P30 Event Questions and responses from the event 25th February 2010
	Name of Questioner
	Question
	Name of Responder
	Response

	Hugh Campbell

Pat Davis
	What is CoE role with regard to low risk review?

Are there ways that CoE can assist if SROs are avoiding Gateway by using low risk scores at assessment?
	Stephen McDowell
	An RPA should be completed in all cases, CoE agree the scoring and issue a low risk template recommending to the SRO that an independent peer review be undertaken. He also commented on the work of the SSA in producing a process for independent peer reviews which would be shared in due course with the community.

	Gerry Anderson
	With Hub Accreditation what are CoE doing in relation to growing practitioners and use of Portfolio Leaders in the AAP process?
	Stephen McDowell
	AAP is not yet implemented in NI there are only 5/6 high risk reviews per year, the Scottish Executive have undertaken some work on this and we are awaiting the outcome.  Phil Kemp added that the practicalities are that AAP would merit 2 and a half days of consultancy with CoE involvement, the Portfolio Leader roles would come from the NI Portfolio leader team. 

	Seamus Kane
	Enquired of the quality of SROs, programme and project managers, and if there was any policy for improving the SRO role.
	Desi Curry
Phil Kemp

John O’Callaghan
	Most of the SROs are not aware of the full role and responsibilities, he provided an example of this.  The benefit of the application of the Gateway Process is that it assists the SRO role through providing added weight to areas of concern.

added that in some cases reviewers who identify inexperienced SROs as part of the review can make a recommendation for a mentor or someone to help/assist in role detail etc.  OGC skills and capabilities identified /SRO skill increase – there has been an informal SRO gathering.  The PPM Leaders investigating and the Home Office have developed an In-House SRO course.  CoE has had sight of this, there is also an issue relating to the turnover of SROs.

added that there were a number of models of training being considered as standard training does not usually match requirements.  

	John O’Callaghan
	Asked the audience for comments or difficulties relating to the new RPA. 
	Pat Davis
David Carson

Phil Kemp
	Commented that he needed to be convinced of the RPA form due to the interpretation of the risk and with the addition of charging he wondered would this not become a driver to err more on the side of low risk to save costs.
Commented that the charge levied would be relatively small in the context of the costs of the project.  The proposal would be for a standard charge for high and medium risk reviews.  Is is value for money in terms of SRO assurance.  The subjectivity of the process was one of the PAC issues – the new RPA is a significant step forward it exposes the judgements and rationale of individuals risk, evidence is more visible and accountable.  The previous form enabled the process to be blamed in terms of the scoring.
Commented that there were now additional validation checks via the Portfolio Leader or CoE to assess SRO statements and the assessment meeting also allows a further check.  In terms of charging the Central Civil Govt do not charge, however Local Partnerships do – the NAO have commented that projects should build in funding for assurance and there is also an education issue here around the new RPA.  In terms of administration charge it would be around 0.01% of the total cost of the programme or project.


