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Highway Maintenance: Duplicate Payment Requests

Working in Partnership to Deliver Audit Excellence



Assurance Opinlon Recommendation Summary
Pricrity Number
It was agreed that this audit would be a supportive
advisory piece of work focused on the areas of 3
R i - Az we have not reviewed the entire contral
Non-Opinion Audit i 3
on p on framework, we have not offered an assurance
opinicn. 1
T

Audit Conclusion

In relation to the Highway Malntenance Contract, our analysis of Skanska's submitted Application for Payment [(AfP) files has confirmed 3 significant number af
duplicate payment requests made across the three-year contract period. Importantly though, we Identified these duplicate instances are In fact re-applied
requests for payments that have previously been refused through the certification process. Due to data quality and visibility Issues, it was not possible to confirm
that there have not been any duplicate payments made in errar.

We have established several complex root cause issues thar relate to both operational process and the AP certification process, which have given rize to the
situation of repeat payment requests being submitted by the contractor.

The most significant issue |5 a high differential between the ordered cost of works, compared to the actuzl cost applied for, There ara fu rther process and system
issues, which are causing the amount of data within the AIP to be unnecessariy inflated, and therefore the certification process is less than efficient or effective.
These combined issues increase the likelihaod that a duplicate payment request could be overlooked and approved in error.

We also assessed the extent to which payment request and certification processes are sufficiently robust to mitigate the risk of duplicate payments being
emmoneously applied for and pald. This has identified that whilst the contractor has recently implemented enhanced controls, the authority is et 1o secure
approval for the required improvements an their side to be funded and pricrity action is needed,

The requirements of the the certification process aré also beyond the capabilities of the current spreadsheet and a module added ta the highway system would
provide a better framework for such a high volume and com plex process

Due to the significant value of highway maintenance payments and the lack of assurance that public funds can be effectively safeguarded via the current
procisses in place, we have made a series of recommendations to addrass the root causes,
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Background
Following a formal procurement process, Somerset County Council (SCC) awarded the Highway Maintenance Contract to Skanska Construction UK Lid. The

contract commenced in April 2017 and isvalued at approximately £30m each year, Skanska entered Into an agreement with 5CC dated 18 lanuary 2017 pursuant
ta which the eontractor agresd to provide the design, construction, and completion of the services as required by the contract. These works are mostly instructed
by the authority via a task order process, specifying the location, size; and nature of the work to be completed. This includes safety defects such as potholes,
road resurfacing, gully cleansing and new highway works, There are also permitted drcumstances whereby Skanska raise task orders for warks themselves and
then complete the works. In these instances, certification of these contractor-raised task orders always resides with a SCC member of staff. The contractual
agreement specifies how task orders should be processed and the evidence required to complete them and trigger payment.

On average, there are 35-36,000 task orders raised per year. The table below represents the value of work {ordered by both the contractor and the autharity]
since April 2018 for the maln three areas included within the AfP. It should be noted that there is a significant difference between the value of arders raised and

payments made, which is an Esue In lself and reported under 1.1:

April 2018 - March 2020
Task Order - Other £10,625,399
Task Order - Safety Defects E1,861,748
Task Order - Small Improvement Schemes £798,337

Further data analysis is included within paragraph 1.1 of the report and in Appendix A

When a task order is completed, Skanska apply for payment. The mechanism & a monthly spreadsheet called the Application for Payment (referred to as the
AfP). It I5 & substantial document comprised of thousands of rows of task orders, Various certifving officers review the task orders and determine whether the
payment is made in part or full, or not paid.

In a recent AP, Skanska mistakenly applied for an incorrect amount conceming resurfacing work. Although £241 669 had been previously paid, Skanska
incarrectly re-applied for full payment, disregarding the previous paid sum. If the 5CC certifler had not identified the duplication, 5CC could heve paid the sum
bwice,

Due to the sheer size of the AP, no previous paid amount is easily identifiable. The current system relies heavily on certifiers collating information from various
systems and being able to identify any errors, The Highways team have been reviewing and working on a number of improvements to the AP to streamline the
certification process. A major factor in triggering this review was that due to the complexity of certification in comparison to the short timescale in which to
complete it, there was a high preportion of task orders being paid with no review. In recent morths, the improvements to the process have increased the

certification compliance rate from 30% to 92% completion.
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Corporate Risk Assessment
Chjective
al Toestablish the axtent of duplicate payments applied for across the three-year contract period, through analysis of submitted Application for Payment
files; and
bl To assess the extent to which both the authority and contractor processes are sufficiently robust to mitigate the risk of both duplicate payments being
applied for and pald.

Inharent Risk Manager's initial Auditor's
Assessment Asseczment Azspszman

Risk

Financial oss through a failure to identify and remave duplicate payments applied for, in relation
to highway maintenance.

Scope
The SCC Highways Team asked SWAP to carry out this audit, following an advisory report on & review of the Application for Payment process camried out by the

senior Quantity Survevor, We began by collating all the AFP data across the three vears of the contract and analysing it for duplicates, However, it was not
possible to extend the analysis to Include payments, due to the number of repeat payments requests, part @nd interim payments, and the fact that there is an
inconsistent use of comments to explain where there have been changes.

A Reconciliation Tool recently developed and provided by the contractor was Instead used to interrogate a sample of task orders, which were identified through
the SWAP data analysis as having duplicate payment requests across multiple AfF's, Due to the absence of full supporting comments by both the contractor and
the certifier it was not possible for the testing to assess whather there were any illegitimate reguests for payment.
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Findings and Qutcomes

Financial loss through a failure to identify and remove duplicate payments applied for, in relation to

highway maintenance,

1.1 Finding and Action

=50
There are high differentials between the ordered and actual costs in the Application for Payment.

Findings
Our analysis of the Application for Payment data has highlighted a significant issue with differentials between the value of ariginal task order cost and the

contractor's requested payment value,
For safety defects warks, which bave the mast significant varlances, this graph represents the scale of the issue (April 2018-March 2020). Further analysis for

the other major areas of the AfP is available in Appendix A of this repart, which shows there are both higher and lower costs across all task order types:
lask Order Safety Defect:
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On average, the cost differential for Safety Defect task orders has been 32% across the pericd, with the highest monthly varlance being 34% in August 2019
There are numerous legitimate reasons why a differential can occur and not keast because of the dynamic nature of highway malntenance, which means that
rectification requirements can change significantly and rapidly between an initial inspection and the werks being carded out.

Another prevalent issue exists specifically for surface dressing works where cost values can be substantial, but it has become common practice for task orders
to be raised for a nominal £1 value only, This represents poor cost accounting practice and creates significant differentials.

Safety defect works are not valued and quoted by the contractor prior to, but 2t the time of the works being completed. The compensating control of a variation
order, to ensure that a cost variance is properly managed and sufficiently transparent to the cliant, is not commonly used. This is because approximately 90%
of works are subject to sorme degree of variance. Time and resource Issues were tited as the barriers to completing a variation order in every applicable case.
We also understand that the use of variation orders is not enforceable via the current contract. Therefore, addressing the root causes for why such significant
variances occuf from the autset is a more effective means of rectifying the [ssue.

As per paragraph 1.3, we have established that unrealistic job costs being submitted In task orders are due to knowledge and skills gaps across operational
teams. This largely relates to use of correct measurerments and interpretation of the contractor’s price list. The impact on the AfP is a reduction in cost visibility
for officers certifying payments.

This in turn can impact on the number of orders refused for payment and then re-applied for by the contractor, the Impacts of which are further explained in

paragraph 1.4,

Recommendation Priority Score

We recommend that the Strategic Manager — Highways shoubd:
# introduce a differential threshold above which, a varation order must be raised;
s |ntroduce a requirement for accurate cost accounting, to address the ssue of orders being raised for nominal E1 values;
# @assess and address knowledge and skills gaps across operational staff teams, The autcome should be to ensure that all officers raising task crders apply
the same interpretation of safety defect work measurements and the price list;
» consider the optimum level of resource reguired to address these issues and seek to increase it where required.
Agreed Action
*  Senior Quantity Sundeyar (535} to review use of arbitrary figures used to raise Task Orders as part of process review. The intention to put an immediate
cessation on procuring works of this nature, [General agreement that this cannot continue for budget management purposas).
¢ Skanska will need to be engaged on the process review, 505 to review how we address this with Skanska.
»  Strategic Manager — Highways to review knowledge and skills gaps across Operations and consider optimum level of required resources.
31 March 2021 [with
Responsible Officer Strateglc Manager — Highwavys / Senlor Quantity Surveyor Timescale implemantation from
1 April 2021)
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1.2  Finding and Action

55U
Other issues with the cost visibility of orders in the Application for Payment may impact on the number of task orders refused for payment and re-applied for
by the contractor,

Findings
Having established that cost differentizls are a major reason why the contractor will repeatedty reapply for payment, we reviewed examples in order to establish
the Impacts on the AfP certification process. This identified that a lack of consistency in the use and format of comments added to task orders, by both the

contractor and the client, creates a weakness in the certification process.

The prevalent observations were:

# Abzence of comments by the contractar where there is a high cost differential;

¢ Absence of comments by the certifying officer to explain reasens when there |5 a refusal to pay;

» Numerous examples of where there was a serles of refusals to pay, but the task order is subsequently paid months later with no comments to explain the

reason for the delay.
These instances could be addressed by mandating the set of circumstances where an explanatory comment must be added, along with an agreed format,

Cther common issues observed were:

# When part payments have previously been agreed by the certifier and the contractor then applies for the balance to be pakd — the contractor’'s comment
does not consistently state the previous sum applied for or the part payment value. Comments are not consistently formatted or detailed, and so do not
provide the detall required by the certifier;

& When an interim payments has been agreed for a high valuse task order running over an extended period — the contractor's comment does not make clear
that the payment is Interim and does not typically include previously paid values, which makes the certification process more protracted.

These issues increase the likelihood that a duplicate payment request could he missed and approved in error,

We recommend that the Strategic Manager — Highways should work with the contractor to agree an improved approach to the use of explanatory comments
in the AP by both the dient and the contractor, This action should seek to achieve a ‘right flrst time” approach to certification, which will reduce the number
of repeat requests. &s part of this action, consideration should be given to introducing a differentlal threshold, above which comments are mandatory.
Agreed Action
® 505 to review use of explanatory/mandatory notes as part of the process review, (Acceplance there ks a lack of commentary from SCC and Skanska on
the cost differentials).
+ Skanska will need to be engaged on the process review as this is likely to result inan amended / agreed process with Skanska,
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31 March 2021 (with

Responsible Officer Senlar Quantity Surveyor Timescale implementation from
1 April 2021)
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13 Finding and Action

[ssue

The amount and scope of routine auditing of highway task erders is not commensurate with the total value of expenditure, or the financial risks associated with
the outsourced maintenance contract,

Findings
For the vast majority of task orders fulfilled by the contractor there Is no on-¢ite auditing to confirm the quality of works, or accuracy of the cost submitted by
them for payment. This approach places an over-reliance on the AfP certification process, which has its own known weaknesses.

in discussion with the officer responsible for auditing the contractor's work via the AfP, it was also established that many of the ATP certifiers are not responsible
for raising the task orders themselves and are not always able to confirm the acouracy of measurements used by the officers whao do.
The monthly audit process focuses on only a2 small sample of deskiop reviews, as well as a small sample of task orders for which the completed works are visually

inspected.

Further discussions with certifying offlcers highlighted instances where upon investigating a high differential between the value of the task order raised and
value of payment requested, it was discovered that the original task order had been submitted with an unrealistic cost, This was either due to mismeasurement
of the works required, or through an incorrect application of the contractor's price list.

Therefore, ssues with the highways officer’s knowledge of and interpretation of the nature of the works required and the correct rate, is a contributing factor
to the differentials between the values of works raised and payment requested. Task orders with such high differentials may be refused for payment and can
then enter a protracted negotiation before they are resubmitted in the next AP, or they may be passed for payment with insufficient assurapce that the works
have been completed to a guality standard and charged at an accurate cost,

Recommendation Priority Score &= :!i-: LR
We recommend the Strategic Manager— Highways should seek to resource an increased amount and scope of routine auditing of task orders completed by the
contractor, to confirm both the quality of works and the correct application of the price list. The approach to auditing should be reviewed to ensure that certifiers
and contract auditors target the areas of highest financial risk.

Agreed Action

This has been recognised within the Contract Management Business Case and more resource Is reguested {subject 1o financlal approval). There is also a need
for TO commissioners to undertake their own audit for payment purpose and recard as such (this will be a process issue that will nead to be factored in issues
abovel, Current audit acthvities to be re-focused anvalue and risk, Highways Strategic Manager to discuss with contract Awditor,

Janeuary 2021
Responsible Officer Strategic Manager — Highways Timescale (following Full Council
decision].
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1.4 Finding and Action

Is5ue

The size and format of the Application for Fayment exceads the capabllities available from a spreadsheet and does not enable the certification process to achisve
compliance with Financial Regulations, There is also a lack of cost visibility for certifiars,

Fimdings

SCC Financial Regulations reguire that:
“Invaices are not outhorised for poyment, or poyment otherwise authorised, unless the goods or services have been recetved to the cormect price, guontity
ond guality”.

These are the standards required from the Application for Payment (AfP) certification process.

The ATP is essentially a substantial spreadsheet, divided into four key areas which represent the main types of highway works carried out by the conbractor. The
areas differ in size considerably, with the most substantial relating to safety defect work,

A recent AP included 2,435 safety defect task orders requiring certification. and this s typlcal of the number of this type of task order completed and requested
for payment on a mionthly basks.

In addition to recently completed task orders requested for payment, the AFF also contains applications for interim payments, as well as payments previously
requested and rejected by the certifier. With the size of each spreadsheet and amount of data included, It Is difficult If net impessible for certifiers with high
volumes of task orders to track and reconcile against any previous request or part payment, to ensure that only the correct value is applied for and certified at
each stage.

The AfP does not include any previous payment data and therefore, certifiers are required to manually enter the task order number into either, or both the
highways management and contractor systems, In order to obtain further information to make the decision as to whether to pay. When certifiers are responsible
for hundreds of task orders, this i infeasible within the seven-day window for completing the certification process,

Given the size and quality of the data within the AP, the spreadsheet format is far from deal, The Strategic Manager has advised that there are discussions in
progress with the provider of the highways management system, and this presents an opportunity to explere whether & bolt-on payment module could be
procured, Failing that, an in-house developed dalabase similar to the version developed by the contractor for their own reconciliation purposes would deliver

the Improvement required.

Recormmendation prrty Scor

We recommend the Strategic Manager - Highways should explore options for improving the architecture of the Application for Payment through either adoption
of a highways system payment module, or a database to replace the current spreadshest format.
Agresd Action

* 5085 to review current support systems activity. Confirm on Demand appears to provide an opportunity to explore further,

* 505 to discuss with Nell Guild the long-term aspirations of the AP review with a view to ensure the IT systems are aligned 1o support,
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31 March 2021 (with
Responsible Officer Senior Quantity Surveyor Timescale implementation from
1 April 2021)
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1.5 Finding and Action
5L
There is a lack of cohesion between the processes of the authority and the contractor that Impact en the data quality of the Application for Paymant.

Findings
The highways service operates a system whereby the county highway network is divided Into a series of unique reference numbers, for asset management

purposes. in practice, this means that a stretch of road s divided into subsections, known as ‘Link & Sections’,

When highways officers raise an order for works to be completed by the contractor, they will divide the task accordingly across the relevant Link & Sections and
ralse a separate task order for each. For example, resurfacing a whole road may incorporate several Link & Section numbers and officers will place an indnviduwal

order for each to be resurfaced.

However, the contractor does not use Link & Section numbers and has no access to the schema by which they are allocated, Therefore, when they apply for
payment, they will submit a total cost to only the first Link & Section of the road in question and the remaining lines will be charged at zero. This means that |n
terms of the AP, the amount of data is unnecessarily expanded with numerous rows of zero value charges.

Through discussion with certifying officers, this issue was identified as another contributing factor which exacerbates existing difficulties with the AFP
certification process. Certifying officers require further time to review each black of data relating to the highway section and then remove each rero-value

charge.

The Strategic Manager has advised that there are discussions in progress with the provider of the highways management system, and this presents an
opportunity to explore whether there is an alternative approach that better aligns with the contractor's process.

Recommendation Priority Score =t =T, B8 1)
We recommend the Strategic Manager - Highways should axplore aptions with the highways system provider for streamiining system functionality that will
remove differences between authority and contractor processes in respect of allocating task orders to specific parts of the highway.

Agreed Action
» Significance of Link & Sections to be reviewed to determine usage requirements and potential for streamlining system functionality
31 March 2021 [with

Responsible Offices Senior Quantity Surveyar Timescale implementation from
1 April 2021)
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1.6 Finding and Action

Issue
The authority's highway maintenance payment reconciliation process does not include sufficient data to be effective.

Findings

As previously explained, the contractor has recently developed a Reconciliation Tool which is essentially a spreadsheet database and is used by them to perform
several data guality checks on the task orders within each ATP. The database includes every task order instance, certification outcome and associated payments
fram the three-year contract period, The contractor has shared this tool with the client to provide assurance of their control framewark following the duplicate
payment error. However, they have stated that due to the amount of dzta included, It Is too labour-Inténsive for tham ta run a full reconciliation avery month.

SCC's own reconcifiation process is far less robust and is completed by the Business Support team, rather than the Highways team. This is a historic arrangement
and the amount of data included is dictated by the capacity of the Business Support team who provide the reconciliation. The reconclliation itself is run every
three months and includes only three months’ worth of data.

Having reviewed the format of AFP and surrounding processes, as well as specific task order examples, it is clear that a three-month view will only provide partial
assurance, This is the because there is a high proportion of task grders for which the ongoing application, certification and payment activity can run for up to a
six-mionth period.

The cutcome of the recommendation made under paragraph 1.4 will determine the options available for expanding this reconciliation process, so that it can

provide full assurance.

Recommendation Priority Score e s T
We recommend the Strategic Manager — Highways should explore options for expanding the reconciliation process beyond the three-maonth dataset currently
used.
Apgreed Action
s 505 to review guarterly reconciliation process currently undertaken by Business Support Team.
s 505 to discuss potential development of improved SCC reconciliation process with Meil Guild,
31 March 20Z1 {with

Responsible Officer Senior Quantity Surveyor Timescale implementation from
1 April 2021)



1.7 Finding and Actlon

lssue
The Application for Payment process does not have a realistic completion timescale given the cornplexity of the certification process.

Findings
It is understood that there are legal compliance reasons why the timescales for certification of the AfP. However, as part of our review of the process, we

observed that the contractor submits their initial application on 28™ day of each month and it is sent to the SCC Commercial & Procurement Team, for onward

distribution to the certifying officers,
Whilst we acknowledge that this stage of the process appears to create no delays, It appears to be a legacy arrangement that no lenger adds any value

It is arguably more import for the Highways team to have ownership of the end to end process and therefore we have recommended a review.

esizibies iy scor

We recommend the Strategic Manager — Highways should review the role of the Commercial & Procurement team in the Application for Payment process, to
estabdish any benefits achieved through imvolverment and whether the Highways Operations team should assume responsibility for distributing the AfP,

Agread Action
This is to be reviewed as part of the review and Implementation of the Contract Management Team.

Responsible Officer Strategic Manager = Highways Timescale 31 March 2021
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Other Observations

A further issue contributing to the slze and complexity of the AP is an ongoing contract dispute with regards to the supply of before and after photographs by
the contractor, as evidence of completion of the works.

This issue relates to the contractor failing to supply satisfactory photographic evidence of job completion. This occurred as a result of performance issues with
certaln operatives and also sub-contractors, who have falled to take photographs of completed road repairs, or the photographs have been of poor quality.
The contractor's stance is that the work has been completed and whilst evidence cannot be provided of the before and after state, tha maintenance works are
obvious from visual inspection,

The overall dispute is ongoing, and hoth the contractor and the client have made proposals for a price perecentage reduction on the respective works. However,
there is a lack of agreement over who should accept lkability, should there be a third-party claim relating to a road section where there is no completion evidence
for the repair. Therefore, the negotiations are still ongoing and the task orders for these works continuing to appear in each AP with a line of data for each

repeated request,
Ta illsstrate the extent of this ssue, the AP for February 2020 was analysed and found to include BS task orders that were included in at least one previous AfP

due to the ongoing dispute,

The relevant task orders have continued to appear in each monthly AfP as the contractar believe they are entitled to payment and are therefore continuing to
apply. This i an ongoing contractual dispute and negotiations are in progress (o agree a resolution.
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Appendix A

In addition to the data analysis included in Paragraph 1.1 for the differentials between original task order cost and the contractor's requested payment value for
Safety Defects task orders, the following is a table of monthly values and the differential value, along with the percentage:

Order Value

Payment Walle

Difference

u differsnce

2018 Apr £244.37 £156.56 -£87.81 -36%
2018 May £39,454,97 £43,413.29 £3,958.32 10%
2018 lun £67,552.45 £71,081.25 £3,528.80 5%

2018 Jul £R4,064,07 £88.608.51 £4,544. 44 5%

2018 Aug £90,786.81 £102,035.23 £11,248.42 12%
2018 Sep £95,764.29 £110,864.40 £15,100.11 16%
2018 Ot £103,482.32 £124 845 46 £21363.14 21%
2018 Now £100,362.34 £126,676.83 £26,314.49 26%
2018 Dec £8,992.25 £14,869.45 £5,877.20 65%
2019 Jan £143,697.74 £179,318.06 £35,620.32 25%
2018 Feb £177,246.34 £237,269,89 £60,023.55 34%
2019 hiar E£172.426.20 £205,218.05 E32, 79185 19%
019 Apr £30.450.60 Edl 662,50 E1L,211.90 AT
2019 May £108,227.10 £117,977.16 £9,750.06 g

2019 Jun £58,627.52 £92,729.26 £34,101.74 SE
2019 Jul £55,404.88 £102,205.53 £46,710.75 B4%
2019 Aug £59,172.48 £114,872.15 £55,709 67 54%
2019 Sep £60,407,42 £132,685.70 £63,278.28 31%
2019 Oct £84,489,91 £151,899.44 £67,409.53 80%
2019 Nawv E60,944,87 £115,367.72 54,422 85 29%
2019 Dec E78, 349,34 £100,841.21 £22,591.97 29%
2020 lan E55,403.64 £61, 41020 £5,007, 16 11%
2020 Feh £62,746.38 £72.058.77 £9,317.39 15%
2020 Mar £54,359.39 £57,653.15 £3,293.76 6%

Grand Total £1,861,747.58 £2,465,920.47 £604,172,89 32%
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This table and graph present the same data in respect of task orders within the ‘Other’ and *

Small Improvement Scheme’ categores:

IWTENMAL mLET BERALCS

Order Value Payment Value Difference % difference

2018 Apr £649,259.96 £195,144.54 -Fd54 155.42 <70%
2018 May EGT AS7.36 £58,301.26 -£9,156,10 -14%
2018  Jun E88,753.40 £108,878.53 E20,125.13 23%
2018 Jul £35.478.58 E£57,456.41 -£32 02257 -36%
2018  Aug EV5.940.59 E82 407.02 £6,466.43 )
2018 Sep £328,030.49 £331,614.62 £3,584.13 1%
2018 Oct £499,675,.74 E478,655.7TH -E21,019.44 =A%
218 Mov £&BR,157.08 £311.459.20 -£374,697 BH 5559
2018 Dec £520,661.33 £300,156.19 -£220,465.14 -4 2%
201%  Jan £1,396,895.13 ESP.020.47 -£1,198,978 .66 03%
2019 Feb £137,481.52 E162,430.12 E24 948,60 18%
2019 Mar £125,181.40 £3,901 87 -£121,279.53 “87%

| 2019 Apr £743, 364,88 £103,042.74 -E040,322.14 -BEH
2019 MWay £9432 796.32 E1B6.EB1.07 -E755,035.25 -B0%
2013 Jum EGS0.A72.76 £381 253 94 -£309,118.82 -d5%
2019 Jul £357 268 63 £425,861.25 E63,592.63 19%
2019  Aug £340,116.39 E410,742.38 £70,625.59 21%
Mg Sep E528,614.25 £340,421.37 -£188,192 B8 -36%
019 Oct £522,062.20 £244 AE9.45 -E277.572.75 -53%
2019 Now E534,845.88 £513 38689 -£21,458.99 %
2019  Dec ER06,561.5959 £37,328.91 -£4659,233.08 -93%
2020 Jam E5Z6,850.21 E272.773.75 -£254,076.46 ~48%
2020 Feb E120EHT. 24 £99,174.65 £21,506.59 -18%
020 Mar £146 847 42 £27.775.70 =£119,071.72 -B1%
Total E10,625,398.65 £5,231,478.12 -£5,393,920.53 51%
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Payment

Order Value i Difference % ditference
Value

1018 Apr E280,000.00 £84,452.30 £195 547.70 7%
2018 Sep E750.00 £91,120.24 ES0,370.24 12045%
2018 Dt £750.00 £91,120.24 ESD.370.24 12049%
2018 Mow £115,000.040 £165,184.29 E50,184.29 44%
2018 Mar £115,000.00 £165,843.38  E50,843.38 4%
2015 Apr £115,000.00 -E165,184.28 £280,184.29 -244%
20149 oct £B3,518.61 £1140,000,00 E24,081L.39 ZB%H
2020 Fel £85,918.61 £115,. 564,70 £33,646.09 9%
Total £798,337.12 £662,100.86 E136,236.36 =17%
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Finally, this is a summany of the differentials for all task order types:

April 2018 - March 2020

Order Value F'::"_::I_:'Er Differe nce i
Task Order Other £10,625398,65 £5231,478.12 E£5,393520.53 -51%
Task Order S5I5 £798,337.22 £662,100.86  -£136,236.36 A7%
Task Order Safety Defects E1,B61,747.58  £2 46592047 £604.172 .89 2%
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April 2018 - March 2020 Total
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Audit Framewo d Definitions

Definition of Corporate Risks Categorisation of Recommendations

Rigk Reporting Implications In addition to the corporate sk assessment it is important that management know
hizw mportant the recommendation |5 to thelr service. Each recommendation has
baen glven a priority rating af senvice level with the following definitions:
issues that we consider need to be brought to the Findings that are fundamental to the integrity of the service's
attention of both senior management and the Audit Priority 1 business processes and require the immediate attention of
Committes. managermeant,

Issues which should be addressed by management In 3
s Important findings that meed to he resolved management.
their areas of respensibility, P ng by manag

Issues of a minor nature or best practice where some
improvement can be made.

Finding that requires attention.

Plegse note thot this report has been prepared and distributed iv accordance with the agreed Auvdit Charter and procedures. The report hos been prepared for
the sole use of the Partnership. Mo responsibility is assumed by us to ony other person or orgonisalion.

if vou requive the report in an alternative format, please contact SWAP Head Office.



