  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE   – 3 DECEMBER 2012 
PART   I - DELEGATED   
15  .
  REVIEW OF STRATEGIC RISKS

  (CED) 

  
1.
Summary
1.1
  This report gives details of progress against the Risk Treatment Plans for the Strategic Risks identified in the Strategic Plan 2012-15.
2.
Details

2.1
In accordance with   the Council’s Risk Management Strategy, the Executive Committee determines which of the Council’s risks are ‘strategic’ and receives progress reports on their treatment.

2.2
The Council’s Strategic Plan 2012-2015, which was approved by Council on 21 February 2012, contained 6 strategic risks.  These risks, and the Service Plans in which they are managed, are listed below:
	Strategic Risk
	Service Plan

	1) Failure to secure improvements to services
	Leisure and Community Services 

	2) Failure to tell residents about improvements
	Corporate Services  

	3) Failure to make progress on the sustainability action plan
	Sustainability 

	4) Failure to engage the community in the Strategic Plan
	Leisure and Community Services 

	5) Failure to achieve Community Safety targets
	Leisure and Community Services 

	6) Failure to achieve the priorities of the community strategy through the LSP
	Leisure and Community Services 


2.3
Following the recent restructure of departments, strategic risks 1, 4, 5 and 6 will be included in the 2013-16 Community Partnerships Service Plan and strategic risk 3 will be included in the 2013-16 Economic and Sustainable Development Service Plan.

2.4
The relevant Head of Service has reviewed the strategic risk(s) for which they are responsible and have updated their Risk Assessment and Treatment Plan(s).  
2.5
Whilst funding for the Community Safety Partnership has reduced, the re has not been a reduction in performance.  It is therefore proposed that the likelihood of Strategic Risk 5 occurring be changed from D (25%-49%) to E (3%-24%).  There are no other changes to the risk ratings.
2.6
The updated Strategic Risk Register and the Assessment & Treatment Plans, with deletions crossed through and new text shaded, are attached at Appendix 1.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  The Executive Committee is responsible for monitoring the treatment of strategic risks.
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.    
  5.
Financial, Legal, Equal Opportunities, Staffing, Environmental, Community Safety, Customer Services Centre, Communications & Website, Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications
  5.1
None specific.

6.  
Recommendation
6.1
That   the Executive Committee note the review of the Strategic Risk Register and approve the changes to the Risk Register and the Risk Assessment & Treatment Plans. 


Report prepared by:
  Phil King, Emergency Planning and Risk Manager
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Strategic Plan 2012-2015


Risk Management Strategy 2012

The recommendations contained in this report DO NOT constitute a KEY DECISION. 

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

  Appendix 1 – Strategic Risk Register and Assessment & Treatment Plans
APPENDIX 1

	IMPACT SCORES


	Impact Classification
	Service Disruption
	Financial Loss
	Reputation
	Failure to provide statutory service/meet legal obligations
	People

	V

Catastrophic
	Total failure of service
	 >£1m
	National Publicity. Resignation of leading member or chief officer
	Litigation, claim or fine 

>£500k
	Fatality of one or more clients/staff

	IV

Critical
	Serious disruption to service
	£500k - £1m
	Local media criticism
	Litigation, claim or fine 

£250k - £500k
	Serious injury, permanent disablement of one or more clients/staff

	III

Significant
	Disruption to service
	£100k - £500k
	Local public interest and complaints
	Litigation, claim or fine 

£100k - £250k
	Major injury to individual

	II

Marginal
	Some minor impact on service
	£10k - £100k
	Contained within service
	Litigation, claim or fine 

£10k - £100k
	Minor injuries to several people

	I

Negligible


	Annoyance but does not disrupt service
	<£10k
	Contained within section
	Litigation, claim or fine 

<£10k
	Minor injury to an individual


	LIKELIHOOD SCORES


	A = ≥98%
	Expected to occur in most circumstances
	D =  25% - 49%
	Might occur from time to time

	B =  75% - 97%
	Will probably occur in most circumstances
	E =  3% - 24%
	Could occur occasionally

	C =  50% - 74%
	Fairly likely to occur
	F = ≤2%
	May occur only in exceptional circumstances
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STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	1
	Failure to secure improvements to services
	Service Disruption 
	II
	E
	Additional Public Perception Surveys introduced.
Review of shared Revenues and Benefits service.
	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	I
	
	
	Last Review Date
	08/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	III
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	I
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/01/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	1
	Risk Title:
	Failure to secure improvements to services

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Management Board

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· There is a new set of Performance Indicators, some with no historic base

· Remaining PIs may dip

· PIs have suffered in periods of significant change

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Quarterly report to Management Board and half-yearly report to Policy and Scrutiny Committees flags up failures to hit targets.

· Less national performance data available for comparison.
· Most comparison data within Hertfordshire for which other districts may not be nearest neighbours for comparative purposes.
· National quartile measures improve at quicker pace than improvements at TRDC

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Service Planning framework and Star Chamber exercise

· Benchmarking

· Internal Audits

· Value for Money Strategy

· Corporate Consultation Action Plan
· Omnibus survey in place

· Improvement action plan in place for shared Revenues and Benefits service

· Omnibus survey updated to track perceptions of changes to key services such as Refuse and Recycling

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· PIs have improved year on year for the past 3 years
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	D

	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Use of Resources assessment highlighted need to formalise value for money studies/reviews.  The Value for Money Strategy has now been agreed and implemented.

· Value for Money Strategy to be implemented.

· Omnibus survey to be maintained to monitor performance of key corporate PIs.

	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	No additional resource requirements identified.
	£ 0

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Additional public perception surveys introduced 2010.

· Impact and probability have not changed since last review.

· Omnibus survey in place to measure key corporate PIs. 

· PIs have improved or been maintained. Failing services have been identified and additional performance support provided to them.
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	E

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· Consultation feedback should show perceived improvements

· PIs will improve.
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III


	F


STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	2
	Failure to tell residents about improvements
	Service Disruption 
	I
	E
	The Council’s reputation might suffer if residents weren’t informed about their services and improvements made. of the Council’s successes.  Residents would not be able to make maximum use of local services. The measure in place to inform residents of improvements (e.g. Three Rivers Times) reduces the likelihood of residents not being informed
	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	I
	
	
	Last Review Date
	09/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	III
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	I
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/03/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	2
	Risk Title:
	Failure to tell residents about improvements

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Communications Manager

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· Stakeholders not understanding/valuing the services the Council provides

· Low levels of public satisfaction with the Council

· Residents do not feel well informed

· Vulnerable residents are not sufficiently informed about local service improvements
· Communications are not received by residents

· Communications initiatives and messages are not effectively co-ordinated

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Citizen’s Panel not representative of community

· Consultation methods fail to engage hard to reach groups

· Insufficient resources to engage hard to reach groups

· Messages unclear or garbled

· Responsive rather than proactive

· Distribution failures (Three Rivers Times)

· Prolonged staff absence
· Staff go on secondment, depart or are on sick leave

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Corporate consultation data analysed by race, gender and disability

· Regularly updated strategy and action plan with increased emphasis on quality controls.
· Editorial Working Party reviews TRT and A-Z.
· TRT distributor provides GPS tracking of delivery teams and delivery quality checked with staff who live in the district.  Delivery reminder service implemented.
· Annual focus groups for TRT, A-Z and priority communications issues

· Press release output and coverage targets in place.
· Feedback mechanisms include Pensioners’ Forum, Youth Council, prize draw survey in democracy packs, welcome packs for new residents, surveys in TRT and at key points of contact. 

· Communications team action plan produced annually and reviewed twice a year.
· Communications and engagement plans for sustainability, community safety, democracy and citizenship and South Oxhey Initiative include targets and evaluation.
· Herts Omnibus survey provides annual data on communications performance, including breakdowns for deprived and minority groups.
· Audio version of Three Rivers Times actively distributed for visually impaired or those with reading difficulties.
· Internal Communications survey completed annually.
· Monthly “What’s On” poster placed on noticeboards and distributed to community venues

· E-newsletters in place for Environment, Planning, Leisure and South Oxhey include feedback mechanisms.
· Facebook news pages introduced for key areas included those with significant deprivation and integrated with Twitter. Social media is monitored and responded to.

· Regular attendance at the county communications managers group

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· Herts Omnibus survey 2011/12 shows 73% of respondents felt they were well informed or fairly well informed about Council services and overall satisfaction is 74% (75% average for county).
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	B

	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Scope of communications work is limited by below national average staffing level

· Below average staffing level weakens resilience

	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	
	£ 0

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Additional controls to be considered as part of the Communications Plan 2012/13


	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	E

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· All key groups will be represented in consultation feedback.

· Satisfaction with information provision and overall satisfaction 

with the Council would increase
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	II
	E


STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	3
	Failure to make progress on the sustainability action plan
	Service Disruption 
	I
	E
	The “clean and green” aim of the Strategic Plan includes the objective “to maintain a high quality local environment and reduce the eco-footprint of the district”.  The Council’s reputation would suffer if sustainability targets were not achieved. 
	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	II
	
	
	Last Review Date
	09/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	IV
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	II
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/01/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	3
	Risk Title:
	Failure to make progress on the sustainability action plan

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Head of Sustainability Head of Economic and Sustainable Development

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· The authority fails to lead by example on sustainable initiatives and does not provide the opportunities for residents to take advantage of, for example, energy saving measures

· Failure to resource the plan properly

· Lack of awareness of current initiatives

· National Indicators have been abolished.  The Council is at a high level already and a high base line may prove difficult to improve on if new Indicators are introduced.

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Monitoring reveals that the actions are not taking place and targets are not being achieved

· Withdrawal of Government funding for sustainable initiative subsidies

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Action Plan for the development of Climate Change Strategy agreed

· Sustainability team has been set up

· Regular progress reports on strategy development reported to SEPSC

· Standing items for Cabinet/Management Board and Management Board meetings

· Partnership arrangements have been set up with the LSP and Energy Savings Trust

· Membership of the Herts Sustainability Forum with bi-monthly meetings

· Information is provided via the “Our Climate Is Changing” website

· Greenhouse Gas emissions data has been submitted to DECC

· ISO14001 re-accreditation achieved (excluding Batchworth Depot)
· Membership of USEA Green Deal Community Interest Company agreed

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· Stakeholders are kept up to date on progress via regular reports

· Internal audits
· Submissions to DEFRA and DECC
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	IV
	D

	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Annual audit and re-accreditation of ISO14001 for Three Rivers House – Due October, 2012
· Seeking accreditation for ISO14001 for Batchworth Depot

· Continued promotion of Government (CERT) funding, whilst available and investigation of Green Deal and ECO funding to replace CERT

· Continued development and promotion of the “Our Climate Is Changing” website

· Continued monitoring of Greenhouse gas emissions and reporting to DECC

· Development of a Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan to replace the Sustainability Action Plan.
· Progress the Green Deal initiative via the Community Interest Company

	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	No additional resource requirements identified


	£ 0

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Additional controls to be completed during 2012/13
· Impact and probability have not changed since last review

	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	IV
	E

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· Successful ISO14001 accreditation for Batchworth Depot

· Successful ISO14001 re-accreditation each year.  

	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	IV
	F


STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	4
	Failure to engage the community in the Strategic Plan
	Service Disruption 
	I
	E
	Evidence held on successful consultations and high customer satisfaction data. 


	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	I
	
	
	Last Review Date
	08/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	III
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	I
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/01/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	4
	Risk Title:
	Failure to engage the community in the Strategic Plan

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Community Partnerships Manager

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· Poor response rates from the community or hard to reach groups.

· Lack of consultation of community in priorities set by the Council.

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Citizen’s Panel becomes unrepresentative
· Consultation methods fail to engage hard to reach groups 
· Poor consultation methods used
· Insufficient resources to engage groups 
· Hard to reach groups fail to remain engaged due to lack of TRDC response 

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Corporate consultation data is analysed by race, gender, disability, age, area of residence and household income

· Consultation best practice guidance updated for all services

· Corporate focus groups held with BME communities, LGBT communities and those dissatisfied with key services changes
· Research with young people on community safety, South Oxhey initiative and Community Strategy
· Stakeholder engagement with low income groups, people with mental health and learning disabilities and low literacy groups

· Consultation Action Plan has been developed

· Pilot project for customer profiling is continuing

· Priorities for engagement have been identified

· Diversity Peer Challenge completed

· Customer Service Excellence accreditation of all services

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· Evidence held on successful consultation and customer satisfaction
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	D



	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Maintain implementation of corporate Consultation Action Plan.



	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	No additional resource requirements identified.
	£ 0

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Impact and probability have not changed since last review. 

· Consultation on the review of the Community Strategy and South Oxhey Initiative undertaken.
· Consultation on changes to Council Tax Benefit
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	E

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· All key groups represented in corporate consultation feedback. 

· Risk could be closed.
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	F


STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	5
	Failure to achieve Community Safety targets
	Service Disruption 
	II
	D E
	Strategy continues to meet majority of targets. Individual targets not met are being addressed by local action plans.
Reducing funding increases likelihood. 


	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	I
	
	
	Last Review Date
	08/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	III
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	I
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/01/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	5
	Risk Title:
	Failure to achieve Community Safety targets

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Community Safety Manager

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· Ineffective target setting.

· Resources not allocated to address actions.
· Changes in recording systems. 
· Initiatives fail to meet targets. 
· Public do not understand what work is being achieved. 

· Overall strategy has met strategic targets. 

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Strategy not translated into action plans for each partner agency. 
· Action plan not monitored for impact and corrective action. 
· MIDAS/monitoring systems fail. 
· Poor practice and enforcement by partners. 
· Residents mis-informed by national media. 
· Reduction in funding to partnership. 
· No joint risk management. 
· Lack of commitment of staffing resources from partners. 
· Lack of equality monitoring. 
· No business continuity or disaster recovery plans. 

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Quarterly performance reports to Community Safety Board and Co-ordination Group. 
· 6 monthly reports to Leisure and Community Safety Policy and Scrutiny committee. 
· Briefings with Leader and Portfolio holder. 
· Participation in Family Intervention Project, Offender Management Group and ASB Action Group. 
· Equality impact monitored. 
· Monthly updates to Members

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· Strategy overall is on target. 
· Where individual targets not met new action plans have been put in place and targets revised annually. 
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	D

	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Review all bids for sustainability.
· Assess risks of all partnership projects. 
· Request clarity of staffing commitments from all partners through annual action plan. 
· Request CRB checks for partnership funded projects where relevant. 
· Request equality impact on all funding proposals. Health and safety terms to be given to all grants. 
· Review data protection arrangements for non-statutory partners. 
· Assess business continuity needs for all partnership projects.  
· Implement shared ASB management system. 
· Seek county clarity on funding sources. 
· Community Safety Board to review funding position following election of Police & Crime Commissioner

	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	Staff time. ICT support to implement new ASB system.
	£ tbc

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Grants reviewed, and sustainability proposals being reviewed. 
· Dialogue started with LSP regarding funding sources. 
· Shared ASB management tool in place.
· Pilot area for transition from Family Intervention Project to Thriving Families programme.
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	D E

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· Targets of strategy met for year. 
· Review new risks at that point. 
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	F


STRATEGIC RISK REGISTER
	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Impact

Classification
	Likelihood

Classification
	Reason for Assessment
	
	

	
	Brief Description – Title of Risk
	See Impact Table
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table
	Use this box to describe how the score has been derived
	
	

	6
	Failure to achieve the priorities of the Community Strategy through the LSP
	Service Disruption 
	I
	D


	Loss of 50% of the Performance Reward Grant reduces capacity for local projects.

No further funding secured yet for Local Strategic Partnership.
	Requires Treatment
	Yes

	
	
	Financial Loss
	I
	
	
	Last Review Date
	08/11/12

	
	
	Reputation
	III
	
	
	Next Milestone Date
	30/01/13

	
	
	Legal Implications
	I
	
	
	Next Review Date
	31/01/13

	
	
	People
	I
	
	
	Date Closed
	--

	
	
	


RISK ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN
	Risk Ref:                         
	6
	Risk Title:
	Failure to achieve the priorities of the Community Strategy through the LSP

	Responsibility
	Who is managing the risk?
	Community Partnerships Manager

	Consequence
	What can go wrong?

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	· Failure to deliver on the strategy by some partners. 
· Loss of resources to support achievement of the priorities. 
· Action plans not effectively implemented. 

	Cause / Trigger
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	· Loss of national targets and funding streams. 
· Changes in priorities of individual partners. 
· Budget limitations. 
· Poor development of action plans. 
· Limited buy in to strategy by partners. 

	Existing Control
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	· Action Plan updates provided to board from all sub-partnerships. 
· Key performance indicators being tracked. 
· Regular briefing with leader. 
· Regular meetings of LSP Board. 
· Sustainable funding plan being developed by LSP.

	Adequacy of Control
	What evidence is there that the existing

Controls are working? What would the Risk

Rating be without the existing controls?
	· Progress made on key projects in the District. 
· Challenge provided to poor performance. 
· Board reviewing impact of CSR and new changes. 
· Sustainability key decision element to project funding. 
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	C

	Further Action / Controls Required
	What gaps have been identified?

What can be done to reduce the likelihood of

something going wrong and/or reduce the

Impact if something does go wrong?
	· Complete review of LSP.

· Assess new sources of potential shared funding for local priorities. 
· Maintain risk assessment of all proposals for funding and joint action. 

	Cost / Resources
	Are there cost / resource implications in achieving the further action above?
	· Staff time. 
· Partners funding and commitment.
	£ 0

	Current Status
	What is the current position on introducing

additional controls? What is the current

Risk Rating
	· Review of partnership has started to risk asses future needs.
· Community Strategy reviewed and new priorities to be consulted on agreed.
· Potential funding sources identified for future years.
· Growth bids submitted by some partner agencies

· Priorities raised with Hertfordshire Health and Wellbeing Board and Commissioning Staff.
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	D

	Critical Success Factor
	How will you know that the action taken has

worked? What will be the Risk Rating

outcome with the new controls?
	· Partnership achieves further progress on priorities in areas of deprivation in sustainable manor. 

	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	
	III
	E
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