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To: Councillor Eryl Williams (Chairman) 

Councillors: Aaron Shotton, Kevin Jones, Dave 
Cowans, Michael Priestley, David Smith,  
W. G. Roberts, John Wynn Jones, Richard Dew 
and J. Arwel Roberts 

 
CS/NG 

 
3 July 2013 

 
Nicola Gittins 01352 702345 

nicola.gittins@flintshire.gov.uk 
 

 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
A meeting of the NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE will be 
held in the COUNCIL CHAMBER, ANGLESEY COUNTY COUNCIL on 
THURSDAY, 11TH JULY, 2013 at 2.00 PM to consider the following items. 
 

Yours faithfully 
 

 
 

Democracy & Governance Manager 
 

A G E N D A 
 
 
1 APOLOGIES  
 

2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 

3 ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN TO THE JOINT 
COMMITTEE  

 

4 APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES (Pages 1 - 10) 
 

5 MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETING  

Public Document Pack



 

 

6 PROGRESS REPORT (SO REPORT) (Pages 11 - 14) 
 

7 RIR - RISK STATUS UPDATE (SP REPORT) (Pages 15 - 36) 
 

8 COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE (SO REPORT) (Pages 37 - 46) 
 

9 FCC INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT (FCC HEAD OF FINANCE REPORT) 
(Pages 47 - 76) 

 

10 STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2012-13 REPORT (FCC HEAD OF FINANCE 
REPORT) (Pages 77 - 104) 

 

11 ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT REPORT (FCC HEAD OF 
FINANCE & FCC HEAD OF LEGAL AND DEMOCRATIC SERVICES) 
(Pages 105 - 108) 

 

12 PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT - 2012/13 OUTTURN AND 2013/14 
BUDGET (SP REPORT) (Pages 109 - 116) 

 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 - TO 
CONSIDER THE EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC 
 
 

 The following item is considered to be exempt by virtue of Paragraph(s) 14 of 
Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended). 
 

 The contract process is still underway and would be prejudiced by making 
public at this stage 
 

13 PROCUREMENT UPDATE (SP BRIEFING)  
 

14 ANY OTHER BUSINESS  
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NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 

 

Minutes of the meeting of the Joint Committee held at Council Offices, Anglesey on 

Wednesday 20 February, 2013.      

 

PRESENT:  Councillor Eryl Williams (Chairman) – Denbighshire County Council 

Councillor Aaron Shotton – Flintshire County Council 

Councillor Kevin Jones – Flintshire County Council  

Councillor Mike Priestley – Conwy County Borough Council 

Councillor Dave Cowans – Conwy County Borough Council 

Councillor David Smith – Denbighshire County Council  

Councillor William Gareth Roberts – Gwynedd County Council  

Councillor RG Parry – Isle of Anglesey County Council 

 

 

 

ALSO PRESENT:   

Flintshire County Council 

Colin Everett, Carl Longland, Kerry Feather, Chris Cohen, Louise Pedreschi, Liz Thomas 

and David Webster 

 

Denbighshire County Council 

Mr. Steve Parker  

 

Conwy County Borough Council 

Mr. Andrew Kirkham 

 

Gwynedd County Council 

Mr. Dilwyn Williams  

 

Isle of Anglesey County Council 

Mr. Meirion Edwards 

Mr. John Eastwood  

Agenda Item 4
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North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Partnership 

Mr. Stephen Penny, Mr. Steffan Owen and Ms. Karen Powell 

 

Partnerships UK 

Mr. Huw Roberts 

 

Pinsent Masons 

John Bruce 

 

Wales Audit Office 

Amanda Hughes 

 

1. APOLOGIES 

 

Apologies for absence were received from Arthur Owen and Councillor John Chorlton, 

(Isle of Anglesey County Council). 

 

 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 

  Councillor Aaron Shotton declared an interest due to raising residents 

concerns, but this was agreed as not being prejudicial. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 

 

 The minutes of the meeting of the North Wales Residual Waste Joint 

Committee held on the 13 December, 2012 were submitted for approval.  

 

RESOLVED: 

 

That the minutes be approved as a correct record. 
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4. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 

  There were no matters arising. 

 

5. NWRWTP STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS REPORT 

  

  Liz Thomas, (FCC) Finance presented the statement of accounts report and  

explained where a Joint Committee’s (JC) gross income or expenditure for the year 

is greater than £1,000,000 per annum a comprehensive set of accounts needs to 

be produced in line with specific accounting guidelines.  The appointed auditors 

are required to communicate relevant matters relating to the audit of the financial 

statements to those charged with governance through an International Standards 

Auditing 260 report.  

 

  Amanda Hughes, Wales Audit Office explained the requirements of the 

governance framework and advised that all issues in the course of the audit have 

now been corrected, to ensure that in future, accounting requirements are dealt 

with in line with the statutory deadlines, key issues highlighted and reported to the 

JC. 

 

  Liz Thomas requested that the JC acknowledge no further issues on 

financial management all issues have now been addressed and will be reflected in 

the final accounts. 

 

 RESOLVED: 

  

 Councillor Eryl Williams asked if the JC Members accepted the accounts. 

 

 All in agreement. 
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6. FCC INTERNAL AUDIT 

 

  David Webster (FCC) presented the internal audit report to the group and 

provided background information regarding the report and explained that a full set 

of annual accounts need to be produced along with the Annual Governance 

Statement (AGS),  in order for the NWRWTP to comply with audit reporting 

requirements.   The responsibility for internal audit of regional collaborative 

projects rests with the host/lead authority and a review of risk management and 

internal controls has commenced.  

 

  David Webster informed the group looking to arrange meetings with Joint 

Committee Officers and Members of each authority over the coming weeks to 

discuss governance and risk management. 

 

  The Project Manager advised that the project team were working with FCC’s 

Internal Audit to provide information and arrange meetings as requested. 

 

 RESOLVED: 

 

 That the report be noted and recommendations accepted. 

 

 Colin Everett, Chief Executive arrived at the meeting. 

  

7. PROGRESS REPORT  

 

 The Project Manager presented the progress report and stated that the 

project was successful in securing a grant for £15,000 from Waste Awareness 

Wales (WAW) to fund a series of drop in sessions at Connah’s Quay.  

 

 The Project Manager reported that WAW has recently contacted the project 

to inform that there may be a further additional £10,000 available but has to be 

spent by the end of March but unlikely to submit an application due to the short 

timescale.   
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 The Project Manager requested it be noted that Welsh Government (WG)  

are aware of the project timetable for close of dialogue with regards the final “stage 

payment” of £200,000 as originally allocated by WG and that the project team have 

worked with the lead finance officer to re-work the budget. 

 

 Councillor Kevin Jones referred to the additional funding available from 

WAW and asked is it not possible to cost up an activity. 

 

 The Project Manager advised had considered Member sessions on health 

effects and site visits to facilities but restricted with timescale. 

 

 Councillor Mike Priestley asked if £10,000 could be used with the planned 

drop-in sessions at Connah’s Quay Town Council and expressed his concern with 

sending money back to WAW. 

 

 Andrew Kirkham referred to page 94 of the report and advised that approval 

of the budget rests with the Joint Committee. 

 

 The Project Manager informed that there would be no new items of 

expenditure to report, but final approval of the annual budget would be sought at 

the next JC. 

 

 Councillor Aaron Shotton arrived at the meeting.  

 

 RESOLVED: 

 

 (a) That the report be noted; and 

 

 (b) WAW additional funding be further investigated. 
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8. RIR – RISK STATUS UPDATE 

 

The Project Director presented a Risk Register report which highlighted 

some of the amendments to the risk register that had been made to reflect the 

current understanding of risks and mitigation measures that were in place.  

 

The Project Director reported three changes to existing risks for this 

reporting period as follows: 

 

• PD8 – Risk gone from medium to maximum to reflect the current 

status with Sita. 

• PD19 – Risk increased from 1 to 3 to reflect loss of one bidder. 

• F7 – No change to risk level. 

 

The Project Director also reported no change to WG policy, SR1 and F15 

and informed highest risk project delivery, as detailed in Appendix 1. 

 

 RESOLVED: 

 

That the updated Risk Register for the project be noted. 

 

9. COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE 

 

The Project Manager updated Members on communication matters 

concerning the North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project (NWRWTP). 

 

Media Coverage 

 

The Project Manager reported that following Sita’s withdrawal from the 

project a number of enquiries had been received from specialist news websites 

and an agreed response was given.  The project team were also contacted by the 
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BBC asking for a general update on the project as part of preparing for the 

expected announcement by prosiect Gwyrdd of their preferred bidder. 

 

Member Sessions 

 

The Project Manager gave an update following the Member sessions held 

6th/7th February with Professor David Russell from the Health Protection Agency 

(HPA) and Jasper Roberts, WG.  Feedback received from Members indicated 

sessions very informative and helpful. 

 

The Project Manager re-iterated Jasper  Roberts and Professor David 

Russell’s willingness to attend future partner authority / town  and community 

council meetings and informed that presentations will be distributed to Members.  

 

Communication and engagement  

 

The Project Manager reported that drop-in sessions have been booked at 

Connah’s Quay Town Council (CQTC) for Friday 8th /15th March and Saturday 9th / 

16th March, along with external advisors to support the project team and copies of 

the information pack will be available to the public. 

 

Colin Everett explained to the group that nothing proactive with press had 

been picked up in the local press, however the trade/specialist press had picked up 

on the news and all lead officers contacted and asked to brief their Members on 

the same day following Sita’s announcement. 

 

Councillor William Gareth Roberts suggested copy of presentations from 

Jasper Roberts and Professor David Russell be distributed from directors of the 

individual authorities to their Members with an explanatory note. 

 

The Project Manager noted the suggestion.  
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RESOLVED: 

 

That the Communication Update be noted. 

 

10. PROCUREMENT UPDATE REPORT (Part 2 Report) 

 

 The Project Director presented an update on progress relating to 
procurement aspects.  He provided an update on the following areas:- 
 

• The impact on the procurement process following the withdrawal of 

Sita  

• Up-date on procurement programme 

• Proposed PM2.5 Monitoring 

 

- UK Treasury Guidance 

- Value for money 

- Receipt of confirmation of continued commitment from WTI to the  

procurement process 

- Confirmation of continued support from WG 

- FCC’s section 151 Officer and Monitoring Officer opinions 

- Project Board recommendation – to continue dialogue with WTI 

 

RESOLVED: 

 

a) Agreement to continue procurement with the sole bidder WTI; and 

 

b) That a further report on community benefit be presented at the next 

JC meeting. 

 

c)  To note and agree the updated procurement programme; and 

 

d) PM 2.5 Monitoring guidance. 
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11. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

 

None. 

 

Date of next meeting – Friday 14th June 2 – 4 pm, Siambr Arfon, Caernarfon, 

Gwynedd, LL55 1BN. 

Page 9



Page 10

This page is intentionally left blank



NNWWRRWWTTPP  
NNoorrtthh  WWaalleess  RReessiidduuaall  WWaassttee  TTrreeaattmmeenntt  PPrroojjeecctt      

 

 - 1 - 

 
AGENDA ITEM NUMBER 6 

 
NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT  
PROGRESS REPORT 
 

  
 
Date : 11th July 2013 
 
Period: 13th February 2013 to 3rd July 2013 
 
 
 
 
To procure a sustainable waste management solution for the 5 local 
authorities in North Wales (Conwy, Denbighshire, Flintshire, Gwynedd and 
Isle of Anglesey) that will assist with the reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions from landfill and will minimise the tonnage of waste residue sent to 
landfill thus ensuring that the authorities avoid Landfill Allowance Scheme 
(LAS) infraction penalties and meet National Waste Strategy targets. 
 
 
 
 

Overall Project 
Status 

 

Amber  Key documentation is near agreement with WTI, with only 
two streams of further dialogue now planned - a lease / 
property dialogue session and a further session to finalise 
the last remaining commercial positions and agree 
documentation drafting. 
 
Indication of pricing has now been received by WTI. This 
is covered in agenda item 13 (PART 2 ITEM). 
 

 
 

Budget status  

Amber See Agenda item 12. 

 
 

Status Meaning 

Green There are no problems; all is progressing well and to plan 

NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

PROJECT STATUS 

Agenda Item 6
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Amber There are some minor/ less significant problems. Action is 
needed in some areas but other parts are progressing 
satisfactory. 

Red There are significant problems and urgent and decisive 
action is needed. 

 
 
 
 
 

ID Activity RAG 
status 

Comments Forecast Actual 

78 The second IAA 
(IAA2) to be 
commenced 

Amber First draft awaiting 
financial team input. 
Circulation to legal 
officers to take place 
later in 2013 1 

Spring 
2013 

 

94 Prepare and 
schedule 
necessary events 
/ meetings / drop 
in sessions 
regarding 
announcement  

Amber See item 8 on the 
agenda  

March 
2013 

Complete 

95 Pre CFT 
Documents 
drafting 

Amber Documentation 
received advisor 
input and ready to 
issue 

November
2012 

Complete 

96 Post ISDS 
dialogue session 
with remaining 
participant 

Amber One remaining set of 
dialogue sessions 
scheduled to close all 
remaining 
outstanding issues 

July 2013  

98 Draft readiness to 
close dialogue 
report 

Amber Timetable adjusted 
as a result of 
procurement 
timetable movement  

July 2013  

99 Project team 
session to review 
project risk 
register ready for 
submission to 
WG as part of 
WG readiness to 
close dialogue 

Amber Timetable adjusted 
as a result of 
procurement 
timetable movement 

August 
2013 

 

                                            
1
 Note the original forecast was spring 2012. However on review it was deemed appropriate to wait 

until potential PB was identified and then the IAA2 would be drafted to reflect the specific contractual 

arrangement being proposed. 

PROJECT UPDATE – Activities due for completion 13th February 2013 to 3rd July 
2013 (and highlighted longer term actions). 
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review 
 

100 Specialist 
advisors to carry 
out heat network 
study in Deeside 
area. 

Amber Study complete, 
outcome reported to 
Members in 
December 2012.  
 

October / 
November 
2012 

Complete 

103 Arrange 
readiness to close 
of review with WG 

Green Dates to be set for 
review once close of 
dialogue programme 
agreed 
 

August 
2013 

 

104 Project Team to 
report to Joint 
Committee on the 
value for money 
obtained through 
the competitive 
dialogue process 
to date 

Green Reported to Joint 
Committee in  
February 2013 
 
(Pease note an 
additional update is 
to be provided to 
members on item 13 
of this agenda). 
 

March 
2013 

Complete 

105 Report to Project 
Board on 
subcontracting 
arrangements 

Green Reported to Joint 
Committee in  
February 2013 
 

March 
2013 

Complete 

106 Organise and 
host “drop in 
sessions” in 
Connah’s Quay  

Green See agenda item 8 
 

8/9 March 
& 15/16 
March 
2013 

Complete 

107 Provide FCC 
Internal Audit with 
information as 
required 

Green Work complete. See 
agenda item 9. 

February / 
March 
2013 

Complete 

108 Issue Call for 
Final Tender 

Amber This is subject to 
close of dialogue 

August  
2013 

 

109 Evaluate Final 
tender 

Amber This is subject to 
close of dialogue 

September
/ October 
2013 

 

 
 
  
KEY RISKS – See item 7 on this agenda. 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 7 
 

 
REPORT TO:  NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 
 
DATE:  11 JULY  2013 
 
REPORT BY:   PROJECT DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT:    RISK REGISTER REPORT 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
  
1.1. The members of the NWRWTP Joint Committee have requested that they 

are provided with an update of the risk register at each meeting of the 
Joint Committee. 

1.2. This report will highlight some of the amendments to the risk register that 
have been made to reflect the current understanding of risks and 
mitigation measures that are in place. 

 

2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1. The Risk Register will require continual update throughout the project.  

 
3. CONSIDERATIONS 
 
3.1. There are no new risks identified this reporting period.  

 
3.2. There have been changes to existing finance related risks in this reporting 

period to reflect the increased certainty provided by the bidder’s proposals. 
(F7, F11 & F12 risk rating has been reduced, Risks F3,F4,F5,F6,F8,F9 & 
F10 have had additional commentary added). 

 
3.3. A minor correction was made to the description of risk CO5 (Perceived 

lack of community benefit leading to negative view of project). 
 

3.4. The Top 12 risks (after controls have been put in place) are shown in 
appendix 1. 

 
3.5. The changes this period are shown in appendix 2. 
 
3.6. The risk register will continue to be reviewed by the Project Director and 

reported to the Joint Committee at future meetings. 
 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1. That the Joint Committee note the updated risk register for the project.  
 

Agenda Item 7
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5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1. Not applicable 
 
 
6. ANTI-POVERTY IMPACT 
 
6.1.   None 
 
 
7. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 
7.1.  Not applicable 
 
 
8. EQUALITIES IMPACT 
 
8.1.  Not applicable 
 
9. PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 
 
9.1. Not applicable 
 
10. CONSULTATION REQUIRED 
 
10.1. Not applicable 
 
11. CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 
 
11.1.  Not applicable 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT 1985 
 
Background Documents: 
 
None 
 

Contact Officer: Stephen Penny  NWRWTP 
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Appendix 1 Top (Red) risks and issues  
 

Additional explanatory notes
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Policy & regulatory Risk – Change in WG objectives / regulations

PO1

WG changes financial 

support available for 

residual waste treatment 

projects due to WG 

affordability / budgetary 

constraints in the current 

economic climate

Residual waste treatment 

projects become less 

affordable for partnership 

and each partner authority

5 4 20

Project Team to monitor WG positions in 

terms of budget availability and lobby at 

ministerial level if there are indications that 

proposed funding is to be reduced

PD 5 3 15

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

PO2 

WG Environmental 

policy and objectives 

change

Project is now 

inappropriate
4 5 20

Keep in close contact with WG to ensure 

potential policy changes that may impact 

on the project are identified early. The 

Project team have developed and 

submitted a partnership consultation 

response (approved by the PB and Joint 

Committee) highlighting the potential 

impact of such a target on the project and 

to ensure WG addresses how any such 

target is related to potential household 

numbers of population growth rates that 

authorities may be subject to in future.  

PD 4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

WG's Municipal Sector Plan (MSP)  adopted a waste 

minimisation target for MSW with a negative growth 

rate (reduction) of  -1.2% pa.  The WG MSP does not  

take any account of individual or partner authority HH 

or population growth rates. The Partnership has 

however received guidance from WG that the 

Partnership is free to make its own assessments 

about future waste arisings as the waste reduction 

target is aspirational. WG has now published 

guidance on the Waste Heirarchy. This is viewed by 

the project team as helpfull and will enable the 

Partnership to demonstrate how any solution that 

comes forward ranks in the waste heirarchy.

PO4

Change in legislation 

or guidance either at 

European, National or 

Regional/Local level

Could require revisit 

of preferred solution, 

possible termination 

of project, excessive 

LAS compliance 

costs

4 5 20

Keep in close contact with WG to ensure 

potential policy changes that may impact 

on the project are identified early.

PD

Lobby WG and liaise 

with WLGA on this 

issue. 

PD 4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

WG have now clarified the position on use of IBA 

(Bottom ash) so the likelihood of policy change in 

relation to this has reduced. The initial draft of the 

CIM (collections, markets and infrastructure plan 

contained a passing reference to changing the tax 

regime for recovery operations such as waste to 

energy as part of many options open to WG. The final 

publication of the Collections and Infrastructure Plan 

has removed any reference to this and therefore any 

uncertainties in this area have reduced.

Current Assessment

IDENTIFYING THE RISK or ISSUE MANAGING THE RISK or ISSUE

How the risk will be managed and controlled Residual risk after management
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ID
Risk / Issue (i.e.: Threat to 

the Project)
Consequence

 
 
 
 

P
age 17



NNWWRRWWTTPP  
NNoorrtthh  WWaalleess  RReessiidduuaall  WWaassttee  TTrreeaattmmeenntt  PPrroojjeecctt    

 

 4 

Appendix 1 Top (Red) risks and issues (continued) 
 

Additional explanatory notes
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Strategy risk – change in any participating council’s waste strategy or technology / solution preference

SR 1

A change in any 

participating council’s 

waste strategy or 

technology / solution 

preference by any of the 

partner authorities

4 4 16

Existing MWMS in place. Impartial options 

appraisal process carried out to identify 

reference solution (based on WG national 

evaluation framework). Multi partner 

authority officer input to this process.  

Ongoing communications and information 

to partner authorities on need for the 

project, technologies, benefits of adopted 

approach and a technology neutral 

procurement process.

PM & partner 

authorities
4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Elections in 2012 have brought about changes in 

administrations and make up of the NWRWTP Joint 

Committee.  Suitable information to be provided to 

authorities and their members (for instance an 

information pack) and briefings by external agencies 

such as EAW and HPA together with visits to existing 

operational facilities to be organised during 2012 and 

2013 as required to ensure full understanding of 

technologies being proposed (EfW)

Finance & Affordability

F15

Partner authorities fail 

to make financial 

plans to support  

additional recycling 

and composting 

services to meet 

"front end" increased 

recycling levels that 

are required

Failure to meet WG 

"front end" recycling 

and composting 

targets with 

increased residual 

waste arisings as a 

result.

4 4 16

Partner authorities to develop long term 

funding plans to support enhanced front 

end recycling and composting services.

Partner 

Authorities
4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

WG are encouraging authorities in Wales to enter 

into a "change programme" where WG will offer 

assistance to Las to work together and improve "front 

end" recycling and collections services.

Project Delivery

PD8
One of the two final 

bidders drops out

Threat to VFM, price 

escalation, possible 

exceedance of 

affordability 

envelope, delay to 

procurement 

programme

4 5 20

Procurement process designed to ensure 

ability and /or appetite for contract closure 

is understood pre final tender 

appointment. Will seek agreement with all 

bidders at this stage in relation to major 

issues.

Procurement 

process to ensure 

compliance with 

Treasury issued 

guidance that relates 

to preamature 

withdrawal of 

bidders.

PD 4 5 20

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Following SITA UK's decision to withdraw from the 

procurement  process pre CFT the project team will 

be applying the guidance as set out by the UK 

treasury to ensure Value for money is obtained for the 

partnership. 

PD19

There is no market 

interest due to limited 

capacity within the 

industry

Delay to project 

programme, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs, 

excessive costs 

5 3 15

Good level of market interest 

demonstrated.

PD 5 3 15

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Medium risk - hoewver risk cannot be closed until PB 

appointed. See PD8

R
e
v
ie
w
 D
a
te

Residual risk after management

Im
p
ln
 D
a
te

IDENTIFYING THE RISK or ISSUE MANAGING THE RISK or ISSUE

ID
Risk / Issue (i.e.: Threat to 

the Project)
Consequence

Current Assessment How the risk will be managed and controlled
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Appendix 1 Top (Red) risks and issues (continued) 

Additional explanatory notes
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'h
o
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O
v
e
ra
ll

Communication & stakeholders – failure to proactively engage with key stake holders leading to delays and lack of public support for the proposed solution.

CO4

Pressure from lobby 

groups/public against the 

preferred solution and 

location.

Alternative solution/site 

has to be sought, 

increased project 

development costs, delays 

to project delivery 

programme, excessive 

LAS costs, impact on 

Partner Councils 

reputation

4 5 20

Communication and Engagement Strategy 

drafted and agreed in draft form by 

Communication Officer group. To be "live" 

document and therefore updated when 

necessary.

PM Ensure fact based 

information 

produced to counter 

mis-information or 

alarmist claims  

often put forward by 

lobbyists and 

campaign groups.

PD 4 4 16

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3 National campaigners' engaging with local community 

councils and local communities in attempt to build 

opposition to potential solutions.

Planning and permitting  -ability to secure successful planning and permitting outcome for solution

PS5 

Suitable sites are not in 

council ownership to 

support development of the 

solution

Project delayed whilst 

suitable sites are secured

5 3 15

Project team identified sites that could be 

suitable for location of both the waste 

transfer stations and residual waste 

treatment facility(s). Extensive 

negotiations with land owners of (further) 

additional sites carried with the aim of 

securing option(s) for site(s).

PD PD 5 3 15

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Anglesey Aluminium site identified as a potential site 

for the location of a facility, but despite extensive 

negotiations and engagement with AAM, AAM 

decided not to make the site available to the 

Partnership as they had other uses for the site.

PS14

The recent issue of the 

draft Collections, 

Infrastructure and Markets 

Sector Plan (CIM) by WG 

has led to uncertaninty as 

to the status of the existing 

Regional Waste Plan 

(RWP).  Thus the RWP 

may be given reduced 

weight in determination of 

a planning application for 

waste facilities. A policy 

vaccum may therefore 

exist if this is not 

addressed by WG.

Unsuccessfull 

planning application
4 4 16

Project team and north wales regional 

waste planning team engaging with WG 

on this issue to ensure that the final 

issued version of Collections, 

Infrastructure and Markets Sector Plan 

(CIM) does not leave a planning "policy 

vacuum". Regional Planing team and WG 

planing teams engaged with WG Waste 

Policy section to seek required 

ammendments to draft CIM
PD 4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

WG's published draft  Collections, Infrastructure and 

Markets Sector Plan (CIM) now issued. See risk PS1 

Wastes

W3

Composition of waste 

is different from that 

anticipated (poor 

data, policy changes, 

changes in collection 

practices)

Performance is 

below required level, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs

3 5 15

Waste composition to be monitored during 

procurement and data shared at 

Competitive Dialogue to inform solution.  

All Wales Waste composition analysis has 

been carried out by WG through WRAP 

study has provided a good data set. 

Performance of technology solution will be 

tested and understood as part of the 

procurement process to identify the ability 

of each solution to process wastes with 

changed composition.

PD 3 4 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Waste compostion risk not being accepted by 

partnership - risk lies with contractor 

PE1

Market/outlet is not 

available for outputs 

from the facility(s)

Increased project 

operational costs, 

increase in demand 

for landfill void

4 4 16

Ensure market deliverability demonstrated 

as part of procurement evaluation 

process. PD 4 3 12

O
n
g
o
in
g

M
a
y
-1
3

Residual risk after management

Im
p
ln
 D
a
te

Performance 

R
e
v
ie
w
 D
a
te

C
lo
s
u
re
 D
a
te

IDENTIFYING THE RISK or ISSUE MANAGING THE RISK or ISSUE

ID
Risk / Issue (i.e.: Threat to 

the Project)
Consequence

Current Assessment How the risk will be managed and controlled
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Headline changes (continued) 
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Headline changes (continued) 
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Additional explanatory notes

Impact L'hood Overall Already in Place
Who is 

Managing
Not in Place (Proposed)

Who will 

Manage
Impact L'hood Overall

Policy & regulatory Risk – Change in WG objectives / regulations

PO1

WG changes financial 

support available for residual 

waste treatment projects due 

to WG affordability / 

budgetary constraints in the 

current economic climate

Residual waste treatment 

projects become less 

affordable for partnership 

and each partner authority 5 4 20

Project Team to monitor 

WG positions in terms of 

budget availability and 

lobby at ministerial level if 

there are indications that 

proposed funding is to be 

reduced

PD 5 3 15 Ongoing Jan-13

PO2 

WG Environmental 

policy and objectives 

change

Project is now 

inappropriate
4 5 20

Keep in close contact with 

WG to ensure potential 

policy changes that may 

impact on the project are 

identified early. The Project 

team have developed and 

submitted a partnership 

consultation response 

(approved by the PB and 

Joint Committee) 

highlighting the potential 

impact of such a target on 

the project and to ensure 

WG addresses how any 

such target is related to 

potential household 

numbers of population 

growth rates that 

authorities may be subject 

to in future.  

PD 4 3 12 Ongoing Mar-13

WG's Municipal Sector Plan 

(MSP)  adopted a waste 

minimisation target for MSW 

with a negative growth rate 

(reduction) of  -1.2% pa.  The 

WG MSP does not  take any 

account of individual or 

partner authority HH or 

population growth rates. The 

Partnership has however 

received guidance from WG 

that the Partnership is free to 

make its own assessments 

about future waste arisings as 

the waste reduction target is 

aspirational. WG has now 

published guidance on the 

Waste Heirarchy. This is 

viewed by the project team as 

helpfull and will enable the 

Partnership to demonstrate 

how any solution that comes 

forward ranks in the waste 

heirarchy.

Residual risk after management

IDENTIFYING THE RISK or ISSUE MANAGING THE RISK or ISSUE

How the risk will be managed and controlled
Impln Date Review Date Closure Date

Current Assessment
Consequence

Risk / Issue (i.e.: Threat to 

the Project)
ID

1 Project Risks and Issues Register RIR
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PO4

Change in legislation or 

guidance either at 

European, National or 

Regional/Local level

Could require revisit 

of preferred solution, 

possible termination 

of project, excessive 

LAS compliance 

costs

4 5 20

Keep in close contact with 

WG to ensure potential 

policy changes that may 

impact on the project are 

identified early.

PD

Lobby WG and liaise with 

WLGA on this issue. 

PD 4 3 12 Ongoing Mar-13

WG have now clarified the 

position on use of IBA 

(Bottom ash) so the likelihood 

of policy change in relation to 

this has reduced. The initial 

draft of the CIM (collections, 

markets and infrastructure 

plan contained a passing 

reference to changing the tax 

regime for recovery 

operations such as waste to 

energy as part of many 

options open to WG. The final 

publication of the Collections 

and Infrastructure Plan has 

removed any reference to this 

and therefore any 

uncertainties in this area have 

reduced.

PO5

WG fail to provide 

clarity within their 

strategic objectives  

Delay and loss of 

stakeholder support

3 4

12

Keep in close contact with 

WG to ensure potential 

policy changes that may 

impact on the project are 

identified early.

PD 3 3 9 Ongoing Mar-13

Strategy risk – change in any participating council’s waste strategy or technology / solution preference

SR 1

A change in any participating 

council’s waste strategy or 

technology / solution 

preference by any of the 

partner authorities

4 4 16

Existing MWMS in place. 

Impartial options appraisal 

process carried out to 

identify reference solution 

(based on WG national 

evaluation framework). 

Multi partner authority 

officer input to this 

process.  Ongoing 

communications and 

information to partner 

authorities on need for the 

project, technologies, 

benefits of adopted 

approach and a technology 

neutral procurement 

process.

PM & partner 

authorities
4 3 12 Ongoing Jan-13

Elections in 2012 have 

brought about changes in 

administrations and make up 

of the NWRWTP Joint 

Committee.  Suitable 

information to be provided to 

authorities and their members 

(for instance an information 

pack) and briefings by 

external agencies such as 

EAW and HPA together with 

visits to existing operational 

facilities to be organised 

during 2012 and 2013 as 

required to ensure full 

understanding of technologies 

being proposed (EfW)

Political 

AP1

Multi-Authority Approach 

leads to protracted 

discussions to resolve issues

Consultancy costs 

increase.  End date not 

met.  LAS penalty risk 

increased.

3 3 9

Project Plan detailing 

timescales. OBC 

Approvals process mapped 

out for each partner 

authority. Offer of support 

form project team and 

advisors in approvals 

processes. IAA sets out 

governance arrangements 

and reserved matters.

PM 3 2 6 ongoing Mar-13

2 Project Risks and Issues Register RIR
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AP2

Decision on award of 

contract is multi authority

Selection of Contractor is 

delayed due to multi-

Authority Involvement 

(Cabinet Process)

4 3 12

Project Champions (technical 

officers) from participating 

Authorities shall be involved in 

evaluating the bids 

PD 4 2 8 July - Aug 2013 Mar-13

AP4

Lack of Council political 

support within one or 

more of the Partner 

Authorities.  

Delays to project, 

increase in costs, loss 

of competitive 

pressure, threat to 

VFM, possible 

procurement 

challenge, or total 

abortion of the project

4 3 12

IAA sets our governance 

arrangments.. Provision of 

briefings and information to 

partner authorities - offered 

proactively by project team 

and advisors.  Ongoing 

communication and 

engagement on key project 

parameters.

Lead chief 

Executive, 

Project 

Board 

members 

(lead 

Officers for 

each partner 

authority)

4 2 8 Ongoing Mar-13 See SR1

AP5
Change in priorities in a 

Council
Major funding issues 4 3 12

OBC has identified 

affordability of project and 

benefits of the reference 

solution in terms of costs 

management.

Lead chief 

Executive, 

Project 

Board 

members 

(lead 

Officers for 

each partner 

authority)

4 2 8 Ongoing Mar-13

AP6
Local Government re-

organisation

Confusion and 

uncertainty
4 4 16

To be managed if and 

when prospect occurs 

during the project period
TBC 4 2 8 Ongoing Mar-13

Joint Working – one or more partners exiting the partnership

JW1 

One of the Partner LA's 

withdraw during procurement 

process

New OJEU notice has to 

be placed

5 2 10

IAA 1 signed by partner 

authorities that shows clear 

consequences of 

Authorities leaving the 

process during and after 

procurement phase.

MO 5 1 5 Ongoing Mar-13

Finance & Affordability

F1 

Lack of Budget profile leads 

to unexpected surplus

Surplus is absorbed and re-

application required

3 2 6

Finance Officer to be 

appointed to the team. 

Payments based on 

milestones.  PD has 

updated project budget 

profile. PD to monitor and 

manage

PD 3 1 3 Ongoing Mar-13

F2 

Procurement delays lead to 

increased procurement costs 

(due to extended 

procurement process)

LA's seek additional 

funding or withdraw

1 2 2

Affordability envelope has 

been agreed that includes 

delay to the project

PD

Manage procurement delays by 

appropriate design of 

procurement process. 

PD 3 3 9 Ongoing Mar-13

F3

Commodity and 

construction prices 

increase significantly 

during procurement and 

construction phases

Increased project 

costs and possible 

exceedance of 

affordability envelope

4 5 20

Advisors have utilised 

current market pricing and 

liaising with WG / Local 

Partnerships in relation to 

projected cots in future and 

sensible assumptions to be 

made. A range of 

sensitivity tests carried out 

as part of the OBC process 

to ensure range of costs 

understood

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing Mar-13

Most of the costs are being fixed for 

the CFT submission so as to 

miminise and elminate as far as 

possible the risk of a cost increase 

post CFT.

3 Project Risks and Issues Register RIR
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F4

Long term interest rates 

volatility beyond current 

anticipated levels

Increased project 

costs and effective 

impact on affordability 

envelope

3 5 15

OBC includes a number of 

sensitivities to be modelled 

to inform affordability 

profile.
PD 3 2 6 Ongoing Mar-13

F5

The bid prices are 

outside of the 

affordability envelope

Delay to project 

programme, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs, 

excessive costs 

associated with 

securing and 

implementing an 

alternative solution

4 4 16

Advisors have utilised 

current market pricing and 

liaising with WG / Local 

Partnerships in relation to 

projected cots in future and 

sensible assumptions to be 

made. A range of 

sensitivity tests carried out 

as part of the OBC process 

to ensure range of costs 

understood

PD

High market interest 

encouraged by active market 

engagement. Procurement 

process is to be run under 

competitive dialogue enabling 

the partnership to seek to drive 

down costs of the solution. 

ISOS solutions below 

affordability envelope.

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing Mar-13

Bid positions received at ISDS were 

below the affordability target level 

which is well within approved 

affordability envelope.

F6
Preferred solution is not 

bankable

Delay to project 

programme, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs, 

excessive costs 

associated with 

securing and 

implementing an 

alternative solution

5 3 15

Procurement process was 

designed to ensure that only 

those solutions capable of 

delivery (e.g. including 

bankability) are capable of 

being awarded the contract PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

Solution is based on proven 

technology from proven technology 

providors. 

F7
Inappropriate funding 

structure adopted

Failure, delay, and 

cost
4 3 12

Assumptions kept under review 

to reflect market conditions. PD 4 1 4 Ongoing May-13
Funding structure proposed by WTI 

is appropriate 

F8

Inadequate due 

diligence where a non 

project finance 

structure is adopted

Increase in 

procurement cost and 

transfer of risk to 

Authority

3 3 9

Ensure that adequate advice is 

taken from WG, Local 

Partnerships  and advisors so 

that risk of prudential borrowing  

or other finance route are well 

understood by the partner 

authorities. 

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

The compensation requirements for 

the project (contractor default) have 

increased the level of due diligence 

that the contractor has had to 

undertaken in relation to the 

technology and risk positions. 

F9
Foreign exchange rate 

changes adversely

Affordability 

compromised
4 3 12

Advisors have made 

prudent assumptions 

(checked with Local 

Partnerships and WG) and 

carried out sensitivity 

analysis as part of OBC 

development

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

F10
Financial assumption 

incorrect

Re-procurement and 

reduced level of 

service

5 3 15

Advisors have made 

prudent assumptions 

(checked with Local 

Partnerships and WG) and 

carried out sensitivity 

analysis as part of OBC 

development

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Market response on assumptions 

used as a guage in addition to 

comparison with assumptions on 

other projects.

F11
Banking sector cannot 

provide capital

Increased costs or 

procurement failure
4 4 16

Procurement process designed 

to ensure that only those 

solutions capable of delivery 

(e.g. including finance 

availability ) are capable of 

being awarded the contract

PD 4 1 4 Ongoing May-13

4 Project Risks and Issues Register RIR
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F12
Robustness of bank 

funding clubs

Increased costs or 

procurement failure
3 4 12

Procurement process designed 

to ensure that only those 

solutions capable of delivery 

(e.g. including finance 

availability ) are capable of 

being awarded the contract

PD 3 1 3 Ongoing May-13

F13
WG financial support 

evaporates

Project potentially 

unaffordable
5 3 15

Assurances already 

received from WG that 

funding is available for the 

project as has been agreed 

previously for project 

Gwyrdd. OBC funding 

award letter defines the 

conditions for payment of 

funding- this is consistent 

with the Partnership's 

expectations.

PD PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

WG has indicated that in the 

event that any solution that 

may involve energy recovery 

fails to achieve (or later loses) 

R1 energy efficiency status, 

may be at risk of losing the 

WG financial support. All 3 

bidders at ISDS stage have 

proposed technologies that 

are above R1 thresholds. 

F14

WG seeks 

unachievable levels of 

VFM at Final Business 

case review stage and 

approval process due 

to financial constraints

WG funding support 

is less than 

anticipated making 

the project potentially 

unaffordable

5 3 15

OBC funding award letter 

defines the conditions for 

payment of funding- this is 

consistent with the 

Partnership's expectations. PD

Lobby WG and liaise with 

WLGA on this issue. 

PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

F15

Partner authorities fail 

to make financial plans 

to support  additional 

recycling and 

composting services to 

meet "front end" 

increased recycling 

levels that are required

Failure to meet WG 

"front end" recycling 

and composting 

targets with increased 

residual waste 

arisings as a result.

4 4 16

Partner authorities to 

develop long term funding 

plans to support enhanced 

front end recycling and 

composting services.
Partner 

Authorities
4 3 12 Ongoing May-13

WG are encouraging 

authorities in Wales to enter 

into a "change programme" 

where WG will offer 

assistance to Las to work 

together and improve "front 

end" recycling and collections 

services.

Advisers – change in key personnel

AD 1

Key advisor personnel team 

leave  or are no longer 

available to support the 

project

Delays and lack of 

familiarity with the project 

by any replacement 

advisory staff.

3 3 9

Advisor's project directors 

to keep an overview of the 

advisor work. Capacity of 

teams providing advice 

tested during appointment 

of the advisors. Ongoing 

monitoring of advisor 

situation to ensure 

adequate advisor cover an 

knowledge often project .

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Project Delivery
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PD1 

Potential bidders do not bid 

due to the costs associated 

with Competitive Dialogue 

process

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 2 8

To ensure a suitably 

streamlined, timely and well 

delivered procurement 

process adopted. 

Appropriate use and 

instruction of advisors. 

Input from WG, WPPO and 

Local Partnerships.

PD

4 1 4 Ongoing May-13

3 participants submitted full 

ISDS submissions so strong 

market interest and 

competitiion demonstrated at 

this stage. Dialogue was very 

advanced with last two 

participants when SITA UK 

withdrew before CFT. Key 

commercial areas had 

already been agreed with WTI 

before 2nd bidder's 

withdrawal. WTI has 

confirmed desire to continiue 

with tender proccess

PD2 

Potential bidders do not bid 

due to the Risks being 

passed to the Contractor

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 3 12

A risk allocation workshop 

was held with input from 

Advisors to ensure 

appropriate risk allocations 

are made for the 

procurement and that the 

Partnership adopt a 

commercially deliverable 

and sustainable position.

PD

The Project Agreement will 

conform to standard from of 

contract as provided by WG / 

Local Partnerships. Any 

derrogations / changes from 

this standard position will be 

agreed with WG/ Local 

Partnerships before 

implementation to ensure 

acceptable transfer of risks.

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

3 participants submitted full 

ISDS submissions so strong 

market interest and 

competitiion  demonstrated.  

PD 3

Potential bidders do not bid 

due to lack of cohesiveness 

of the Partnership

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 3 12

IAA signed & Governance 

Arrangements 

arrangements for 

procurement period 

defined in OBC/ IAA.

PD

IAA signed by all partner 

authorities. 

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

3 participants submitted full 

ISDS submissions so strong 

market interset and 

competitiion demonstrated.

PD4 

Potential bidders do not bid 

due to the prescriptive 

requirements

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 3 12

Procurement is to be 

"Technology Neutral"

PD

Ensure appropriate design of 

procurement process. 

PD 4 1 4 Ongoing May-13

3 participants submitted full 

ISDS submissions so strong 

market interset and 

competitiion demonstrated.

PD5 

Potential bidders do not bid 

as volumes of waste are too 

small

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 3 12

Good level of market 

interest demonstrated.

PD 4 1 4 Ongoing May-13

3 participants submitted full 

ISDS submissions so strong 

market interset and 

competitiion demonstrated. 

PD6

Too many bidders 

come forward and 

difficult to de-select to 

suitable shortlist

Delays to 

procurement 

programme, 

increased 

development phase 

costs

3 3 9

Procurement process 

designed and resourced to 

allow a number of bidders 

to assessed.

PD

3 1 3 Ongoing May-13

Maximum of 8 bidders to be 

invited to ISOS stage,  3 

participants taken through to 

ISDS stage. 2 planned to 

CFT stage. 

PD7

The Preferred Bidder 

drops out or fails to 

reach a satisfactory 

commercial/financial 

close

Programme delay, 

increased 

development phase 

costs, excessive LAS 

penalties, loss of 

competitive pressure 

and possible increase 

in overall solution 

costs

5 2 10

Procurement process 

designed to ensure ability 

and /or appetite for 

contract closure is 

understood pre preferred 

bidder appointment. No 

major issues to be allowed 

to remain unresolved prior 

to preferred bidder. PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

WTI have confirmed their 

comitment to the procurement 

process. Note Although WTI 

are the sole remaining bidder, 

if a PB recommnendation is 

made this would relfect the 

fact that no unresolved items 

would remain between WTI 

and the partnership. 

Therefore a single tenderer  

pre CFT will not increase the 

likelyhood of a PB dropping 

out. 
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PD8
One of the two final 

bidders drops out

Threat to VFM, price 

escalation, possible 

exceedance of 

affordability envelope, 

delay to procurement 

programme

4 5 20

Procurement process 

designed to ensure ability 

and /or appetite for 

contract closure is 

understood pre final tender 

appointment. Will seek 

agreement with all bidders 

at this stage in relation to 

major issues.

Procurement process to ensure 

compliance with Treasury 

issued guidance that relates to 

preamature withdrawal of 

bidders.

PD 4 5 20 Ongoing May-13

Following SITA UK's decision 

to withdraw from the 

procurement  process pre 

CFT the project team will be 

applying the guidance as set 

out by the UK treasury to 

ensure Value for money is 

obtained for the partnership. 

PD9

Utility connections may 

not be available for the 

solution

Possible threat to 

affordability, delay to 

programme

3 3 9

Technical advisors to be tasked 

to ensure ability to secure utility 

connections is understood early 

in the procurement process.
PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Bidders have demonstrated 

that utlity connections are 

deliverable.

PD10

Construction contractor 

goes into 

liquidation/receivership 

during construction 

phase

Delay to 

commencement of 

waste processing, 

excessive LAS costs, 

replacement 

constructor required - 

increased capital 

costs

3 3 9

Bidders to demonstrate 

financial position as part of 

PQQ and also re-checked 

at key stages during 

procurement process
PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

PD11

Insufficient project 

resource (numbers and 

knowledge/experience 

of staff/project team)

Delays to projects, 

increased 

development costs to 

'repair' project, 

reduced market 

interest and 

consequent loss of 

competitive pressure 

VFM

3 3 9

PD and PM in post Authorities to nominate 

appropriate individuals and to 

backfill their posts. Input 

required from key officers in 

Partner Authorities. PD has 

produced an estimated 

resource input schedule to 

assist Partner authorities in 

resource management

Individual 

Partner 

Authorities

3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

PD12

Negotiations on 

contract are protracted 

beyond planned 

programme

Contractor has 

opportunity to re-bid, 

price escalation, loss 

of VFM, affordability 

threatened, project 

delay, possible 

excessive LAS costs.

3 4 12

Procurement process will be 

clearly defined. Clear partner 

positions to be articulated to the 

bidders at all stages.

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Negotiation positions on key 

aspects of the project are pre 

agreed by Project Board to 

allow Dialogue team to get on 

with negotiations in a time 

efficient manner.

PD15
Inadequate project 

management discipline

Possible delay to 

project programme, 

LAS compliance 

costs incurred, 

delivery management 

objectives not met, 

internal stakeholders 

complain

2 2 4

PD and PM now in post. 

PD to check that adequate 

PM controls in place. 

Internal audit to be 

engaged prior to 

Procurement. 1st gatewary 

review completed - project 

amber green. 

Recommendations made 

and taken on board by 

project team.

Furthe WG gateway review 

prior to ISDS. PD to take on 

board any recommendations.

PD 2 1 2 Ongoing May-13

PD16
Facilities not 

commissioned on time

Possible delay to 

project programme, 

LAS compliance 

costs incurred.

3 3 9

Procurement process 

designed to ensure sites 

are identified and 

understood in terms of 

planning deliverability. 

Preliminary site investigate 

works to be carried out on 

reference sites. 

Procurement process to 

test bidders delivery 

timetables.

PD 2 2 4 Ongoing May-13
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PD19

There is no market 

interest due to limited 

capacity within the 

industry

Delay to project 

programme, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs, 

excessive costs 

associated with 

inflation and need to 

revisit market to 

secure and an 

acceptable solution. 

Partnership reputation 

damaged.

5 2 10

Good level of market 

interest demonstrated.

PD 5 3 15 Ongoing May-13

Medium risk - hoewver risk 

cannot be closed until PB 

appointed. See PD8

PD20

Participants are 

concerned that one or 

more other Participants 

have gained a 

commercial advantage 

by gaining control of a 

site that may be 

required to deliver their 

solution

Participants withdraw 

from the procurement 

process

4 3 12

Partnership issue clear 

instruction to participants in 

relation to sites. 

Procurement team to 

enforce sanctions that may 

apply against participants 

that breach these 

instructions. The PD has 

received verbal 

assurances from a rail 

undertaker that their newly 

required option on the site 

in question will not be used 

solely to give one or more 

participants a competitive 

advantage in securing 

access to a rail head.

PD

Written confirmation gained for 

the alternative site operator that 

has secured an option of the 

site to ensure that all 

Participants can achieve equal 

access to the site if required 

(agreement to a non-exclusive 

engagement with all participants 

if required). 

4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

PD21

Network Rail approvals 

are not secured to allow 

delivery of a rail based 

transport solution.

Transport element of 

Rail based solution 

becomes 

undeliverable or 

partially 

undeliverable.

3 4 12

Following the decision of 

Joint Committee at its 

meeting in March 2012, it 

was agreed that a review 

of progress would be made 

in September 2012 to see 

if key Network rail 

approvals had been 

secured. In the event that 

little or no progress had 

been made the Partnership 

may decide to revert to a 

road based transport 

solution.

PD 3 3 9 Sep-12 May-13

PD22
Title issues relating to 

proposed sites 

Increased costs oor 

project delays
3 3 9

Seeking to address title 

issues with relavant parties LP 3

2
6 May-13

Communication & stakeholders – failure to proactively engage with key stake holders leading to delays and lack of public support for the proposed solution.

CO1 

Mis-information to Members 

caused by differences in 

reports and documentation

Authorities working to 

different 

agendas/outcomes leading 

to a breakdown in the 

consortia

3 3 9

Communication Officer 

Group established, with a 

media protocol agreed to 

ensure consistency of 

message.

PM

PM 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

8 Project Risks and Issues Register RIR

P
age 30



Version: 4.26 Project Risk Issue Register 04/07/13

CO2 

Risk of challenge to planning 

approvals if opportunity not 

given to stakeholders to input 

to the development of the 

evaluation framework that will 

underpin the procurement 

and subsequent facility 

planning approvals process.

Risk of un successful 

planning application or 

judicial review against 

planning consent and 

therefore inability to deliver 

the project as procured.
4 3 12

Consultation sessions with 

members of the 5 

authorities and external 

stakeholder held during 

July - Sep 2010 to get input 

into the evaluation 

framework.

PM

PM 4 2 8

Jul-10

May-13

Evaluation framework 

completed before ITPD 

issued. Risk can not therefore 

be further mitigated. 

However, risk of successful 

challenge although very low 

still remains. Therefore risk 

cannot be closed.

CO3 

Reference sites identified 

within OBC could lead to 

significant opposition to 

proposed development. As a 

result planning committee(s) 

and /or  judicial review may 

not support a positive 

planning outcome if early 

engagement is not carried 

out with affected 

communities.

Risk of un successful 

planning application or 

judicial review against 

planning consent and 

therefore inability to deliver 

the project as procured.

4 3 12

"Drop in" sessions held in 

the area of the Reference 

Site. Contact made with 

key businesses around 

Reference Site.

PM Further engagement work 

around reference site (and 

other reference sites if 

identified) at key stages of 

project.

PM 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

CO4

Pressure from lobby 

groups/public against the 

preferred solution and 

location.

Alternative solution/site 

has to be sought, 

increased project 

development costs, delays 

to project delivery 

programme, excessive 

LAS costs, impact on 

Partner Councils reputation

4 5 20

Communication and 

Engagement Strategy 

drafted and agreed in draft 

form by Communication 

Officer group. To be "live" 

document and therefore 

updated when necessary.

PM Ensure fact based information 

produced to counter mis-

information or alarmist claims  

often put forward by lobbyists 

and campaign groups. PD 4 4 16 Ongoing May-13

National campaigners' 

engaging with local 

community councils and local 

communities in attempt to 

build opposition to potential 

solutions.

CO5

Perceived lack of community 

benefit leading to negative 

view of project

Any potential lack of 

support to the project might 

be mitigated by a form of a 

Community Benefit 

Package ( if available) , 

which could be perceived 

to recognise the interests 

of the locality hosting the 

Project 

4 3 12

Formal community benefit 

package to be developed. 

PD 4 2 8 Sep-13 May-13

Timescales

T5

Key Activities not identified in 

Project Plan

Potential for project to be 

delayed due to lack of 

resource or dependability 

issues

3 2 6

Local Partnerships experts 

to scrutinise Project 

documentation
PD PD 3 1 3 Ongoing May-13

Procurement Strategy and Process 

P2

Existing contracts and 

facilities prevent all 

participating authorities to 

utilise all elements of the 

proposed final solution

Payment made by 

authorities in duplication

2 2 4

Facilities paid for on a gate 

fee by use. Agreement on 

Universal gate fee principal 

written into IAA. Projected 

timeline for 

commencement or residual 

waste treatment service 

clearly communicated to 

partner authorities. No 

existing partner authority 

contracts will over lap with 

commencement of this 

service.

PD 2 1 2 Ongoing May-13
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P10

Differing funding proposals 

from bidders leads to 

extended procurement period

Delays to service 

commencement

2 2 4

Different funding proposals 

to be considered as part of 

Evaluation Framework
PD PD 2 2 4 Ongoing May-13

P12

Solution offered is not 

technically viable

landfill diversion not 

obtained, LA's incur 

infraction penalties

5 3 15

LAS infraction fine passed 

to contractor. Technical 

viability scored within 

Evaluation Framework
PD PD 5 1 5 Ongoing May-13

All 3 ISOS submissions taken 

through to ISDS stage clearly 

meet partnership's landfill 

diversion requirements. All 

are proven technologies with 

good track records.

P13

Technological solutions 

offered are not 

commissionable within LAS 

infraction timescales

LA's face infraction fines 

for additional landfill above 

allowance

4 4 16

OBC modelling has shown 

that each partner authoirty 

can meet LAS allowances 

if they increase "front end" 

recycling and composting" 

and the project is deliverd 

to timetable. Any 

underperformacne in this 

"front end" recycling and 

composting are outside the 

scope of this project and 

any subsequent LAS  

liabilities will lie with the 

invidivual partner 

authorities.  See also risk 

W1

Partner  

authorities

Procurment process to ensure 

that is dlievred ina timley 

manner with the risk of late 

delivery of the residual waste 

treatemtn service minmised.

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Updated waste flow modelling 

demonstrates that potential 

commissioning dates will not 

lead to significant LAS 

exposure to partner 

authorities.

P14

Bids scored by inexperienced 

internal team

Solution selected is not the 

most advantageous tender 

and is open to challenge by 

unsuccessful bidders 4 3 12

Bid team selected by 

Project Director  including 

mix of appropriate skills 

(including advisors) PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Technical, finance and legal 

officers involved in evaluation 

challenge sessions with 

advisors

P15

Bids scored by external 

consultants

Solution selected does not 

meet local requirements 

and is not accepted by LAs

4 3 12

Bid team selected by 

Project Director  including 

mix of appropriate skills 

(including officers from 

partner authorities and 

specialist external 

advisors)

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Technical, finance and legal 

officers involved in evaluation 

challenge sessions with 

advisors

P16

Officers are perceived to 

have preconceived ideas of 

the 'best' solution

Lack of trust of bidder 

selection and solution 

selected

4 3 12

 Agreed scoring criteria 

and Evaluation Framework.  

Stakeholder input to 

evaluation framework. 

Moderation of scores to 

ensure consistency of 

evaluation approach. Input 

from local partnership's 

transactor.

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Scope Change – Material change in the scope of services required
SC1 Material change in the scope 

of services required

Delay to procurement 

process of bidders 

withdraw from procurement 

due to uncertainties 4 3 12

Technical officer input on 

draft specification and 

approved as part of OBC 

by partner authorities PM PM 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Planning and permitting  -ability to secure successful planning and permitting outcome for solution
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PS1 

Regional Waste Plan is in 

conflict with potential 

solutions

Reduced Competition on 

bid process

4 3 12

Planning and Site 

Workstream has been set 

up to assist in reducing site 

and planning uncertainty 

and improve prospects for 

a positive planning 

outcome for the project. 

North Wales regional 

waste planing team now in 

place. 

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Collections, Infrastructure and 

markets plan now published 

by WG. Additional Regional 

residual waste treatment 

capacity clearly defined.

PS5 

Suitable sites are not in 

council ownership to support 

development of the solution

Project delayed whilst 

suitable sites are secured

5 3 15

Project team identified 

sites that could be suitable 

for location of both the 

waste transfer stations and 

residual waste treatment 

facility(s). Extensive 

negotiations with land 

owners of (further) 

additional sites carried with 

the aim of securing 

option(s) for site(s).

PD PD 5 3 15 Ongoing May-13

Anglesey Aluminium site 

identified as a potential site 

for the location of a facility, 

but despite extensive 

negotiations and engagement 

with AAM, AAM decided not 

to make the site available to 

the Partnership as they had 

other uses for the site.

PS6

There is a delay on 

obtaining planning 

permission (identified 

reference site)

Failure to comply with 

LAS, increased costs, 

impact on award of 

Environmental Permit

3 3 9

Ongoing engagement / 

consultation with relevant 

planning authorities and 

other stakeholders/ 

statutory consulters. Site 

assessment and 

investigate works carried 

out by partnership.

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

PS7

There is a delay on 

obtaining planning 

permission for WTS 

sites requiring planning

Failure to comply with 

LAS, increased costs, 

impact on award of 

Environmental Permit

4 4 16

Ongoing engagement / 

consultation with relevant 

planning authorities and 

other stakeholders/ 

statutory consultees. Site 

assessment and 

investigate works carried 

out by partnership.

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

PS8

There is a delay on 

obtaining planning 

permission (alternative 

main reference site 

solution )

Failure to comply with 

LAS, increased costs, 

impact on award of 

Environmental Permit

4 4 16

Early identification of 

potentially suitable 

alternative main site. 

Ongoing engagement / 

consultation with relevant 

planning authorities and 

other stakeholders/ 

statutory consultees. Site 

assessment and 

investigate works carried 

out by partnership.

PD 3 3 9 Ongoing May-13

PS9
Planning permission 

has onerous conditions

Sub-optimal solution, 

performance below 

required level, 

increased costs

3 3 9

Ongoing engagement / 

consultation with relevant 

planning authorities and 

other stakeholders/ 

statutory consultees. Site 

assessment and 

investigate works carried 

out by partnership.

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Risks apply to all sites 

including those proposed by 

Contractor, not just Authority 

sites
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PS10

Planning permission 

not secured even after 

appeal.

Diversion 

performance is below 

required level, 

excessive LAS 

penalties, increased 

costs

5 3 15

Procurement process to 

identify deliverability risks 

of contractor proposals, 

including  likelihood of a 

successful planning 

outcome.

PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

Risks apply to all sites 

including those proposed by 

Contractor, not just Authority 

sites

PS12

Environmental Permit 

not secured in 

accordance with project 

programme

Project development 

costs exceed 

expectations, delays 

to project, excessive 

LAS penalties

4 3 12

Procurement process to 

identify deliverability risks 

of contractor proposals, 

including  likelihood of a 

successful permit 

application.

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

PS13

Planning application 

from successfull bidder 

fails to demonstrate 

Best Practicable 

Environmental Option 

(BPEO)

Unsuccessfull 

planning application
4 4 16

To identify BPEO in Life 

Cycle Assessment (LCA) 

(Wizard) as part of OBC 

development, and to 

ensure supplementary 

measures employed to 

deliver siets and evaluation 

framework for procurement 

process, thereby 

supporting delivery of 

BPEO

A challenge session wil be set 

up pre CFT with the two last 

remaining particiapnts to test 

the way they will seek to 

demeosntrate their solutions 

are BPEO within the planning 

context.
PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

PS14

The recent issue of the draft 

Collections, Infrastructure 

and Markets Sector Plan 

(CIM) by WG has led to 

uncertaninty as to the status 

of the existing Regional 

Waste Plan (RWP).  Thus 

the RWP may be given 

reduced weight in 

determination of a planning 

application for waste 

facilities. A policy vaccum 

may therefore exist if this is 

not addressed by WG.

Unsuccessfull 

planning application
4 4 16

Project team and north 

wales regional waste 

planning team engaging 

with WG on this issue to 

ensure that the final issued 

version of Collections, 

Infrastructure and Markets 

Sector Plan (CIM) does not 

leave a planning "policy 

vacuum". Regional Planing 

team and WG planing 

teams engaged with WG 

Waste Policy section to 

seek required 

ammendments to draft CIM

PD 4 3 12 Ongoing May-13

WG's published draft  

Collections, Infrastructure and 

Markets Sector Plan (CIM) 

now issued. See risk PS1 

Sites 

S1
Site conditions are not 

as anticipated

Delay in project 

programme, 

excessive LAS costs, 

excessive Capex 

prices, possible threat 

to affordability

3 3 9

Technical advisors have 

been tasked to review site 

constraints

PD

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

S2
Single site not available 

for residual facility

Re-define the project, 

delayed, cost,.etc
5 3 15

Initial reference solution 

site already identified. 

Further site identification 

work to be carried out prior 

to  and including early 

stages of procurement 

process

PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

S3

One or more of the 

sites not available for 

some residual facilities

Re-define the project, 

delayed, cost,.etc
4 3 12

A  number of potential sites 

already identified.

PD Additional assessment and 

potential acquisition work 

required. PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13 See risk PS5
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S4

One or more of sites 

not available for some 

WTS facilities

Disproportionate 

costs on some 

partner authorities

4 3 12

A  number of potential sites 

already identified.

PD Additional assessment and 

potential acquisition work 

required.
PD 4 2 8 Ongoing May-13

Wastes

W1

A Council fail to reach 

recycling targets by not 

delivering enhanced 

"front end" recycling 

and composting 

services 

Potential excessive 

project costs due to 

excess residual 

waste, threat to 

affordability, possible 

excessive LAS 

penalties if facilities 

under-sized and fines 

applied by WG to 

authorities for 

underperforming 

against recycling 

targets.

3 4 12

Initial discussions already 

held on key payment 

mechanism and inter 

authority principles to 

describe risk and how 

costs will be assigned 

amongst the partner 

authorities for under/ over 

provision of waste 

tonnages as a result of 

under/over recycling/ 

composting performance 

against agreed waste 

profiles.

PD Ongoing engagement and 

communication with partner 

authorities to understand 

proposed waste recycling and 

composting services so that 

tonnage profiles can be 

finalised prior to ISDS stage of 

the procurement process. 

Partner authorities to develop 

plans for meeting enhanced 

recycling and composting 

services.

PD 3 3 9 Ongoing May-13

WG are encouraging 

authorities in Wales to enter 

into a "change programme" 

where WG will offer 

assistance to Las to work 

together and improve "front 

end" recycling and collections 

services. See F15

W2

Waste flow model is 

inaccurate due to 

incorrect assumptions

Possible re-bidding 

resulting in increased 

project costs, delays 

to project, possibly 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs and 

increased landfill 

costs (If waste more 

than predicted), 

possible "put or pay" 

liabilities (if waste less 

than predicted).

3 4 12

A number of sensitivities 

are being carried out to 

that the impact of differing 

assumptions used can be 

understood. Ensure that 

the waste flows can be 

modified through early 

stages of procurement (up 

to ISDS).  A range of 

sensitivities to be modelled 

and used as a basis for 

dialogue with bidders.

PD Tonnage projections to be 

reviwed pre CFT based on 

latest data.

PD 3 3 9 Ongoing May-13

 Standard contract has 

substitute waste provisions so 

that contractor has duty to 

seek additional 3rd party 

waste if Partnership under 

deliver.

W3

Composition of waste is 

different from that 

anticipated (poor data, 

policy changes, 

changes in collection 

practices)

Performance is below 

required level, 

excessive LAS 

compliance costs

3 5 15

Waste composition to be 

monitored during 

procurement and data 

shared at Competitive 

Dialogue to inform solution.  

All Wales Waste 

composition analysis has 

been carried out by WG 

through WRAP study has 

provided a good data set. 

Performance of technology 

solution will be tested and 

understood as part of the 

procurement process to 

identify the ability of each 

solution to process wastes 

with changed composition.

PD 3 4 12 Ongoing May-13

Waste compostion risk not 

being accepted by 

partnership - risk lies with 

contractor 

W4

Potential changes in 

the legal definition of 

(currently) 

non–Municipal Solid 

Wastes such that they 

become the 

responsibility of the 

partnership authorities

Additional wastes 

may have to be 

accomodated in 

solution

3 2 6

Project team to continue 

monitoring WG and UK 

Government Policy

PD

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Performance 
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PE1

Market/outlet is not 

available for outputs 

from the facility(s)

Increased project 

operational costs, 

increase in demand 

for landfill void

4 4 16

Ensure market 

deliverability demonstrated 

as part of procurement 

evaluation process.
PD 4 3 12 Ongoing May-13

PE2

The selected 

technology fails to 

perform to required 

level (unreliable or poor 

performance)

Excessive LAS 

compliance costs, 

Environment Agency 

close facility, 

contractor defaults, 

need to modify the 

solution resulting in 

increased Capex

3 3 9

Ensure technical track 

record proven, adequate 

test of contractor 

operations experience and 

that contractor proposals 

are explored in detail and 

well understood.

PD 3 2 6 Ongoing May-13

Contractor will have 

maximum landfill allowance. If 

more materials are land filled 

this would be at cost to the 

contractor. Ultimately lead to 

contractor default if significant 

ujnderperformance

C1 Contractor default
Re-procurement and 

additional costs
5 3 15

Ensure track record of 

contractor, deliverability of 

proposal (as at reasonable 

commercial return to the 

contractor) understood. 

Those contractor proposals 

viewed as potential high 

risk of non-delivery will be 

marked  accordingly in line 

with the evaluation 

framework

PD 5 2 10 Ongoing May-13

Please note that the "Explanatory notes" column for risks F4,F9,F11,F12,PD20, P2 & P10 contain commercially sensitive information and have been redacted

Key

PD Project Director

PM Project Manager

MO FCC Monitoring Officer

Contractor 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 8 
 

REPORT TO:  NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 
 
DATE:  11th JULY 2013 
 
REPORT BY:   PROJECT MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT:    COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE  
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1. To update the Joint Committee on communication matters concerning the 

North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project (NWRWTP). 

 

2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1. The Joint Committee has requested regular updates on communication 

matters relating to the NWRWTP. This report provides an update on 
progress to date. 
 

3. CONSIDERATIONS 
 
3.1. Media Coverage 
 

There has been no media coverage of the project since the last Joint 
Committee in February 2013 other than that noted in 3.3 below.  

 
3.2. Other coverage / activitiy 

 
Joint Committee Members will be aware that Môn a Gwynedd Friends of the 
Earth (FoE) issued a briefing to all partner authority Members opposing the 
NWRWTP in March 2013. The NWRWTP subsequently issued a response 
to Joint Committee Members and partner authority Project Board 
representatives for distribution within their authorities as they saw fit. As 
Members have previously seen both the FoE briefing and NWRWTP 
response they are not included with this report, however any Members that 
require a copy can contact the Project Board Team. 
 
The Project Team would also like to make Members aware that Burton 
Residents Association (Burton is a village close to the Deeside site just 
across the Welsh / English border in Cheshire) has been tracking the 
NWRWTP closely, and a recent update on their website is included in 
appendix 1 to this report for information only. 

 
3.3. Public Drop in Sessions at Connah’s Quay 
 

As previously reported to the Joint Committee, project team put on a series 
of public "drop in session" during March 2013 where residents were able to 
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come and speak directly to a member of the project team and various 
experts were on hand to answer specific queries such as on emissions etc. 
The sessions were held on Friday 8th, Saturday 9th, Friday 15th and 
Saturday 16th March 2013 (2pm - 8pm on both Fridays and 10am - 4pm on 
both Saturdays). An advert was placed in the local and regional press 
(Flintshire Leader, Flintshire Chronicle and Daily Post) in the run up to the 
sessions and in the week in between the two sets of sessions, and a press 
release was also issued prior to the sessions and in between the two sets of 
sessions (see BBC news Wales website story 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-21804310 ) The sessions were also 
advertised on the NWRWTP website's front page. 

 
Attendance at the first set of sessions on the 8th and 9th was low, with only 
a handful of residents attending. Attendance was much better the following 
sessions on the 15th and 16th, with around 25 people attending. These 
types of sessions are for the public to have a direct and informal discussion 
about the project, and often individuals are in discussion for long periods 
(there were many individuals who were in discussion for well over an hour). 
This direct and informal approach has proved effective in the past and was 
again this time, with the vast majority of attendees leaving happier / more 
reassured (or at the very least more informed) than when they went in.  
 
The majority of attendees came to find out more about the project (and 
indeed a few were positive), however of those attendees that raised 
concerns, the main areas of concern were around health effects from 
emissions. Amec were effective in discussing the issues with those 
residents. 
 
These types of sessions have been done in the past in Connah's Quay, and 
will be done again at the appropriate times. 
 

 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.1. To note the content of this update report  
 
5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1. Not applicable. 

 
6. ANTI-POVERTY IMPACT 
 
6.1.   Not applicable. 
 
7. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 
7.1.  Not applicable. 
 
8. EQUALITIES IMPACT 
 
8.1.  Not applicable. 

Page 38



NNWWRRWWTTPP  
NNoorrtthh  WWaalleess  RReessiidduuaall  WWaassttee  TTrreeaattmmeenntt  PPrroojjeecctt    

 

 3 

 
9. PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 
 
9.1. Not applicable. 
 
10. CONSULTATION REQUIRED 

 
10.1. See above. 
 
11. CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 
 
11.1. Not applicable. 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT 1985 
 
Background Documents: 
 
None 
 
Contact Officer: Steffan Owen - NWRWTP Project Manager  
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 9 

 
REPORT TO: 
 

NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 

DATE: 
 

11 JULY 2013 

REPORT BY: 
 

HEAD OF FINANCE (FCC) AS TREASURER OF THE 
JOINT COMMITTEE 
 

SUBJECT:  
 

INTERNAL AUDIT REVIEW 

 
 
1.00 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

 
1.01 To inform the Joint Committee of the results of the recent internal 

audit review. 
 

2.00 BACKGROUND 
 

2.01 As outlined to the previous meeting there is a requirement for Internal 
Audit to provide an opinion at year end on the adequacy and 
effectiveness of governance, risk management and internal controls 
during the year. The review of internal controls forms part of the 
annual review of FCC’s accounting systems.  
 

2.02 A review of governance and risk management has therefore been 
carried out working to the scope brought to the previous meeting. This 
included meeting with members and officers from each Authority. 
 

2.03 The completion of the audit work addresses a significant governance 
issue reported in the Annual Governance Statement for 2011/12.  
 

2.04 The results of the audit have in turn fed into the preparation for the 
Annual Governance Statement for 2012/13, which is also brought to 
this Joint Committee meeting. 
 

3.00 CONSIDERATIONS 
 

3.01 The audit report is attached, Appendix A. 
The contents of the report have been discussed with Colin Everett as 
lead officer. The Project Board were also asked to provide comments 
before the report was finalised. 
 

3.02 The audit work covered the following areas 

• The Adequacy and extent of compliance with the Joint 
Committee’s corporate governance framework and relevant 
legislation 

• The adequacy of risk identification, assessment, mitigation and 

Agenda Item 9
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reporting 

• The quality and integrity of financial and other management 
information utilised or reported by the Joint Committee 

• The extent to which the Joint Committee’s resources are 
safeguarded from loss of all kinds including fraud, waste, 
inefficient administration and poor value for money. 

 
3.03 The report concludes that  

• An effective governance framework has been established for 
managing risk, ensuring transparency and demonstrating 
accountability. 

• A best practice risk register is maintained and risk identification, 
assessment, mitigation and reporting is robust. 

• A clear decision making protocol has been established and the 
Joint Committee is provided with good quality information 

• The procurement process is structured to optimise value for 
money. 

 
  
4.00 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.01 That the Joint Committee accepts the report. 

 
5.00 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
5.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
6.00 ANTI POVERTY IMPACT 

 
6.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
7.00 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

 
7.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
8.00 EQUALITIES IMPACT 

 
8.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
9.00 PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 

 
9.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
10.00 CONSULTATION REQUIRED 

 
10.01 None as a result of this report. 

 
11.00 CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 

 
11.01 None as a result of this report. 
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12.00 APPENDICES 

 
 Appendix A – Internal Audit Review of Governance Arrangements 

 
 LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT) 1985 

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 

  
 Contact Officer: David Webster 

Telephone: 01352 702248 
Email: david.webster@flintshire.gov.uk 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The Accounts and Audit (Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2010 
require all Joint Committees to prepare statutory accounts and 
comply with audit requirements. The North Wales Residual Waste 
partnership is a Joint Committee legally underpinned by a signed 
Intra Authority Agreement which appoints Flintshire County Council 
as the lead council. Therefore, Flintshire internal audit department is 
required to provide an annual audit assurance report to the Joint 
Committee. 

This report covers the review of governance arrangements of the 
North Wales Residual Waste Joint Committee that has recently been 
carried out. This was approved as an addition to the Internal Audit 
plan for 2012/13 as authorised at the Joint Committee meeting on 
20

th
 February, 2013. 

 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The North Wales Residual Waste Joint Committee currently 
manages the collaborative procurement process to establish a 
residual waste treatment facility in North Wales and is a partnership 
of Flintshire County Council, Isle of Anglesey County Council, 
Gwynedd Council, Conwy County Borough Council and Denbighshire 
County Council. The partnership aims to support councils in meeting 
their obligations set by the Welsh Government with regard to landfill 
as only 5% of waste is allowed to be taken to landfill after 2025.   

The partnership was established to jointly manage residual waste 
generated in the 5 unitary authorities and to date the partnership has 
been managing the procurement process to let a contract for 
managing the residual waste. The current status of the procurement 
process indicates the solution that will be provided to meet waste 
diversion obligations will be an Energy from Waste facility based at 
Deeside Industrial Park. 

The partnership is legally underpinned by a signed Intra Authority 
Agreement which established the Terms of Reference for the Joint 
Committee, sets the decision making protocols, formalises roles and 
responsibilities and appoints Flintshire County Council as the lead 
council.  

The following areas were considered as part of the internal audit 
review of the Joint Committee: 

� Adequacy and extent of compliance with the Joint 
Committee’s corporate governance framework and relevant 
legislation  

 

� Adequacy of risk identification, assessment, mitigation and 
reporting 

 

� The quality and integrity of financial and other management 
information utilised or reported by the Joint Committee  

 

� The extent to which the Joint Committee’s resources are 
safeguarded from loss of all kinds including fraud, waste, 
inefficient administration and poor value for money 
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CONCLUSION – An effective governance framework has been established for managing risk, ensuring transparency & demonstrating accountability within the 
Joint Committee (JC). The Joint Committee has been formally constituted in accordance with the Local Government Act 1972 and 2000 and the council’s 
constitution has been revised to reflect this so as to ensure there is clear authority for the Joint Committee to exercise the delegated functions on behalf of the 
participating councils. The roles and responsibilities both individually and collectively in relation to the partnership and to the authority are clearly laid out, and 
dispute resolution procedures are in place. However, a formal process for developing the Annual Governance Statement (AGS) needs to be established.  
 
A clear decision making protocol has been established and the JC are provided with information which is fit for purpose, relevant, timely and gives clear 
explanations of technical and financial issues and their implications. However, the current Inter Authority Agreement (IAA) allocates budgetary control to the 
Project Board with no requirement for the JC to receive budgetary control information, although it is responsible for approving the budget on an annual basis. 
The next IAA, currently being drafted, should include the need for the JC to receive budgetary control information, along with their responsibility for approval of 
financial statements and each year’s annual budget.  
 
A best practice risk register is maintained and risk identification, assessment, mitigation and reporting is robust. Responsibility for Risk assessment has been 
allocated and there is clear evidence of ownership.  
 
Meetings with project board officers and Joint Committee members and review of the minutes for the year indicate that officers and members, through the 
Project board and JC, have a good understanding of their roles, responsibilities and involvement in the overall governance framework. There has been positive 
feedback from the external healthcheck carried out by the Office of Government Commerce (OGC) regarding governance and risk management. The Board took 
all decisions in accordance with the Inter Authority Agreement and Constitution. 
 
 
 

1.3 APPROACH TO REVIEW 

Secure reasonable, evidence based assurance on the 
effectiveness of the Joint Committee’s risk management, control 
and governance environment.  

Through meetings covering both project team and members of the 
Joint Committee, and review of key documentation, carry out a high 
level review including the governance framework, risk 
management, financial and non-financial management information 
for decision making and value for money safeguards.  

 

 

Limitations to the scope of the audit: 

� Our work does not provide any absolute assurance that 
material error, loss or fraud does not exist. 

 

� The audit comprises a healthcheck review only. Any issues 
identified for further detailed review and testing as a result of 
the healthcheck will be programmed for 2013/14 internal audit 
work. 
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1.4 RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY 

The following table highlights the number and categories of recommendations made.  The Action Plan at Section 2 details the specific recommendations 
made as well as agreed management actions to implement them. 

Recommendations made during this audit: 

 Fundamental Significant 
Merits 

Attention 
Suggestion 

Total 

Adequacy and extent of 
compliance with the Joint 
Committee’s corporate 
governance framework and 
relevant legislation  

0 1 3 0 4 

Adequacy of risk identification, 
assessment and mitigation 

 

0 0 0 

 

0 

 

0 

The quality and integrity of 
financial and other management 
information utilised or reported by 
the Joint Committee  

 

0 1 2 0 3 

The extent to which the Joint 
Committee’s resources are 
safeguarded from loss of all kinds 
including fraud, waste, inefficient 
administration and poor value for 
money 

 

0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0 2 5 0 7 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

The priority of the recommendations made is as follows: 

Priority Description 

Fundamental Action is imperative to ensure that the objectives for the area under review are met. 

Significant Requires action to avoid exposure to significant risks in achieving the objectives for the area under review. 

Merits Attention Action advised to enhance control or improve operational efficiency. 

Suggestion These are not formal recommendations that impact our overall opinion, but used to highlight a suggestion or idea that management may want to 
consider. 

 

Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 

(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

Adequacy and extent of compliance with the Joint Committee’s corporate governance framework and relevant legislation  

1.04 This internal audit review has identified robust 
governance is in place, however, as part of the annual 
accounts requirements the Joint Committee has to 
produce an Annual Governance Statement (AGS). 
Therefore, the project board should co-ordinate the 
annual self-assessment and preparation of the AGS. 

There should be an appropriate timeline that allows 
input to the AGS on a timely basis. A formalised 
process for reviewing the AGS during the year should 
be established, including ownership with an e-mail sent 
to all relevant officers/members with reference to: 

• relevant legislation; 

• CIPFA / SOLACE guidance; 

• Last years submissions for reference; 

• Guidance on completion 
 

Significant Y A new requirement to 
accompany the new 
accounting requirements for 
the JC. The Project Board to 
be charged with agreeing a 
model for the AGS and with 
producing the first AGS for 
recommendation to the JCC 
by June 2013. In subsequent 
years an annual self-
assessment to be conducted 
by the Project Board leading 
to the publication of the AGS 
alongside the annual 
accounts.  

June 2013 Monitoring Officer 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 

(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

The information returns should be summarised and 
then be subject to critical review by the Chief 
Executive 

 
 

1.04 
The AGS should evidence how the JC adhered to the 
six core principles of the CIPFA / SOLACE framework 
Delivering Good Governance in Local Government 
during 2011/12 

 

Merits Attention  

 

Y As part of the above action. June 2013 Monitoring Officer 

1.04 
The Chief Executive of the lead authority and Chair of 
the JC should sign the AGS rather than the project lead 
and Chair of JC 
 

Merits Attention  

 

Y As part of the above action. June 2013 Monitoring Officer 

1.05 
The JC should establish a Data Protection Policy as 
there is evidence other long established JC’s are 
meeting these requirements as a separate body to the 
lead authority 
 
 
 

Merits Attention  

 

Y A formal policy to be set and 
adopted based on current 
practice operated within the 
Project Team and fulfilling 
legal and commercial 
requirements in full. 

June 2013 Monitoring Officer 

Adequacy of risk identification, assessment and mitigation 

 
 
No recommendations arising 
 

     

The quality and integrity of financial and other management information utilised or reported by the Joint Committee  

3.04 
The budget outturn statement should take account of 
the adjustments identified by WAO in the external audit 

Merits Attention Y To be actioned as part of the Annual from 2014 Project Director 
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Ref Recommendation Categorisation Accepted 

(Y/N) 

Management Comment Implementation 
Date 

Manager 
Responsible 

 
All income categories should be described clearly in 
the budget statement. 
 

 

annual out-turn reporting and 
annual accounts processes 
as required.  

and Section 151 
Officer 

3.04 
The JC  should be presented with budgetary control 
information and the annual budget for approval for the 
following financial year 
 
 
 

 

Merits Attention Y Formal reporting of the out-
turn position for 2012-13 and 
the budget for 2013-14 to be 
made to the next available 
meeting of the JCC and 
repeated annually 

 

June 2013 Project Director 
and Section 151 
Officer 

3.04 
The next IAA which will cover the post procurement 
stage of the partnership is currently being drafted. This 
IAA should allocate responsibility for approval of annual 
financial statements, and each year’s annual budget, to 
the JC. 
 
 
 

Significant Y The project is moving into a 
more complex phase of pre-
planning operational 
expenditure. Once a decision 
is made on the governance of 
an operational contract with a 
preferred bidder for the 
residual waste facility, and a 
new IAA is drafted, this 
recommendation will be met. 

At the completion 
of the next IAA 
(date tbc) 

Project Director 
and Section 151 
Officer  

The extent to which the Joint Committee’s resources are safeguarded from loss of all kinds including fraud, waste, inefficient administration and poor 
value for money 

 
 
No recommendations arising 
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3. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 Adequacy and extent of compliance with the Joint Committee’s corporate governance framework and relevant legislation 

OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

1.01 Ensure the Joint committee has been formally constituted in accordance with the Local Government Act 
1972  and 2000 and the lead council’s constitution has been revised to reflect this 

 

 

The legal department provided evidence that  

 

 

1.) the joint committee has been formally constituted under sections 101(5) and 102(1) of the Local 
Government Act 1972 and section 20 of the Local Government Act 2000 

 

2.) the council's constitution been revised to reflect the appointment of the Joint Committee so as to ensure 
there is clear authority for the Joint Committee to exercise the delegated functions on behalf of the 
participating councils (Part 3, Section B at paragraph 9 of the council constitution deals with the 
delegation scheme for the Committee) 

 

 

1.02 Ensure an effective corporate governance framework for the partnership has been established through a 
signed agreement. 

The governance framework is clearly laid out in the signed Intra Authority Agreement established in 2010. 
Protocols for partnership working were reviewed by reference to the Inter Authority Agreement and supporting 
schedules, and discussion with the project officer re partnership approach. The review evidenced that there are 
the following key requirements in place: 
 
- a clear statement of the partnership principles and objectives 
 
- clarity of each partner’s role within the partnership 
 
- definition of roles of partnership board members 
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OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

 
- line management responsibilities for staff who support the partnership 
 
- a statement of funding sources for the project and clear accountability for financial 
administration 
 
- decision making protocols 
 
- a protocol for dispute resolution within the partnership 
 
 

No gaps were identified in the key partnership working protocols. 

 
Individual meetings with members and lead officers from all the partners councils confirm that officers and 
members, through the Project board, and Joint Committee have a good understanding of their roles, 
responsibilities and involvement in the overall governance framework. A number of members and officers 
noted that the formation of a sub-group would help with discussing issues that may arise in between meetings 
as they are only required to meet three times per annum. Fortunately, the single bidder issue could be 
presented to an already programmed JC meeting relatively soon after the issue was known. However, the IAA 
makes clear provision for special meetings and permits any partner to call one with relevant notice, and most 
members and lead officers interviewed considered that had the next JC meeting been a number of months 
after the single bidder issue arose then a special meeting would have been called. 
 
 
An independent evaluation of the partnership was carried out in 2010 by the OGC and the conclusions were 
positive as per the extract below: 

 ‘’The Review Team finds that the Project is fundamentally well-managed. The Partnership has 

invested in a professional team who are experienced, motivated and skilled.  The Project has very well 

developed documentation and robust governance arrangements. There is enthusiasm and commitment 

to the Project at both officer and councillor level.  There is currently adequate staffing 

capacity…There is a pride in the project and a genuine passion for future collaboration across North 

Wales.’’ 
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OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

1.03 Review through meetings with members from all partners whether training and  induction is provided to 
members of the JC and considered effective 

 
Induction for new members was held following the council elections in May 2012 through a briefing/refresher 
sessions in Summer 2012 prior to the first JC since the May 2012 elections to ensure new JC members were fully 
informed on the project and progress to date. 

Meetings with members of partner councils confirmed that workshops are held regularly by the project 
director and project officer which provide updates on key financial and other implications of procurement 
phases.  Members also confirmed that the half day workshops provided also cover explanations and 
implications of the more technical issues to help support effective decision making. 

However, some members noted that although seminars and updates are provided it would be of benefit 
considering the complexity of some of the information to receive a seminar directly prior to the JC meetings 
explaining the implications of the information to be reviewed at the ensuing meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.04 Review whether the lead council has established adequate arrangements to support the production of a 
robust Annual Governance Statement (AGS) for inclusion in the Statement of Accounts and it is approved by 
the J.C within required deadlines. 

 

Due to an urgent need to secure approval of accounts and Annual Governance Statement (AGS) by the Joint 
Committee the completion of the AGS was co-ordinated, on an interim basis, by the Finance Manager (Strategy 
& Technical), with input from the Project Officer, and the Wales Audit Office to some extent. This approach was 
deemed necessary as the deadlines for approval of financial statements for the years 2008/09 to 2011/12 had 
been missed as no FCC officers were aware that this was a requirement for the Joint Committee.   

 

CIPFA guidance notes that to ensure a challenging and rigorous process to developing the AGS a group should 
be established, as if the work is delegated to small number of officers it is likely to dilute the statement's 
significance. In conclusion for the 2011/12 AGS there was no formal AGS process for developing the AGS with 
input from members of the JC and key lead officers from each partner and an overall critical review of the AGS. In 
future to ensure that governance arrangements are fully integrated a small working group should be established 
to co-ordinate an annual self-assessment and preparation of the AGS. There should be an appropriate timeline 
that allows input to the document on a timely basis. A formalised process for reviewing the AGS during the year 

 

 

 

As part of the annual accounts requirements the Joint Committee has to produce an 
Annual Governance Statement (AGS). Therefore, the project board should co-
ordinate the annual self-assessment and preparation of the AGS. 

There should be an appropriate timeline that allows input to the document on a timely 
basis. A formalised process for reviewing the AGS during the year should be 
established, including ownership with an e-mail sent to all relevant officers/members 
with reference to: 

• relevant legislation; 

• CIPFA / SOLACE guidance; 

• Last years submissions for reference; 

• Guidance on completion 
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OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

should be established, including ownership with an e-mail sent to all relevant officers/members with reference to: 

• relevant legislation; 

• CIPFA / SOLACE guidance; 

• Last years submissions for reference; 

• Guidance on completion 
 
The information returns should be summarised and then be subject to critical review by the Chief Executive. 

 
Two governance issues were raised in the 2011/12 AGS relating to lack of external audit and timely approval of 
accounts and internal audit. All of these issues were resolved by March 2013, with the JC approving all 
outstanding audited accounts in the February 2013 JC meeting. Review of the 2011/12 AGS also identified the 
following: 
 
 

1.) The AGS doesn’t evidence how the JC adhered to the six core principles of the CIPFA / SOLACE 
framework Delivering Good Governance in Local Government during 2011/12 

 
2.) The Chief Executive of the lead authority and Chair of the JC should sign the AGS rather than the 

project lead and Chair of JC 

 

The information returns should be summarised and then be subject to critical review 
by the Chief Executive 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The AGS should evidence how the JC adhered to the six core principles of the CIPFA 
/ SOLACE framework Delivering Good Governance in Local Government during 
2011/12 
 
 
The Chief Executive of the lead authority and Chair of the JC should sign the AGS 
rather than the project lead and Chair of JC 

 

1.05 Review whether Data Protection Act and Health and Safety Responsibilities of the Joint Committee have 
been complied with as the committee is classified as a separate organisation and there is evidence other long 
established JC’s have established these requirements 

 

The Joint Committee is not an employer and therefore it was considered the health and safety policy of the lead 
authority would cover the project officers who are based at Flintshire County Council. No evidence was identified 
that the committee has a Data Protection Policy in place nor is this mentioned in the Intra Authority Agreement 
(IAA) or AGS as JC responsibilities. The IAA covers Data Protection but specifies that this is the responsibility of 
each partner. Discussion with the project officer indicated that compliance with the DPA was considered to be 
through the lead authority rather than the JC as a separate organisation. 
 
We compared this approach with a long established JC – SEWTA, which is the South East Wales Transport 
Alliance Joint Committee, has included requirements in the committee’s AGS as follows  – ‘In accordance with its 
statutory responsibilities…….the Committee has a Data Protection policy and also has procedures in place to 

 

 

The joint committee should establish a Data Protection Policy as there is evidence 
other long established JC’s are meeting these requirements as a separate body to 
the lead authority. 
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OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

meet its responsibilities under the Freedom of Information Act and the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 
2000.’ 
 

1.06 Review whether independent healthchecks of governance and partnership arrangements have been 
carried out and the results implemented 

 

 

The only external review of the JC carried out to date was the Gateway review commissioned by the Welsh 
Government and carried out by the OGC to ensure governance arrangements were robust and the partnership 
working was effective. The Gateway Review's findings and recommendations were reported to the JC (agenda 
item 6) on 18 June 2010 and the table below shows the Gateway review recommendations and references to 
where Recommendations were evidenced as addressed in JC minutes : 
 
 

Recommendation Critical/ 
Essential/ 
Recommended 

Reference to evidence of implementation 

1. That the Partnership 
possibly in conjunction with 
Wrexham develops, consults on 
and adopts a strategy for the 
region. 

Essential 
Within 6 months 

See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010, and SO note below. 
 
After the JC considered this report, the WG's 
strategy and sector plans were published which 
were very explicit in identifying high efficiency 
EfW as the preferred method of treating residual 
waste, which further reduced the need for any 
North Wales joint waste strategy  

2. That the Project Team 
should develop a contingent 
project plan providing for 
potential issues/delays which may 
arise through the planning 
process. 

Critical See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010 

3. That the Project Team 
should develop a plan for 
dialogue encompassing 

Essential 
Within 3 months 

See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010, and PB Papers on resourcing 23 April 
2010, 22 July 2010 & 24 Sept 2010. and PB 
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OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

organisational structures, 
roles/responsibilities and 
delegated authorities.  This 
should also include appropriate 
mechanisms and protocols for 
communication and reporting. 

papers on confidentiality protocol 24 Sept 2010.  

4. That the skill, experience 
and resource requirements for the 
procurement phase of the Project 
are identified (for both the 
Partnership and each individual 
Local Authority) and put in place 
before the OJEU Notice is 
publicised and reassessed at key 
stages of the Project.   

Essential 
Within 3 months 

See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010, and PB Papers on resourcing 23 April 
2010, 22 July 2010 & 24 Sept 2010. 

5. Senior/leadership 
commitment will need to be 
maintained to ensure that 
sufficient time and energy is 
dedicated to this Project. 

Ongoing See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010. 
 
In addition, it noteworthy that the JC Chair, Cllr 
Eryl Williams (Denbighshire) has been re-elected 
from the outset of this process which has 
provided stability and consistency. 
 

6. That the stakeholder 
management plan is completed, 
approved by the Partnership and 
implemented.  It should include 
continued communication with 
the market. 

Critical See note in agenda item 6 on JC papers 18 June 
2010, agenda item 6 29 Oct 2010, agenda item 7 
JC papers 13 Dec 2012  
 
Stakeholder mapping and management has been 
a driver of communication and engagement 
activities from the start of the project. The 
stakeholder mapping exercise  is a "live" 
document and is therefore consistently reviewed 
by the project team and its advisors and if any 
amendments / changes to any action plans are 
required, then they are reported as necessary 
(see Dec 2012 JC papers as an example of action 
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plan approval). 
 

 

Conclusion 

Action plans and recommendations from external reviews are considered and implemented promptly and 
effectively 

 

 

 

2 Adequacy of risk identification, assessment and mitigation 

OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

2.01 Review governance documents for allocation of risk management responsibility 

Although not mentioned under ‘Joint Committee’ in the main body of the IAA, Schedule 2 to the IAA which includes the Terms of Reference for the Joint 
Committee allocates clear responsibility for risk assessment to the JC.  
 
The 2010 gateway review by the independent OGC looked at how responsibility for risk management was being implemented and concluded the following ‘The 
Review Team observed a robust risk management regime within the Project.  There is a clear allocation of risks to senior officers and a systematic 
approach to the assessment of dependencies and application of mitigation and escalation procedures……………There are also a range of potential 
issues that the Partnership is aware of, including but not limited to, the retention of key officers leading the procurement, market interest, site selection, possible 
planning challenge/delays, successful procedural challenge in relation to the procurement process, and the commitment of sufficient and adequate resources 
throughout the life of the Project.  The Partnership is conscious of these issues and the risk register reflects that awareness with a suitable mitigation plan.’ 
 

 

 

2.02 Ensure a  comprehensive risk register is maintained and risk management is effective 

Overall risk management demonstrates a high degree of risk maturity as is evidenced with robust risk identification, assessment, mitigation and reporting. Each 
risk has a risk identification, consequence, current controls in place, further mitigation controls, residual risk classification, responsibility assigned to implement 
mitigation together with timescales.  
 
The format of the risk register utilised represents good practice and a similar format is promoted in the current FCC Risk Management Strategy (for 
service/operational risks). One council interviewed indicated that the risk register and method of managing risks was considered best practice  and was being 
applied to other material projects in that council. All members and officers interviewed for all 5 partner authorities considered that risk reporting and 
management was effective. The risk register is also provided periodically to the Welsh Government for review and ensure that risk management is effective. 
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2.03 Through review of information provided to the February project board and JC as well as Internal Audit attendance at the meetings, review how risk 
assessment and mitigation was applied and informed decision making after withdrawal of the one of the final two bidders from the procurement process.  

 

This issue had already been identified as a project risk and the extract below shows the current status of that risk prior to the single bidder issue. Detailed audit 
review of the single bidder issue in terms of VFM and application of Treasury Management guidance is covered in references 3.01 onwards: 

 

 

Current Assessment How the risk will be managed and controlled 
Residual risk after 
management 

Impln Date 

ID 

Risk / 
Issue 
(i.e.: 
Threat 
to the 
Project) 

Consequence 

Impact L'hood Overall 
Already 
in Place 

Who is 
Managing 

Not in Place 
(Proposed) 

Who 
will 

Manage 
Impact L'hood Overall 

Review 
Date 

PD8 

One of 
the two 

final 

bidders 
drops 

out 

Threat to 
VFM, price 

escalation, 

possible 
exceedance 

of 

affordability 
envelope, 

delay to 

procurement 
programme 

4 3 12 

    Procurement 
process 

designed to 

ensure 
ability and 

/or appetite 

for contract 
closure is 

understood 

pre final 
tender 

appointment. 

Will seek 
agreement 

with all 

bidders at 
this stage in 

relation to 

major issues. 

PD 4 2 8 Ongoing Sep-12 

 
We confirmed the risk register was updated in February 2013 to reflect the potential impacts of one bidder remaining along with risk management, control and 
mitigation measures as per below extract: 
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‘There have been the following  changes to existing risks in this reporting period: - 

• PD8 (One of the two final bidders drops out) amended to reflect withdrawal of second bidder from procurement process pre CFT. Mitigation - 
Following SITA UK's decision to withdraw from the procurement process pre CFT the project team will be applying the guidance as set out by the UK 
treasury to ensure Value for money is obtained for the partnership.  Likelihood has increased from 2 to 5.  

• PD19 (There is no market interest due to limited capacity within the industry). As for PD8 amended to reflect withdrawal of second bidder from 
procurement process pre CFT. Risk has increased from 1 to 3 to reflect loss of one bidder. 

• F7 (Finance and affordability), PD1, PD6 & PD7 (Project Delivery) have amended commentaries to reflect second bidder withdrawal pre CFT,  but no 
change to risk levels.’ 

 
 
One of the mitigation measures to manage the threat to VFM is the application of HM Treasury ‘Market Failure’ guidance when this situation occurs. The 
Monitoring Officer and S151 officer acted promptly to request information from the Project Officer regarding compliance with  H M treasury guidance in a single 
bidder (market failure) situation to ensure clear guidance could be provided to the February 2013 Project Board. One of the key areas where risks need to be 
reviewed is with respect to the following guidance from HM TREASURY where there is one bidder remaining: 

 
‘In any circumstance where a procuring authority considers it is appropriate to continue with a single bidder it should ensure there is transparent 
competition in the bidder’s supply chain. If the bidder will not agree to market testing of its subcontracts, the procurement is unlikely to deliver VfM 
and should be halted.’ 
 
 
Internal Audit attended the Feb 2013 Project Board meeting and confirmed the following: 
 

• Risk register updated effectively to reflect single bidder situation and compliance with HM Treasury Guidance 

• Clear guidance from S151 and MO about the impact of one bidder and HM Treasury guidance 

• Clear evidence that treasury management guidance when one bidder remaining is being applied effectively (report of subcontract element and extent 
of market testing is not completed yet and should be presented to next project board and then the JC)  

• As a result of the risk mitigation actions regarding compliance with HM Treasury guidance, robust guidance from the MO and S151 officer, 
reassurance secured from Welsh Government that single bidder situation is not unusual for residual waste contracts and that funding is not at risk, 
the project board AGREED to recommend to the JC in Feb 19 meeting that procurement should proceed subject to receiving the subcontractor 
report at the next meeting 

 
The February 19th JC meeting reviewed the available evidence and guidance (the updated risk register was also provided for the meeting) and as a result 
determined that the procurement should proceed and that a report detailing the extent of subcontracting and market testing would be received at the next joint 
committee meeting. Appropriate challenge was provided in the meeting including requesting assurance that the negotiating position is not weakened when the 
final bidder becomes aware they are sole remaining bidder. 
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Conclusion 

Evidence of risk assessment and implementation of mitigation actions to reduce risks clearly helps underpin recommendations by the project board to the JC 
and actual decision making by the JC 

 

 

 

3 The quality and integrity of financial and other management information utilised or reported by the Joint Committee  

OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

3.01 Ensure decision making protocol established in the governance document (IAA) including which 
issues will be determined at committee level and project board level 

 

The decision making protocol has been established in the Intra Authority Agreement (IAA) as follows: 
 

- Project Board matter – this is an issue to be decided at a quorate meeting of the project board and the 
decision is binding on all the councils in the JC 

- JC matter – an issue decided upon at a quorate meeting of the JC and again binding on all the JC 
councils 

- There are some issues that may have to be referred to the individual councils involved in the JC and 
the IAA is clear that for the avoidance of doubt these issues will not be dealt with until the matter has 
been determined individually by all of the JC councils. Also if the councils individually were not able to 
reach a decision on an issue it would be referred under Clause 23 of the IAA which relates to Dispute 
Resolution 

 
To ensure there is clarity about which issues should be decided by which of the above three decision making 
sources all the procurement milestones have been established in Schedule 1 to the IAA and all have been 
identified as either a Project Board Matter, JC matter or a matter reserved for councils. In addition, the JC 
Terms of Reference included in Schedule 2 of the IAA allocated reserved decision making for some 
additional areas to the procurement milestones in Schedule 1 such as setting the affordability envelope and 
agreeing the negotiating remit for the project teams. 
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Review of the minutes for both project board and JC for 2012/13 did not identify any decisions that were 
made contrary to the decision making protocol in the IAA.  

 

3.02 Ensure there is evidence that 

• The IAA specifies timescales for meetings and receipt of information for meetings; 

• Dates for distributing agenda and supporting information for joint committee meetings is adhered to 

   

The IAA specified JC requirements which are: a printed bilingual copy of the agenda and reports for each meeting 
and the minutes of previous meeting need to be despatched at least 5 business days before JC meetings – the 
Chief Executive of the lead council is responsible for making sure this deadline is met. Quorum requirements are 
5 members of JC including at least one member from each of the participating councils. All reports to be 
submitted to the JC will be considered by the Project Board prior to submission to the JC. 

Dates for distributing agenda and supporting information for joint committee meetings is adhered to  - see table 
below which evidences that papers were sent within the timescales specified in the IAA: 

 
 
 

Date Date papers sent 

27 January 2012 20 January 2012 

16 March 2012 8 March 2012 

1 August 2012 24 July 2012 

13 December 2012 6 December 2012 

20 February 2013 13 February 2013  

 

3.03 Assess whether the joint committee are provided with information which is fit for purpose, relevant, timely 
and gives clear explanations of technical and financial issues and their implications. (Supports compliance with 
SOLACE/CIPFA - Core Principle 4: Taking informed and transparent decisions which are subject to effective 
scrutiny and managing risk).   

   

The testing strategy for this issue covered the following: 

• Discussion with members and officers from all partner councils re the adequacy of information to support 
decision making; 
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• Ensure that professional specialist advice on matters that have legal, technical or financial implications is 
secured and recorded well in advance of decision making and used appropriately 

• Ensure members are briefed on technical issues and the impacts on the procurement 

Professional advice on matters that have legal, technical or financial implications is available and recorded well in 
advance of decision making and used appropriately. At the outset the J.C. appointed specialist  independent 
advisors to the project through an interview process to provide professional advice as follows: 

 
- Technical –  ENTEC, AMEC 
- Legal – Pinsent Mason 
- Financial – Grant Thornton 

 
Each of these organisations have nominated specialist officers that attend the Project Board meetings to provide 
input and guidance, and advisors are also commissioned to provide reports on specialist areas when required 
which are first considered by Project board prior to submission of recommendations to the J.C. meetings eg 
Transport options for Waste via Road or Rail. 
 
Key procurement stages including Pre Qualification Questionnaire (PQQ) stage and Invitation to Submit Outline 
Solutions (ISOS) stage were scored by the technical and financial specialists with full explanations included in 
reports of reasons for the scoring. For example, for the PQQ submissions ENTEC assessed General Company 
information, Technical and Professional Ability, Experience and Quality Assurance, Grant Thornton assessed 
Economic and Financial health, and FCC assessed Equal Opportunities, Health and Safety, Environment and 
Sustainability. 
 
 
Review of the agenda and supporting papers for 2012/13 for both project board and JC meetings evidence that 
regular use is made of specialists for guidance including during meetings of the Project Board.  The Health 
Protection Agency has also been commissioned to assess and provide reassurance re emissions from the EfW 
plant. 
 
Meetings with members of partner councils confirmed that seminars/workshops are held regularly by the project 
director and project officer which provide updates on key financial and other implications of procurement phases.  
Issues raised in feedback from some members/officers included the following: 
 

• Apparent lack of financial analysis comparing the affordability envelope agreed as per the Outline 
Business Case and current  position for each council was identified by some interviewees as an issue – 
particularly as decisions have been taken since which have increased costs eg transport of waste by 
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rail instead of road. However, review of the minutes shows that the impact of decisions made in terms 
of costs is identified and assurance is provided that councils remain within the affordability envelope 
initially agreed to by the partners 

• although seminars and updates are provided some members noted  it would be of benefit considering 
the complexity of some of the information to receive a seminar directly prior to the JC meetings 
explaining the implications of the information to be reviewed at the ensuing meeting 

• a number of members indicated it would be preferable to hold meetings half way across the partnership 
eg at Bodlondeb, Conwy rather than by rotation across all councils in the partnership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.04 Review budget outturn information presented to the Joint Committee and ensure this agrees to the 
audited Financial Statements. Assess budget requirements and budgetary control reporting. 

Budgetary control information is analysed by detailed inputs under the headings of Project management costs, 
Advisor costs and other costs. In addition, so that members can easily assess how detailed costs compare with 
previous years, all the detailed costs against each detailed input heading are provided for all the years from 
2008/09 to 2012/13 as well as the 2013/14 budget. 
 
However, the costs as presented in the 2011/12 budget outturn statement  in February 2013 do not agree to the 
final audit accounts as shown below: 
 
 
Total 2011/12 Expenditure  per Statement of accounts                      £997924 
Total 2011/12 Expenditure  per final budgetary control statement     £1073506 
                                                                                       Difference      £75582 
 
This difference equates to the net effect of 2011/12 WAO adjustments £75581.4. 
 
 
In the final budget statement for 2011/12, presented to the project board in February 2013, an income category is 
unnamed but £25000 has been allocated to the category for 2012/13, below Welsh Government contributions, 
with no description of the source of the income. This information presented to the February 2013 board was not 
subsequently presented to the JC so no budget outturn information has been received by the JC. The IAA 
allocates responsibility for budgetary control to the Project Board only, no authority for approval of financial 
statements, and does not specify when the next year’s annual budget should be presented for approval. 
 
Conclusion 
The budget outturn statement should take account of the adjustments identified by the Wales Audit Office. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The budget outturn statement should take account of the adjustments identified by 
WAO 
 
All income categories should be described clearly in the budget statement. 
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All income categories should be described clearly in the budget statement. 
 
The JC  should be presented with budgetary control information and should also be presented with an annual 
budget for approval for the following financial year 

 

The JC  should be presented with budgetary control information and should also be 
presented with an annual budget for approval for the following financial year 
 
The next IAA, currently being drafted, should allocate responsibility for approval of 
financial statements, and each year’s annual budget for the JC, to the JC and should 
ensure governance procedures result in budgetary control information, including 
annual outturn, is presented to the JC. 
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4 The extent to which the Joint Committee’s resources are safeguarded from loss of all kinds including fraud, waste, inefficient administration and poor 
value for money 

OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL CONTROLS IN PLACE RECOMMENDATION 

4.01 Review allocation of risk factors re VFM and Generic Factors driving VFM as specified by HM Treasury 
Guidance for PPPs 

 

To review whether the approach to the procurement was optimising VFM in terms of risk transfer we applied the 
HM Treasury checklist for risk allocation covering Design, Financing, Implementation, Operation, Usage, 
regulatory change, obsolescence, service provider lock-in and residual value and concluded that as far as 
possible, considering the nature of the project which is 25 year Energy from Waste (EfW) plant, risk factors have 
been allocated to the service provider. There is clear risk transfer of future costs from the councils to the service 
provider, and this strategy is evidenced in the original Outline Business Case (OBC). In particular the service 
provider is being made responsible for delivery of a high quality service at required levels of availability and 
continuity and quality of service and performance will be monitored through the contract and there will be penalty 
clauses for poor performance.  
 
The contract will define the partnership requirements through an output specification linked to a performance 
framework. The EfW plant is a market led solution and this accords with Welsh Government long term strategy. In 
addition, this solution aggregates the risks of construction and ongoing delivery to the service provider rather than 
the councils. 

 

 

 

 

 

4.02 

Review of generic factors driving VFM, again with reference to HM Treasury guidance identified that there had 
been focus on whole life costs in the OBC with calculation of affordability envelope and sensitivity analysis. A VFM 
scoring was applied to the options identified in the OBC options appraisal. Options appraisal to assess VFM is 
also applied to key decision points in the project eg the Road/Rail Waste Transport Options appraisal, and relative 
options will be assessed when reviewing community benefits. 
 
In terms of managing procurement costs to ensure they are not disproportionate to the underlying project the OBC 
shows a clear comparison of % procurement costs with similar PPP projects to enable a budget to be established. 
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The procurement process and contract will be output based on diversion levels achieved to ensure sufficient 
incentives including deadlines for commencement which in turn should help ensure that assets and services are 
developed and delivered in a timely, efficient and effective manner. Performance framework is noted in the OBC 
and to be developed for the contract will aim to ensure both rewards and deductions based on performance 
achieved. As noted in 4.01 the partnership is clearly executing a transfer of risks to the service provider, and 
through the contract and performance framework should help ensure that the allocation of risks can be enforced 
and that the costs associated with these risks borne by the service provider. 
 
The procurement to date has resulted in a competitive process after PQQ in that 7 outline bids were received at 
the ISOS stage, and three detailed bids at the ISDS stage. After de-selection of one of the three bidders at ISDS 
stage the two remaining bidders both offered the same EfW solution. 
 
There are sufficient skills and expertise involved in the partnership and procurement exercise, and these are 
utilised effectively during the procurement process; technical and financial specialist skills have been brought into 
the project (eg Grant Thornton and AMEC) and the project board is very experienced in terms of technical and 
financial issues relating to waste. Additional legal skills have also been secured (over and above FCC legal 
department) as Pinsent Mason have been contracted to carry out this role. There is clear evidence that specialist 
input is secured when required in terms of formal reports and input at JC and project board meetings. 
 
Conclusion 
The procurement process is structured to optimise VFM whilst supporting delivery of each council’s strategic 
objectives for diversion of waste from landfill. 

 

4.03 Ensure the HM Treasury guidance for Market Failure applied effectively to inform decision making and 
help provide assurance that VFM can still be secured when one of final two remaining bidders withdrew from 
the procurement process 

 

HM Treasury Guidance to assess potential Market Failure is extracted below:  
 
Market Failure 
 
5.7 If at any stage the procurement team identifies market failure (e.g. absence of competition), they should 
consider the implications for the project. Market failure or lack of competition occurs where there is only a single 
bidder for a project or perhaps where there are two or more bidders but only one is considered to be credible. The 
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concern is that in the absence of competitive tension the bidder may not be appropriately incentivised to offer its 
best price, terms and conditions to the public sector. In this case market abuse might arise. Market abuse can be 
defined as a situation where the bid offered is out of the market, that is to say above the market price for similar 
projects, or where the risk profile has been substantially eroded relative to other similar recent PFI projects at this 
price. 
 
STAGE 3 - PROCUREMENT LEVEL ASSESSMENT  
 
-  if the market failure occurs early on in the procurement process (i.e. before bids have been received), the 
procurement should be halted unless there are systemic market failures which would equally affect any alternative 
procurement route; 
- where failure occurs after bids have been received, the procuring authority will wish to consider the strength and 
quality of the remaining or only credible bid, and will need to consider the extent to which the competition has 
been able to drive out and demonstrate VfM; and 
-  in any circumstance where a procuring authority considers it is appropriate to continue with a single bidder it 
should ensure there is transparent competition in the bidder’s supply chain. Benchmarking is not an adequate 
alternative to market testing. If the bidder will not agree to market testing of its subcontracts, the procurement is 
unlikely to deliver VfM and should be halted. 
There are many reasons why only a small number of bidders might express interest in particular projects. There is 
no substitute for procuring authorities and sponsoring departments jointly examining the circumstances 
surrounding a particular project and determining the characteristics that will demonstrate that a strong competition 
is taking place.’ 
 
 
 
The s151 and MO acted promptly to apply the HM Treasury Guidance re Market Failure, including requesting 
information from the Project Officers regarding the proportion of the sub contractors tendered by the single bidder, 
certainty of Welsh Government funding for the project if it was decided to proceed with just one bidder, reasons 
other bidder dropped out of process at a late stage, validity of re-running the procurement exercise (ie whether 
would be viewed as a distressed purchaser) and value driven out of the procurement process to date  
 
In terms of the stage of the procurement process reached, the partnership has benefited from a competitive 
process in that  7 outline bids were received at the outline solutions stage, and then three detailed bids at the 
detailed stage. The JC de-selected one of the three bidders at the detailed stage, leaving the two most 
competitively priced bidders. The two remaining bidders proposed  the same EfW technology, so the partnership 
has not lost the choice of another technical option. 
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Assurance has been received from the Welsh Government that It is not unusual for PPP type projects both within 
waste and other sectors to find themselves in this situation. For example, North London Waste Authority are now 
in a similar situation. Northumberland and West Berkshire both awarded contracts with one remaining bidder in 
the process. Both these examples of awarded contracts had to follow the same HM Treasury VFM guidance. 
  
Actual S151 and MO feedback provided to JC  is included below: 
"The Section 151 Officer (Chief Financial Officer) and the Monitoring Officer (MO) were asked to give an opinion 
in their statutory roles about proceeding with only one bidder.  Both confirmed that they did not think that the best 
interests of the Partnership would be served by running a fresh process because bidders that have already 
dropped out or been rejected would be unlikely to submit more competitive bids knowing that this initial process 
had failed. 
 
They felt that before proceeding the Board should receive evidence to show the savings and value that had 
already been generated by the competitive process to date.  The Board should also examine the extent to which it 
would be possible to require elements of the contract to be subcontracted through a competitive process.  This 
would involve assessing the feasibility of competitively procuring every element of the contract that is not currently 
going to be treated in that way.  Needless to say, any element that can be competitively procured without harming 
the project should be subject to competition in order to increase levels of transparency around value for money." 

 
Outcome of Project Board meeting February 12th – After consideration of the MO, S151 guidance and the HM 
Treasury guidance the board agreed to recommend that to the JC to proceed with the procurement and in the Feb 
19 JC meeting this was agreed. A report on subcontract aspects was required for the next project board and JC 
meeting. On March 21st an overall VFM report was circulated to the JC which also noted that the subcontractor 
report would be presented at the next JC meeting. 
 
 
Conclusion 

The single bidder (market failure) issue has been managed effectively with robust governance demonstrated 
to ensure VFM can continue to be evidenced and optimised. The Joint Committee will be presented with 
evidence of the extent of sub-contracting and market testing as recommended by both the S151 and MO in 
the next JC meeting. 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 10 

 
REPORT TO: 
 

NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 

DATE: 
 

11 JULY 2013 

REPORT BY: 
 

HEAD OF FINANCE AS TREASURER OF THE JOINT 
COMMITTEE 
 

SUBJECT:  
 

NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE TREATMENT 
PROJECT STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2012/13 

 
 
1.00 
 
1.01 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To present the Statement of Accounts 2012/13 (subject to audit) for 
Members’ information only at this stage. 

  
2.00 
 
2.01 

BACKGROUND 
 

The Accounts and Audit (Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2010 
require all Joint Committees to prepare year-end accounts and specify 
the statutory deadline for the approval of the accounts, being 30th 
September.   

  
2.02 The Joint Committee’s Statement of Accounts is treated in the same 

way as a Council’s single entity accounts i.e. subject to its own 
separate audit.  The appointed auditors are required to communicate 
relevant matters relating to the audit of the financial statements to 
those charged with governance through an ISA (International 
Standards on Auditing) 260 report.   

  
3.00 
 
 
 
3.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.02 

CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Audit Requirements  
 
The audit must be completed and the Statement of Accounts 
approved and published by no later than 30th September 2013. At 
completion of the audit, Wales Audit Office will provide a report and 
opinion on the accounts. Any required adjustments to the accounts as 
a result of the audit will be incorporated into the final Statement of 
Accounts.  
 
The accounts are for information only at this stage, but they will come 
back (post audit) to the September meeting of the Joint Committee for 
formal approval.  

  
 
 

Information Included in the Statement of Accounts 
 

Agenda Item 10
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3.03 The core financial statements included are – the movement in 
reserves statement, comprehensive income and expenditure 
statement, balance sheet and cash flow statement. 

  
4.00 
 
4.01 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Joint Committee is requested to note the draft Statement of 
Accounts 2012/13 (including the Annual Governance Statement). 

  
5.00 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
None. 

  
6.00 ANTI POVERTY IMPACT 

 
None. 

  
7.00 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

 
None. 

  
8.00 EQUALITIES IMPACT 

 
None. 

  
9.00 PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 

 
None. 

  
10.00 CONSULTATION REQUIRED 

 
None required. 

  
11.00 CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 

 
None required. 

  
12.00 APPENDICES 

 
Appendix 1 – Statement of Accounts 2012/13 (includes Annual 
Governance Statement) 

  
 LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT) 1985 

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 
Various Final Accounts Working Papers 

  
 Contact Officer: Liz Thomas  

Telephone:         01352 702289   
Email:                 liz_thomas@flintshire.gov.uk 
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EXPLANATORY FOREWORD 

 
 
Introduction 
 
The North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project (NWRWTP) is a partnership of Flintshire 
County Council (Lead Authority), the Isle of Anglesey County Council, Conwy County 
Borough Council, Denbighshire County Council, and Gwynedd County Council created in 
order to seek a solution for residual waste on behalf of the five partner authorities, for a 25 
year period.  
 

The partnership is underpinned by a legally binding Inter-Authority Agreement (IAA) that all 
five partner authorities have signed. This commits the partner authorities to working together 
throughout the procurement process up until contract award. The North Wales Residual 
Waste Joint Committee manages the project on behalf of all five partner authorities, and has 
delegated authority to do so (including de-selection of bidders) up until the Preferred Bidder 
stage of the procurement process. The North Wales Residual Waste Joint Committee 
consists of two members from each partner authority, with one member from each partner 
authority having voting rights at Joint Committee meetings. 
 

The decision to award Preferred Bidder will need to be agreed by all five partner authorities 
individually and therefore a full approval process will be required within each one (e.g. 
Scrutiny Committee, Cabinet/Executive and Full Council). The project is at present in 
dialogue with the one remaining bidder (Wheelabrator) with dialogue expected to be closed 
June 2013. The Preferred Bidder approvals process within each partner authority is expected 
to take place in late 2013 with a planning application to follow after that. The facility is 
currently expected to be operational in 2017. 
 

The Financial Statements  
 

The Statement of Accounts 2012/13 provide details of the NWRWTP’s financial position for 
the year ended 31st March 2013, and reflects the wholly revenue nature of the activities 
undertaken. The information presented on pages 4 to 11 is in accordance with the 
requirements of the Accounts and Audit (Wales) Regulations 2005. 
 

The statements included are :- 
 

• movement in reserves statement – this statement shows the movement in the 
year on the different reserves held by the Joint Committee, analysed into ‘usable 
reserves’ (i.e. those that can be applied to fund expenditure) and other reserves. 
Nil balances are recorded throughout the statement, linked with the equivalent nil 
values recorded within those statements referred to below. 

 

• comprehensive income and expenditure statement – this statement shows the 
accounting cost in the year of providing services in accordance with generally 
accepted accounting practices. All income and expenditure is shared equally 
between the five partner authorities. 

 

• balance sheet  - the Balance Sheet shows the value as at the Balance Sheet date 
of the assets and liabilities recognised by the Joint Committee. The net assets 
(assets less liabilities) of the Joint Committee are matched by the reserves held. 

 

• cash flow statement - the Cash Flow Statement shows the changes in cash and 
cash equivalents of the Joint Committee during the reporting period. The statement 
shows how the Joint Committee generates and uses cash and cash equivalents. 
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STATEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS –  

NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT 
 
 
THE AUTHORITY'S RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
The Authority is required to :- 
 

• make arrangements for the proper administration of its financial affairs and to secure 
that one of its officers has the responsibility for the administration of those affairs. In 
this Authority, this is the Head of Finance; 

 

• to manage its affairs to secure economic, efficient and effective use of resources and 
safeguard its assets; 

 

 
 
The Joint Committee’s Responsibilities 
 

• To approve the accounts. 
 
 
 
Signature:        Date:      
 
 
Chair of North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project 
 
Address - 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Page 2 
Page 85



       
STATEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS –  

NORTH WALES RESIDUAL WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT 
continued 

 
 
THE HEAD OF FINANCE’S RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

The Head of Finance is responsible for the preparation of the statement of accounts in 
accordance with the proper practices as set out in the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on 
Local Authority Accounting in Great Britain ("the Code"). 
 

In preparing this statement of accounts, the Head of Finance has :- 
 

• selected suitable accounting policies and then applied them consistently; 
 

• made judgements and estimates that were reasonable and prudent; 
 

• complied with the Code. 
 

The Head of Finance has also :- 
 

• kept proper accounting records which were up to date; 

• taken reasonable steps for the prevention and detection of fraud and other  
       irregularities. 

 

Certificate of the Head of Finance as Treasurer of the Joint Committee 
 
I certify that the statement of accounts give a true and fair view of the financial position of the 
Joint Committee at 31st March 2013 and its income and expenditure for the year then ended. 

 
 

Signed:       Date:     
 
 
Kerry Feather CPFA 
Head of Finance 
 
Treasurer of the Joint Committee  
 
Address - 
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MOVEMENT IN RESERVES STATEMENT 

for the year ended 31st March 2013 

 

Movements 2012/13
Capital 

Receipts 

Reserve

Capital 

Grants 

Unapplied

Gereral 

Balance

Earmarked 

Reserves

Total 

Usable 

Reserves

Unusable 

Reserves

Total 

Reserves 

£ £ £ £ £ £ £

At 31st March 2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Surplus/(deficit) on the 

provision of services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other comprehensive 

income and expenditure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total comprehensive 

income and expenditure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Adjustments between 

accounting and funding 

basis under regulations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Net increase/(decrease) 

before transfer to 

earmarked reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfers to/(from) 

earmarked reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Increase/(decrease) in 

year 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

At 31st March 2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Movements 2011/12
Capital 

Receipts 

Reserve

Capital 

Grants 

Unapplied

Gereral 

Balance

Earmarked 

Reserves

Total 

Usable 

Reserves

Unusable 

Reserves

Total 

Reserves 

£ £ £ £ £ £ £

At 31st March 2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Surplus/(deficit) on the 

provision of services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other comprehensive 

income and expenditure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total comprehensive 

income and expenditure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Adjustments between 

accounting and funding 

basis under regulations -  0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Net increase/(decrease) 

before transfer to 

earmarked reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfers to/(from) 

earmarked reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Increase/(decrease) in 

year 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

At 31st March 2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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COMPREHENSIVE INCOME AND EXPENDITURE STATEMENT 

for the year ended 31st March 2013 
 

 

2013 2012

£ £

Expenditure 

Note 2

(a) Employees 207,994 244,959

Transport 998 1,357

(b) Supplies & Services 518,826 613,235

(c) Support Services 114,979 138,373

Gross Expenditure 842,797 997,924

Income

(d) Grants and Contributions (842,797) (997,924)

Total Income (842,797) (997,924)

Net (Surplus)/Deficit 0 0  
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BALANCE SHEET 
as at 31st March 2013 

 

 
2013 2012

Note £ £

NON-CURRENT ASSETS 0 0

CURRENT ASSETS

Short term debtors 3 417,599 864,784

CURRENT LIABILITIES

Short term creditors 4 417,599 864,784

NET CURRENT ASSETS 0 0

NET ASSETS 0 0

TOTAL RESERVES 0 0  
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CASH FLOW STATEMENT 
for the year ended 31st March 2013 

 
 

2013 2012

£ £

Net surplus or (deficit) on the provision of services 0 0

0 0

Net cash outflow from capital expenditure 0 0

Net increase or decrease in cash and cash equivalents 0 0

Cash and cash equivalents at start of year 0 0

Cash and cash equivalents at end of year 0 0

Net cash (outflow)/inflow from returns on 

investments and servicing of finance

 
 
 
Note:  There are no individual entries in the summary cash flow statement as entries at the more detailed level 
sum to zero. 
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

for the year ended 31st March 2013 
 

 

1. STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTING POLICIES  
 
The accounts have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the 2012/13 Code 
of Practice on Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom (the Code) - based on 
International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRSs) - issued by CIPFA, supported by 
guidance notes on the application of accounting standards. 
 
Debtors and Creditors 
 

The revenue accounts of the Joint Committee are prepared on an accruals basis. Sums are 
included in the final accounts to cover income or expenditure attributable to the year of 
account for goods received or work done, but for which payment has not been 
received/made by 31st March 2013. 
 
Government Grants and Contributions 
 

Grant receipts in support of revenue expenditure are accounted for on an accruals basis.  
 

Overheads 
 

The costs of centrally provided support services and administrative buildings have been 
charged to services in line with the Service Reporting Code of Practice (SeRCOP). 
 
Value Added Tax 
 
The Council receives reimbursement for the net cost of value added tax incurred. The 
accounts have been prepared exclusive of tax, in accordance with SSAP 5. 

 

 
2. INCOME AND EXPENDITURE STATEMENT 
 

2013 2012

£ £

(a) Employees

Contractor payments - Project Director * 123,263 161,490

Salaries 64,933 64,038

Social Security costs 5,188 5,010

Other Pension costs 14,610 14,409

Agency Staff 0 12

207,994 244,959  
 

 
* see note 5 on page 10. 
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

continued 

 
2013 2012

(b) Supplies and Services £ £

Advisor costs

Technical and Communications 273,171 245,313

Legal 146,201 235,664

Financial 82,243 108,021

Insurance 9,500 1,121

Other 1,190 12,950

512,305 603,069

Advertising/Publicity 3,997             6,261         

Audit Fee 2,524             3,905         

Total Supplies and Services 518,826 613,235

2013 2012

(c) Support Services - £ £

Finance, Technical, Legal & Procurement Support

Lead Authority Personnel

Finance 42,544 35,735

Legal 29,466 28,984

72,010 64,719

Isle of Anglesey County Council Personnel 26,998 37,000

99,008 101,719

Office services

IT/ Telephones 738 1,630

Software 2,440 4,020

Stationery/Printing 2,048 2,622

Translation 2,977 2,511

8,203 10,783

Accommodation 7,768 25,871

Total Support Services 114,979 138,373

2013 2012

£ £

(d) Income -

Contribution from participating Local Authorities

Conwy County Borough Council (100,629) (199,584)

Denbighshire County Council (100,628) (199,585)

Flintshire County Council (100,628) (199,585)

Gwynedd County Council (100,628) (199,585)

Isle of Anglesey County Council (100,628) (199,585)

(503,141) (997,924)

Grants

Welsh Government (339,656) 0

Total Income (842,797) (997,924)
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

continued 
 
 

3. DEBTORS 
 

2013 2012

£ £

Local authorities 411,582 783,223

Other entities and individuals 6,017 81,561

417,599 864,784  
 

 
4. CREDITORS 
 

2013 2012

£ £

Local authorities 298,863 804,330

Other entities and individuals 118,736 60,454

417,599 864,784  
 

5. OFFICERS’ REMUNERATION 
 
Regulation 7A of the Accounts and Audit (Wales) Amendment Regulations 2010 requires 
disclosure (in £5,000 bandings) of the number of employees whose remuneration – all sums 
paid to or receivable by the employee, expense allowances chargeable to tax, and the 
money value of benefits - exceeded £60,000. 
 
One employee meets the disclosure requirement – the Project Director, a contracted 
employee :- 
 

2013

No. No.

£120,000 - £124,999 1 0

£125,000 - £129,999 0 0

£130,000 - £134,999 0 0

£135,000 - £139,999 0 0

£140,000 - £144,999 0 0

£145,000 - £149,999 0 0

£150,000 - £154,999 0 0

£155,000 - £159,999 0 0

£160,000 - £164,999 0 1

1 1

2012

Remuneration Band

 
 
6. EXTERNAL AUDIT COSTS 
 
The 2012/13 audit fee charges in relation to the Statement of Accounts amounted to £2,524 
(£3,905 in 2011/12). External audit services were provided by Wales Audit Office. 
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NOTES TO THE CORE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

continued 
 

 
7. RELATED PARTIES 
 
The Joint Committee is required to disclose material transactions with related parties i.e. 
bodies or individuals that have the potential to control or influence the Committee or to be 
controlled or influenced by the Committee; there were no such transactions during 2012/13 
(as was the position in 2011/12). 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT TO THE MEMBERS OF THE NORTH WALES 
RESIDUAL WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Independent auditor’s report will be provided 
at completion of the audit for inclusion in the      
published Statement of Accounts 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT TO THE MEMBERS OF THE NORTH WALES 

RESIDUAL WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 
continued 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Independent auditor’s report will be provided 
at completion of the audit for inclusion in the      
published Statement of Accounts 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT 

for the year ended 31st March 2013 

 
 
This statement has the following five sections:- 
  
1. Scope of Responsibilities. 
2. The Purpose of the Governance Framework. 
3. The Governance Framework. 
4. Review of Effectiveness 
5. Significant Governance Issues. 
 
1. SCOPE OF RESPONSIBILITY 
 
The North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project is responsible for ensuring that its 
business is conducted in accordance with the law and proper standards, and that public 
money is safeguarded, properly accounted for and used appropriately and effectively.  
In discharging this overall responsibility, the North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project 
should maintain proper arrangements for the governance of its affairs, facilitating the 
effective exercise of its functions and the management of risk.  
 
Each of the Authorities taking part in the Project has approved and adopted a Code of 
Corporate Governance which is consistent with the principles of the Chartered Institute of 
Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) / the Society of Local Authority Chief Executives 
and Senior Managers (SOLACE) Delivering Good Governance in Local Government : A 
Framework.  
 
Flintshire County Council is the Project’s lead council and its Code of Corporate Governance 
is included in Flintshire County Council’s Constitution and a copy is also available from 
Flintshire’s Democracy & Governance Manager in Legal and Democratic Services. 
 
This Statement explains how the North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project has 
complied with the Code and also meets the requirements of the Accounts and Audit (Wales) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2010. 
 
2. THE PURPOSE OF THE GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK 
 
The governance framework brings together the systems and processes, staff, other 
resources, culture and values by which the Project is managed and controlled and the 
activities through which it accounts to, engages with and leads the community. The 
framework enables the Project to monitor achievement against its strategic objectives and to 
consider whether those objectives have led to the delivery of appropriate services and value 
for money. 
 
The system of internal control is a significant part of that framework and is designed to 
manage risks and challenges to a reasonable level. It cannot eliminate all risk of failure to 
achieve policies, aims and objectives and can therefore provide proportionate and not 
absolute assurance of effectiveness. The system of internal control is based on an ongoing 
process designed to identify and prioritise the risks to the achievement of the Project’s 
policies, priorities, aims and objectives, to evaluate the likelihood of those risks and 
challenges occurring and to evaluate the impact if they do; to manage risks efficiently, 
effectively and economically. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  

continued 
 
 

The governance framework has been in place at the North Wales Residual Waste Treatment 
Project for the year ended 31st March 2013 and up to the date of approval of the annual 
statement of accounts. 
 
3. THE GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK 
 
Code of Corporate Governance 
The key elements of each Authority’s governance arrangements are reflected in their 
individual Codes of Corporate Governance. Codes apply to all aspects of each Authority’s 
business. Members and employees are required to conduct themselves in accordance with 
the high standards expected by the citizens of North Wales and the six core principles set out 
within the revised CIPFA / SOLACE Framework:- 

• Focusing on the purpose of the authority and on outcomes for the community and 
creating and implementing a vision for the local area 

• Members and officers working together to achieve a common purpose with clearly 
defined functions and roles 

• Promoting values for the authority and demonstrating the values of good governance 
through upholding high standards of conduct and behaviour 

• Taking informed and transparent decisions which are subject to effective scrutiny and 
managing risk 

• Developing the capacity and capability of members and officers to be effective 

• Engaging with local people and other stakeholders to ensure robust public 
accountability 

 
Inter Authority Relationship 
The whole Project is based on the joint working of all five North Wales Authorities with a 
common aim of securing a Residual Waste Treatment contract. The relationship is made 
legally binding by the Inter Authority Agreements (the 1st one signed by the Authorities on the 
24th June 2010 takes matters up to the conclusion of the Procurement and the 2nd one will 
take matters through the long-term Project Agreement with approved final bidder). The Inter 
Authority Agreement is supported financially and in terms of policy by the Welsh Government 
(who also carry out a commercial review of the final Project Agreement to be signed prior to 
close of Dialogue with the Bidder).  
  

Inter Authority Agreement 
The key elements of the Project’s governance arrangements are reflected in the Inter-
Authority Agreement, which outlines the Joint Committee’s terms of reference, formalises the 
respective roles and responsibilities in relation to the joint working arrangements for the 
procurement of the Project, and appoints Flintshire County Council as the lead council. 
 

Copies of the Inter-Authority Agreement are available by contacting Flintshire County 
Council’s Head of Legal and Democratic Services.    
 
Project Structure 
Section 6 of the Inter-Authority Agreement sets out the procedures for making decisions 
during the procurement phase of the Project.  The Councils have approved 3 categories 
together with the means by which decisions will be taken; ‘Project Board Matter’, ‘Joint 
Committee Matter’ and a ‘Matter Reserves to the Councils’.  A list of procurement stages 
called ‘Procurement Milestones’ along with the decision making category allocated to each 
milestone is included in Schedule 1 of the Inter-Authority Agreement. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT 

continued 

 
Project Board 
The Project Board consists of the Chief Executive of the lead council, one director or senior 
office representative from each of the other four Councils, the Project Director, the Project 
Section 151 Officer (of the lead council), the Project Monitoring Officer (of the lead council) 
and other external parties as appropriate. The quorum necessary for Project Board Meeting 
is a Senior Officer Representative from each Council. The Chair of the Project Board is 
appointed by the Project Board from time to time.  The Project Board strives to reach a 
consensus but decisions at meetings are taken by a simple majority vote with each Council 
having one vote only. 

 

The purpose of the Project Board is to implement the Procurement Milestones and the day-
to-day management and monitoring of the procurement process.  The Project Board has the 
powers to make decisions and make recommendations as set out in Schedule 3 of the Inter-
Authority Agreement.    
 

Joint Committee 
Each Council appoints two elected members of their executive or cabinet, one of whom is a 
voting member, as their representatives to the Joint Committee.  The Chair and Vice Chair of 
the Joint Committee are elected executive members of a Council who are elected by the 
Joint Committee at the annual general meeting.  Appointments take effect until the next 
annual general meeting.  The quorum necessary for a Joint Committee Meeting is five 
members of the Joint Committee comprising at least one member from each of the Councils.  
Decisions at meeting of the Joint Committee are taken by simple majority vote with each 
elected voting member or appropriate deputy from each Council having one vote. 
 

The Joint Committee has the powers to make decisions and recommendations within its 
terms of reference as set out in Schedule 2 of the Inter-Authority Agreement. 
 
Matters Reserved to the Councils 
Each Authority has its own Constitution which sets out responsibility for making decisions 
which can be found on each Council’s website. 
 

Members     
On taking office all elected Members are required to sign a Declaration of Acceptance of 
Office whereby they undertake to be guided by the National Code of Local Government 
Conduct in the performance of their functions as a Councillor.  Each Authority has an 
individual Members’ Code that complies with the National Code and all Members are given a 
copy of it when taking up office.  Any complaints that a Member has not complied with the 
Code are considered by the Public Services Ombudsman for Wales who may refer any 
apparent breaches to either the relevant Council’s Standards Committee or to the 
Adjudication Panel for Wales which may apply sanctions if a breach of the Code is found.  
 

Officers 
Officers are subject to a separate Code of Conduct, each Authority has an individual Officers’ 
Code of Conduct.  Breach of the Officers’ Code can lead to disciplinary action.   
 

Copies of both the Members and Officers Codes of Conduct are available from each 
Authority. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  

continued 

 
Lead Council 
The Councils have agreed that Flintshire County Council shall be the lead council. 
Responsibilities include: 

• Acting on behalf of the Project in the management and supervision of the procurement 
exercise 

• Act as the employing authority for any staff engaged in the discharge of the Project’s 
functions 

• Being the legal point of contact for the purposes of managing the procurement 

• Providing such additional administrative resources and office facilities that may be 
necessary for the purpose of discharging the Project and hold all central funds 

• Provide senior officers who will act as Secretary, Monitoring Officer, and Treasurer 
(who will also be the Section 151 Officer) for the Project and who will therefore act as 
the primary legal and financial advisers to the Project 

• Responsibility for liaison and communication with Welsh Government and co-
ordination of communication and public relations 

• Power to enter into contracts for Consultants as required for the purposes of the 
Project 

 

Monitoring Officer 
Article 15 of Flintshire County Council’s Constitution designates the Head of Legal and 
Democratic Services as the Council’s Monitoring Officer under Section 5 of the Local 
Government & Housing Act 1989 and therefore is the Project’s Monitoring Officer.   
 

Finance 
Flintshire County Council’s Head of Finance as lead council is the Project’s Responsible 
Finance Officer and takes responsibility for the proper administration of the North Wales 
Residual Waste Treatment Project’s financial affairs under Section 151 of the Local 
Government Act 1972 and in accordance with the CIPFA Statement on the role of the Chief 
Financial Officer.  
 

Flintshire County Council as lead council holds all central funds, and the Project applies the 
lead council’s Contract Procedure Rules and Financial Procedure Rules.  Flintshire County 
Council treats the Project’s funds with the same stewardship to that of its own funds and 
there are robust arrangements for effective financial management and control through the 
Council’s accounting procedures, key financial systems, Financial Procedure Rules and 
Contract Procedure Rules as set out in Flintshire County Council’s Constitution.  Both the 
Financial Procedure Rules and Contract Procedure Rules are regularly reviewed and are 
available on Flintshire County Council’s intranet called the infonet. 
 

Section 9 of the Inter-Authority Agreement sets out the financial commitments each Council 
has agreed to make to the Project, together with arrangements for agreeing and reimbursing 
Project costs incurred by each Council.  The Joint Committee has overall responsibility for 
monitoring the budget, which it does by receiving regular budget status reports as part of the 
overall project update as a regular agenda item. The Project Board also receives a budget 
status report as part of the overall project update as a regular agenda item. There is a 
section within the Inter-Authority Agreement that sets out procedures for any expenditure not 
within the agreed expenditure profile; the Project Board must agree any such expenditure in 
advance. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  

continued 

 
Flintshire County Council as lead council has adopted the Chartered Institute of Public 
Finance Accountants (CIPFA) Treasury Management in the Public Services: Code of 
Practice.  Treasury Management is conducted in accordance with Flintshire County Council’s 
Treasury Management Policy and Strategy Statement and Treasury Management Practices 
which are both reviewed annually.  All borrowing and long term financing is made in 
accordance with CIPFA’s Prudential Code.  Treasury Management update reports are made 
to Flintshire County Council’s Audit Committee and Cabinet on a quarterly basis. 
 

Business Planning 
The Project has established a robust approach to business planning.  The project is not a 
continuous project, but rather a specific one off process with a set outcome – the 
procurement of a residual waste treatment contract. The justification for the project, its 
outline description and indicative costs, project timetable, project governance and 
management arrangements and the project budget was set out in a Project Initiation 
Document (PID – final version dated 1 October 2008) and was agreed by all authorities. This 
allowed a dedicated project team to be employed, which allowed an Outline Business Case 
and Inter-Authority Agreement to be developed, and ultimately agreed by all  authorities.                                   
 
The Outline Business Case (OBC) set out the strategic, economic, commercial, financial and 
management case for the Project, all prepared in accordance with good industry practice. It 
also served as a bid document to the Welsh Government (WG) for financial support for the 
project. The OBC was approved by WG, which led to WG committing to supporting the cost 
of the contract up to a value of £142.7m. There are also various stages where WG have 
carried out and will carry out “gateway reviews” to ensure that the project is progressing 
satisfactorily and that the project agreement (contract) is represents value for money and 
does not pose unacceptable risk to the authorities, 
 

All the authorities report the project’s progress to their Members that are not on the Joint 
Committee. WG carry out “gateway reviews” at various key stages in the project to ensure 
that the project is progressing satisfactorily and that the project agreement (contract) 
represents value for money and does not pose unacceptable risk to the authorities. 
 

Communications 
Communicating, consulting and engaging with the public and stakeholders is a key aspect of 
the NWRWTP. Since its inception, the partnership has created and regularly updated a 
communications plan. Communication and Engagement is a regular item on the agenda of 
every Project Board and Joint Committee meeting and there is a communication officer 
group that meet on an as and when basis with each partner authority’s press office / 
communications officers present. 
 
The above governance arrangements have ensured that there has been consultation, 
communication and engagement with stakeholders at all levels from partner authority 
Members to interest groups to residents throughout the process. 
 

Risk Management 
The Project has a detailed risk register that is a regular item on the Project Board and Joint 
Committee agendas. Any new risks, any changes to existing risks and the highest level risks 
are highlighted to both groups at all of their meetings.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 18 
Page 101



       
ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  

continued 

 
Regulation and Assurance 
Regulation and accountability provides assurance for the effectiveness of the Project’s 
arrangements for the services it is responsible for and the achievement of its objectives.   It is 
undertaken both internally through governance arrangements, practices and procedures and 
externally by various organisations such as the Wales Audit Office (WAO) which has an 
independent statutory role.  Responsibility for procuring necessary audit and assurance 
checks resides with the Joint Committee. The Joint Committee oversees the financial 
reporting process to ensure the balance, transparency and integrity of published financial 
information, and, monitors the performance and effectiveness of the external audit functions 
within the wider regulatory context. 
 

Audit Committee 
Internally, Flintshire County Council’s Audit Committee’s role and function, as lead council, 
provides assurance of the systems of internal control through reviewing the effectiveness of 
Flintshire’s systems through which the Project’s funds are controlled.  It also monitors the 
performance and effectiveness of Flintshire’s internal audit function.   
 
Internal Audit 
Flintshire County Council’s Internal Audit service is provided in accordance with CIPFA’s 
Code of Practice for Internal Audit for Local Government in the United Kingdom and in 
accordance with the CIPFA Statement on the Role of the Head of Internal Audit. The Code of 
Practice states that Internal Audit is an assurance function that provides an independent and 
objective opinion to the organization on the control environment, by evaluating its 
effectiveness in achieving the organisation’s objectives. It objectively examines, evaluates 
and reports on the adequacy of the control environment as a contribution to the proper, 
economic, efficient and effective use of resources. 
 
In accordance with the requirements of the CIPFA Code of Practice the Internal Audit 
Manager reports to Flintshire County Council’s Audit Committee, as the lead Council, a 
summary of audit findings and prepares an annual report that summarises the results of 
internal audit work during the year on the overall system of internal control at Flintshire 
County Council, through which the Partnership’s funds are controlled. 
 
External Regulation 
External arrangements for regulation and assurance are provided principally the Wales Audit 
Office (WAO).   
 

Their role is independent of government and they examine and challenge the performance 
and effectiveness of Welsh public bodies work and produce either periodic or annual local 
and national reports on their findings.  All formal reports are presented to the Joint 
Committee. 
 

The whole project is closely supported, monitored and reviewed by WG to ensure the project 
is delivering part of their waste strategy as it set out to do. 
 

Whistle Blowing 
Each Council is committed to the highest possible standards of openness, probity and 
accountability. To support that commitment employees and others with serious concerns 
about any aspect of the Project’s work are encouraged to come forward and voice those 
concerns. It is recognised that sensitive cases have to proceed on a confidential basis. Each 
individual Council’s policy makes it clear that employees can do so without fear of reprisal.  
Policies are available from each Partner Council. 
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Complaints 
Each Council has adopted a formal complaints procedure and these are periodically 
updated. 
 

4. REVIEW OF EFFECTIVENESS  
 

The North Wales Residual Waste Treatment Project has responsibility for conducting, at 
least annually, a review of the effectiveness of its governance framework, including the 
system of internal control.  The review of effectiveness is informed by the work of the Senior 
Managers within the Councils who have responsibility for the development and maintenance 
of the governance environment, and by comments made by the external auditors and other 
review agencies and inspectorates. 
  
Internal Audit Review 
During the year Internal Audit completed an overall governance review which concluded that  

• An effective governance framework has been established for managing risk, ensuring 
transparency and demonstrating accountability 

• A clear decision making protocol has been established and the Joint Committee is 
provided with information which is fit for purpose, relevant, timely and gives clear 
explanations of technical and financial issues and their implications 

• A best practice risk register is maintained and risk identification, assessment, 
mitigation and reporting is robust. 

• Officers and members have a good understanding of their roles, responsibilities and 
involvement in the overall governance framework. 

 
Member Training 
During the latter part of the year a programme of induction was prepared ready for new 
Members of the Joint Committee following the County Council elections on 3rd May 2012.  
An induction / briefing was held for Joint Committee Members in August prior to the first Joint 
Committee since the May 2012 County Council elections to ensure any new Joint Committee 
Members were fully informed on the project.  
 
The project has also carried out a number of briefing sessions and consultation sessions with 
Members of all five authorities at key stages in the procurement process. The intention is to 
continue, and indeed increase this direct engagement with Members across the Councils 
leading up to key decisions such as appointment of preferred bidder and contract award.  
 
Flintshire County Council’s Internal Audit 
The department undertook a self-assessment against the CIPFA guidelines for Internal Audit 
in Local Government and found a high level of compliance. 
 
The Wales Audit Office undertake an annual review of the Council’s Internal Audit service 
against the CIPFA Code of Practice for Internal Audit in Local Government. Although this 
evaluation is not carried out to provide assurance to FCC about the internal audit function, in 
their latest review they concluded that internal audit complied with nine of the eleven 
standards and partially complied with the other two.  
 
 

In his annual report, based on the results of internal audits undertaken during the year, the 
Internal Audit Manager has concluded that Flintshire's arrangements for governance, risk 
management and internal control are adequate and effective. 
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ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT  

continued  
 

Flintshire County Council’s Audit Committee  
The committee received specific training after the May elections to enable the members to 
fulfil their role. Members completed a self-assessment against CIPFA Toolkit for Local 
Authority Audit Committees in late 2012. The results showed that in the main the Committee 
meets the guidelines. Some areas were highlighted where existing arrangements can be 
strengthened. Training for the new Audit Committee will be maintained in 2013/14. 
 

5. SIGNIFICANT GOVERNANCE ISSUES 
 

The governance of the project is very clearly set out in the PID and the Inter Authority 
Agreement which defines key decisions throughout the project and at which level those 
decisions are required. This has given clarity and certainty to the governance arrangements 
which protect all the authorities. 

No significant issues have been identified when completing the above statement 

 
 
SignedMMMMMMMMMMMMMMChair of the North Wales Residual Waste Partnership 

        Joint Committee 
 

 
 
 
SignedMMMMMMMMMMMMMMChief Executive of the Lead Authority 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 11 
 

REPORT TO: 
 

NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 

DATE: 
 

11 JULY 2013 

REPORT BY: 
 

HEAD OF FINANCE (FCC) AND HEAD OF LEGAL & 
DEMOCRATIC SERVICES (FCC) 
 

SUBJECT:  
 

ANNUAL GOVERNANCE STATEMENT 

 
 
1.00 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

 
1.01 To present the annual governance statement for Members’ 

information only at this stage. 
 

2.00 BACKGROUND 
 

2.01 For each financial year the project is required to produce an annual 
governance statement (AGS) as part of its final accounts. This 
statement explains the governance framework in operation throughout 
the year and how it has been reviewed to ensure it is effective.  
 

2.02 The AGS for 2011/12 was reported as part of the annual accounts 
paper. However, it is an important document detailing the Project’s 
corporate governance arrangements and it is best practice for it to be 
reviewed and approved as a discreet agenda item. 
 

2.03 The AGS has been prepared by the FCC Internal Audit Manager and 
Corporate Solicitor in compliance with “Delivering Good Governance 
in Local Government: A Framework” published jointly by CIPFA and 
SOLACE. It was then submitted to the Chief Executive, Section 151 
Officer and Monitoring Officer of the lead council for their 
observations. The final version after approval by the Joint Committee 
will be submitted to the Chief Executive of the lead council and the 
Chair of the Joint Committee for signing.  
 

2.04 The AGS will be considered by the Wales Audit Office who have to 
report if it does not reflect compliance with the guidance in “Delivering 
Good Governance in Local Government: A Framework”. 
 

3.00 CONSIDERATIONS 
 

3.01 In accordance with the guidance the governance statement is divided 
into five sections namely:- 
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1. Scope of responsibility 

2. The Purpose of the Governance Framework 

3. The Governance Framework 

4. Review of Effectiveness 

5. Significant Governance Issues 
 

3.02 The AGS for 2011/12 included two significant governance issues – the 
need to meet statutory financial reporting deadlines and the need for 
Internal Audit review. During 2012/13 both these issues have been 
addressed, so that there are now no outstanding significant 
governance issues for the project. 
 

3.03 In reviewing the draft AGS, Joint Committee members are requested 
to consider the following: 
 
1. Whether the statement accurately reflects the governance 
 framework in place in the Project 

2. Whether they are satisfied with the overall review of 
 effectiveness, and 

3. Whether they agree that there are no significant governance 
 issues facing the project  

 
3.04 Joint Committee Members should note that appendix 1 to this report is 

the Statement of Accounts for 2012/13, which includes the Annual 
Governance Statement within it.  

  
4.00 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.01 That the Joint Committee note the content of this report, and that they 

will formally be required to approve the Annual Governance Statement 
at the next Joint Committee meeting. 
 

5.00 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

5.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

6.00 ANTI POVERTY IMPACT 
 

6.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

7.00 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 

7.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

8.00 EQUALITIES IMPACT 
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8.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

9.00 PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 
 

9.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

10.00 CONSULTATION REQUIRED 
 

10.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

11.00 CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 
 

11.01 None as a result of this report. 
 

12.00 APPENDICES 
 

 Appendix 1 – Statement of Accounts 2012/13 (includes Annual 
Governance Statement) 
 

 LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT) 1985 
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 

  
 Contact Officer: David Webster 

Telephone: 01352 702248 
Email: david.webster@flintshire.gov.uk 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 12  
 

REPORT TO:  NWRWTP JOINT COMMITTEE 
 
DATE:  11 JULY 2013 
 
REPORT BY:   PROJECT DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT:   PROJECT RESOURCE REPORT –  2012/13 OUTTURN 

AND 2013/14 BUDGET 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1. To present the final outturn statement for 2012/13 (subject to audit) for 

Members’ information at this stage  

1.2. To present the budget for 2013/14 for Members’ approval. 

 

2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1. This report was considered by the Project Board at their meeting of 6 June 

2013 and it was agreed that it be approved for consideration by members of 
the Joint Committee.  

2.2. It was considered that the Joint Committee should be presented with both 
the final outturn for 2012/13 and the annual budget for 2013/14.  

 

2.3. It should also be noted that some items of expenditure in the budget go 
beyond the financial year 2013/14, and these items are shown in their own 
column in appendix 2 below. 

 
3. CONSIDERATIONS 
 
3.1. The table in Appendix 1 outlines 2012/13’s final outturn (a provisional 

outturn was reported to the Project Board in February 2013).  This shows 
an underspend against provisional outturn of £59.8k. Main areas of saving 
being project management costs £35k and unused contingency £28k. 

  
3.2. The total projected cost for the project (subject to the assumptions set out 

below) is £3,000,367 as set out in Appendix 2. The project financial 
overview summarises the current projection (as at June) compared to the 
the IAA, the contribution per authority and the profile of the expenditure over 
the years 2008/09 to 2014/15.  

3.3. The supporting paper to Appendix 2 sets out the detailed analysis over 
these years.  The proposed budget for 2013/14 is shown in the table 
(shaded in yellow) in this appendix.  The 2013/14 budget takes account of 
the final outturn for 2012/13. The underspend in 2012/13 has been rolled 
over and utilised in 2013/14 together with an increase in resources to cover 
staff cost to June 2014.  
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3.4. It should be noted that the assumption made for the timescales is that the 

budget is required to cover expenditure up to the appointment of Preferred 
Bidder, currently programmed for February 2014. Some expenditure 
headlines are projected further that this (e.g. Project Manager and 
Administrative Assistance costs). The budget is also based on the 
programme that was discussed at the Project Board in April 2013, and does 
not take into account any potential changes to the programme that may 
occur. 

 
3.5. As the project is nearing its final stages, certain assumptions have had to 

be made to ensure the project completes within its budget without requiring 
additional funds from the partner authorities. The  key assumptions are 
outlined in the table below:- 

 

Expenditure heading Assumption for 2013/14 budget 
Project Director Cost Assumes 3 days per week until Nov 2013, then 2 

days a week until January 2014 and then 1 day a 
week until PB appointment in February 2014.  

Project Manager Cost Costed up June 2014 (as per contract) 

Administrative Assistance Costed up June 2014 (as per contract) 

Lead Finance  Costed up to JC PB approval in July (will become 
authority officers at this point) 

Lead Legal Costed up to JC PB approval in July (will become 
authority officers at this point) 

Lead Technical Costed up to JC PB approval in July (will become 
authority officers at this point) 

Technical Advisors – 
Entec/Amec 

Air quality monitoring to Feb 2014 £1250/mth + Apr 
2013 billing £7400 + further dialogue & MS review 
£30k + Evaluation £18k+ Approvals £6k+FBC £10k 
+ £20k contingency 

Legal Advisors – Pinsent Mason Bulk of legal work to be complete by June 2013. 
 

Financial Advisors – Grant 
Thornton 

GT estimate to PB stage adjusted for members 
briefings to include 5 days for MR + 1 day SR 
 

Insurance Advisors – Jardine 
Lloyd Thompson 

Allowance for CFT evaluation and financial close 
£5k 

 
3.6. The Joint Committee is asked to note that a key assumption in the budget 

projections relate to the resources required in relation to the preferred 
bidder approvals processes that will be carried out by all five individual 
partner authorities.  The profile allows 1 day’s attendance by the external 
advisors and the Project Director at an individual partner approval meeting. 
Due to budget constraints further attendance at individual partner 
authorities meetings cannot be delivered within the existing budget. The 
Project Board was asked to consider whether it would support the ability for 
the external advisors and if required the Project Director to attend more 
meetings for individual authorities if requested by that authority, but that it 
would be recognised that that authority would be re-charged for these 
additional costs. The Project Board approved this approach. 
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3.7. The Joint Committee is also asked to note that the original budget as 
approved by all partner authorities as set out in the Inter Authority 
Agreement was £3.20m. The Project Director reviewed the budget in 
October 2010 and indicated that the full budget spend would potentially not 
be required and at that time the projected budget was revised down to 
£2.83m. As this was a downward adjustment, it was not required to report 
this to the individual partner authorities. A project expenditure review was 
provided for the Project Board in February 2013, and further analysis of the 
budget and projected spend up until contract award indicates that the full 
original budget (as approved by all partner authorities in the IAA) may be 
required to take the project to contract award. However alternatively the 
revised budget will be sufficient to support delivery of the project until formal 
preferred bidder (PB) award. This is attached in Appendix 2 below. The PB 
approval process that would first be considered by the Joint Committee and 
subsequently considered by each individual partner authority could be 
asked to also agree the budget from PB to contract award. It should be 
noted that during the PB approval process, approval would in any case be 
sought for post contract award budget to cover the period from contract 
award until service commencement. The Joint Committee is asked to 
instruct the Project Team on its preference as to how this matter should be 
addressed. 

 
3.6 Budget monitoring updates will be provided in reports to future meetings of 

the Project Board and the Joint Committee, with any changes needed to the 
assumptions as the project progresses through these next stages. 

  
4. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.1. For Joint Committee members to note the final outturn for 2012/13 (subject 

to audit) at this stage and that this be considered at the next meeting of the 
Committee. 

 
4.2. For the Joint Committee members to approve the proposed 2013/14 budget 

(based on the assumptions as set out in the report)..  
 
5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1. See sections 3.1 to 3.6 above 
 
6. ANTI-POVERTY IMPACT 
 
6.1.   Not applicable. 
 
7. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 
7.1.  Not applicable. 
 
8. EQUALITIES IMPACT 
 
8.1.  Not applicable. 
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9. PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS 
 
9.1. Not applicable. 
 
10. CONSULTATION REQUIRED 

 
10.1. See above. 
 
11. CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 
 
11.1. Not applicable. 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT 1985 
 
Background Documents: 
 
None 
 
Contact Officer: Stephen Penny NWRWTP Project Director 
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Appendix 1 – final outturn for 2012/13 
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Appendix 2 – Project Financial Overview 

NWRWTP Budget Review June 2013    

    

    

PROJECTED SPEND 
included in 

IAA  
June 2013 
Projection 

    
Project Management costs £816,814  £1,654,868 

    

Advisor costs (core) £787,343   

Additional  /time and cost works £1,420,000   

 £2,207,343  £2,395,531 

    

Potential site option/ lease payment) £500,000   

    

Total costs £3,524,157  £4,050,400 

    

Project Contingency (10%) £344,516  £109,624 

    

WAG RCAF contribution & Other Income -£670,000  -£1,159,656 

      

net £3,198,673  £3,000,367 

    

Per authority £639,735  £600,073 

    

    

PROFILED NET EXPENDITURE  Year  

    

 £4,000 2008/09 £4,316 

 £902,806 2009/10 £60,928 

 £1,285,680 2010/11 £867,414 

 £1,006,187 2011/12 £1,073,506 

  2012/13 £514,477 

  2013/14 £455,862 

  2014/15 £23,864 

      

 £3,198,673  £3,000,367 
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