Risk Assessment Work Sheet
What are the Threats and Opportunities?
	LAA Partnership
	Sustainable Essex Partnership

	LAA Indicator
	NI191, NI192, NI195

	Risk Owner
	Jason Searles


	1. Proposed actions and activities fail to reduce waste arisings
2. Service provision fails to increase the proportion of waste collected for recycling or composting
3. Market capacity is not available to mange waste collected by Essex Authorities for reuse, recycling or composting within budget (RISK)

4. Proposed actions and activities fail to deliver enhanced levels of cleanliness (RISK)

	Sources and Risk Triggers
	Impacts and Consequences
	Gross Risk Score 

	
	
	Probability (A)
 
	Impact (B)
 
	Score (AxB)
 

	1. Public confidence in the economy improves

1. Public engagement activity fails to enthuse 

1. Legislative changes

1. Lack of resources

1. Population/Housing growth

2. New services are poorly planned and managed
2. New services are poorly communicated to residents

2. Service provider is unable to deliver specified service
2. Lack of resources


	Improved economic prosperity often leads to increased consumption and increased waste arisings

Confused public engagement leads to low uptake of services activities resulting in no reduction in waste

Potential changes to legislation may lead to increased waste arisings 
Services fail to meet needs of public resulting in low participation and low material capture

Residents are confused by service resulting in poor participation, high levels of contamination and low material capture

Service provider default resulting in service failure


	2

3


	4

3


	8

9



	Sources and Risk Triggers
	Impacts and Consequences
	Gross Risk Score

	
	
	Probability (A)
 
	Impact (B)
 
	Score (AxB)
 

	3. Economic downturn leading to waste industry slow down and reduced demand for recyclate

3. Planning failure for new operations

3. Recyclate tonnages decline to a point where district/borough income falls below that required to continue to deliver services.

4. Partnership fails to work cohesively together and better coordinate services

4. Enforcement activity failure

4. Poor benchmarking information

4. Economic uncertainty within business lead to increased flytipping

4. Poor public communication

4. Lack of resources


	Outlets not available to manage waste leading to material being landfilled and targets missed

District/Borough income fall results in services being withdrawn

Cleansing levels, at best, fail to improve. Poor coordination of activity may lead to performance deterioration.

Public do not engage in process or recognise impact of behaviour and therefore attitude/behavioural shift does not occur

Inability to target resources effectively resulting in poor VfM and failure to improve
	2
2
	3
3
	6
6

	
	

	Treatment measures currently in place

	Residual Risk Score

	
	Probability (A)
	Impact (B)
	Score (AxB)

	1. Communication activity developed in line with national best practice

1. Legislative proposals/changes tracked and services being developed to roll-out (if necessary)  to mitigate any legislative change impacts

2. Services are developed and delivered in consultation with residents, in line with good practice and based on experience elsewhere

2. Resources for major system changes have been secured

2. Procurement undertaken to ensure viability of service and ability of contractor

3. Continued proactive dialogue with industry

3. Delivery of services which collect high quality recyclate for which demand is generally more stable

3. Proactive exploration of joint working opportunities to delivery better VfM

4. Regular engagement with partners with technical support to ensure cohesiveness of partnership

4. Initial funding secured

4. Data obtained to enable targeting of activity/resources


	1
1

2

1
	2
2

2

2


	2
2

4

2



	Further Treatments needed/ Action Plans
	Review Date 
	Responsible officer
	Target Score

	 None
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Key:

Gross Risk Score – this is the score given to the risk, taking into account the likelihood x impact of the risk occurring, assuming that no action is taken.
Residual Risk Score – this is the score, taking into account the treatment measures currently in place.  In most circumstances the score will be lower than the gross risk score, as the actions being undertaken should have begun mitigating the risk i.e. the impact or the probability of the risk occurring.  As management of the risk progresses and treatment measures are implemented, this risk score should be reviewed.
Target Score – this is the score you wish to manage the risk down to.  It will be dependent on the risk appetite of the partnership and in turn to what degree the risk triggers are controllable or non-controllable.

Note – when scoring your risks, please refer to the risk scoring guidance, for either a positive opportunity or negative threat.

