This being my first time involved in an assessment process within the department but having a long history of experience in assessment practice I would like to share some observations with the group.

I must start by saying that for me this was a change, coming as I did from a regulatory frame work were assessment were made against well developed and published standards in a publicly transparent and subjected to a well developed, formal and robust judicial review mechanisms, to assessing against solely in house qualitative statement with no requirement to consider formal judicial review, was an interesting experience.  
The first thing I had some difficult with was the qualitative statement concept, as many of the circumstances encountered in the application did not fit any of the statement provided 

eg-  
“Project is at the detailed design stage so should be ready to proceed in funding timeframes”.- high

“Project is still at sketch plan stage but may be able to be completed during funding timeframes” – medium

“Project is only at conceptual stage and is unlikely to be completed within the program funding period.”- low
When the circumstance of the application was that the “project was really only at the conceptual stage (low) despite that fact there were some very rudimentary sketch plans (medium) but because it was such a small project, if approved, it clearly could be achieved easily in the funding timeframes (high)
So was it a “low” “medium” or a “high” for this criterion? 
Guess like every body else I just called it as I saw it but if this is the process to be adopted for the applications do we really need 3 prescribed qualitative statement, can’t we simply read the supporting documentation and make a subjective judgement on the material provided.
i.e. for the above example it is obvious the matter to be determined for this criterion is - can the project be delivered within the 18 month program time frames,  and if so why not just the one qualitative statement criterion that may read something like this- 
The demonstrated capacity of the applicant to deliver this project within the program time frames? – and you score the application as “High”  “Medium” or “Low” again this criterion
 And so on for each criterion.

The next aspect that I had some difficulty with was “weighting” in the final risk assessment 
This is an example of an actual risk assessment 
This project is recommended as a short-listed candidate as- 
· the Club has demonstrated project need only by anecdotal evidence that this project meets the identified service delivery gaps for the sport (medium) but 
· has defined how it will enhance or increase participation opportunities (high). 
· The project indicates that others may use the facility, .(medium) 
· but has not identified these users (low).
· the project is near other facilities (low).
· but some demand has been identified .(medium) 
· while the organisation has not clearly demonstrated how the project will attract new events, programs and competitions at the local or regional level (low). 
· there is a modest number of programs identified for different user groups and a modest increase in number of participants are expected. (medium)  
· The project has not been identified in any planning document but has been minuted (low).
· Applicant has provided information that addresses the Major Facilities Program priorities as the project provides for moderate access to a range of target groups including the general community, (medium) 
· although no evidence of community consultation was presented.(low) 
· Project is planned with strategies for water management .(high) and some energy efficiency measures.(medium)
The Expression of Interest has provided details that 
· indicate that while the project is still at the sketch plan stage. (medium) 
· it would be able to be completed during the funding timeframes (high).
· The land and tenure is confirmed and a copy of a ten year lease has been supplied. Letters of support are also provided (high) 
· but no application for approval has been lodged (medium)
· although indications are that approvals may be required. Contributions for the project are confirmed and evidence is provided. The scope of works is clearly defined and a appropriate a contractors quotation is provided and is related to the project. The project is achievable within the program funding period (high) 
· which satisfies the requirements to proceed to the Major Facilities Program 2009 Application stage.(low)
Clearly, during the assessments of the EOI, each of us determined that some aspects were more important than other but this was a subjective value based processes. For the Application assessment I would like to support Greg’s view that we consider giving a collective weighting to each criterion so the weighting can be accumulated to give an overall value.   
Taking the above as an example the assessment would result in something like this:- 



	Components
	Weighting
	High
	Cf
	Medium
	Cf
	Low
	Cf
	Score

	
	
	1/3
	
	1/3
	
	1/3
	
	

	
	
	25 to 18
	
	17 to 9
	
	8 to 1
	
	

	the Club has demonstrated project need only by anecdotal evidence that this project meets the identified service delivery gaps for the sport (medium) but 
	25
	
	0.0
	12
	0.7
	
	0.0
	18

	 has defined how it will enhance or increase participation opportunities (high). 
	30
	19
	0.8
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	23

	The project indicates that others may use the facility, .(medium) 
	15
	
	0.0
	14
	0.8
	
	0.0
	12

	but has not identified these users (low).
	20
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	7
	0.8
	16

	the project is near other facilities (low).
	25
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	5
	0.6
	14

	 but some demand has been identified .(medium) 
	15
	
	0.0
	11
	0.6
	
	0.0
	10

	 while the organisation has not clearly demonstrated how the project will attract new events, programs and competitions at the local or regional level (low). 
	20
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	8
	0.9
	18

	 there is a modest number of programs identified for different user groups and a modest increase in number of participants are expected. (medium)  
	15
	
	0.0
	12
	0.7
	
	0.0
	11

	The project has not been identified in any planning document but has been minuted (low).
	30
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	6
	0.7
	20

	 Applicant has provided information that addresses the Major Facilities Program priorities as the project provides for moderate access to a range of target groups including the general community, (medium) 
	30
	
	0.0
	18
	1.1
	
	0.0
	32

	although no evidence of community consultation was presented.(low) 
	20
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	7
	0.8
	16

	Project is planned with strategies for water management .(high) and some energy efficiency measures.(medium)
	30
	24
	1.0
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	29

	indicate that while the project is still at the sketch plan stage. (medium) 
	15
	
	0.0
	6
	0.4
	
	0.0
	5

	 it would be able to be completed during the funding timeframes (high).
	25
	22
	0.9
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	22

	The land and tenure is confirmed and a copy of a ten year lease has been supplied. Letters of support are also provided (high) 
	15
	14
	0.6
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	8

	 but no application for approval has been lodged (medium)
	25
	
	0.0
	16
	0.9
	
	0.0
	24

	 although indications are that approvals may be required. Contributions for the project are confirmed and evidence is provided. The scope of works is clearly defined and a appropriate a contractors quotation is provided and is related to the project. The project is achievable within the program funding period (high) 
	25
	22
	0.9
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	22

	which satisfies the requirements to proceed to the Major Facilities Program 2009 Application stage.(low)
	20
	
	0.0
	
	0.0
	4
	0.4
	9

	
	400
	
	
	
	
	
	
	307


Guidance could also be given as to allocating values eg.
Land tenure- allocation of weighting
	Circumstance
	%

	Fee simple -applicant owner

	100

	Lease >10 years
	90

	10 years lease
	80

	Lease less than 10 years- letter from owner supporting renewal
	75

	No lease- letter from owner supporting lease
	55

	Lease less than 10 years- letter from owners non committal of supporting renewal
	40

	No lease- no letter from owner non committal of supporting renewal
	20


This will introduce much more consistence, competence and integrity into the process thus delivering a product much more robust and reliable.
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