verify the outcome of your self-assessment provided to Agency Relationship Management and] [delete where the self-assessment checklist has not been issued to the provider] to confirm whether or not you are complying with these requirements.

The results of our assurance work indicate that [name of provider] may be used for ESF match funding purposes.
OR
The results of our assurance work indicate that [name of provider] may be used for ESF match funding purposes subject to implementation of the recommendations set out in Annex B.

OR
The results of our assurance work indicate that [name of provider] should not be used for ESF match funding purposes.

On the next page, insert the Excel version of the Reconciliation Statement (delete this comment before issue)
This action plan details the internal control weaknesses identified during the assurance review.
Issues arising from substantive testing and PDSAT
	No.
	Weakness Identified & Implication
	Recommendation
	Provider Response
	Person Responsible & Completion Date

	1.1 
	[Note: Use TAB to create new numbered rows]
	
	
	


Issues arising from subcontracting testing
	No.
	Weakness Identified & Implication
	Recommendation
	Provider Response
	Person Responsible & Completion Date

	2.1 
	[Note: Use TAB to create new numbered rows]
	
	
	


Issues arising from ESF Match testing
	No.
	Weakness Identified & Implication
	Recommendation
	Provider Response
	Person Responsible & Completion Date

	3.1 
	[Note: Use TAB to create new numbered rows]
	
	
	


[THIS ANNEX WILL ONLY BE INCLUDED WHERE THE PROVIDER RECEIVED A 2011/12 FUNDING ASSURANCE REVIEW – DELETE BEFORE ISSUE]

In this Annex, we identify areas that resulted in recommendations from the assurance review of your 2011/12 funding claim which have also given rise to observations and assurance review adjustments during the course of our assurance review work.  These have been cross-referenced to the relevant issues and recommendation included in Annex B: Action Plan and Recommendations.

Issues which have reoccurred, as reported in Annex A, relate to:

[EXAMPLE FORMAT – DELETE BEFORE ISSUE]
1. MIS General – No. 1 Annex A:
2. Course Masterfile – No.3 Annex A:
3. Attendance – No.6 Annex A.
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