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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. INTRODUCTION

This report represents the results of an audit of the management and control systems applied by the Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources to the schemes under the Fishery Market Support Framework financed by the Community under the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (Guarantee) in accordance with EU Regulation 104/2000, with effect from 1 January 2001.

2. OPINION

From the audit carried out we have come to the following opinion, we are not satisfied that the management and control systems applied by the Department of Communications, Marine & Natural Resources to the Fishery Market Support Framework financed by the Community under the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (Guarantee) are satisfactory.

In relation to the specific Audit objectives:

	Control   Objective  1.
	We are unable to conclude whether fraudulent activity occurred from our transaction testing during this audit.

	Control   Objective 2.
	We are not satisfied that the internal controls are effective in relation to the EU Fishery Market Support Framework, Carry-over Aid Scheme.

	Control   Objective 3.
	We are partially satisfied that the information systems both electronic and manual are adequate for administration of the scheme.

	Control   Objective 4.
	We are satisfied that all carry-overs were certified and all payments made were authorised.

	Control   Objective 5.
	We are satisfied that no duplicate payments were made.

	Control   Objective 6.
	We are partially satisfied that the provisions of Council Regulation (EC) 104/2000 and Commission Regulation 2814/2000 have been applied except in the specific incidences detailed below.


Main Findings:

The Main findings of the audit can be summarised as follows:

Control Weakness: Category A
Control Weakness Category A

(1) No Audit Trail of Market Prices

The Agent for the fishermen conduct, their business almost entirely over the telephone. The fishermen contact them by phone to inform them of the quantity of fish to be landed. They then attempt to sell the fish to the processor firms by phone. Consequently there is no audit trail to establish how the agent attempted to gain the best price for the fish. The fisherman, the Producer Organisation and the Department are reliant on the word of the Agent without any corroborating evidence that the price of the fish did not reach the target price. During the course of the audit we could not establish what was the best market price on offer on the day of the carry-over or whether this price was above or below the target price set annually. 

(2) The Role of the Producer Organisation

The regulations require that the fish be purchased by the Producer Organisation (PO) at the start of the carry-over period and then sold by the producer organisation at the end of the period. This requires that there are two separate and distinct transactions at the start and at the end of the carry-over period. It is the duty of the POs to always act in the best interest of its members the fishermen. This implies that it is the duty of the PO to minimise the cost of storage during carry-over and maximise the selling price out of carry-over at the end of the carry-over period. 

There was no evidence found that the PO actively sought to minimise storage costs and maximise sales prices at the end of the carry-over period. Indeed it would appear that the PO relied entirely on the agent to select the processor for storage and in all cases tested the storage processor and the purchaser when the fish came out of storage were the same firm. If the PO was seeking to gain the best price for the fish then some competitive mechanism (tender/auction etc) should be used to sell the produce at the end of the carryover period rather than just selling it to the storage processor. 

Again the over-reliance on the role of the agent means that there is not an adequate segregation of duties. In addition in two of the three Producer Organisations payments were deducted from amounts due to the fishermen and paid to the Fishermen’s’ agents.

Control Weakness Category B

(3) Problems with establishing a Competitive Market

As part of the audit we used “access” to run reports to establish what species of fish were supplied to processors from each vessel from the sample tested. The results of this analysis would indicate that some species and in some ports there are difficulties in establishing a competitive market for fish. The following trends were observed;

In the case of IFPO carry-overs tested each vessel supplied only one processor firm. In a competitive market it would be expected that vessels would supply several different processors in order to gain the best price for each landing of fish. 

In relation to crab (KFO), from the sample tested it was found that one vessel exclusively supplied one processor with all other vessels supplying all their catch to one other processor.  This would indicate that for all but one vessel there is only one possible market for the crab. This would indicate that a competitive market does not exist for crab.

The sample of the ISWFPO claims show that 64% of landings went to one processor. This would indicate a dominant market position for one processor.

As indicated above the role of the agent in selecting the processing firm is central. In the absence of a competitive market the fishermen; the producer organisation and the Department are reliant on the “bona fide” of the agent to act in the best interest of the fisherman. From this position of power there is concern that the agent might act in his/her own interest or enter into business relationships with processors that would not be in the best interest of the fishermen.  

(4) The certification process

The same Official Certificate of Withdrawal/Carry-Over is used for different vessels on the same day or different vessels on separate days. This can make it difficult to follow the audit trail. In addition it is apparent that the certificates are often signed and dated by the Sea Fishery Officers (SFO) several days after the fish has been landed. This raises the question as to whether the SFO was present when the fish was landed and put into carry-over as required in the regulations.

 (5) Payments made to Agents by the Producer Organisation

In two of the three POs amounts were deducted from monies due to fishermen and paid to Agents for the services provided to the fishermen. These amounts paid to agents are based on a percentage of the value of the catch. While the fishermen have given permission to the POs to make these reductions from monies owed to them and pay it instead to agents on their behaviour. It is arguable whether such deductions are permissible under EU guidelines and it places the PO in a position where it could be conceived that there is a professional contract between them and the agents even through none actually exists. In the third PO this practice has recently ceased.

AUDIT REPORT

Audit Methodology & Scope

1 Audit Scope

The audit covered compliance with Community rules, as regards the capability of the Paying Agency’s administrative structures to ensure that such compliance has been checked before payment is made. We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.

The audit is a systems based approach using an amount of compliance testing and verification as part of the audit methodology.  A risk assessment was undertaken of the potential weaknesses in the control framework. 

The scope of the Audit concentrated on claims in relation to the carry-over scheme made between 2001 and 2004. A total of 56 claims were made by the producer organisation during this period representing €4.4m. 

The audit report considers any significant issues found, the levels of control that exist, and an overall opinion on the effectiveness of the control systems, with a view to providing the necessary assurance to management and/or the taking of corrective action in order to provide such assurance. The response of Sea Fisheries Policy Division   on the findings is incorporated in the report.

The audit did not examine whether the technical requirements for storage as set out in the regulations were being adhered to nor did we conduct a stock take of produce in storage.

2     Sample Selection

A sample of 8 claims, representing 44% of the total expenditure was examined in detail. Four claims were selected from the Killybegs Fishermen’s Organisation with two each from the Irish Fishermen’s Producer Organisation and the Irish South and West Fishermen’s Producer Organisation. All landings included in these claims were examined in detail. On the spot visits to all three Producer Organisations were conducted. An audit questionnaire was completed by all three organisations.     

	Producer Organisation


	Total Amount Paid to Producer Organisations for the Period in Question

€
	No. Of Payments Examined
	Amount of Expenditure Examined
	% Of Expenditure Examined

	IFPO
	478,897
	2
	297,513
	62%

	ISWFPO
	1,029,781
	2
	603,321
	59%

	KFO
	2,960,260
	4
	1,083,4 94
	37%

	TOTAL
	4,468,938
	8
	1,984,328
	44%


The sample size was set with reference to monetary unit sampling giving a 95% confidence interval with a 1% error rate that the sample is representative of the total population of transactions. The audit sample was selected based on a risk assessment. The sample includes claims from all three, producer organisations and includes claims for a variety of fish species. 

3 Audit Resources
The Audit was carried out by Mr Niall Kelly (Head of Internal Audit), Mr Sean O Broin (Higher Executive Officer), Mr Tom O’Brien (Executive Officer) and with the assistance of Ms Clodagh Flynn and Ray Treacy during the period June and July 2004. 

      4
Outline of Carry Over Scheme

EU Regulation 104/2000 (which superseded 3759/92 on 1st January 2001) provides for Fishery products to be carried over and withdrawn for at least five days from the Market if the product fails to achieve a fixed minimum price. This “carry-over price” is fixed, as part of the annual discussion on pricing, by the European Commission in the case of species listed in Annex I of the regulation, these are known as “old species”. In the case of species listed in Annex IV of the regulation the withdrawal price is fixed by a “recognised” Producer Organisation according to the criteria laid down in EU Reg. 104/2000, these species are known as “new species”. At the moment there are three “recognised” producer organisations operating in Ireland. These POs are given recognition under the regulation by the “competent authority” within the Member State, in the case of Ireland the Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources.

A step-by-step description of the procedure from the landing of the fish to the payment of the grant is detailed below:
Procedure of the Carry-Over Scheme

· While still at sea the Skipper rings his/her agent and informs him/her of the quantity and species of fish to be landed.

· The Agent attempts to sell the fish by telephoning fish processors.

· For some reason the fish do not reach an acceptable market price and the agent informs the Sea Fisheries Control that the fisherman wishes to carry-over a quantity of fish.

· The fish are physically examined by the Sea Fisheries Officer (S.F.O.), classifying the fish into the categories in respect of

· Quantity to be carried-over i.e. number of boxes, weight etc.
· Size, the size can be listed as 1 to 5, with 1 being the largest

· Freshness, categorised as A, B or E, A is fresh, E is frozen and B is unfit for human consumption
· The quantities and species carried over are compared with the details of the log sheets of the vessels involved.

· The withdrawal/carryover certificate is then completed with reference to the above.

· The carry-over certificate is in four parts, Yellow copy is retained by the relevant certifying officer, the Blue copy is presented to the relevant skipper, the Green copy is forwarded to Sea Food Policy & Development Division and the White copy is given to the relevant Producer Organisation.

Registration of Certificates

· The Clerical Officer examines the withdrawal form to confirm

· Certificates are properly, countersigned and dated by S.F.O. and S.S.F.O.

· Port details and Producer Organisation details.

· Cross checks the vessel details against the membership lists.

· Examines the individual entries in respect of species, quantity, grade/size and method of disposal.

· Totals are calculated and broken down per species, grade and method of disposal.

· These totals are entered on the “For Office Use Only” section of the form.

· The certificates are then divided by the Producer Organisations on a monthly basis.

· The details are then entered on a spreadsheet giving details of the port of carry, species, grade/size, method of disposal and the serial number of the withdrawal cert.

· A separate spreadsheet is completed for each Producer Organisation each month.

· Consultation takes place between the DoCMNR and the Producer Organisation to confirm that both sides have complete and accurate details of carry-over for the particular month.

· Should either side not have a complete record details are communicated and the relevant S.F.O. is contacted.

· A computerised withdrawal register for each PO is kept in Seafood Policy & Development Division detailing species, monthly quantity withdrawn, size and grade, method of disposal and relevant quantities disposed of.
· Spot checks are carried out on the withdrawal register against each batch of withdrawal certificates received to ensure that the register is kept up to date. 
How the Claims Procedures works

· The Producer Organisation submits a “draft” claim containing details of:

· Species

· Cumulative monthly landings

· Cumulative monthly withdrawals

· Carry-over as a percentage of landings

· Size/grade categories

· The claim is then compared with the records kept by the DoCMNR for the particular Producer Organisation for the month in question

· Any discrepancies are communicated to the Producer Organisation and discussed and if required an amended claim is submitted.

· When the Clerical Officer is satisfied that the information contained within the claim is consistent with the records held by DoCMNR, the claim is passed to the Executive Officer for processing.

· The Higher Executive Officer carries out spot checks on all claims to ensure that they are mathematically correct and in line with EU legislation.  F4 Forms (Pay Directions) are signed by the Higher Executive Officer and countersigned by the Assistant Principal if over €10,000 (i.e. in almost every case).

· Advance payments are made provided that an indemnity bond equal to at least 105% of the total advances sought has been granted to the Minister by the Producer Organisation.

· Detailed procedural rules for processing claims are set out in EC 104/2000.

5 Findings & Recommendations

In the course of our work a number of findings have come to light and have been documented in this report. We have categorised these findings by reference to the level of importance that we believe should be attributed to each. The categorisation is in accordance with the guidance note to Commission Regulation (EC) No. 1663/95.

The categorisation that we have used to classify our findings can be found in Appendix I.
Control Weakness Category A

(1) No Audit Trail of Market Prices

The Agents for the fishermen conduct, their business almost entirely over the telephone. The fishermen contact them by phone to inform them of the quantity of fish to be landed. They then attempt to sell the fish to the processor firms by phone. Consequently there is no audit trail to establish how the agent attempted to gain the best price for the fish. The fisherman, the Producer Organisation and the Department are reliant on the word of the Agent without any corroborating evidence that the price of the fish did not reach the target price. During the course of the audit we could not establish what was the best market price on offer on the day of the carry-over or whether this price was above or below the target price set annually. 

Under the current system the withdrawal certificate is signed by the Sea Fishery Officer (SFO) several days after the fish has been landed and put into carry-over. The reason for this delay is to allow the SFO an opportunity to inspect the fish at the premises of the processor to verify that the fish went to the processor stated on the certificate and that they have not been put on the market. There was also a suggestion in discussion with the SFO and the Sea Food Policy and Development Division that the certificate was not signed for several days to allow a cross-check with the Fish Landings Log which are not required to be submitted till two days after the landing.

 It is the opinion of internal audit that the evidential value of the withdrawal certificate is compromised by the delay in the sign-off by the SFO. In addition the withdrawal certificate and the landings log are two separate and distinct documents. If these documents are cross-referenced before the withdrawal certificate is signed then there is a danger that the figures might be forced to match even if the reality is different. By insuring that this documents are independently generated at different points in the process the potential for greater accuracy and cross-checking is enhanced. It would also be easier to spot discrepancies and investigate possible irregularities. 

Recommendation

The carry-over certificate should be redesigned to require a price for the fish to be input from at least three different processors. The certificate should have two sections. Section one to be completed by the Skipper of the boat. This section would indicate the quantity and species of the fish that are being requested to be carried-over and the prices from three different processors that are available on the day. These prices would be available to the Skipper from his/her agent. The Skipper would then sign this part of the form as being correct to the best of his/her knowledge. This would place the responsibility for accuracy of the information on the fisherman. The Sea Fishery Officer (SFO) would check that the prices quoted on the certificate are below the threshold price for that species and would verify the quantities as a percentage of the total quantity landed. The certificate would then be signed on the day of landing by the SFO. The role of the SFO would therefore to verify reasonableness of the information provided by the fisherman. By signing this document on the day without reference to the landing log the evidential value of the document for subsequent cross-checking would be substantially enhanced. 

Other means could be used to verify that the fish went to the correct processor e.g. periodic on the spot checks of the inventory in storage in the processors premises.  

Management Response

Under existing arrangements, Certificates of Withdrawal are prepared by professional Sea Fishery Officers based on notes made by them at the time of landing and verified against vessel log sheets, which are the fundamental statutory control mechanism in relation to the recording of catches.  Certificates are not signed until the check against the log sheet data has taken place, which under legislation may not be possible for up to 48 hours, and the arrival of the fish at the storage facility has been established.  Management would be extremely reluctant to dilute the high level of security associated with this procedure by introducing an arrangement whereby the Certificate of Withdrawal would be signed at the time of landing, before the current important checks could be made.  Certification at the quayside would also pose significant practical difficulties for the Sea Fishery Officers in having forms available on demand, given that their schedules are often unpredictable and the fact that landings can take place at widely dispersed locations and at any time of the day or night.

On the other hand, Management accepts the underlying validity of the recommendation to enhance the audit trail, especially as regards recording prices, and sees merit in emphasising the responsibilities of the fishermen and their agents in relation to intervention claims.  Accordingly, with effect from 1 March 2005, a fisherman presenting fish for withdrawal or carryover must initiate the application by submitting to the Sea Fishery Officer at the time of landing a completed and signed application form.  This form will identify the quantity/species in question and will indicate that he or his agent has sought prices for the fish in question from at least three named processors.  In the case of pelagic species, the form must be countersigned, by the sales agent, at the time of landing.  In the case of demersals and crustaceans, if the sales agent is not present at the time of landing, the Sea Fishery Officer will forward the form to the PO, who must ensure that the countersigning by the sales agent takes place within one week of the date of landing.  When all necessary signatures have been obtained, one copy of the form must be retained by the fisherman, one must be retained by the PO and the third copy must be retained by the Sea Fishery Officer for attachment to the certificate of withdrawal.  Books of these forms must be prepared by the POs in accordance with a template supplied by the Department and must be distributed by them to their identified agents. The PO must retain its copy of the application form for audit purposes for at least seven years in conjunction with the other papers relating to the claim.

The requirement to complete the form at the time of landing applies in all cases for pelagic species.  In relation to demersals and crustaceans, in cases where the first offer for sale does not occur on the day of landing, the document must be completed by the sales agent acting on behalf of the vessel in question on the day the fish are offered for sale.  The sales agent must give the form to the Sea Fishery Officer for signature and retention until it has been signed by the skipper of the vessel at the time of next landing, in any case within 14 days of the date on which the fish was withdrawn from the market.  It is the responsibility of the sales agent to obtain the skipper’s signature, and failure to obtain that signature within this period will render the fish ineligible for intervention.  When the skipper signs the form, he must forward a signed copy to the PO and to the Sea Fishery Officer for retention. 

Up to the present, the weight of pelagic quantities submitted for intervention has been estimated by the Sea Fishery Officers by dipping.  In the interests of improving the accuracy of claims, a requirement has now been introduced that quantities of pelagic fish submitted for withdrawal/carryover at those ports at which weighing facilities already exist (Killybegs, Rossaveal, Castletownbere, Dingle, Rathmullan) must be weighed by the buyer in the presence of a Sea Fishery Officer.  This requirement will become standard practice according as weighing facilities are made available at other ports, and in the meantime, standard bins must be used when submitting pelagic fish for intervention at those ports.

These measures, together with those outlined in response to other recommendations below, are part of a package of initiatives which have been communicated to the POs with the aim of further safeguarding the Fund, and limiting the State’s exposure, by refocusing on intervention as a response to exceptional adverse market developments and by providing for tighter procedures for the implementation and control of the withdrawal and carryover schemes.

(2) The Role of the Producer Organisation

The regulations require that the fish are purchased by the Producer Organisation at the start of the carry-over period and are then sold by the producer organisation at the end of the period. This requires that there are two separate and distinct transactions at the start and at the end of the carry-over period. It is the duty of the POs to always act in the best interest of its members the fishermen. This implies that it is the duty of the PO to minimise the cost of storage during carry-over and maximise the selling price out of carry-over at the end of the carry-over period. 

There was no evidence found that the PO actively sought to minimise storage costs and maximise sales prices at the end of the carry-over period. Indeed it would appear that the PO relied entirely on the agent to select the processor for storage and in all cases tested the storage processor and the purchaser when the fish came out of storage were the same firm. If the PO was seeking to gain the best price for the fish then some competitive mechanism (tender/auction etc) should be used to sell the produce at the end of the carryover period rather than just selling it to the storage processor. 

Again the over-reliance on the role of the agent means that there is not an adequate segregation of duties.

Recommendation

In the event that changes are not made all further payments under the scheme to the POs should be suspended, until a mechanism is put in place by the POs, for the competitive sale of the fish at the end of the carry-over period.

Management Response

Producer Organisations have been instructed that they must advise the Department of the arrangements that they already have in place, or which they propose to adopt, to ensure that storage costs are minimised and to provide for a mechanism for the sale of fish out of carryover.  The mechanism must be competitive, transparent, equitable and clearly open to all parties who might realistically be interested, and must include provision for seeking at least three quotations in respect of each individual disposal.  The requirement for three quotations will apply with effect from 14 February 2005.  POs must also confirm that in deciding on the method of processing to be used, they take into account the balance between the cost of the alternative methods on the one hand and on the other, the possibility that some processes may increase the marketability and value of the fish at the end of the carryover period.  Where a Producer Organisation is not in a position by 30 June 2005 to satisfy the Department in relation to the introduction of the new mechanism, payments to that PO will be refused until satisfactory arrangements are introduced.

Control Weakness Category B

(3) Problems with establishing a Competitive Market

As part of the audit we used “access” to run reports to establish what species of fish were supplied to processors from each vessel from the sample tested. The results of this analysis would indicate that for some species and in some ports there are difficulties in establishing a competitive market for fish. The following trends were observed;

· In the case of IFPO carry-overs tested each vessel supplied only one processor firm. In a competitive market it would be expected that vessels would supply several different processors in order to gain the best price for each landing of fish. 

· In relation to crab (KFO), from the sample tested it was found that one vessel exclusively supplied one processor with all other vessels supplying all their catch to one other processor.  This would indicate that for all but one vessel there is only one possible market for the crab. This would indicate that a competitive market does not exist for crab.

· The sample of the ISWFPO claims show that 64% of landings went to one processor. This would indicate a dominant market position for one processor.

As indicated above the role of the agent in selecting the processing firm is central. In the absence of a competitive market the fishermen, the producer organisation and the Department are reliant on the “bona fide” of the agent to act in the best interest of the fisherman. From this position of power there is concern that the agent might act in his/her own interest or enter into business relationships with processors that would not be in the best interest of the fishermen.  

Recommendation

The Department should engage a study of the markets for fish to consider how a more competitive market place could be developed. The Department should then consult with the Producer Organisations and BIM in this regard.  

Management Response

This Recommendation is not accepted.  While commercial interests involved in the Irish fishery sector would be subject to ordinary Competition law, there are no sector-specific requirements of this kind – the intervention schemes, in particular, do not impose any requirement on the Producer Organisations to have an open competitive market.  Current market arrangements, largely influenced by local circumstances, have evolved in response to the realities of supply and demand, including the fishermen’s desire to find trustworthy buyers offering the right price, and the processors’ interests in securing continuity of supply.  The Department has neither the remit nor the resources to attempt to impose a competition agenda from the outside.  In these circumstances, there is little point at this stage in the Department sponsoring studies that would only create a misleading impression, give rise to false expectations and create a stick for its own chastisement.

(4) The certification process

The same Official Certificate of Withdrawal/Carry-Over is used for different vessels on the same day or different vessels on separate days. This can make it difficult to follow the audit trail. In addition it is apparent that the certificates are often signed and dated by the Sea Fishery Officers (SFO) several days after the fish has been landed. This raises the question as to whether the SFO was present when the fish was landed and put into carry-over as required in the regulations.

Recommendation

There should be a separate certificate for each carryover showing only one landing per vessel per day. This certificate should be signed on the day of landing by the SFO. See also the recommendation at point (1) above.

Management Response

The recommended procedure of having a separate withdrawal certificate for each intervention application per vessel per day will be introduced with effect from 1 March 2005 in conjunction with the new application procedure described in the response to the Audit Trail recommendation.  That response also addresses the question of the time at which the certificate should be signed.

 (5) Payments made to Agents by the Producer Organisation

In two of the three POs amounts were deducted from monies due to fishermen and paid to Agents for the services provided to the fishermen. These amounts paid to agents are based on a percentage of the value of the catch. While the fishermen have given permission to the POs to make these reductions from monies owed to them and pay it instead to agents on their behaviour. It is arguable whether such deductions are permissible under EU guidelines and it places the PO in a position where it could be conceived that there is a professional contract between them and the agents even through none actually exists. In the third PO this practice has recently ceased.



  Recommendation

The POs should be advised by the Department that all deductions from amounts due to Fishermen under the scheme should cease and likewise all payments made by POs to fishermens’ agents should cease. Responsibility for paying agents should be left to those that employ them namely the fishermen.

Management Response

The Producer Organisations have been advised that all payments made by them to agents in respect of services provided for fishermen under the schemes, and the corresponding deductions made by the POs from amounts due to the fishermen, must cease with effect from 30 June 2005.  Evidence that these arrangements have been or are being ended will be a condition for making payments in respect of 2004 final end of year claims.
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APPENDIX I: Categorisation of Audit Findings


The findings in this report have been categorised using the following broad headings;

Serious Weakness - matters which could result in financial, EU or Exchequer loss. These recommendations must be acted upon by management immediately.

Control Weaknesses - matters that need to be corrected or implemented in order to improve the system of internal control.  These matters should be implemented in accordance with a timetable as agreed with Internal Audit.

Serious and Control weaknesses will be further ranked as A, B, or C.  The following points will be taken into account when deciding the appropriate ranking to use.

A -Where the finding is a Serious Weakness, there could result a financial loss greater than 5% of expenditure, or the weakness is so critical that its financial exposure cannot be quantified.  

Where the finding is a Control Weakness the weakness has a significant risk of a disaster occurring, or no controls exist in vital systems, or no Departmental / EU policy exists

B -Where the finding is a Serious Weakness, there could result in a financial loss of 1% to 5% of expenditure, or the weakness could lead to a major Departmental financial exposure.

Where the finding is a Control Weakness poor controls exist in vital systems, or controls are not being operated properly, or Departmental / EU policy is not being fully implemented.

C -Where the finding is a Serious Weakness, there could result in a financial loss of less than 1% of expenditure, or the weakness could develop into a problem.

Where the finding is a Control Weakness controls need to be improved within the system, or operational controls are poor, or the Department may need to issue guidelines / procedures to accompany its policy.

Other Points - cover other matters which Internal Audit raise with management.  This would include system enhancements, procedural changes and other matters that are not weaknesses in internal controls but could result in improved operations and/or greater efficiency.  Management are encouraged to implement these recommendations.
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