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[bookmark: _Toc10557653][bookmark: _Toc139012267]The Gateway Review Process
The Gateway Review Process (GRP) was developed in the United Kingdom (UK) during the late 1990s and was first introduced in Victoria in 2003.
[bookmark: _Hlk24117359]The Gateway Review Process examines programs and projects at key decision points. It aims to provide timely advice to the Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) as the person responsible for overseeing the delivery of the project and transitioning it into operation. A review provides the SRO, and in turn the Steering Committee and the relevant portfolio Minister, with an independent view on the current progress of the program or project and assurance that it can proceed successfully to the next stage.
Given the aim is to help the SRO at key decision points, each review is short and focused on the work that is complete at the time. For the best results, reviews are carried out shortly before decisions to allow sufficient time for recommendations to be implemented. 
This document provides project owners and review teams with guidance on the Gateway process and their roles. It forms part of a suite of documents and should be read in conjunction with other relevant Gateway documents.
[bookmark: _Toc10557654][bookmark: _Toc139012268]Gateway applications
Gateway reviews are mandatory for all High Value or High Risk (HVHR) projects. Projects are designated as HVHR if they are budget funded projects that have:
[bookmark: _Hlk99099132]a total estimated investment (TEI) over $250 million
a TEI of $100-250 million and have been assessed as medium to high risk or
have been classified as high risk regardless of TEI. 
HVHR investments are subject to extra scrutiny and ongoing involvement by the Treasurer and the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF). Each HVHR project will have its own Project Assurance Plan. These require DTF, in consultation with departments, to assess project risks at each stage and determine whether there is a case for exemption from certain project assurance functions and/or whether there are additional functions (above the standard set) that should apply. As a result, the level of DTF involvement will vary for each project.
The Project Profile Model (PPM) is DTF's risk-based assessment tool used as a part of a broader suite of inputs to inform whether a project should be subject to the HVHR project assurance framework. It can be found on the DTF website. 
Gateway reviews can apply to a range of programs and projects including policy, organisational change and acquisition projects but is most commonly applied to infrastructure, and ICT-enabled business projects.
The GRP involves short, intensive reviews at six critical points (‘gates’) in the project lifecycle, in which public and independent practitioners use their experience and expertise to examine the progress and likelihood of success, performed shortly before key decisions are made. The types of reviews are:
Gate 1 – Concept and feasibility (based on a preliminary business case)
Gate 2 – Business case
Gate 3 – Readiness for market (prior to procurement taking place)
Gate 4 – Tender decision (prior to contract being awarded)
Gate 5 – Readiness for service
Gate 6 – Benefits evaluation
Program review
[bookmark: _Toc10557655]Project Assurance Review.
[bookmark: _Toc139012269]Value of the Gateway process
A Gateway review delivers a peer review, in which independent, external practitioners use their experience and expertise to examine the progress and likelihood of success of the program or project. It provides a valuable perspective on the issues facing the internal team and an external challenge to the strength of the plans and processes. The review is not an audit and should not be regarded as an alternative to appropriate project or program management.
The Gateway Review Process supports the SRO’s responsibility to achieve their business aims by helping ensure:
the best available skills and experience are deployed on the program or project
stakeholders fully understand the program or project status and the issues involved
the program or project can progress to the next stage of development or implementation.
The Gateway Review Process also provides benefits to the overall program or project management process within the Victorian public sector in the following areas:
achievement of more realistic time and cost targets for programs and projects
improvement of knowledge and skills among government staff through participation in reviews
fellow practitioners provide advice and guidance to the program and/or project teams
lessons are translated into value-adding advice and activities aimed at improving government investment outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc10557656][bookmark: _Toc139012270]Gateway reviews as part of the assurance framework
All Victorian public-sector bodies have their own structures and resources for carrying out internal reviews, health checks and audits of their programs and projects.
Public-sector bodies are expected to have in place an effective framework to provide a suitable level of assurance for their portfolio of programs and projects. This requires management to map their assurance needs and identify the potential sources for providing them. Public sector bodies are encouraged to ensure adequate and timely coordination and sharing of information, including plans, between the various internal review functions.  
In addition to these expectations around internal assurance requirements for public-sector bodies, the Victorian Government implements additional assurance processes through its High Value High Risk Framework.
An important feature of the Victorian Government’s approach to project assurance on HVHR projects is the development of a Project Assurance Plan.  The Project Assurance Plan, developed collaboratively by DTF’s Infrastructure Policy and Assurance group and the project SRO, sets out the full array of assurance requirements as required under the HVHR framework, including the Gateway Review Process.
The Gateway Review Process is an independent assurance process, administered by DTF.
SROs should be aware of the extent of assurance and limitations of the Gateway Review Process:
· Gateway reviews provide a snapshot of the progress of a program or project at a point in time, and are intended to complement internal assurance processes, not replace them.  
· Gateway reviews are not a replacement for a rigorous governance framework in the organisation; 
· Gateway reviews do not supersede the need for a full audit opinion on the effectiveness of risk management nor replace any necessary technical advice.
In developing the Gateway Review Process requirements for the Project Assurance Plan, DTF will take into consideration the extent of Agency Gateway Review Process experience and their previous success in delivering HVHR projects. 
As a starting point, at project initiation DTF encourages Agencies with a successful delivery track record and significant Gateway Review Process experience to map out their known key decision points, and key risks across the whole of lifecycle for all work packages. This will assist DTF to draft a Gateway schedule for the Project Assurance Plan.  
Where an Agency can demonstrate a heightened level of assurance for a project using a deviation from a traditional Gateway review sequence, DTF will consider such proposals, and in collaboration with the Agency, will work to refine the review schedule.  The purpose of any such refinement being to maximise project assurance oversight at key decision points, or on specific risks, while at the same time streamlining the review process to minimise review duplication and review scheduling clashes, (particularly common across multiple works packages).  This level of collaboration is particularly pertinent for mega projects and non-traditional procurement methodologies.
DTF will take the lead in detailing the Gateway Review schedule within the Project Assurance Plan for agencies delivering HVHR projects with:
· less Gateway Review experience
· less project delivery experience
· less experience delivering complex projects or using more traditional delivery methods.
In these instances, the Gateway Review schedule tends to align to a more traditional Gateway review sequence.
As each project is individual, with specific risk profiles, the extent of assurance processes for each project is determined on an individual basis.  From a Gateway context, this may mean from time to time, that:
· some Gates are exempt (particularly the case where additional oversight by DTF is prescribed for non-traditional procurement methodologies, for example Partnerships Victoria projects do not require Gate 4 Tender Decision reviews, as significant DTF oversight has taken place during the commercial negotiations phase)
· reduced duration reviews (deployed where DTF oversight of the project has resulted in a material de-risk to the project at a specific stage of lifecycle). For example, some Alliance projects at the Readiness for Market stage only require a three-day review instead of four-day review, as DTF has been working closely with the Agency to review the readiness of market documents
· lengthy projects with prolonged durations between Gate 4 Tender Decision and Gate 5 Readiness for Service (sometimes a two to three year gap) may require a meaningful health check to ensure the project is tracking for success.  In these instances, Project Assurance Reviews, or Program Reviews may be deployed, focussing on specific project or schedule risks, or reviewing the program of works more broadly.  Bespoke terms of reference are designed for this purpose
· supplementary Gates, that is for example, secondary Gate 3 Readiness for Market, or Gate 4 Tender Decision reviews may take place where multiple high risk procurements take place in series, and cannot meaningfully be merged into a consolidated stage review
· where specific risks are identified on a project that are not typically reviewed as a part of the standard scope of a sequenced Gateway review, additional or modified scope may be included within a review’s terms of reference.  Any departures from the standard scope of a Gateway Review must be detailed in the Gateway Report
· for mega projects, which often contain several high value, and / or high risk sub-projects, a single Gate 1 – 6 format would not adequately provide the project assurance required across all work fronts.  Accordingly, a tailored assurance process including DTF oversight of identified risk areas (for example procurement activities), in combination with reviews with bespoke terms of reference, and modified and / or supplementary Gate reviews may be approved.  These details are defined within the Project Assurance Plan, and are designed on a project by project basis.
As the Gateway Review schedule within the Project Assurance Plan is developed pre business case development, it is by necessity an iterative or living document that is subject to change throughout the project lifecycle.  This is because at this stage of project lifecycle the full details of project delivery, procurement methodologies, and work package structuring are not fully understood.  As these areas are approved, the Gateway review schedule and the Project Assurance Plan are further updated
[bookmark: _Toc139012271]Relationship between the Gateway Review Process and the budget process
There is an expectation that all projects that are likely to be subject to the HVHR project assurance framework will have completed a Gate 2: Business Case Review prior to submitting a business case for consideration in the budget process.
Projects in development that are likely to be HVHR should complete a Project Profile Model (PPM) and engage with the DTF HVHR team or the Gateway unit a minimum of six to eight weeks in advance of the state budget process to arrange a Gate 2: Business Case Review. 
[bookmark: _Toc10557657][bookmark: _Toc139012272]The role of the Senior Responsible Owner
A Gateway review is conducted for the SRO who is usually the initiator of the review. The SRO has ownership of the report and is accountable for the implementation of any recommended remedial action and the progress of the program or project. 
Since 2018, the Gateway review report has been shared with DTF’s HVHR team to assist projects in considering recommendations. SROs are also required to distribute Gateway review reports and any associated Recommendation Action Plan (RAP) to the project Steering Committee (or equivalent governance forum) to provide oversight of all ‘critical’ (red and amber) actionable items. It is also recommended that the Gateway report and any associated RAP be issued to the relevant portfolio Minister.
Although many people may be involved in supporting a project or approving funding, the SRO is the individual who makes the decision that a project or program should proceed to the next stage. The project director usually reports to the SRO. 
Where an agency is delivering a project on behalf of another part of government, the SRO will come from the client department or agency and should be the owner of the overall business or service change that the project supports. This individual must be senior and must take personal responsibility for the successful delivery of the project. They should be recognised as the project owner throughout the organisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc10557658][bookmark: _Toc139012273]It is important that the SRO is involved throughout the entire review process. To ensure a collaborative, measured outcome, the SRO is interviewed at the beginning of the review and updated on progress at the end of each day. The SRO is provided with a verbal and draft written report by the review team at the end of the review. Guidance for reviewers
Guidance for reviewers
Gateway Reviews serve the dual purpose of providing recommendations to help projects succeed and assessing them against best practice. 
Gateway reviewers can use a range of materials to inform their assessment and reports, including: 
the Victorian Gateway workbooks, which provide guidance on the structure of each Gateway review, and the areas of investigation (https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/gateway-review-process/gateway-key-decision-points-guidance-and-templates)
DTF’s Investment Lifecycle and High Value High Risk Guidelines (ILGs) provide guidance on the development and delivery of major infrastructure or ICT investments in Victoria (https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/infrastructure-investment/investment-lifecycle-and-high-value-and-high-risk-guidelines).
[bookmark: _Toc22719066][bookmark: _Toc22719401][bookmark: _Toc10557659][bookmark: _Toc139012274]Tailoring the review
As each project is different, every Gateway review is flexible enough to provide relevant advice for each project on its own merits. The areas of a project or program examined, and the evidence provided, are generally the most flexible areas of the process while the timing of the review should be as close to the decision point as practicable.
The Victorian Gateway workbooks also show examples of the types of satisfactory evidence the review team may require when considering various issues. These are indicative only.
The review team should consider whether additional or different issues need to be addressed and evidence sought. Approaches may vary according to the context of the program or project, for example, IT-enabled business change, property and/or construction, or policy development and/or implementation.
To ensure the review team’s advice is focused on the most relevant and valuable areas to that project or program, discussions with DTF should be held throughout project or program lifecycle: 
in developing the Project Assurance Plan
in advance of scheduling a Gateway review
with the review team at the planning day.
[bookmark: _Toc139012275][bookmark: _Toc10557660]Gateway Program Reviews
Programs are delivered in the wider context of carrying forward policy and strategic objectives and improving organisational performance. 
A program in the Gateway context can refer to:
a series of interrelated projects with a common aim or
a broad framework or policy concept that may result in a series of largely independent, smaller projects.
It may be developed as a single initiative through to the business case stage and delivered as separate projects over a period of years. This may mean the program will not fit neatly into the standard Gateway reviews from one to six.
Program reviews provide for consideration of progress of the program that may happen at different rates or be at different stages in the project lifecycle while ensuring coherence and keeping the focus on the overall outcomes. 
The review can be used to consider the program’s potential to succeed prior to being announced and/or established. Program reviews can be repeated whenever key decision points are reached or whenever the program’s usefulness or viability comes into doubt.
A program review can also apply to a project where there is a lengthy period between decision points, or decision points are repeated due to a staged implementation. There is benefit in conducting a review to ensure the program has retained its strategic relevance and that specific project elements remain on track, even though it is not at a point covered by any of the individual Gateway reviews from one to six.
Program reviews are flexible to account for the needs of the individual program or project, the review does not follow any single Gateway review format but draws elements from each, given the stage of the program.
[bookmark: _Toc139012276]Project Assurance Reviews
Project Assurance Reviews (PARs) complement the Gateway process and are an important element of DTF’s infrastructure assurance framework. 
PARs include bespoke terms of reference developed by DTF in consultation with individual project teams. PARs will usually be conducted shortly before a decision point or key milestone is reached or during construction when there is a long period between Gates 4 (Tender Decision) and 5 (Readiness for Service). 
PARs may be used in place of a Gateway review where a more tailored approach is preferred or may be in addition to Gates one to six. PARs can be requested by DTF, the Treasurer, the responsible minister, or the department or agency.
All HVHR ICT projects are required to complete PARs due to the unique risks associated with ICT projects. 
PARs are undertaken by a team of public and private sector reviewers and provide timely advice to Government, the responsible department and/or agency, and DTF on a project or program’s progress, objectives, governance and readiness. PARs are designed to improve delivery confidence, reduce ‘scope creep’ and allow a wider stakeholder engagement than other processes may allow. 
PARs are undertaken in a manner consistent with the Gateway expectations (refer Appendix 1).
Figure 1: Overview of the Gateway Review Process



Figure 2: Applying the Gateway Review Process to different project delivery methods


[bookmark: _Toc22719069][bookmark: _Toc22719148][bookmark: _Toc22719404][bookmark: _Toc25592041][bookmark: _Toc10557661][bookmark: _Toc139012277]How a Gateway Review works
A Gateway review can be defined by three distinct phases of activity – initiation, planning and review. 
	Initiation
	Planning
	Review

	Project profile model
	Review team selection
	Review

	
	Review logistics
	Report

	Gateway unit assessment
	Planning meeting
	360° feedback

	
	Timing
	

	

	6-8 weeks before review date
	
	0 weeks



For a review to provide the SRO with meaningful and timely advice, it should be held prior to a decision point being reached but not too early that key documentation is underdeveloped. For example, a Gate 2: Business Case review should occur prior to the business case being submitted for approval but late enough that it is well formed and ready to be assessed. This enables recommendations from the review to be addressed before the business case is finalised and ensures the review team has sufficient information to assess against business case requirements and add value. 
The project owner should contact the Gateway unit approximately six to eight weeks prior to the program or project requiring a review so that dates for the planning meeting and review can be agreed.
[bookmark: _Toc10557662][bookmark: _Toc139012278]Initiation
As part of participating in project governance arrangements, DTF will highlight to agencies that Project Assurance Plans must capture the key gateway review milestones, including ensuring that reviews are organised in a timely way, taking into account the readiness of agencies.
DTF will identify the agency’s track record in relation to SRO and project team experience with the GRP and determine whether the SRO and project team would benefit from additional preparatory discussions with the Gateway Unit, or indeed would benefit from formal Gateway review training.  DTF will offer advice on this to the SRO as a part of the preparation of the Project Assurance Plan.
The Gateway unit at DTF and the appointed DTF HVHR analyst should be notified six to eight weeks in advance of the project or program reaching one of the decision points set out in figure one. This will provide the Gateway Unit sufficient time to source appropriate reviewers. 
For all capital projects with a TEI over $10 million that have not yet received budget funding for construction, the project team will need to complete a project profile model, which creates a risk profile for the project, to inform DTF’s decision on whether the project is likely to be HVHR following a funding decision. If the project is likely to be HVHR post funding, then it is expected to complete a Gate 2 – Business Case review prior to the budget process. 
The project profile model can be downloaded at https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/gateway-review-process/book-gateway-review. Upon completion, it is forwarded to DTF HVHR analysts or the Gateway unit.
[bookmark: _Toc10557664][bookmark: _Toc139012279]Timeline of a review and roles
Figure 3: Ideal Gateway Review timelines



[bookmark: _Toc10557665][bookmark: _Toc139012280]Planning
The Gateway unit selects the independent review team in consultation with the project owner, with the purpose being solely to:
· confirm the right balance of skills and experience is present within the proposed review team to adequately cover the scope, or terms of reference of the review
· ensure prior to reviewer engagement, that there are no conflicts of interest, actual, perceived or potential in relation to the participation of any of the proposed review team on the review.
During the planning phase the Gateway unit liaises with the project manager or project representative to finalise the review, including:
finalising logistics for the planning meeting and review, including meeting rooms and support
collating the project documentation available for the review team ahead of the planning session
developing the interview schedule.
	Key project documentation needs to be made available to the review team at the planning session to ensure the team has enough time to read and understand materials ahead of the review week. 



The planning session is usually held two weeks ahead of the review to finalise arrangements, brief the review team on the issues facing the project and to provide the reviewers with key documentation. It normally takes two to three hours and is attended by the SRO, project manager other relevant project personnel, Gateway unit and review team members, DTF HVHR analysts may also attend.
The objectives of the planning session are to:
establish a common understanding of the review approach
establish a code of conduct to be observed during the review
establish a common understanding of the current status of the program or project
identify core issues on which the review team will focus
confirm stakeholders to be interviewed and the interview schedule
finalise the review logistics (such as online review or in person review requirements, such as site visits)
identify remaining project documentation to be provided to the review team prior to the review. 
All review team members attend the planning session and prepare by reading any documentation forwarded by the program or project. This is usually restricted to project overview or outline documentation that can provide all team members with a brief background to the project. The full list of documents to be reviewed is finalised at the planning session. Key documents should be provided to reviewers at the planning session, with any outstanding materials provided in advance of the review week. 
[bookmark: _Toc22719075][bookmark: _Toc22719409][bookmark: _Toc22719076][bookmark: _Toc22719410][bookmark: _Toc22719077][bookmark: _Toc22719411][bookmark: _Toc22719078][bookmark: _Toc22719412][bookmark: _Toc22719079][bookmark: _Toc22719413][bookmark: _Toc22719080][bookmark: _Toc22719414][bookmark: _Toc22719081][bookmark: _Toc22719415][bookmark: _Toc22719082][bookmark: _Toc22719416][bookmark: _Toc22719083][bookmark: _Toc22719417][bookmark: _Toc22719084][bookmark: _Toc22719418][bookmark: _Toc10557666][bookmark: _Toc139012281]Review
[bookmark: _Hlk534968715]The Gateway review normally takes four to five days. During this time the review team undertakes stakeholder interviews in accordance with the interview schedule. Discussions are held online or occasionally in-person. The Review allows for situations such as site visits, accommodating senior stakeholders with time constraints or travel restrictions. 
The SRO is interviewed on the first morning of the review and is provided with an update at the end of each day on the progress of the review and a summary of findings.
Following the review of the identified risks to the project, the review team may request the Gateway Unit run a search of the Lessons Learnt database to determine whether there are any lessons or learnings from other projects that may offer value to the SRO.  If suitable, these will be communicated verbally to the SRO during the final debrief.
On the final day, the review team presents the SRO with a draft review report. This report includes the findings of the review and provides recommendations on how to improve the delivery of the program or project.  

[bookmark: _Toc139012282]Red, Amber, Green definition
[bookmark: _Hlk22220789]There are two levels of Red Amber Green (RAG) status for a project that must be given, using the colour-coded indicators Red, Amber or Green, as described below. These include:
· Red (Critical and Urgent) and Amber (Critical, non-urgent) and Green (Project would benefit from uptake) for individual recommendations;
· Red, Amber or Green Delivery Confidence assessment for the overall project.

[bookmark: _Toc311040007][bookmark: _Toc311040513][bookmark: _Toc325358734][bookmark: _Toc351475489][bookmark: _Toc106350828][bookmark: _Toc139012283]Individual recommendations

Recommendations should be made in relation to all risks identified during the review that have the potential to materially impact on the successful delivery of the project. It should be noted that risk management is an inherent feature of projects, and risks identified through gateway review processes do not substitute the need for strong risk management processes within a project.
The tracking of red and amber-rated recommendation actions, including the status of relevant Ministerial briefings, is to be undertaken as part of DTF’s project governance arrangements. DTF reports to the Treasurer on any critical (red or amber) rated individual recommendations that may arise from Gates 1 – 4 (as identified in the Recommendation Action Plan) in support of the Treasurer’s role in approval processes under the HVHR framework.
Individual recommendations are classified as either, Red, Amber or Green.  Green recommendations are effectively ‘suggestions’ but must also be included within the recommendation table of the report.  The definitions are defined below:

	Red
	Critical and urgent, to achieve success the project or program should take action on recommendations immediately.

	Amber
	Critical but not urgent, the project or program should proceed, with action on recommendations to be addressed before further key decisions are taken.

	Green
	The project or program is on target to succeed but may benefit from the uptake of recommendations.





[bookmark: _Toc311040009][bookmark: _Toc311040515][bookmark: _Toc325358735][bookmark: _Toc351475490][bookmark: _Toc106350829][bookmark: _Toc139012284]Overall Assessment (Delivery Confidence)
An Overall Assessment (Delivery Confidence) is also required for each review based on the definitions below. When determining the Overall Assessment, the Review Team should refer to their own judgement/expertise to determine the most suitable Delivery Confidence rating. 

	Overall report
	Overall report
	Overall report

	Successful delivery of the project to time, cost and quality appears highly likely.
	Successful delivery appears feasible but significant issues already exist, requiring timely management attention.
	Successful delivery of the project to cost, time and/or quality does not appear achievable.

	There are no major outstanding issues that at this stage appear to significantly threaten delivery.
	These issues appear resolvable at this stage and if addressed promptly, should not impact on cost, time or quality.
	The project may need re‑baselining and/or the overall viability reassessed.



From April 2025, Gateway Reports will be completed on the Gateway Online Reporting Platform.  The new reporting platform allows the review team to qualify their Delivery Confidence assessment or provide additional information that may provide additional context.  This may be beneficial in instances, for example, where a review has been conducted on a work package within a mega project, where the review team do not have oversight of the entire mega project, and need to clarify exactly what the review has assessed.
 
[bookmark: _Toc22719086][bookmark: _Toc22719420][bookmark: _Toc22719087][bookmark: _Toc22719421][bookmark: _Toc22719088][bookmark: _Toc22719422][bookmark: _Toc22719089][bookmark: _Toc22719423][bookmark: _Toc10557667][bookmark: _Toc139012285]After the review
Subject to the SRO making factual corrections, the review report is finalised within one week of the review. The only output from the review is the review report. 
The SRO has ownership of the report and is accountable for the implementation of any recommended remedial action and the progress of the program or project. 
Since 2018, the Gateway review report is also shared with DTF’s HVHR team to assist in addressing recommendations and identifying lessons learned. 
[bookmark: _Hlk137723796]From July 2021, SROs are required to distribute Gateway review reports and any associated Recommendation Action Plans to the project Steering Committee (or equivalent governance forum).  This will provide oversight of all red and amber-rated ‘critical’ recommendations. It is also recommended that the Gateway report and any associated RAP be issued to the relevant portfolio Minister.
Under the High Value High Risk Framework, Recommendation Action Plans are used to inform any DTF briefings to the Treasurer on procurement or the investment decision in accordance with the HVHR Framework. 
The review team is bound by confidentiality agreements signed ahead of the review and is required to destroy all notes, project documentation and electronic materials relating to the review once the report is finalised. 
At the conclusion of the review, the SRO, project owner, review team leader and review team members are requested to provide feedback to the Gateway unit to improve future review teams and Gateway reviews.
[bookmark: _Toc10557668][bookmark: _Toc139012286]What effect does a Gateway review have on the project?
The Gateway unit usually meets the direct costs of a review for a HVHR project, including the cost of procuring private sector reviewers for Gates 1 and 2 reviews for projects that are likely to be HVHR. 
The program or project contributes the time of team members to the review. This is likely to include interviews with the SRO, project owner, project manager and key project personnel. If advisors or contractors have been appointed, their key personnel involved in the program or project may also be interviewed.
The program or project arranges the interview schedules, collates and provides documentation and arranges the appropriate facilities where a review occurs in-person not virtually (such as meeting rooms and catering) for the review team during the review. The program or project may also need to facilitate a site visit.
[bookmark: _Toc10557676][bookmark: _Toc139012287]Gateway Review 1: Concept and feasibility 
Gate 1 reviews are recommended to take place prior to the commencement of the development of a full business case.  Where a strategic assessment or preliminary business case has not been prepared prior to lodgement of a business case in the State budget, Gate 1 reviews are commonly combined with Gate 2 reviews.
Gate 1 reviews should be applied as stand-alone reviews where an agency is preparing a strategic assessment, preliminary business case or other submission (including cabinet submissions) to secure development funding for a full business case for a project that is likely to meet the HVHR thresholds. 
The purpose of a Gate 1 review is to:
check the outcomes and objectives for the project and policy or program to confirm it makes the necessary contribution to the overall strategy of the organisation and its senior management and interfaces effectively with broader high level government policy objectives and initiatives
ensure users and key stakeholders support the policy, program or project
confirm the project’s potential to succeed is considered in the context of the organisation’s delivery plans and change programs, any interdependencies with other programs or projects in the organisation’s portfolio and other organisations
review the arrangements for leading and managing the policy, project or program and its individual projects
review the means of identifying and managing the main or individual program or project risks, including external risks, such as changing business priorities
ensure financial and other resources are provided
ensure plans for the existing and next stage are realistic and properly resourced, with sufficient people of appropriate experience and authority
check the market is appropriately engaged with the feasibility of achieving the required outcome
check the strategic assessment has fulfilled the requirements outlined in the investment lifecycle guidelines: strategic assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc10557677][bookmark: _Toc139012288]Policy context and organisational fit
Is the plan to succeed innovative?
Does the project’s sponsoring group, e.g. Ministers or the organisation’s management board, agree with the business strategy and is it robust?
For projects seeking expenditure review committee approval, is there a clear link between this proposal and the department’s service strategy and/or asset strategy?
Is this proposal identified in the department’s multi-year strategy?
Does the project reflect the current business policy and organisational environment and does the scope of the project fit with the program or strategy?
Is the governance framework fit for its purpose and is there commitment to key roles and responsibilities for the current project within current corporate priorities?
Does the project, program or policy require new governance arrangements, e.g. cross-portfolio?
Are the required skills and capabilities for this project available, considering the organisation’s current commitments and capacity to deliver?
Is the organisation able to learn from experience with this project and other projects or programs?
Is there a framework for managing issues and risk to this project? 
[bookmark: _Toc10557678][bookmark: _Toc139012289]The business case and stakeholders
Is there a clear and shared understanding of the required outcomes of the program or project, reflected in a robust investment concept brief and investment logic map?
Does the project demonstrate a clear link with wider government objectives?
Is there an understanding of the scope of the project? What is the full extent of the program or project envisaged and why?
What will constitute success?
Who are the stakeholders and do they support the program or project?
Is this a component project of a wider policy or program and why is it structured this way?
Is the proposed project affordable?
What else could affect success?
What are the assumptions underpinning the project?
What are the major constraints for the project?
Has the supplier market been considered?
Have project controls been determined, especially where constituent projects will be joined with other organisations?
[bookmark: _Toc10557679][bookmark: _Toc139012290]Management of intended outcome
Have the main outcomes from the project been identified?
Are the planned outcomes still achievable, or have any changes in scope, relationship or value been agreed and has the business case been reviewed?
Are principal stakeholders confident the required outcomes will be achieved when expected? Is the project time critical? Is there a plan for achieving required outcomes?
[bookmark: _Toc10557680][bookmark: _Toc139012291]Risk management
Have the major risks been identified? 
How will risks be managed?
Have assurance measures for the program been established?
Is there a contingency plan and business continuity plans?
Have lessons from similar projects been considered?
[bookmark: _Toc10557681][bookmark: _Toc139012292]Review of current outcomes
Does the program or project need to comply with broader government or departmental timing requirements?
Is the program or project planning on track?
Have options for potential ways forward been identified?
[bookmark: _Toc10557682][bookmark: _Toc139012293]Readiness for next phase – the business case
Is there a clear need for the project?
What assumptions have been made about the project?
Are the funds required to adequately prepare the business case available, i.e. is it affordable?
Are the required internal and/or external resources suitably skilled, available and committed to undertake the work?
Are the plans for the next phase realistic and achievable?
Are appropriate management controls in place?
Where procurement is a part of the project, how is capability and capacity for acquisition to be managed?
[bookmark: _Toc10557683][bookmark: _Toc139012294]Gateway Review 2: Business case
The purpose of the review is to:
confirm the business case is robust, meets business needs, is affordable and achievable, has appropriate options explored and is likely to achieve value ‑for ‑money. Value for money includes optimising social, environmental and economic benefits
confirm potential options have been identified and analysed and appropriate expert advice has been obtained 
confirm the underlying investment logic has been reflected in the business case and the project remains aligned with the objectives and deliverables of the program and organisation
ensure the feasibility study has been completed satisfactorily and a preferred pathway has been determined and developed in consultation with the market 
confirm the market’s interest has been measured and appropriate high-level procurement strategies have been considered
ensure there is internal and external authority and support for the project
ensure the major investment and project level risks are identified and outline risk management plans have been developed
establish the project is likely to deliver its business goals and it supports wider business change
confirm the scope and requirements specifications are realistic and clear
ensure the full-scale, intended outcomes, timescales and the impact of relevant external issues have been considered
ensure there are plans for the next stage, confirm the planning assumptions, and the project team can deliver the next stage
confirm overarching and internal business and technical strategies have been considered
establish quality and benefit management plans are in place, including key performance targets and outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc10557684][bookmark: _Toc139012295]Policy and business context
Are all relevant government initiatives being addressed? 
For projects seeking expenditure review committee approval, is there a clear link between this proposal and the department’s service and/or asset strategy?
Is this proposal identified in the department’s multi-year strategy?
Does the preferred option meet wider government and departmental objectives, standards and business change programs?
Have internal and external factors affecting the project been identified and assessed?
Are external stakeholder issues being addressed? These include:
communications
public relations
social inclusion, e.g. equality and diversity issues
environmental issues
personnel
statutory processes
Is there an opportunity to integrate the project or program with other internal or external government initiatives?
[bookmark: _Toc10557685][bookmark: _Toc139012296]Business case and stakeholders
Is there a clear and agreed understanding of the business objectives and how they will be delivered?
What factors are critical to ensure success? What essential areas of activity must be performed well if the mission, objectives or goals of the project are to be achieved?
Can the critical success factors be quantified or measured?
Have all the stakeholders been identified and are their needs clearly understood?
Do the stakeholders support the preferred option, including the potential or recommended delivery approach and mechanisms?
Has the business case examined a wide range of asset and non-asset options for solution and delivery to meet the business need?
Is there a clear best option, or would several options meet the business need?
If there are several options, how was robustness tested and how valid was the process for selecting the preferred option? Have the consequences of doing nothing been assessed as an option?
Were whole-of-life costs and benefits analysed for all options?
Is the project likely to be attractive to the market?
Have contract management issues been considered?
Is the business case complete and consistent with the Department of Treasury and Finance investment lifecycle guidelines?
Have assumptions been identified and their validity checked?
Has the project organisation been considered and is there an overall project management process?
[bookmark: _Toc10557686][bookmark: _Toc139012297]Risk management
Are there processes in place to identify, assess and monitor current, anticipated and emerging risks?
Have any issues raised in a previous review been resolved satisfactorily?
Have the risks for each of the options been evaluated? Has an opportunity for appropriate risk transfer been considered?
Have the risks for the preferred option been fully assessed?
Have the worst-case costs associated with risks been assessed?
Are risk management costs and time implications included in the cost and time estimate or are they treated as a contingency?
Is the project iconic, novel or innovative?
Should the project be broken down into a series of small steps? 
[bookmark: _Toc10557687][bookmark: _Toc139012298]Readiness for next phase – readiness for market
Is there an overall project structure for the procurement stage?
Is there a current and operational risk register?
Is there a realistic plan to reach the next stage of the project – Gateway Review 3: readiness for market?
Have the requirements for any external specialist advice been determined?
Are the necessary internal and external skills available at the right time and in the right numbers?
Is there a training need, what is it and how is it being addressed?
Is the time plan realistic? Does it account for statutory and approval lead times?
Is there a clearly defined project organisation for the next stage of the project, with agreed roles and responsibilities?
[bookmark: _Toc10557688][bookmark: _Toc139012299]Gateway Review 3: Readiness for market
The purpose of the review is to:
confirm the business case when the project is fully defined
confirm the objectives and desired outputs of the project are still aligned with the program to which it contributes
ensure the procurement approach is robust and appropriate
ensure the plan is appropriately detailed and realistic, including the contract management strategy
ensure the project controls and organisation are defined, financial controls are in place and resources are available
confirm the funds are available for the whole project
confirm the development and delivery approach and mechanisms remain appropriate and manageable
check the supplier market capability and track record, or existing supplier’s capability and performance, is fully understood
confirm the procurement or acquisition approach will facilitate good client-supplier relationships
confirm that the procurement plan aligns with and has been developed in consideration of the agencies’ Social Procurement Plan or Social Procurement Strategy
confirm the appropriate project performance measures and tools are being used
confirm there are plans for risk management, business and technical issue management and these plans will be shared with suppliers and/or procurement partners
confirm quality procedures have been applied consistently, since the previous review
confirm internal organisational resources and capabilities will be available for future phases of the project
confirm the stakeholders support the project and are committed to its success
for a procurement project, confirm there is a procurement plan to ensure compliance with legal requirements, all applicable Victorian Government Purchasing Board (VGPB) rules, and it meets the project’s objectives and minimises the procurement timescales
for IT-enabled projects, confirm compliance with IT and information security requirements, and IT standards
for construction projects, confirm compliance with health and safety and sustainability requirements.
[bookmark: _Toc10557689][bookmark: _Toc139012300]Assessment of procurement approach
Have options for the proposed procurement been evaluated, including sources of supply?
Does the client understand the business objectives and are the suppliers likely to understand them?
Are the project outputs and/or outcomes accurately reflected in the requirement specification?
Is the selected procurement strategy defined and endorsed?
Have factors that may impact on the procurement strategy been addressed?
Will the procurement approach facilitate communication and co-operation between all parties and other related projects and programs?
Is there an adequate probity plan? For projects worth $10 million and over, an independent auditor, probity advisor or both should oversee the project.
Has the project team complied with the relevant procurement policies and guidelines when preparing the tender documents? 
Will the project be attractive to the market?
Is there adequate knowledge of existing and potential suppliers? Is the market competitive?
Has a contract management strategy been developed?
Do the stakeholders accept the evaluation strategy including how to demonstrate value-for-money, and is it compliant with relevant procurement policies and guidelines?
[bookmark: _Toc10557690][bookmark: _Toc139012301]The business case and stakeholders
Does the business case continue to demonstrate business need and contribute to the organisation’s business strategy?
Is the preferred way forward still appropriate, have the options been explored?
Is the proposed commercial arrangement likely to achieve whole-of-life value-for-money?
Are the costs within current budgets? Is the project’s whole-of-life funding affordable and do the key stakeholders support it?
Is the organisation still realistic about its ability to achieve a successful outcome?
Is there a clear definition of the total project scope?
Are the risks and issues relating to business change understood? Is there an initial plan to address these issues?
Do stakeholders support the project and is the organisation fully committed?
Do stakeholders agree with and understand the benefits of the project? Is there a plan for realising and evaluating the benefits?
Is the procurement strategy consistent with the approved business case?
[bookmark: _Toc10557691][bookmark: _Toc139012302]Risk management
Are the major risks and issues identified, understood, financially evaluated and allocated in determining the procurement strategy?
Are there risk management plans in place?
Have all issues raised in previous review(s) been satisfactorily resolved?
Are the following external issues being addressed:
statutory processes
communications
public relations
environmental issues?
[bookmark: _Toc10557692][bookmark: _Toc139012303]Review of the current phase
Is the project under control?
What caused any deviations such as over- or under-runs?
What actions are necessary to prevent deviations recurring in other phases?
Were there any assumptions made at Gateway 2, and earlier reviews, that have not been verified?
[bookmark: _Toc10557693][bookmark: _Toc139012304]Readiness for next phase – tender decision
Is the project plan for the remaining phases realistic?
Are the timelines reasonable and compliant with relevant procurement policies and guidelines?
What are the arrangements for the next stage of the procurement process? Have its activities been defined and resourced?
Does the project have resources with the appropriate skills and experience?
[bookmark: _Toc10557694][bookmark: _Toc139012305]Gateway Review 4: Tender decision
The purpose of the review is to:
confirm the business case, including the benefits management plan, after the bid information has been received and assessed
confirm the objectives and desired outputs of the project remain aligned with the wider organisation’s business strategy and/or the program to which it contributes
check all the necessary statutory and procedural requirements were followed throughout the procurement/evaluation process
confirm the recommended contract decision is properly executed within a standard, lawful agreement and is likely to deliver the specified outputs and/or outcomes on time and within budget and will provide value-for-money
ensure management controls are in place to manage the project through to completion, including contract management aspects
ensure there is continuing support for the project
confirm the approved procurement strategy has been followed
confirm the approved Social Procurement Strategy and Social Procurement Plan have been followed
confirm the development and implementation plans of both the client and the supplier and/or partner are sound and achievable
check the business has prepared for developing new processes, for implementing and operating new services or facilities and the transition process
confirm there are plans for risk management, technical and business issue and change management and these plans are shared with suppliers and/or delivery partners
confirm the technical implications have been addressed, such as:
buildability for construction projects
information assurance and security for IT-enabled projects 
the impacts of e-government frameworks. 
confirm the proposed procurement is within financial approvals with an adequate budget to accommodate it.
[bookmark: _Toc10557695][bookmark: _Toc139012306]Assessment of the proposed solution
Does the proposed solution meet business needs and government and department objectives?
Have the suppliers proposed any alternatives or innovative options beyond a fully compliant bid? If so, how was this assessed?
Will the proposed bid deliver the business need described in the business case? Has the proposed solution affected the strategy for business change?
Has the proposed solution affected the strategy for business change and the expectations of business benefits?
Is the client and supplier prepared for the development, implementation, transition and operation of any new services?
Are there plans and processes to address future business and technical issues?
Is there clear demarcation and an understanding of responsibilities between all parties beyond any contractual liabilities?
Are there resources available for the business to fulfil its obligations within the contract and/or agreement?
Have the technical implications been assessed, such as buildability, health and safety and sustainability issues for construction projects; and information assurance and security, the impact of e-business and legacy systems for IT-enabled projects?
Does the project have resources with the appropriate skills and experience to achieve the intended outcomes of the investment?
Is the proposed procurement within financial approvals and is the budget adequate to accommodate the procurement?
Do the transaction documents accurately reflect the business requirements and the risk allocation approved for the project?
[bookmark: _Toc10557696][bookmark: _Toc139012307]The business case and stakeholders
Is the project still required?
Are the requirements of the business case complete or does the tender decision require the business case to be amended or reassessed?
Does the recommended way forward meet the business need?
Has the most appropriate option been selected?
Does the commercial arrangement represent value-for-money, with an appropriate level of quality over the life of the project?
Is the client realistic about their ability to manage the change? 
Does the business case still demonstrate affordability when incorporating the bid proposal?
Is there an agreed plan for the realisation of anticipated benefits?
Have suitable stakeholders, business and user representatives been involved and have they approved the tender recommendation and draft contract?
[bookmark: _Toc10557697][bookmark: _Toc139012308]Risk management
Are risk and issue management plans current and are they being monitored?
Have all major risks from this stage been resolved?
Are there arrangements to minimise risks to the business in the event of major problems during implementation and roll-out?
Does the contract reflect the standard terms and conditions and the required level of risk transfer?
For longer-term partnering contracts, have the re-tendering issues been considered?
[bookmark: _Toc10557698][bookmark: _Toc139012309]Review of the current phase
Is the project under control?
What caused any deviation such as over- and under-runs?
What actions are necessary to prevent deviations recurring in other phases?
Have all the assumptions from Gateway reviews one, two and three been validated?
Have all the required departmental procurement and technical checks been undertaken?
Did the project team follow the planned steps in the procurement strategy?
Has the procurement process adequately managed probity?
[bookmark: _Toc10557699][bookmark: _Toc139012310]Readiness for next phase – readiness for service
Is the working relationship likely to succeed?
Are all resources and internal funds in place?
Are the supplier’s project, risk and management plans adequate and realistic?
Does the client’s plan reflect the supplier’s plans, and vice versa?
Are the long-term contract, administration plan and performance measurement processes complete?
Are all the mechanisms and processes in place for the next phase?
Are the service management plan, administration and service level arrangements complete?
Is the management process for service change complete?
Is there an acceptance strategy or commissioning strategy?
Is there an implementation strategy?
[bookmark: _Toc10557700][bookmark: _Toc139012311]Gateway Review 5: Readiness for service
The purpose of the review is to:
confirm commissioning plans have been developed and are in line with the organisation’s policy and industry best practice
ensure the commissioning plans identify and address key areas, such as:
strategic plans for the organisation that cover the commissioning period
buildings fit for purpose, i.e. utilities power, water, gas, emergency and communication systems
occupational health and safety
business continuity systems
change management
business integration
information assurance accreditation/certification
check the commissioning plans are affordable and robust and associated risks are identified
check the current phase of the contract and documentation is complete and contractual arrangements are current
ensure processes and procedures are in place to ensure the long-term success of the project
confirm all necessary testing, e.g. commissioning of buildings, business integration and user acceptance testing is performed to the end-user’s satisfaction and the project SRO is ready to approve implementation
check there are feasible and tested contingency and reversion arrangements
ensure all ongoing risks and issues are managed effectively and do not threaten implementation
evaluate the risk of proceeding with the implementation and with any unresolved issues
confirm the business has the necessary resources and is ready to implement the services and the business change
confirm client and supplier implementation plans are still achievable
confirm there are management and organisational controls, together with a clear and sound governance structure, to manage the project through implementation and operation
confirm contract administration protocols and procedures have been established and documented
confirm all parties have agreed plans for training, communication, roll-out, production, release and support as required
confirm all parties have agreed plans for managing risks
confirm there are client plans for managing the working relationship, with reporting arrangements at appropriate levels in the organisation, reciprocated by the supplier 
confirm defects or incomplete works are identified and recorded
check lessons for future projects are identified and recorded.
[bookmark: _Toc10557701][bookmark: _Toc139012312]The business case and stakeholders
Is the project still required? Does it still meet the business needs and objectives of the relevant users and stakeholders, e.g. government departments, interest groups?
Is the business case still valid?
Are there any changes between the award of contract and completion of transition and/or testing stages that affect the business change program?
Is the organisation ready for business change? Can it implement the new services and maintain existing services? 
Are there appropriately skilled and experienced human resources available?
[bookmark: _Toc10557702][bookmark: _Toc139012313]Review of current phase
Does the total service meet the acceptance criteria?
Is the project under control, i.e. running to plan and budget?
Have all the stakeholder issues been addressed?
Are all testing and commissioning and/or acceptance or transition procedures complete?
Have all parties accepted the commissioning and/or test results and any required action plans?
Are there workable and tested contingency and reversion plans for roll-out, implementation and operation?
Has the supplier and internal and external parties agreed on the implementation plans? These could include: 
management of change
migration and data transfer
client and supplier implementation
roll-out.
Have any changes to the contract been previously forecast, accurately recorded and approved? Has the contract been effectively managed and enforced?
Is there a training plan and curriculum? And has it reached the necessary stage for implementation?
[bookmark: _Toc10557703][bookmark: _Toc139012314]Risk management
Have the risks and issues from the contract award and implementation phase been properly managed?
If there are unresolved issues, what are the risks of implementing rather than delaying, pending resolution?
[bookmark: _Toc10557704][bookmark: _Toc139012315]Readiness for next phase – benefits evaluation
Are all project elements ready for service?
Is the client ready to adopt new ways of working?
Is any long-term contract management process in place?
Is there a process to manage and measure performance?
Is there a process and timeline to realise, manage, measure and report benefits, i.e. a benefit management plan?
Has ongoing operation and maintenance been considered in detail?
[bookmark: _Toc10557705]Is there a process for post-implementation reviews?
Has the ultimate infrastructure owner included an assessment of the benefits delivered in regular reporting?
[bookmark: _Toc139012316]Gateway Review 6: Benefits Realisation 
The purpose of the review is to:
assess whether the business case for the project was realistic at Gateway 4: tender decision
confirm there remains a business need for the investment
assess whether the benefits anticipated at this stage are being delivered
assess the effectiveness of the ongoing contract and/or facility and service delivery management processes
confirm the client continues to have the necessary resources to manage the facility, and any contract, successfully
confirm continuity of key personnel in facility and/or contract management roles
assess the ongoing requirements to meet the business need and if circumstances have changed, ensure the service delivery and any contracts are adapting to the new situation. Changing circumstances could affect: 
partner management 
relationship management 
service management 
change management 
contract management 
benefits management
performance management.
check any agreed changes do not compromise the original delivery strategy
check there are ongoing continuous improvement mechanisms to improve value-for-money
confirm there are plans to manage the facility and any operational contracts to its conclusion and the validity of exit strategy and arrangements for re-competition
assess lessons learned and the methodology for sharing information within government
assess whether there are any potential risks on the horizon during the operating phase which may impact on the realisation of the project’s intended benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc10557706][bookmark: _Toc139012317]Review of the operating phase
Is the service and/or facility operating to defined parameters?
Is the benchmarking and/or market testing appropriate?
Has the training material and program been delivered and kept current?
Are the governance and contractual relationships satisfactory?
Are there plans for continued contract management and have the contract management procedures been successful to date?
Are plans for ongoing risk management current?
Is change management effective?
Is relationship management effective?
Is training and support adequate?
[bookmark: _Toc10557707][bookmark: _Toc139012318]Business case and benefits management
Is the business case still valid?
Have the business benefits been realised as set out in the business case and benefit management plan? Did the organisation achieve more or less than expected?
Have the needs of the business, end users or stakeholders changed?
Have all the governance and stakeholder issues been addressed? These include:
the statutory process
communications
external relations
environmental issues
personnel.
Are the users satisfied with the operational service?
[bookmark: _Toc10557708][bookmark: _Toc139012319]Plans for ongoing improvements in value-for-money
What is the scope for improved value-for-money?
can more be done for less?
could the provider deliver better service quality at the same price?
can maintenance costs be driven down?
Has the organisation benchmarked its processes by comparing them with other equivalent organisations involved in similar relationships?
Are commercial mechanisms providing appropriate incentives?
Are any interrelated projects integrating appropriately?
[bookmark: _Toc10557709][bookmark: _Toc139012320]Plans for ongoing improvements in performance and innovation
Is the department annually setting realistic targets for continuous improvement from this service?
Are the client and partners working together actively to identify opportunities for improvement through innovation?
Is the organisation tracking its progression to improved performance and the flow of results through key milestones and the business planning cycle?
Does the organisation have performance measures to cover all aspects of the contract?
Do the performance measures offer clear and demonstrable evidence of the success, or otherwise, of the contract?
Are performance measures related to delivery or capability improvement tracked against an existing baseline?
Are there performance assessment measures for:
ongoing service delivery
the desired results of individual programs of change or improvement
the implementation of projects
the overall results or impact of the project.
[bookmark: _Toc10557710][bookmark: _Toc139012321]Review of organisational learning and maturity targets
Does the organisation have a well-defined, implemented and effective process for identifying lessons, applying them internally and sharing them across the government?
Has there been a review of how well the project was managed?
Are suppliers encouraged to learn from experience?
[bookmark: _Toc10557711][bookmark: _Toc139012322]Readiness for the future – plans for future service provision
Is there an ongoing need for the service?
If the service will be needed in the future, what is its likely scope?
Are there any major issues with the current contract that could affect the approach to re tendering the service? Factors to consider include:
the range of services – could the provider cope with the range of services provided or were there significant weaknesses?
the flexibility of the contract – how adaptable was the relationship to both foreseen and unexpected changes in the nature and level of demand?
the customers’ reaction and adjustment to outsourcing – how well did users adapt to services provided by a third party? Was management confident the provider could be relied on to provide the service? Is the organisation ready for a greater dependence on outsourcing? 
the exit strategy – will re-tendering be straightforward or is there a danger the customer is now locked in? Have agreements been made to ensure a smooth handover?
What is the predicted condition of the asset at the end of the contract period?
[bookmark: _Toc99704967][bookmark: _Toc99706051][bookmark: _Toc99706132][bookmark: _Toc139012323]Gateway Program Review
The purpose of the program review is to:
review the outcomes and objectives for the policy or program and the fit between the two, and confirm they contribute to the overall strategy of the organisation and its senior management and interface effectively with broader high-level government policy objectives and initiatives
ensure users and key stakeholders support the policy or program 
confirm the program’s potential to succeed has been considered in the context of the organisation’s delivery plans, change programs, interdependencies with other programs or projects in the organisation’s portfolio and other organisations’ portfolios
review the arrangements for leading, managing and monitoring the whole program and the links to individual parts, e.g. to any existing projects in the program portfolio
review the arrangements for identifying and managing the main program and individual project risks, including external risks, such as changing business priorities
ensure financial and other resources are provided
ensure plans for the current and next stage are realistic and properly resourced, with sufficient people of appropriate experience and authority. This includes individual projects within a program
after the initial program review, check progress against plans and expected outcomes, e.g. the investment concept brief and investment logic map, the business case and benefits management plans
check the market is appropriately engaged with the feasibility of achieving the required outcome
check the program takes account of integration with other internal and external programs.
[bookmark: _Toc139012324]Policy context and strategic fit 
Is the policy or program innovative in its planning?
Does the program’s sponsoring group agree with the business strategy and is it robust?
Does the program reflect the current business policy and environment and is it aligned with the business strategy?
Is the governance framework fit for its purpose and is there commitment to key roles and responsibilities for this policy or program within current corporate priorities?
Does the policy or program require new governance arrangements, e.g. cross ‑portfolio? 
Are the required skills and capabilities for this program available, taking into account the organisation’s current commitments and capacity to deliver?
Is the organisation able to learn from experience with this policy or program and other policy and programs?
Is there a framework for managing issues and risk to this program?
[bookmark: _Toc139012325]Business case and stakeholders 
Is there a clear understanding of the outcomes to be delivered by the policy or program? Are they sound? Is there a robust investment logic map and investment concept brief?
Does the program demonstrate a clear link with wider government objectives?
Is there an understanding of the scope of the policy or program?
Does it overlap or interface with other internal or external programs? How is this managed?
What is the full extent of the program envisaged and why? 
What will constitute success?
Who are the stakeholders and how are they engaged with the program? Do they support it?
What are the component projects and sub-programs of the program and why is it structured in this way?
Is the proposed program affordable?
What else could affect success?
What assumptions is the program based on? What are the major constraints for the program?
Have program controls been determined, especially where constituent projects will be joined with other organisations?
Has a delivery strategy been developed? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012326]Management of intended outcomes
Have the required outcomes from the program been identified?
Are the planned outcomes still achievable?
Has the business case been reviewed?
Have the proposed changes in scope, cost, time and benefits been properly assessed and agreed?
Has the SRO considered if a revised Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) is warranted arising from any ‘significant’ change?
Has the project defined what constitutes a ‘significant’ change?
Is there a process for evaluating and agreeing significant changes?
Is there a process for managing and recording minor changes?
Does any updated economic analysis confirm that the project continues to represent value for money? 
Are key stakeholders confident that outcomes will be achieved when expected?
Is the program time critical? Is it on track to deliver?
Is there a plan for achieving the required outcomes? 
Has the project delivery authority included information in regular reporting on progress in delivering project benefits outlined in the approved business case?
[bookmark: _Toc139012327]Risk management 
Have the major risks been identified? 
How will risks be managed?
Have assurance measures for the program been put in place?
Is there a contingency plan and a business continuity plan?
Have lessons from similar programs been considered?
[bookmark: _Toc139012328]Review of current outcomes 
Does the program need to comply with broader government or departmental timing requirements?
Is the planning and/or delivery on track?
Have problems occurred and if so, how have they been resolved?
Have potential ways forward been identified?
[bookmark: _Toc139012329]Readiness for next phase 
Is there a continuing need for the program?
What assumptions have been made about the program?
How will change be managed?
Are the funds available to continue the policy or program? Is it affordable?
Are the required internal and/or external resources suitably skilled, available and committed to undertake the work?
Are the plans to progress the policy or program realistic and achievable?
Are appropriate management controls in place?
Where procurement is a part of the program, how is capability and capacity for acquisition to be managed?
Is the business case established and maintained?
Is a benefits management plan active and are benefits being reported?
[bookmark: _Toc99704975][bookmark: _Toc99706059][bookmark: _Toc99706140][bookmark: _Toc139012330]Project Assurance Review 
The Project Assurance Review (PAR) is part of the Department of Treasury and Finance’s (DTF) assurance framework. PARs can apply to a range of programs and projects including policy, infrastructure, and ICT-enabled business projects. PARs involve public sector and/or private sector practitioners using their experience and expertise to examine project progress and likelihood of success. 
The PAR process is run by DTF, in consultation with the  delivery departments and agencies. A PAR can also be requested by the Treasurer, the responsible minister, department, agency, or project/program SRO. 
The PAR aims to provide timely independent advice to both government (as the investor), departments or agencies (as the deliverer) and DTF, on the current progress and the objectives, governance and readiness of a project or program. The PAR process is designed to improve delivery confidence, provide assurance, reduce ‘scope creep’ and provide a wider stakeholder engagement than other processes may allow.
The PAR process complements the Gateway Review Process (GRP), which is mandatory for all High-Value/High-Risk (HVHR) projects. Projects are designated as HVHR if they have: 
a total estimated investment (TEI) over $250 million 
a TEI of $100-250 million and have been assessed as medium to high risk or 
have been classified as high risk regardless of TEI. 
[bookmark: _Int_nteRIYhv]Timing of the PAR is flexible. However, a PAR should take place when a project is reaching a key milestone or when it is identified that a project requires further investigation, or may be experiencing problems. DTF will work with departments and agencies to establish the need for a PAR, but DTF may also initiate the PAR based on their knowledge of the project.
A PAR can be used where the need for additional assurance is required to assist a project that is in difficulty. For example:
When a planned assurance and/or approval process has recently identified poor delivery confidence and consequently the need to carry out further investigation and analysis
In special circumstances, for example, when the Treasurer, responsible minister, the department, DTF and/or other key stakeholders have significant concerns about the likelihood of successful delivery and further investigation and analysis is required.
In addition, Victoria and some other jurisdictions who employ the GRP have identified that there is a gap in the GRP assurance processes, particularly between the contract award and readiness for service milestones (a period which may extend over a number of years). 
DTF will prepare a Project Assurance Plan in consultation with the agency to plan the extent of assurance functions to be applied. PARs can be scheduled according to project milestones, as detailed in the project schedule. As the Project Assurance Plan is a live document, confirmation of proposed timing for a PAR should be monitored and confirmed throughout the course of a project’s lifecycle. PAR timing is subject to change depending on the issues that are impacting the delivery of the project.
[bookmark: _Toc139012331]PAR Terms of Reference
PARs involve the development of bespoke Terms of Reference (ToR) to meet the specific assurance needs of a project or program or to address specific issues or concerns. The ToR also identifies the intended audience for the report. 
DTF will be responsible for developing and approving the ToR for DTF ‑led PARs in partnership with the SRO and project teams, based on specific project issues.  
The ToR will address bespoke questions, designed to address specific characteristics of the project and/or of the assurance requirement. Questions may be framed around key decision points, current project milestones or the difficulties specific to the project at the point in time. Questions should take into consideration the specific areas of focus of the PAR and should be designed to guide the review team in their interviews and assessment of documentation.
The PAR may examine in detail key aspects of the project specific to particular stages of the project. The following questions can assist the preparation of ToR. These should be considered as guidance only. 
[bookmark: _Toc139012332]Business case and stakeholders 
Is there a clear understanding of the outcomes (including social, environmental and economic) to be delivered by the project? Are they sound? Is there a robust investment logic map and investment concept brief? 
Does the project demonstrate a clear link with wider government objectives? 
Is there an understanding of the scope of the project? 
Does it overlap or interface with other internal or external projects? How is this managed? 
What is the full extent of the project envisaged and why? 
Is the scope of work feasible within the constraints of the existing budget envelope? 
Is the scope of works consistent with baseline requirements for other similar facilities? 
Are estimates for the project costs and benefits reasonable? Is there a detailed budget? 
What will constitute success? 
Who are the stakeholders and how are they engaged with the project? Do they support it? 
[bookmark: _Int_FUv7QGET]What are the component sub-projects and why are they  structured in this way? 
Is the proposed project affordable? 
What else could affect success? 
What assumptions is the project based on? What are the major constraints for the project? 
Have project controls been determined, especially where constituent projects will be joined with other organisations? 
Has a delivery strategy been developed? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012333]Management of intended outcomes 
Have the required social, environmental and economic outcomes for the project been identified? 
Are the planned outcomes still achievable?
Have the proposed changes in scope, cost, time and benefits been properly assessed and agreed?
Has the business case been reviewed?
Has the SRO considered if a revised Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) is warranted arising from any ‘significant’ change?
Has the project defined what constitutes a ‘significant’ change?
Is there a process for evaluating and agreeing significant changes?
Is there a process for managing and recording minor changes?
Does any updated economic analysis confirm that the project continues to represent value for money? 
Has the SRO considered if a revised Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) is warranted arising from any significant change?
Are key stakeholders confident that outcomes will be achieved when expected? 
Is the project time critical? Is it on track to deliver? 
Is there a plan for achieving the required outcomes? 
Does the project need to comply with broader government or departmental timing requirements? 
Is the planning and/or delivery on track? 
Confirm the business case including the benefits management plan now that the bid information has been received and assessed. 
Confirm that the objectives and desired outputs of the project are still aligned with the wider organisation’s business strategy and/or the project to which it contributes. 
Project delivery authority has included information in regular reporting on progress in delivering project benefits outlined in the approved business case.
[bookmark: _Toc139012334]Risk management and governance 
Have the major risks been identified? 
How will risks be managed? 
Are there established governance structures in place, and have they been reviewed as the project moves into delivery? 
Have assurance measures for the project been put in place? 
Is there an issues management contingency plan and a business continuity plan? 
Have lessons from similar projects been considered? 
Are risks and issues associated with the implementation phase being properly identified and managed? 
Have the risks and issues identified at contract award phase been resolved? 
Have all stakeholder issues been addressed? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012335]Procurement and tender evaluation 
Check that all the necessary statutory and procedural requirements were followed throughout the procurement/evaluation process. 
[bookmark: _Int_1dGXoRiM]Confirm that the recommended contract decision, if properly executed within a standard, lawful agreement, is likely to deliver the specified outputs/outcomes on time and within budget, and will provide value for money. Value for money includes optimising social, environmental and economic benefits.
Ensure that management controls are in place to manage the project through to completion, including contract management aspects. 
Ensure there is continuing support for the project. 
Confirm that the approved procurement strategy has been followed. 
[bookmark: _Int_y5qtK4Zu]Confirm that the development and implementation plans of both the client and the supplier/partner are sound and achievable. 
Check that the business has prepared for developing new processes where needed and for implementing and operating new services or facilities, as well as the transition process. 
Confirm that there are plans for risk management, issue management and change management (technical and business) and that these plans are shared with suppliers and/or delivery partners. 
Confirm that the technical implications, such as ‘buildability’ for construction projects; and for IT-enabled projects information assurance and security, the impacts of e-government frameworks have been addressed. 
Confirm that the proposed procurement is within financial approvals with adequate budget to accommodate it. 
[bookmark: _Toc139012336]Benefits 
Is there a process to manage and measure benefits? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012337]Project assurance 
Is there a process for post‑implementation reviews? 
Is the project under control? Is it running according to plan and budget? 
Have changes to the contract been forecast, accurately recorded and approved? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012338]Project management 
Are estimates for the project costs and benefits reasonable? 
Is the project still aligned with the approved business case? 
Does the project need to comply with broader government or departmental timing requirements? 
Is the project on track in relation to planning and/or delivery? 
Have problems occurred and if so, how have they been resolved? 
Have options for potential ways forward been identified? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012339]Operational readiness 
Are relationships occurring with stakeholders in accordance with their operating agreements? 
Is the organisation ready for business change? 
Can the organisation implement the new services and maintain existing services? 
Is the organisation ready to manage the contract? 
Is ownership after handover clearly understood? 
Is the long-term contract management process in place? 
[bookmark: _Toc139012340]Technical readiness 
[bookmark: _Int_acfgytt5]Have all new process testing and commissioning and/or acceptance or transition procedures been completed? 
Have all parties accepted the commissioning and/or test results and any action required? 
Are there workable and tested business issues management contingency, continuity and/or reversion plans for rollout, implementation and operation?
[bookmark: _Toc10557712][bookmark: _Toc139012341]Appendix 1 – Gateway expectations
A number of expectations define the Gateway process:
The senior executive is committed to the Gateway expectations
The Victorian Government has endorsed the Gateway Review Process to apply to the whole of general government in Victoria.
The program or project senior responsible owner is the client for the Gateway review
As the person ultimately responsible for deciding whether the project should move to the next stage, they should receive independent advice before the decision is made.
A sufficient pool of accredited and experienced reviewers will be established
The Gateway unit draws from the private and public sectors in Victoria, interstate and internationally, covering a wide range of skills and experience.
An assessment of potential risk is carried out for all acquisition programs and projects that are then subject to Gateway reviews for their entire lifecycle
Projects and programs with a total estimated investment over the lifecycle of $10 million or more are required to fill out a project profile model to give an indication of their risk.
Reviews are not to be undertaken for the first time on a project after Gateway Review 2
Independent advice is most beneficial at the early stages of a program or project where the greatest amount of change can be made. Once a project has been funded and is approaching the market, it becomes much more difficult to change. Only in exceptional circumstances will projects undertake their first review after Gateway Review 2.
Gateway workbooks are used as a guide for preparing and undertaking reviews
The workbooks set out the types of questions the project team should ask, answer and document to help the SRO reach a considered decision. Review teams will focus on these areas. They will not apply equally to every project but, if they are not covered, the project team should clearly understand why this is the case.
Generic lessons learned are to be consolidated and shared 
The Gateway unit publishes aggregated data on the broad categories of recommendations from the completed reviews to help government departments and agencies identify the project elements that require more attention.
Gateway reviews are to be free at the point of delivery
The review process usually does not cost the HVHR project team anything, aside from the cost of providing lunch on the planning day and during the review. To ensure independence and to source the best skills, regardless of project resourcing, the Gateway unit covers the costs of the review team.
Independent, accredited review teams will be selected for their specific skills
Before each review, the Gateway unit spends a significant amount of time selecting the most appropriate team. Based on discussions with the project team, the makeup of the review team should collectively cover all major skills needed to provide sound, evidence-based, expert advice.
The review will be short and focused
Each review takes a few days and is focused on the point before the SRO decides that the project should proceed to the next phase.
The process will be open with access to all stakeholders and documentation
It is vital the review team has access to all relevant information. If the project team cannot demonstrate they have adequately covered an important aspect, the review team will conclude they have not done so and will find and make recommendations accordingly. 
The review report is prepared for the SRO
The review report is prepared for the SRO to help the project succeed and the SRO is accountable for the implementation of any recommended remedial action.
The review report will be shared with the steering committee
The review report is required to be provided to steering committees (or equivalent) by the SRO in line with good project governance and to inform strategic advice and decision making. 
The Treasurer will be informed of red-rated risks
The Treasurer as Minister responsible for the HVHR Policy will be informed of any red-rated risks. For OPV-led PARs, all recommendations made in the PAR report are issued to the Treasurer. OPV will develop a briefing to the Treasurer and in select cases, provide a copy of the full report.
Responsible Ministers will be informed of red and amber-rated risks
The Minister responsible for the delivery of the project should be appropriately briefed on project risks, in particular, red and amber-rated risks and the implementation of associated RAPs.
OPV-led PAR reports will also be provided to the relevant Minister via letter from the Treasurer.
A ‘peer-to-peer’ coaching style will be adopted with no surprises
Gateway reviews use a collaborative approach. An experienced review team constantly briefs the SRO throughout the review, so the findings and recommendations have been raised before the end of the review.
Recommendations will be candid and practical, based on best practice and evidence, and prioritised for urgency of implementation
Recommendations are intended to be forward looking and focus on the actions needed for the project to be successful. These recommendations are assigned a red, amber or green status according to their urgency and criticality.
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