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Crynodeb 

1. Mae Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru yn adeilad nodedig, ac yn gartref i saith o 

sefydliadau preswyl, gan gynnwys Opera Cenedlaethol Cymru. Mae’r 

Ganolfan hefyd yn cynnal amrywiaeth o berfformiadau i gynulleidfaoedd yng 

Nghymru a thu hwnt. Ers iddi agor ym mis Tachwedd 2004, mae’r Ganolfan 

wedi denu dros filiwn o bobl yn gynulleidfa, ynghyd â thair miliwn o ymwelwyr 

cyffredinol. I raddau helaeth, y sector cyhoeddus a ariannodd y £109 miliwn 

a gostiodd y Ganolfan i’w hadeiladu (Ffigur 1). 

Ffigur 1: Arian cyfalaf ar gyfer Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru  

Ariannwr £ miliwn 

Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru 
Comisiwn y Mileniwm 
Cyngor Celfyddydau Cymru 
Asiantaeth Datblygu Cymru (WDA) 
Arian cyhoeddus arall 
Arian arall (arian preifat gan gynnwys 
lwfansau treth gyfalaf, rhoddion a 
benthyciad) 
Cyfanswm y gost* 

37.0 
31.7 
 9.8 
 4.0 
 3.4 

23.4  
 
  

109.3 
* £106.2 miliwn fel y’i cymeradwywyd gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad, ynghyd â thua £3 miliwn ar gyfer 
rhagor o ddigwyddiadau diwylliannol, y gala agoriadol a chostau eraill ar gyfer y prosiect 

Ffynhonnell: Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru  

2. O’r cychwyn, roedd prosiect y Ganolfan yn un ag iddo risgiau mawr. Mae 

codi adeiladau eiconig ac amlwg bob tro’n risg, ac mae nifer fawr o 

brosiectau adeiladu cyhoeddus wedi bod yn dyst i’r anawsterau sydd 

ynghlwm wrth gyflawni’r gwaith ar amser ac o fewn y gost. Roedd cynllun 

busnes Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru yr un mor uchelgeisiol, ac iddo’r nod o 

gydbwyso’r gofynion masnachol hanfodol yr y naill law, a’r amcanion 

diwylliannol a chymdeithasol ar y llall. 

3. Ar sail adroddiad gan Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru,1 clywodd y pwyllgor 

dystiolaeth gan Huw Brodie a John Howells o Adran Dreftadaeth Llywodraeth 

Cynulliad Cymru, a Nick Capaldi a Kath Davies o Gyngor Celfyddydau 

Cymru. Y bwriad oedd canfod a oedd y prif arianwyr o’r sector cyhoeddus – 

sef Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau – wedi rheoli’r risgiau’n 

                                            
1 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, Arian ar gyfer Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru, Hydref 2008 
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effeithiol wrth ariannu Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru. Daethom i’r casgliadau 

canlynol: 

• rheolodd yr arianwyr y risgiau’n dda wrth ariannu’r gwaith adeiladu, er 

bod rhai gwersi i’w dysgu o hyd; 

• yn gyffredinol, nid oedd yr arianwyr yn ddigon effro i’r risgiau yn y cyfnod 

gweithredol, ac unwaith yr agorodd y Ganolfan, roedd gwaith monitro 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn gwbl annigonol. 

Rheolodd yr arianwyr y risgiau’n dda wrth ariannu’r gwaith 
adeiladu, er bod rhai gwersi i’w dysgu o hyd 
4. Aeth amser hir heibio cyn i brosiect y Ganolfan ddwyn ffrwyth, gyda 

phroblemau wrth gaffael y gwaith adeiladu’n achosi oedi. Yn ein barn ni, 

byddai wedi bod yn bosibl osgoi neu leihau rhywfaint o’r oedi pe bai’r 

arianwyr wedi cydweithio’n well yn ystod y broses gaffael. Serch hynny, 

llwyddodd yr arianwyr i weithio’n effeithiol er mwyn rhoi sail gadarn i’r 

prosiect cyn bwrw ymlaen. Yn benodol: 

• cymerodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad gamau cyfrifol ym mis Ebrill 2001 wrth 

fynnu bod y Ganolfan yn caffael am bris penodedig ac yn rhoi sicrwydd 

ynghylch llywodraethu corfforaethol er mwyn lleihau’r risg ariannol 

cymaint â phosibl;  

• aeth Cyngor Celfyddydau Cymru i’r afael yn effeithiol â’i bryderon 

ynghylch y risg o ran ansawdd yr adeilad – drwy sicrhau, er enghraifft, 

fod y penseiri gwreiddiol yn rhan o’r tîm adeiladu. 

5. Fodd bynnag, pan gafwyd cyfle i bleidleisio ar y prosiect yn y Cyfarfod Llawn 

ym mis Ionawr 2002, rydym yn pryderu na fu Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn 

ddigon agored ynghylch ariannu’r prosiect a’r risgiau a oedd yn dal i fodoli. 

Yn ein barn ni, cyfyngodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ar ei hyblygrwydd ym mis 

Ebrill 2001 drwy ddatgan na fyddai’r prosiect yn mynd yn ei flaen pe bai’n 

costio mwy na £92 miliwn. Er mwyn ceisio dangos y byddai modd pasio’r 

prawf hwn, er mai £104 miliwn oedd cost y prosiect, nid oedd Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad yn ddigon agored ynghylch y cynnydd o £4 miliwn yn ei harian ar 

gyfer y prosiect nac ynghylch y risgiau a oedd yn dal i fodoli o ran gorwario a 

diffygion mewn cyllid. 
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6. Ar gyfer y cyfnod adeiladu, datblygodd yr arianwyr drefniadau i fonitro ar y 

cyd, gan rannu monitor i’r prosiect, cynnal cyfarfodydd a llunio adroddiadau 

misol. Cytunwn â’r Archwilydd Cyffredinol fod y trefniadau hyn i fonitro ar y 

cyd yn arfer da. Serch hynny, mae gwersi i’w dysgu o’r cyfnod adeiladu. Ni 

roddodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ddigon o ystyriaeth i’r dewisiadau eraill wrth 

gytuno i warantu benthyciad banc i Ganolfan Mileniwm Cymru (benthyciad o 

£10 miliwn yn wreiddiol, a gododd i £13 miliwn). Nid oedd Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad ychwaith yn ddigon effro i’r risgiau ariannol a achoswyd gan 

ddiffygion mewn cyllid a gorwario ar ddiwedd y cyfnod adeiladu. Yn benodol, 

nid oedd yn deall sefyllfa ariannol y Ganolfan yn ddigon da, ac yn enwedig ei 

gallu i ad-dalu ei benthyciad banc, wrth symud i’r cyfnod gweithredol. 

Yn gyffredinol, nid oedd yr arianwyr yn ddigon effro i’r risgiau yn 
y cyfnod gweithredol, ac unwaith yr agorodd y Ganolfan, roedd 
gwaith monitro Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn gwbl annigonol  

Dadansoddi’r cynlluniau busnes 

7. Ar y dechrau, ceisiodd yr arianwyr ddysgu gwersi o brosiectau diwylliannol 

amlwg eraill, lle’r oedd rhagolygon y cynlluniau busnes wedi bod yn rhy 

optimistaidd.  Roedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau a Llywodraeth y Cynulliad wedi 

adolygu’r fersiynau cynnar o gynlluniau busnes y Ganolfan. Roedd Cyngor y 

Celfyddydau yn amheus o’r cynllun a gyhoeddodd y Ganolfan ym mis Medi 

2000, a oedd yn honni y byddai’r Ganolfan yn gallu ei hariannu ei hun heb 

unrhyw gymorthdaliadau cyhoeddus. Roedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau hefyd yn 

pryderu am y costau posibl i sefydliadau preswyl y Ganolfan a gâi arian gan 

y Cyngor. Comisiynodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ymgynghorwyr allanol, sef 

PricewaterhouseCoopers, i adolygu cynllun busnes mis Medi 2000, er bod yr 

adolygiad hwn yn gyfyngedig ac er nad oedd yn rhoi sicrwydd llwyr ynghylch 

rhagolygon y rheolwyr, a oedd yn sail i’r cynllun. 

8. Mae’n arbennig o arwyddocaol na chafwyd arbenigwyr annibynnol i graffu ar 

gynllun y Ganolfan ym mis Mai 2001, gan mai dyma oedd y cyfle olaf i 

ganfod problemau a mynd i’r afael â hwy cyn cymeradwyo’r prosiect. Ym mis 

Ebrill 2001, cytunodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad y byddai’n darparu grant 

refeniw blynyddol i’r prosiect pe bai’n mynd yn ei flaen, a hwnnw’n cynnwys 

cymhorthdal refeniw o £750,000 a £450,000 ar gyfer gwaith cynnal a chadw. 

Byddai’r arian hwn yn cael ei dalu’n uniongyrchol i’r Ganolfan, ynghyd ag 

£800,000 i rai o’r cwmnïau preswyl, er mwyn talu eu costau uwch. Ym mis 
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Mai 2001, lluniodd y Ganolfan gynllun newydd i adlewyrchu’r refeniw 

ychwanegol hwn. Fodd bynnag, roedd y cynllun wedi’i seilio ar ddarparu 

rhaglen fwy costus yn y theatr, o safon ryngwladol, ac roedd hynny’n newid 

sylfaenol yn uchelgais ddiwylliannol y Ganolfan. Ni lwyddodd yr arianwyr i 

graffu ar sut y byddai’r newid arwyddocaol hwn yn nyheadau artistig y 

Ganolfan yn effeithio ar ei dichonolrwydd ariannol, ac roedd hynny’n 

gamgymeriad sylweddol.  

9. Unwaith i’r gwaith adeiladu ddechrau, dechreuodd y Ganolfan addasu ei 

chynlluniau busnes a manylu arnynt. Arweiniodd hynny at gynllun diwygiedig 

ym mis Hydref 2003, a ragwelai golled o £1.4 miliwn yn y flwyddyn gyntaf. 

Penodwyd ymgynghorwyr gan Gyngor y Celfyddydau i adolygu’r cynllun, ac 

ar y cyd â Llywodraeth y Cynulliad, daethpwyd i gytundeb â’r Ganolfan y 

byddai’n llunio cynllun newydd yn dangos sut y byddai’n talu’i chostau dros y 

pum mlynedd cyntaf gyda’r setliad arian refeniw a gynigiwyd iddi.  

Cyhoeddodd y Ganolfan ei chynllun newydd ym mis Gorffennaf 2004. 

Cafodd y cynllun hwn ei adolygu gan ymgynghorwyr Cyngor y Celfyddydau, 

a ddaeth i’r casgliad bod posibilrwydd credadwy y byddai’r Ganolfan yn 

llwyddo i dalu’i chostau, ond bod risg fawr hefyd y byddai’n colli mwy na 

£200,000 y flwyddyn. Argymhellodd yr ymgynghorwyr fod y Ganolfan yn 

datblygu cynlluniau wth gefn a pholisïau clir ar gyfer diffygion 

annisgwyliadwy. 

Monitro 

10. Er gwaethaf y risgiau amlwg, ni luniodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad gynllun eglur 

ar gyfer monitro prosesau gweithredol y Ganolfan. At hynny, ni wnaeth 

Cyngor y Celfyddydau na Llywodraeth y Cynulliad weithredu ar sail 

argymhellion yr ymgynghorwyr ynghylch diffygion annisgwyliadwy a 

chynlluniau wrth gefn. Erbyn i’r Ganolfan agor, roedd ei sefyllfa ariannol yn 

edrych yn fwy bregus o lawer gan fod ganddi fenthyciad llawer uwch i’w dalu 

na’r sefyllfa waethaf a ragwelwyd yn y cynllun busnes. Er gwaethaf hyn oll, 

dewisodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad aros i weld, yn hytrach na gweithredu a 

chynllunio er mwyn canfod, asesu a monitro’r risgiau. Canolfan Mileniwm 

Cymru yw’r unig sefydliad celfyddydol y mae Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn ei 

ariannu’n uniongyrchol, sy’n golygu bod cyfraniad Cyngor y Celfyddydau i’r 

broses fonitro yn fwy cyfyngedig. Mae dadleuon cryf dros wneud gwell 
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defnydd o arbenigedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau ym maes ariannu a monitro 

sefydliadau celfyddydol, a hynny’n benodol yn achos Canolfan Mileniwm 

Cymru. 

11. Unwaith yr agorodd y Ganolfan, roedd gwaith monitro Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad yn gwbl annigonol. Am gyfnod hir – rhwng canol 2005 a diwedd 

2006 – nid oedd gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad, na Chyngor y Celfyddydau a 

ddilynodd arweiniad y Llywodraeth, nemor ddim gwybodaeth wedi’i chofnodi 

am berfformiad y Ganolfan. Roedd hyn o ganlyniad i gamddehongli 

deddfwriaeth rhyddid gwybodaeth a’r pryderon y gallai gwybodaeth fasnachol 

gyfrinachol am y Ganolfan gael ei datgelu. Heb y wybodaeth hon am 

berfformiad y Ganolfan a’i sefyllfa ariannol, nid oedd modd i Lywodraeth y 

Cynulliad feithrin dealltwriaeth ddigon cadarn o fusnes y Ganolfan na monitro 

hynny’n effeithiol. Yn benodol, nid oedd y penderfyniadau i adnewyddu 

gwarant benthyciad y Ganolfan yn 2005 a 2006, er gwaethaf y ffaith fod y 

Ganolfan yn gwneud colledion parhaol, wedi’u seilio ar ddadansoddiad 

trylwyr o sefyllfa ariannol y Ganolfan a’r rhagolygon ar gyfer y dyfodol. 

12. Dim ond pan wynebodd y Ganolfan argyfwng ariannol ym mis Hydref 2006 y 

dechreuodd y Llywodraeth ddatblygu dealltwriaeth ddigonol o’r sefyllfa 

ariannol. Ar ôl i’r Ganolfan wneud cais am ragor o gymorth ariannol, 

dangosodd adolygiadau gan ymgynghorwyr a swyddogion yn 2007 bod y 

Ganolfan mewn sefyllfa ariannol enbydus. Byddai angen rhoi llawer mwy o 

gymorth refeniw blynyddol ac nid oedd gobaith gan y Ganolfan o ad-dalu ei 

benthyciad, a oedd yn £13.5 miliwn erbyn hynny. Ym mis Tachwedd 2007, 

cyhoeddodd y Gweinidog dros ddiwylliant gynnydd yng nghymhorthdal 

blynyddol y Ganolfan, a fyddai’n codi i £3.7 miliwn, a dywedodd y byddai 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn ad-dalu’r benthyciad o £13.5 miliwn. Byddai 

amodau ynghlwm wrth y pecyn ariannol hwn: adolygiad o brosesau 

llywodraethu’r Ganolfan a gofyniad fod y Ganolfan yn darparu gwybodaeth 

fanwl am ei pherfformiad. Dywedwyd wrthym fod yr amodau hyn yn rhan o 

fframwaith monitro newydd y Llywodraeth, sydd wedi gwella’n arw.   

Argymhellion 

(i) Mae adroddiad yr Archwilydd Cyffredinol yn cynnwys amryw o argymhellion 

gyda’r nod o ledaenu’r gwersi a ddysgwyd o brosiect Canolfan Mileniwm 

Cymru. Roedd y tystion yn croesawu’r argymhellion hyn. Rydym yn 
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cefnogi argymhellion yr Archwilydd Cyffredinol, ac yn argymell y dylai  
Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau gyhoeddi 
adroddiad yn nodi sut y bwriadant ymateb i bob un o’r argymhellion 
wrth ymateb i’r adroddiad hwn. 

(ii) Ym mis Ionawr 2002, gofynnwyd i Gynulliad Cenedlaethol Cymru bleidleisio 

i groesawu’r prosiect. Mae’n amlwg fod risgiau ariannol sylweddol yn 

gysylltiedig â’r prosiect ar y pryd. Fodd bynnag, er bod yr Aelodau’n gwybod 

bod risgiau’n dal i fodoli, ni chawsant fanylion digon clir am y risgiau hynny 

pan ofynnwyd iddynt bleidleisio. Yn y dyfodol, pan fydd gofyn i Aelodau’r 
Cynulliad bleidleisio ynghylch ariannu prosiectau mawr, dylent gael 
asesiad cyflawn o’r risgiau cyllidol ac ariannol. 

(iii) Mae Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru yn unigryw ymhlith sefydliadau celfyddydol 

Cymru gan ei bod yn cael ei refeniw yn uniongyrchol gan Lywodraeth y 

Cynulliad, yn hytrach na chan Gyngor y Celfyddydau. Yn un peth, mae hyn 

yn golygu bod Cyngor y Celfyddydau yn cyfrannu llai nag arfer at y broses o 

fonitro’r Ganolfan, o safbwynt celfyddydol ac ariannol. Dylai Llywodraeth y 
Cynulliad ailystyried a ddylai Cyngor y Celfyddydau fod yn gyfrifol am 
ariannu’r Ganolfan, a thrwy hynny am ei monitro.  

(iv) Cawsom sicrwydd gan y tystion bod y fframwaith monitro y cytunwyd arno 

gyda Chanolfan Mileniwm Cymru, er mwyn rheoli’r cynnydd mewn arian 

cyhoeddus ar gyfer y prosiect, bellach yn addas i’w ddiben. Oherwydd y 

risg ariannol y mae Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn dal i’w hwynebu mewn 

perthynas â’r Ganolfan, dylai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad gomisiynu ei 
wasanaeth archwilio mewnol i gyflwyno adroddiad ar ansawdd y 
trefniadau monitro ac i ganfod a ydynt yn gweithredu fel y bwriadwyd. 
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Rheolodd yr arianwyr y risgiau’n dda wrth ariannu’r 
gwaith adeiladu, er bod rhai gwersi i’w dysgu o hyd 
Gwnaeth yr arianwyr yn dda i roi sylw i’r risg ariannol drwy ddilyn proses 
gaffael gyda phris penodedig, ond nid oedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn 
ddigon agored ynghylch natur y risgiau a oedd yn dal i fodoli 

Caffael y gwaith adeiladu 

13. Mae Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru yn adeilad eiconig yng Nghymru. Cytunwn â 

barn Mr Capaldi fod y Ganolfan yn gaffaeliad diwylliannol rhyngwladol o fri ac 

y gall Cymru fod yn falch ohoni.2  Ond roedd y broses o wireddu’r cynlluniau 

gwreiddiol yn un anodd a hirfaith, ac un o ganlyniadau hynny oedd colli £4.4 

miliwn o arian Ewropeaidd.3  Digwyddodd yr oedi hwn yn rhannol o ganlyniad 

i newid y dull o gaffael ar gyfer y prosiect. Rydym yn pryderu nad yw’n 

ymddangos bod y sector cyhoeddus yng Nghymru yn cydweithio’n ddigon 

da, gyda Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau yn ffafrio 

prosesau caffael gwahanol.4 Eglurodd Mr Brodie fod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 

yn sefydliad newydd pan oedd y broses gaffael yn mynd rhagddi, a bod y 

berthynas â’r cyrff a gâi eu noddi gan y Llywodraeth hefyd yn newydd.5  

Rydym yn nodi sicrwydd Mr Capaldi bod Cyngor y Celfyddydau wedi mynd 

ati’n ddiweddar i geisio cydweithio’n well.6  Yn y dyfodol, gobeithiwn weld 

mwy o gydlynu yn y sector cyhoeddus yng Nghymru.   

14. Roedd rhesymau clir dros y gwahaniaeth yn y dulliau caffael a oedd yn cael 

eu ffafrio, a hynny’n seiliedig ar y blaenoriaethau perthnasol. Blaenoriaeth 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad oedd sicrwydd y gost: byddai pwysau mawr wedi’i 

roi ar y Llywodraeth i ddarparu rhagor o arian pe bai arian y Ganolfan yn dod 

i ben hanner ffordd drwy’r gwaith adeiladu.7 Fel y dywed yr Archwilydd 

Cyffredinol, mae arfer da wrth gaffael yn awgrymu mai contract pris 

penodedig yw’r dull mwyaf addas os mai sicrwydd y gost yw’r flaenoriaeth.8 

Fel yr eglurodd Mr Capaldi, roedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau yn awyddus i 

                                            
2 Atodiad A, paragraff 15 
3 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.17 
4 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.29  
5 Atodiad A, paragraff 18 
6 Atodiad A, paragraff 19 
7 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.9 
8 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.16 
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sicrhau ansawdd yr adeilad a’i hygrededd artistig,  a dyna pam oedd yn 

ffafrio dull o reoli’r adeiladu.9   

Profion Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 

15. Yn y diwedd, gweithiodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau 

yn dda i sicrhau bod eu pryderon yn cael eu rheoli trwy’r broses gaffael. Ym 

mis Ebrill 2001, ar ôl cael cyngor arbenigol annibynnol, cyhoeddodd y 

Gweinidog dros gyllid yn y Cyfarfod Llawn fod gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad 

ddau brawf ar gyfer y gwaith adeiladu, ac y byddai’n rhaid pasio’r profion hyn 

os oedd y prosiect i fynd yn ei flaen. Byddai’n rhaid i’r Ganolfan wneud y 

canlynol: 

• rhoi sicrwydd clir ynghylch llywodraethu corfforaethol a dirprwyo 

awdurdod i is-bwyllgor adeiladu’r Bwrdd; 

• cytuno ar gontract pris penodedig heb i gyfanswm cost y prosiect fod yn 

fwy na £92 miliwn.10 

16. Roedd yn synhwyrol gofyn i’r Ganolfan ddarparu sicrwydd ynghylch 

llywodraethu corfforaethol. Roedd gan swyddogion Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 

bryderon ynghylch gallu’r Ganolfan i gyflawni’r prosiect, gyda phryderon 

penodol ynghylch amrywiaeth sgiliau aelodau’r Bwrdd, er i’r broses o benodi 

aelodau a Chadeirydd newydd leddfu ar y pryderon hyn.11 Roedd felly’n 

synhwyrol i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad ddefnyddio’i grym ariannol i sicrhau bod 

yr awdurdod priodol yn cael ei ddirprwyo i is-bwyllgor a hwnnw’n cynnwys 

unigolion gyda’r profiad a’r sgiliau i reoli prosiectau adeiladu mawr.12  

17. Peth iawn oedd gofyn i’r Ganolfan fabwysiadu dull caffael am bris penodedig, 

o ganlyniad i bryderon Llywodraeth y Cynulliad am y risg ariannol a sicrwydd 

y gost. Er gwaethaf ei bryderon am y dull caffael hwn, roedd modd i Gyngor y 

Celfyddydau ymateb i’r risg i ansawdd yr adeilad drwy sicrhau bod y pensaer 

gwreiddiol yn rhan o’r tîm adeiladu, a thrwy gynnwys y dyluniadau ar gyfer 

ardaloedd y sefydliadau preswyl yn rhan o’r dogfennau caffael.13  Cytunwn â 

                                            
9 Atodiad A, paragraff 20 
10 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.15 
11 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.13 
12 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.20 
13 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.29 
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Mr Capaldi fod hyn wedi bod yn ffordd gadarnhaol o ddatrys mater a allai fod 

wedi achosi mwy o broblemau.14  

18. Er ein bod yn cefnogi’r penderfyniad i gaffael am bris penodedig, credwn fod 

pennu uchafswm pendant o £92 miliwn wedi cyfyngu’n ormodol ar y prosiect. 

O’r cyfanswm o £92 miliwn, roedd disgwyl i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad ddarparu 

cyfanswm o £33 miliwn.15 Dywedodd Mr Brodie nad yw’n anarferol mewn 

prosiectau fel hyn i’r costau newid ar ôl y broses dendro.16  Fodd bynnag, 

roedd pennu uchafswm o £92 miliwn yn cyfyngu ar hyblygrwydd Llywodraeth 

y Cynulliad yn ystod y broses honno – byddai’r prosiect naill ai wedi pasio’r 

prawf ac wedi mynd yn ei flaen, neu heb fynd yn ei flaen o gwbl.   

19. Fel y digwyddodd pethau, pasiodd y prosiect y prawf ar gyfer dirprwyo 

awdurdod i is-bwyllgor adeiladu’r Ganolfan, ond ni lwyddodd i basio’r prawf 

ariannol.17  Nid oedd y contract terfynol i gyd am bris penodedig. Eglurodd 

Mr Brodie fod rhesymau da dros hyn: byddai sicrhau pris penodedig ar gyfer 

rhai elfennau penodol wedi bod yn anghytbwys o gostus.18 Am bris o £104 

miliwn, roedd cost y prosiect yn uwch o lawer na’r uchafswm o £92 miliwn. Er 

mwyn pontio’r bwlch, cytunodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad y byddai’n darparu 

£4 miliwn yn ychwanegol, gan gynyddu ei gyfraniad o £33 miliwn i £37 

miliwn.19 

20. Er ei bod yn amlwg nad oedd y prosiect yn pasio prif elfennau’r prawf, cafodd 

y Gweinidog dros ddiwylliant ar y pryd ei gynghori gan ei swyddogion fod 

arian Llywodraeth y Cynulliad o fewn yr uchafswm a bennwyd gan y 

Gweinidog dros gyllid ar y pryd.20 Y rhesymeg, fel yr eglurodd Mr Brodie, 

oedd bod cyfraniad Llywodraeth y Cynulliad o £37 miliwn o fewn y paramedr 

o £25 miliwn i £37 miliwn a bennodd y Gweinidog dros gyllid ym mis Ebrill 

2001.21 Fodd bynnag, rydym yn amheus iawn ynghylch cryfder y ddadl hon. 

Mae adroddiad yr Archwilydd Cyffredinol yn dangos, ym mis Ebrill 2001, fod 

disgwyl i’r prosiect gostio £92 miliwn, gyda diffyg o £37 miliwn yn y cyllid a 

oedd wedi’i ymrwymo. Bwriad Llywodraeth y Cynulliad oedd darparu £25 

                                            
14 Atodiad A, paragraff 21 
15 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.18 a Ffigur 3 
16 Atodiad A, paragraff 26 
17 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.22 
18 Atodiad A, paragraff 25 
19 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.21 
20 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, blwch testun, tudalen 22 
21 Atodiad A, paragraff 28 
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miliwn yn rhagor (yn ychwanegol at yr £8 miliwn yr oedd eisoes wedi’i 

ymrwymo), ac roedd disgwyl i’r £12 miliwn a oedd yn weddill ddod o dair 

ffynhonnell arall, sef Comisiwn y Mileniwm, lwfansau treth gyfalaf a chodi 

arian yn breifat. Gan nad oedd y ffynonellau hyn wedi’u cadarnhau, fe’u 

hystyrid yn risg.22 Yn ein barn ni, roedd yr amrediad o £25 miliwn i £37 

miliwn y cyfeiriodd Mr Brodie ato mewn gwirionedd yn ddisgrifiad o lefel y 

risg yn y broses ariannu ar y pryd; nid oedd yn ymrwymiad gan Lywodraeth y 

Cynulliad i ddarparu hyd at £37 miliwn yn ychwanegol at yr £8 miliwn yr oedd 

eisoes wedi’i ymrwymo.  

21. Roedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn ymwybodol ei bod yn wynebu risg ariannol 

sylweddol yn sgil y contract adeiladu. Gan nad oedd y prosiect i gyd am bris 

penodedig, roedd risg y gallai rhai o’r costau amhenodol, sef cyfanswm o tua 

£15 miliwn, fod yn uwch na’r disgwyl ac y byddai’n rhaid i Lywodraeth y 

Cynulliad ariannu hynny.23  O ganlyniad i’r gost uwch, roedd y prosiect yn 

dibynnu ar godi £9.6 miliwn o’r sector preifat, sef dros ddwywaith y £4 miliwn 

a bennwyd yn rhesymol yn wreiddiol.24 Dywedodd Mr Brodie nad oedd modd 

darogan lefel yr arian a fyddai’n cael ei godi, a nododd mai cyngor yr 

Ysgrifennydd Parhaol oedd bod yn rhaid cydnabod ei fod yn darged 

uchelgeisiol, ond nad oedd sail dros ddweud na fyddai modd ei gyrraedd.25  

Cytunwn â’r Archwilydd Cyffredinol ei bod yn annhebygol na fyddai modd 

dod o hyd i sail o’r fath.26 Ac mae’n syfrdanol na wnaeth y swyddogion 

gofnodi sut y daethant i’r casgliad y gallai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ddarparu 

hyd at £14 miliwn, yn ychwanegol at ei chyfraniad o £37 miliwn, pe bai’r 

risgiau hyn – sef diffyg mewn arian neu orwario – yn dod i fodolaeth.27   

22. Rydym yn pryderu bod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad, wrth geisio dangos bod y 

prosiect yn pasio’r profion ariannol, wedi gwneud hynny ar draul bod yn 

agored ac yn dryloyw ynghylch y risg. Mae’n ymddangos i ni fod y sefyllfa ym 

mis Ionawr 2002 yn ddigon clir: methwyd â phasio’r prawf ariannol, ond 

roedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn credu bod y prosiect yn teilyngu’r gwariant 

a’r risg ychwanegol, ac roedd yn awyddus iddo fynd yn ei flaen. Fodd 

                                            
22 Atodiad A, paragraffau 1.18 i 1.19 a Ffigur 3 
23 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.23 
24 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.24 
25 Atodiad A, paragraff 37 
26 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.24 
27 Atodiad A, paragraff 54; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.25 a Ffigur 5 
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bynnag, wrth geisio cymeradwyaeth Cynulliad Cenedlaethol Cymru ym mis 

Ionawr 2002, ar sail cyngor ei swyddogion, dywedodd y Gweinidog dros 

ddiwylliant ar y pryd fod y profion ariannol wedi’u pasio.28 O wneud hyn, 

roedd perygl rhoi’r argraff fod y prosiect yn union fel y disgrifiwyd ef ym mis 

Ebrill 2001 – pan nad oedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn wynebu unrhyw risg 

sylweddol o ganlyniad i’r contract pris penodedig – ond nid dyna oedd y 

sefyllfa. Dywedodd y Gweinidog dros ddiwylliant ar y pryd fod rhai risgiau’n 

dal i fodoli, ond ni roddodd fanylion am y risgiau hynny nac am y goblygiadau 

pe baent yn dod i fodolaeth.29 Yn ein barn ni, byddai rhoi asesiad manylach o 

natur y risgiau a’u heffeithiau wedi rhoi sail well i Aelodau’r Cynulliad ddod i 

benderfyniad ynghylch cefnogi’r prosiect yn y Cyfarfod Llawn. 

Roedd gan yr arianwyr broses gadarn ar gyfer monitro’r cyfnod adeiladu, 
ond nid oeddent yn ddigon cadarn wrth ymateb i’r risgiau ariannol a oedd yn 
dal i fodoli wrth i’r gwaith adeiladau ddirwyn i ben 
23. Rydym yn cytuno â barn yr Archwilydd Cyffredinol bod yr arianwyr wedi dilyn 

arfer da wrth fonitro’r cyfnod adeiladu. Penododd yr arianwyr fonitor prosiect 

ar y cyd. Byddai’r monitor yn darparu adroddiadau cynnydd, yn rhoi gwybod 

am broblemau a’r camau y dylid eu cymryd i’w datrys, ac yn cynnal 

cyfarfodydd monitro misol er mwyn monitro’r cynnydd ar y cyd yn y prif 

feysydd risg.30 Roedd adroddiad blaenorol gan y pwyllgor hwn ar ariannu 

Gardd Fotaneg Genedlaethol Cymru yn galw am ragor o gydweithio wrth 

fonitro pan fydd gan brosiectau cyfalaf mawr nifer o arianwyr.31 Mae’r dull a 

ddefnyddiwyd ar gyfer Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru yn amlwg yn gam mawr 

ymlaen, ac yn gam y gobeithiwn ei weld yn cael ei ddilyn mewn prosiectau 

eraill. 

24. Un o’r risgiau y bu’n rhaid i’r arianwyr ei oruchwylio ac ymateb iddo oedd llif 

arian. Ym mis Mehefin 2003, cytunodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad i warantu 

benthyciad a gafodd y Ganolfan gan fanc masnachol  – yn wreiddiol o £10 

miliwn, yn codi wedi hynny i £13.5 miliwn – er mwyn rhoi hwb i’w llif arian.  

Roedd angen arian ar y Ganolfan yn ystod y cyfnodau cynnar er mwyn talu 

am y gwaith adeiladu, gan nad oedd yn disgwyl cael arian o ffynonellau 

preifat a thrwy gynllun lwfansau treth gyfalaf tan yn ddiweddarach yn ystod y 

                                            
28 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.26 
29 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 1.26 
30 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 2.2 
31 Adroddiad y Pwyllgor Archwilio, Ariannu Gardd Fotaneg Genedlaethol Cymru, Ebrill 2006 
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cyfnod adeiladu. Y bwriad ar y pryd oedd y byddai’r Ganolfan yn ad-dalu’r 

benthyciad ar ôl cael arian o’r ffynonellau eraill hyn.32 O ddarllen y cofnodion 

ar y pryd, dywedodd Mr Brodie na wnaeth Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ystyried 

darparu’r benthyciad ei hun, yn lle gwarantu benthyciad banc, gan nad oedd 

gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad yr arian wrth gefn ar gyfer ariannu’r diffyg.33 

Fodd bynnag, mae’n anodd credu na allai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad fod wedi 

dod o hyd i’r £10 miliwn a oedd yn angenrheidiol pe bai wedi dod i’r casgliad 

mai darparu benthyciad gan y Llywodraeth oedd y dewis mwyaf addas. 

Cytunwn â Mr Brodie y dylai’r swyddogion fod wedi rhoi asesiad llawn o’r 

dewisiadau i’r Gweinidog.34 

25. Er bod yr arianwyr wedi rheoli’r cyfnod adeiladu’n dda, credwn i’w gafael ar y 

prosiect ddechrau llithro wrth i’r cyfnod adeiladu ddirwyn i ben. Mae’r 

Archwilydd Cyffredinol yn nodi bod y Ganolfan wedi cael trafferthion wrth 

geisio cyrraedd ei thargedau codi arian, a oedd yn uchelgeisiol iawn. Roedd 

y rhodd o £10 miliwn gan Syr Donald Gordon, y gŵr busnes o Dde Affrica, 

ym mis Tachwedd 2003 yn sicr yn gymorth, ond gan fod y swm hwn i’w dalu 

dros gyfnod o wyth mlynedd, nid oedd yn datrys y problemau ariannol ar y 

pryd.35 Roedd y ffaith fod y gorwario yn rhyw £5 miliwn yn dwysáu effaith y 

diffygion yn yr arian a oedd i’w godi.36 Cawsom sicrhad gan Mr Brodie fod y 

swyddogion wedi canolbwyntio ar leihau risgiau unrhyw orwario, a bod 

cymaint â phosibl wedi’i wneud i gyfyngu ar y problemau.37 Fodd bynnag, 

mae’n aneglur beth yn union a wnaeth yr arianwyr er mwyn ymateb i’r risgiau 

hynny. Mae’n ymddangos mai ymateb Llywodraeth y Cynulliad oedd 

cydnabod bod gan y Ganolfan gostau uwch, ond dweud na fyddai’n talu 

amdanynt.38  Ond nid ydym yn gwybod sut y credai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 

y byddai’r Ganolfan yn gallu ariannu’r costau hyn, gan ystyried ei bod eisoes 

mewn sefyllfa anodd o ran codi arian.39  

                                            
32 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 2.4 i 2.6 
33 Atodiad A, paragraff 57 
34 Atodiad A, paragraff 58 
35 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 2.9 
36 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 2.7 a Ffigur 7 
37 Atodiad A, paragraff 70 
38 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 2.7 
39 Atodiad A, paragraff 69 
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26. O fis Mai 2004, chwe mis cyn iddi agor, nid oedd rhagolygon llif arian y 

Ganolfan yn awgrymu y byddai modd ad-dalu’r benthyciad.40 Dywedodd Mr 

Brodie wrthym fod yr arianwyr yn dibynnu ar y Ganolfan i godi arian drwy 

roddion preifat er mwyn ad-dalu’r benthyciad. Fel y dywedodd Mr Brodie, 

rydym yn cydnabod ei bod yn anodd gwybod pa bryd yn union y dylai’r 

arianwyr fod wedi derbyn bod lefel yr arian a oedd i’w godi’n breifat yn 

afrealistig.41 Ond byddem wedi disgwyl i’r arianwyr gynnal asesiad llawn o’r 

sefyllfa ariannol wrth i ddiwrnod agoriadol y Ganolfan agosáu, gan gynnwys 

asesu pa mor debygol oedd y Ganolfan o ad-dalu ei benthyciad, goblygiadau 

peidio â gwneud hynny, a’r dewisiadau a oedd gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad. 

Ni wnaethpwyd hyn, a chytunwn â Mr Brodie y dylai’r swyddogion fod wedi 

rhoi cyngor llawnach ynghylch manteision ac anfanteision gwahanol 

ddewisiadau.42  

Yn gyffredinol, nid oedd yr arianwyr yn ddigon effro i’r 
risgiau yn y cyfnod gweithredol, ac unwaith yr agorodd y 
Ganolfan, roedd gwaith monitro Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 
yn gwbl annigonol  
Edrychodd yr arianwyr ar wersi a ddysgwyd o brosiectau amlwg eraill, ond 
ni wnaethant ddigon i sicrhau bod cynllun busnes y Ganolfan yn gadarn pan 
gymeradwywyd y prosiect 
27. Bwriad gwreiddiol y Ganolfan oedd cynnal ei busnes heb unrhyw 

gymhorthdal cyhoeddus. Fodd bynnag, roedd yr arianwyr yn amheus 

ynghylch y cynllun hwn o’r dechrau, ac roedd hynny’n gwbl briodol. Am 

hynny, aethant ati i edrych ar y gwersi a ddysgwyd o brosiectau amlwg eraill 

a oedd wedi gorfod dibynnu ar gyllid cyhoeddus ychwanegol pan oedd y 

rhagolygon ar gyfer nifer yr ymwelwyr ac incwm yn rhy optimistaidd. 

Cynhaliodd yr arianwyr eu hasesiadau eu hunain, a gofynnwyd i’r Ganolfan 

ddarparu tystiolaeth yn sail i’w rhagdybiaethau. Ar ôl y broses hon, lluniodd y 

Ganolfan gynlluniau manylach, ond roedd cynllun mis Medi 2000 yn dal i 

ddangos y byddai’n gallu gweithredu heb unrhyw gymhorthdal cyhoeddus. 43 

Roedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau yn arbennig o bryderus ynghylch posibilrwydd 

diffygion annisgwyliadwy, ac fel yr eglurodd Mr Capaldi, ysgrifennodd at 

Lywodraeth y Cynulliad i ddatgan ei bryderon ac i ddisgrifio’r goblygiadau i’r 
                                            
40 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 2.9 a Ffigur 8 
41 Atodiad A, paragraff 66 
42 Atodiad A, paragraff 66; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.22 
43 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 3.2 i 3.8 
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sefydliadau a oedd yn cael eu noddi gan y Cyngor a fyddai wedi’u lleoli yn y 

Ganolfan. Nodwyd hefyd y byddai angen cymhorthdal refeniw sylweddol.44 

28. Comisiynwyd cwmni PricewaterhouseCoopers gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad i 

adolygu’r cynllun busnes a gyhoeddodd y Ganolfan ym mis Medi 2000, ond 

nid oedd yn rhan o gylch gwaith yr ymgynghorwyr i gadarnhau’r rhagolygon 

yn y cynllun busnes hwnnw. Roedd Mr Brodie yn cydnabod bod cylch gwaith 

yr adolygiad hwn yn gyfyngedig ac nad oedd yn rhoi sicrwydd llawn bod y 

cynllun busnes yn addas ar y pryd. Eglurodd fod y swyddogion yn amheus a 

fyddai gwaith ymgynghori mwy trylwyr wedi gallu canfod yr elfennau 

sylweddol yn y cynllun busnes a barai ansicrwydd – megis i ba raddau y 

byddai’r Ganolfan wedi gallu ennyn brwdfrydedd y cyhoedd.45  Rydym yn 

cydnabod na ellid bod wedi disgwyl i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad gael gwared â 

phob ansicrwydd yng nghynllun busnes y Ganolfan ar y pryd. Ond roedd yn 

hanfodol bod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn deall natur a maint yr ansicrwydd, 

ac felly’r risg ariannol bosibl y gallai’r Llywodraeth fod yn ei hwynebu. Mae’n 

anodd gweld sut oedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn disgwyl deall hyn heb 

gadarnhau cadernid y dystiolaeth a oedd yn sail i ragolygon busnes y 

Ganolfan. 

29. Ym mis Ebrill 2001, ar ôl rhagor o drafodaethau â’r Ganolfan, cyhoeddodd y 

Gweinidog dros gyllid ar y pryd y byddai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn ystyried 

darparu arian blynyddol fel a ganlyn: £750,000 o gymorth refeniw ynghyd â 

£450,000 ar gyfer gwaith cynnal a chadw, i’w dalu’n uniongyrchol i’r 

Ganolfan; ac £800,000 i dalu am y costau uwch i rai o’r sefydliadau 

preswyl.46 Gofynnodd y Gweinidog dros gyllid ar y pryd i Bwyllgor Diwylliant 

Cynulliad Cenedlaethol Cymru gael sicrwydd y gallai’r Ganolfan weithredu 

gyda’r setliad ariannol hwn pe bai’r prosiect yn mynd yn ei flaen.47 Dywedodd 

Mr Brodie wrthym fod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn cydnabod ar y pryd y 

posibilrwydd y byddai’n rhaid ystyried rhoi rhagor o refeniw.48 

30. Ar ôl cael addewid o arian ychwanegol, lluniodd y Ganolfan gynllun busnes 

diwygiedig ym mis Mai 2001. Roedd y cynllun diwygiedig yn cynnwys newid 

sylfaenol: ynghyd ag ymgorffori’r cymhorthdal refeniw uwch, roedd y 
                                            
44 Atodiad A, paragraff 86; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru paragraff 3.5 
45 Atodiad A, paragraff 77 
46 Atodiad A, paragraffau 92 a 93; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 3.10 a 3.11 
47 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.12 
48 Atodiad A, paragraffau 84 a 99 
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Ganolfan yn bwriadu darparu rhaglen o safon ryngwladol a oedd yn fwy 

uchelgeisiol a chostus.49 Roedd Mr Brodie yn cydnabod na chafwyd 

arbenigwyr annibynnol i graffu ar y rhagdybiaethau diwygiedig yn y cynllun 

hwnnw.50 Cytunwn â Mr Capaldi i’r arianwyr gymryd cam gwag yma.51 Yn ein 

barn ni, roedd hwn yn gyfle a gollwyd i gynnal asesiad cadarn o’r risgiau yng 

nghynllun busnes y Ganolfan cyn cymeradwyo’r prosiect. Cynigiodd y ddau 

dyst eglurhad dros hyn: esboniodd Mr Capaldi bod y cymhorthdal refeniw a 

gyhoeddwyd gan y Gweinidog dros gyllid ar y pryd wedi ymateb i brif 

bryderon Cyngor y Celfyddydau ac felly i’r Cyngor droi ei olygon tuag at 

gaffael, tra’r oedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn dal yn amheus ynghylch ei 

gallu i ganfod yr elfennau o ansicrwydd yn y cynllun.52 Fodd bynnag, roedd 

diffyg gwaith craffu arbenigol ar ran yr arianwyr yn wendid mawr. Mae’n wir 

fod Pwyllgor Cyllid Cynulliad Cenedlaethol Cymru wedi adolygu a 

chymeradwyo’r cynllun busnes – sef ffordd dda o ennyn diddordeb a 

chefnogaeth yr Aelodau – ond nid oedd hyn yn gwneud iawn am y diffyg 

gwaith craffu arbenigol ac annibynnol.53 Roedd Mr Capaldi a Mr Brodie ill 

dau’n derbyn y dylid bod wedi cynnal adolygiad arbenigol, ac y byddai’r 

prosiect wedi bod ar seiliau cadarnach pe byddid wedi gwneud hynny.54 

31. Un o’r prif wersi a ddysgwyd o hyn yw bod angen i arianwyr ganolbwyntio ar 

y costau yn ogystal ag ar incwm. Roedd yr arianwyr yn amlwg yn ymwybodol 

o’r risgiau i incwm, ac roedd llawer o’r gwaith craffu a gynhaliwyd yn 

canolbwyntio ar lefelau’r cynulleidfaoedd. Fodd bynnag, ni chraffwyd yn yr un 

modd ar gostau rhedeg y Ganolfan, ac mae’r rheini yr un mor bwysig wrth 

edrych ar ba mor debygol yw busnes o dalu’i gostau a bod yn gynaliadwy.55 

Gyda’r diwrnod agoriadol yn agosáu, roedd yr arianwyr yn gwybod bod 
llawer o risgiau ynghlwm wrth gynllun busnes y Ganolfan, ond ni luniwyd 
cynllun clir ar gyfer monitro’r cynnydd 
32. Mewn prosiectau cymhleth fel prosiect y Ganolfan, nid yw’n anarferol i 

gynlluniau busnes newid. Unwaith i’r gwaith adeiladu ddechrau, dechreuodd 

y Ganolfan addasu ei chynlluniau busnes a manylu arnynt. Ym mis Rhagfyr 

2002, lluniodd y Ganolfan gynllun diwygiedig yn dangos y byddai’n gwneud 
                                            
49 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.13 
50 Atodiad A, paragraff 93 
51 Atodiad A, paragraff 92 
52 Atodiad A, paragraff 93 
53 Atodiad A, paragraff 92; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.14 
54 Atodiad A, paragraffau 92 a 93 
55 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.9 
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colled, hyd yn oed ar ôl cael cymhorthdal refeniw. Fodd bynnag, ar y pryd, 

roedd y Ganolfan yn y broses o recriwtio Prif Weithredwr newydd, a fyddai’n 

amlwg yn awyddus i ddatblygu’r cynllun busnes, felly dewisodd yr arianwyr 

aros cyn cynnal archwiliad manylach.56 Cawsom sicrwydd gan Mr Capaldi y 

gwnaed gwaith trylwyr i asesu’r cynllun busnes dilynol a luniodd y Ganolfan 

ym mis Hydref 2003, a ragwelai ddiffyg o £1.4 miliwn yn y flwyddyn gyntaf.57 

Penodwyd ymgynghorwyr gan Gyngor y Celfyddydau i adolygu’r cynllun. 

Canfu’r ymgynghorwyr y gallai fod angen cymhorthdal refeniw blynyddol o 

hyd at £3 miliwn ar y Ganolfan.58 Ar ôl trafod gyda Chyngor y Celfyddydau a 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad, cytunodd y Ganolfan y byddai’n llunio cynllun 

diwygiedig yn dangos sut y byddai’n talu’i chostau dros y pum mlynedd 

cyntaf.59 

33. Yn ôl yr ymgynghorwyr a benodwyd gan Gyngor y Celfyddydau, roedd llawer 

o risgiau ynghlwm wrth y cynllun busnes diwygiedig a luniodd y Ganolfan ym 

mis Gorffennaf 2004. Dangosodd y cynllun y byddai’r Ganolfan yn talu’i 

chostau, ond y byddai’n dibynnu ar y canlynol: rhoddion preifat uwch o lawer 

na’r hyn a gynlluniwyd yn wreiddiol; rhoddion ychwanegol unigol gan 

gynnwys rhywfaint o’r arian gan y prif roddwr; a defnyddio arian Llywodraeth 

y Cynulliad a glustnodwyd ar gyfer cynnal a chadw er mwyn gwneud iawn 

am golledion gweithredol. Daeth yr ymgynghorwyr i’r casgliad bod 

posibilrwydd credadwy y gallai’r Ganolfan ddarparu cyllideb gytbwys yn 

2005, ond bod risg fawr hefyd y byddai’n wynebu diffyg o fwy na £200,000.60   

34. Roedd y rhagolygon yn y cynllun busnes a nodai y byddai’r Ganolfan yn talu’i 

chostau yn rhagdybio y byddai’r benthyciad yn cael ai ad-dalu, ac felly nid 

oedd yn cynnwys unrhyw gostau ad-dalu na chostau llog. Roedd y 

dadansoddiad sensitifrwydd yn y cynllun busnes yn disgrifio’r sefyllfa waethaf 

bosibl, lle byddai benthyciad o £2 miliwn yn cael ei drosglwyddo i’r cyfnod 

gweithredol. Byddai hynny’n gofyn am £500,000 y flwyddyn ar gyfer costau’r 

ad-daliadau a llog. Fodd bynnag, ym mis Mai 2004 – cyn llunio’r cynllun – 

dangosodd rhagolygon llif arian y Ganolfan y byddai benthyciad o tua £7 

                                            
56 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.16 
57 Atodiad A, paragraffau 114 a 131; Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.17 
58 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 3.17 a 3.18 
59 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.19 
60 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.21 
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miliwn yn cael ei drosglwyddo i’r cyfnod gweithredol. 61 Er mai dyna oedd y 

bwriad gwreiddiol, nid oedd modd i’r tystion roi esboniad boddhaol pam na 

wnaeth Llywodraeth y Cynulliad edrych eto ar y risgiau a oedd yn gysylltiedig 

â’r benthyciad, edrych ar effaith hynny ar brosesau gweithredol y Ganolfan, 

ac edrych ar y dewisiadau a oedd ar gael.62 

35. Rhoddodd yr ymgynghorwyr argymhellion clir ynghylch yr angen i’r Ganolfan 

fabwysiadu polisïau ar gyfer diffygion annisgwyliadwy a chynlluniau wrth 

gefn. Mae’n anesboniadwy pam na wnaeth Cyngor y Celfyddydau a 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad weithredu ar sail yr argymhellion hyn a sicrhau bod y 

polisïau a’r cynlluniau hynny ar gael.63 Cawsom sicrwydd gan Mr Capaldi fod 

Cyngor y Celfyddydau wedi edrych ar yr adroddiadau’n ofalus iawn.64 Ond 

yn ogystal â’u hastudio, roedd angen gweithredu ar sail yr argymhellion yn yr 

adroddiadau hyn hefyd.   

36. Cyn iddi agor, mae’n ymddangos yn rhyfeddol i ni na weithiodd Llywodraeth 

y Cynulliad gyda’r arianwyr i lunio cynllun clir ar gyfer monitro perfformiad y 

Ganolfan.65  Roedd hwn yn fusnes newydd ac iddo risgiau mawr, ynghyd â’r 

her o drosglwyddo benthyciad mawr i’r cyfnod gweithredol. Yn syml, nid oedd 

ymateb swyddogion Llywodraeth y Cynulliad – sef aros i weld66 – yn ddigon 

da. Roedd Mr Brodie yn derbyn nad oedd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad wedi 

gwneud digon a chytunodd y dylid bod wedi cyflwyno cynllun monitro a 

fyddai wedi helpu Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn sylweddol i ganfod y problemau 

wrth iddynt ymddangos.67 Dywedodd ei fod yn ei chael hi’n anodd rhoi ateb 

boddhaol pam na wnaeth Llywodraeth y Cynulliad gyflwyno cynllun o’r fath.68 

Ar ôl i’r Ganolfan agor, roedd gwaith monitro Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn 
gwbl annigonol, er i ni gael sicrwydd fod hynny wedi gwella bellach 
37. Fel yr ariannwr refeniw, gan Lywodraeth y Cynulliad oedd y prif gyfrifoldeb 

dros fonitro’r Ganolfan. Mae cyfraniad Cyngor y Celfyddydau felly yn fwy 

cyfyngedig, er bod cynrychiolwyr yn bresennol yng nghyfarfodydd Bwrdd 

Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru fel arsylwyr.69  Eglurodd Mr Capaldi mai’r 

                                            
61 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.22 a Ffigur 8, tudalen 27 
62 Atodiad A, paragraff 124 
63 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.21 
64 Atodiad A, paragraff 134 
65 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.24 
66 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 3.23 
67 Atodiad A, paragraffau 105 a 124 
68 Atodiad A, paragraff 106 
69 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 4.3 a 4.20 
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Ganolfan yw’r unig sefydliad celfyddydol y mae Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn ei 

ariannu’n uniongyrchol. Ar y llaw arall, mae gan Gyngor y Celfyddydau 

bortffolio o sefydliadau celfyddydol y mae’n eu hariannu ac felly’n eu 

monitro’n rheolaidd. Dywedodd Mr Capaldi wrthym y byddai manteision pe 

bai’r Ganolfan wedi’i chynnwys yn y portffolio hwn, fel rhan o’r teulu 

diwylliannol ehangach70 Awgrymodd Mr Brodie y gallai Gweinidogion 

ystyried trosglwyddo’r cyfrifoldeb dros ddarparu arian refeniw yn y dyfodol, 

pan fydd yn amlwg bod sefyllfa ariannol y Ganolfan yn sefydlog.71 Nid ydym 

yn arbenigwyr ar y materion hyn, ond yn achos y Ganolfan, mae’n 

ymddangos yn rhyfedd iawn i ni na wneir defnydd mwy o brofiad ac 

arbenigedd Cyngor y Celfyddydau o ran rhoi arian refeniw i sefydliadau 

celfyddydol. 

38. A hithau’n gyfrifol am roi’r arian refeniw, roedd gwaith monitro Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad wrth olrhain cynnydd y Ganolfan yn gwbl annigonol. Rydym yn 

cydnabod i rywfaint o waith monitro gael ei wneud, gyda swyddogion 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau yn bresennol yng 

nghyfarfodydd Bwrdd y Ganolfan. Rydym yn cydnabod hefyd y cynhaliwyd 

cyfarfodydd cynnydd rhwng swyddogion Llywodraeth y Cynulliad, staff a 

Chadeirydd y Ganolfan, a’r Gweinidog dros ddiwylliant ar y pryd.72 Ond nid 

oedd mynychu cyfarfodydd yn agos at fod yn ddigon, gan ystyried bod 

risgiau mawr yn gysylltiedig â’r cyfnod gweithredol, a’r ffaith bod Llywodraeth 

y Cynulliad yn agored yn ariannol i’r risgiau hynny fel gwarantwr y 

benthyciad. Cytunwn â’r Archwilydd Cyffredinol y dylai’r swyddogion fod wedi 

cynnal asesiad manwl o berfformiad y Ganolfan a’i sefyllfa ariannol 

gyffredinol.73 

39. Er mwyn olrhain cynnydd y Ganolfan, roedd angen i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad 

gael gwybodaeth i’w dadansoddi. Felly, rhwng canol 2005 a diwedd 2006, 

mae’n annirnadwy bod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad a Chyngor y Celfyddydau 

wedi credu ei bod yn briodol cadw nemor ddim cofnodion o berfformiad y 

Ganolfan, gan eu bod yn pryderu y gallai gwybodaeth gyfrinachol gael ei 

datgelu o dan ddeddfwriaeth rhyddid gwybodaeth.74 Roedd Mr Brodie yn 

                                            
70 Atodiad A, paragraff 136 a 137 
71 Atodiad A, paragraff 139 
72 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.4 
73 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.3 
74 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 4.5 a 4.21 
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derbyn bod y swyddogion wedi camddehongli’r ddeddfwriaeth, ond rhoddodd 

sicrwydd i ni fod hynny’n arferiad lleol a oedd bellach wedi’i gywiro gan y 

Llywodraeth.75 Roedd Mr Capaldi hefyd yn cydnabod y dylai Cyngor y 

Celfyddydau fod wedi cynnal ei asesiad ei hun o’r Ddeddf Rhyddid 

Gwybodaeth, ac y byddai hynny wedi dangos bod disgwyl iddo gadw 

cofnodion. Rhoddodd sicrwydd i ni fod y Cyngor yn gwneud hynny bellach.76 

40. Heb wybodaeth ddigonol a heb ddadansoddi’r wybodaeth honno, nid oedd 

modd i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad ddeall perfformiad ariannol y Ganolfan na 

barnu ynghylch y ffordd fwyaf addas o ymateb. Yn benodol, yn 2005 a 2006, 

adnewyddodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ei gwarant o fenthyciad banc y 

Ganolfan, a hynny heb gynnal asesiad cadarn o allu’r Ganolfan i ad-dalu’r 

benthyciad.77 Ym mis Mai 2005, pan gytunodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad i 

adnewyddu’r benthyciad, eglurodd Mr Brodie mai dim ond ers chwe mis y 

bu’r Ganolfan ar agor, ac ar y pryd ni allai neb fod yn sicr pa mor 

llwyddiannus y byddai. Dywedodd Mr Brodie wrthym nad oedd y cyngor a 

roddwyd i Weinidogion yn 2005 yn cynnwys manylion am yr amserlen i ad-

dalu’r benthyciad.78 Ym mis Mai 2006, adnewyddodd Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad ei gwarant o’r benthyciad unwaith eto, a oedd ar y pryd yn £11 

miliwn.79  Roedd cyngor y swyddogion i’r Gweinidog fel a ganlyn: 

• bwriadai’r Ganolfan ad-dalu’r benthyciad rhwng 2009 a 2017;  

• ar yr ochr weithredol, ni fyddai gan y Ganolfan arian dros ben sylweddol, 

hyd yn oed yn y tymor canolig;  

• roedd y swyddogion yn pryderu bod y gallu i ad-dalu’r benthyciad yn 

ddibynnol ar godi arian.80   

41. Gan ystyried yr amgylchiadau hyn, mae’n anodd gweld sut y disgwyliai 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad i’r Ganolfan ad-dalu’r benthyciad. Nid oedd 

Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yn disgwyl y byddai gan y Ganolfan arian dros ben 

sylweddol. Ac fel y gwelir yn glir yn adroddiad yr Archwilydd Cyffredinol, 

byddai’n mynd yn anos i’r Ganolfan godi arian preifat gan fod y rhodd gan 

                                            
75 Atodiad A, paragraffau 144 a 145 
76 Atodiad A, paragraff 149 
77 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 4.11 a 4.12 
78 Atodiad A, paragraff 153 
79 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.12 
80 Atodiad A, paragraff 153 
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Syr Donald Gordon, a oedd yn werth tua £1 miliwn y flwyddyn, yn dod i ben 

ar ôl 2011.81  Dywedodd Mr Brodie wrthym nad oedd y cyngor a roddwyd yn 

cynnwys dadansoddiad manwl o sefyllfa ariannol y Ganolfan.82 Yn ein barn 

ni, pe bai’r swyddogion wedi cynnal dadansoddiad o’r fath, byddent wedi dod 

i’r casgliad ei bod yn hynod o annhebygol y gallai’r Ganolfan ad-dalu’r 

benthyciad. 

42. Dim ond pan wynebodd y Ganolfan argyfwng ariannol a gwneud cais am 

arian ychwanegol y dechreuodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ddatblygu’r 

ddealltwriaeth angenrheidiol o fusnes y Ganolfan. Ar ôl i’r Ganolfan wneud 

cais am arian, comisiynodd Llywodraeth y Cynulliad yr un ymgynghorwyr â’r 

rhai a ddefnyddiwyd gan Gyngor y Celfyddydau er mwyn adolygu prosesau 

gweithredol y Ganolfan a rhoi cyngor am y cymhorthdal a oedd yn 

angenrheidiol. Daethant i’r casgliadau hyn: 

• roedd angen cymhorthdal refeniw uwch o lawer ar y Ganolfan gan 

Lywodraeth y Cynulliad, sef tua £3 miliwn yn ychwanegol;   

• y dylai Llywodraeth y Cynulliad ad-dalu benthyciad y Ganolfan, yr oedd 

disgwyl iddo godi i £13.5 miliwn, cyn gynted â phosibl er mwyn osgoi 

rhagor o gostau llog.83  

43. Gyda chymorth Cyllid Cymru, edrychodd swyddogion Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad ymhellach ar gyfrifon rheolwyr y Ganolfan a’r rhagolygon 

ariannol.84 Fodd bynnag, ni wnaeth y swyddogion adolygu’r cyfrifon 

archwiliedig a gyhoeddwyd ar ôl i’r ymgynghorwyr lunio’u hadroddiad. 

Cytunwn â’r Archwilydd Cyffredinol y byddai adolygu’r cyfrifon archwiliedig 

wedi rhoi sail gadarnach ar gyfer deall perfformiad ariannol hanesyddol y 

Ganolfan o gymharu ag edrych ar gyfrifon y rheolwyr, sef yr hyn a wnaeth yr 

ymgynghorwyr a’r swyddogion.85 Roedd adolygiad y swyddogion yn 

cadarnhau canfyddiadau’r ymgynghorwyr: byddai angen cymhorthdal refeniw 

uwch o lawer ar y Ganolfan a byddai angen i Lywodraeth y Cynulliad ad-

dalu’r benthyciad cyn gynted â phosibl. Cynghorodd y swyddogion y 

                                            
81 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.12 
82 Atodiad A, paragraff 153 
83 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 4.13 i 4.15 
84 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.16  
85 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.19 
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Gweinidog y dylai cyfraniadau ariannol o’r fath i’r Ganolfan fod yn amodol ar 

y canlynol: 

• bod y Ganolfan yn darparu gwybodaeth fanwl am ei heffeithlonrwydd a’i 

pherfformiad; 

• bod adolygiad annibynnol yn cael ei gynnal o brosesau llywodraethu 

corfforaethol y Ganolfan.86 

44. Ym mis Tachwedd 2007, cyhoeddodd y Gweinidog dros ddiwylliant ar y pryd 

y byddai cymhorthdal refeniw blynyddol y Ganolfan yn codi i £3.7 miliwn o 

2008-09, ac y gallai’r Ganolfan wneud ceisiadau ar wahân am arian cyfalaf ar 

gyfer gwaith cynnal a chadw yn ôl y galw. Cyhoeddodd y Gweinidog hefyd y 

byddai amodau ynghlwm wrth roi’r arian, gan gynnwys targedau i wella 

effeithlonrwydd.87    

45. Rhoddodd Mr Brodie sicrwydd i ni fod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad wedi gwella’i 

phrosesau monitro ar gyfer y Ganolfan a bod fframwaith newydd wedi’i 

sefydlu at y diben hwnnw. Eglurodd fod yr amodau a bennwyd fel rhan o’r 

trefniant ariannu diwygiedig wedi helpu. Mae’r cytundeb arian refeniw gyda’r 

Ganolfan yn nodi’n fanwl pa wybodaeth y dylai’r Ganolfan ei darparu bob 

mis, ac mae’r swyddogion yn adolygu’r wybodaeth hon. Hefyd, dywedodd 

wrthym fod yr adolygiad o’r prosesau llywodraethu yn helpu Llywodraeth y 

Cynulliad i asesu a ellid gwella’r gweithdrefnau rheoli risg ymhellach.88 

Dywedodd Mr Brodie wrthym ei fod yn hyderus bod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad 

ar dir cadarn o ran y wybodaeth sydd ganddi a’i gwaith dadansoddi. 

Cyfeiriodd at welliannau wrth ffeilio ac wrth graffu ar ddata perfformiad a 

gwybodaeth ariannol y Ganolfan. Mae’r trefniadau hyn yn gam sylweddol 

ymlaen, cyn belled â bod Llywodraeth y Cynulliad, fel y cydnabu Mr Brodie, 

yn sicrhau eu bod yn cael eu rhoi ar waith yn effeithiol.89 

                                            
86 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraffau 4.16 a 4.17 
87 Adroddiad Archwilydd Cyffredinol Cymru, paragraff 4.18 
88 Atodiad A, paragraff 105 
89 Atodiad A, paragraff 179 
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Ymddiheuriadau a Dirprwyon  

Apologies and Substitutions  
 
[1] David Melding: Good afternoon, and welcome to this meeting of the Audit 
Committee. I will start with the usual housekeeping points. These proceedings can be 
conducted in Welsh and English, and, when Welsh is spoken, a translation is available 
through the headset on channel 1. Should you be hard of hearing, or wish to amplify our 
proceedings, please switch the headset to channel 0. Please switch off all electronic 



09/10/2008 

 4

equipment completely. Do not leave it on ‘silent’ mode, as that will interfere with our 
recording equipment.  
 
[2] We do not anticipate a fire drill this afternoon, so, if we hear the alarm, please take it 
seriously and follow the instructions of the ushers. 
 
[3] I have received apologies from Chris Franks, Bethan Jenkins, Huw Lewis, and Irene 
James. Mohammad Asghar will substitute on behalf of the Plaid group. I welcome 
Mohammad here this afternoon.  
 
1.33 p.m. 
 

Canolfan Mileniwm Cymru 
Wales Millennium Centre 

 
[4] David Melding: We will now discuss the findings of the auditor general’s report, 
‘Funding for the Wales Millennium Centre’. This is an important report about the funding 
provided by the Assembly Government and the Arts Council of Wales to our next-door 
neighbour, the Wales Millennium Centre. As well as being an iconic piece of architecture, the 
WMC is an important part of the Welsh cultural landscape. More than 1 million people have 
attended various performances in its theatres and more than 3 million people have visited the 
other facilities that the WMC offers. However, the WMC was always a risky project with a 
complex construction phase and an ambitious business plan. Based on the auditor general’s 
report, we will now look at the Welsh public funders and the way in which they managed the 
risks involved. I should stress that this session will focus on the actions of the funders, 
principally the Welsh Assembly Government and the Arts Council of Wales. We are not 
looking at the management of the WMC itself. 
 
[5] I welcome the witnesses. Would you please introduce yourselves for the Record? 
 
[6] Mr Brodie: Good afternoon. My name is Huw Brodie, and I am the director of rural 
affairs and heritage in the Welsh Assembly Government. 
 
[7] Mr Capaldi: Good afternoon, I am Nick Capaldi, and I am the chief executive of the 
Arts Council of Wales.  
 
[8] Ms Davies: Prynhawn da. My name is Kath Davies, and I am the head of arts funding 
at the Arts Council of Wales. 
 
[9] Mr Howells: Prynhawn da. I am John Howells, director of culture at the Welsh 
Assembly Government. 
 
[10] David Melding: I welcome the witnesses. I know that most of you are new to our 
proceedings and so I should tell you that we have a list of prepared questions that we have 
agreed to put to you. I will work my way around the Members. You may all want to make a 
contribution in response to some questions, but others may be specifically focused. I start by 
asking the witnesses for their initial remarks on the Auditor General for Wales’s report. We 
will then drill down to the various details that we want to establish from the evidence that we 
require during this afternoon’s session. Perhaps you would like to start, Mr Brodie. 
 
[11] Mr Brodie: Thank you very much. Although this report highlights some good 
practice in the construction phase, it also reveals very serious shortcomings in a number of 
respects. The Assembly Government accepts the key assessments made in the report and is 
committed to learning the lessons. In preparing for this hearing, John and I spoke to the key 
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officials who were previously in charge and went through past papers, so we will do our very 
best to answer your questions. 
 
[12] I will just tell you, very briefly, about some of the things that we have done to put 
matters on a good footing. In the centre itself, our record-keeping is now fully functional. In 
line with the revenue funding agreement, the centre’s management accounts are examined 
monthly, and quarterly review meetings are taking place. I recruited, some time ago, a full-
time senior-level accountant to be a head of my business unit and he is involved in those 
meetings. We are also working closely with the Arts Council of Wales to make sure that we 
have the right teamwork between us. As part of that, we are putting in place an arrangement 
whereby the arts council can advise us on the value for money and the artistic quality of the 
delivery that the centre is providing. 
 
[13] It is fair to recognise that there are also some more general lessons to be learned by 
the Assembly Government as a whole. We will want to look very carefully at your committee 
report when it comes out, but I highlight that there are two steps that we are taking straight 
away. The first is that the Permanent Secretary is writing to all heads of departments 
internally, but also to all public bodies in Wales, to draw their attention to the important 
recommendations made in the report that have wider relevance to them. That will include 
emphasis on the points about record keeping and requests made under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. In addition, Value Wales will help the Welsh public sector as a whole 
to improve its programme and project management in ways that address the lessons learned 
from the report. As part of that, training will be delivered in December this year to increase 
the number of trained gateway reviewers across the Welsh public sector, which help in 
managing construction projects and so on. It is also developing sectoral and regional networks 
to spread best practice and will be picking up the lessons from the report as it takes its work 
through more generally. 
 
[14] David Melding: Thank you. That is helpful. Mr Capaldi, do you want to make a few 
brief remarks at this stage? 
 
[15] Mr Capaldi: Yes, thank you. I want to begin by welcoming the auditor general’s 
report. Clearly, there are lessons for us to learn from it, and that process has already begun. 
As the arts council’s new incoming chief executive, it has provided me with a really useful 
opportunity to examine this important aspect of our work. I want to make just two points. The 
first is that, having looked at the very extensive documentation that we hold relating to the 
project, the story that is told in the report is one that I recognise; however, I do believe that 
the arts council has worked diligently and professionally over many years to ensure that the 
funds invested by the arts council in the project achieved the outcomes that we all wanted to 
see. My second point is really to echo the Chair’s comments about the Wales Millennium 
Centre. We now have an internationally significant cultural asset, of which Wales can be 
justly proud. As always in these cases, you look to find areas of improvement, and I will read 
the committee’s report with very close attention, but, in the meantime, I think that the auditor 
general’s report clearly points the way to where we can look for areas of improvement, and I 
look forward to working with Welsh Assembly Government colleagues to see how we can 
ensure that we deliver the responsibilities expected of us more effectively. 
 
1.40 p.m. 
 
[16] David Melding: Thank you for that. I suspect that the other witnesses will contribute 
a little later and need not say anything at this stage. So, I call Lesley Griffiths to start the 
questioning. 
 
[17] Lesley Griffiths: There were obviously difficulties in the early stages of this project, 
and among the main difficulties was that of choosing the most appropriate procurement 
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method. It appears that the Welsh Assembly Government and the arts council favoured 
different procurement methods. Would it not have been more constructive and beneficial had 
you favoured the same method and taken a more joined-up approach? 
 
[18] Mr Brodie: We must recognise that, in the early stages, players were coming to this 
situation from a number of different directions that reflected their particular interests. They 
were all conscious of the degree of risk that an innovative project of this sort represented, and 
so they looked at it in the light of how they could protect their particular investments. There 
was also a sense that, as this was immediately post devolution, the Assembly Government 
was still working through a new relationship with its Assembly sponsored public bodies, 
which had not quite settled down. What comes through in the report is that, as the scale of the 
challenge became clear, the funders came together and reached a common view, which was 
set out by the Finance Minister in April 2001, on the most appropriate procurement method. It 
took longer to get there than would have been ideal, but they got there in the end. 
 
[19] Mr Capaldi: It is essential that a joined-up approach is taken to these issues, and, in 
more recent times, we have been keen to put that in place where we have been the lead 
partner on a project. We have worked carefully as the lead funder to co-ordinate the activities 
of our other partners on the project. It might also be worthwhile to comment on why there 
was a difference of view on the most appropriate construction procurement method, because 
some important issues lie within that.  
 
[20] One benefit of the construction management approach that we generally favour is that 
it can often offer a shorter procurement process, with all the savings that that entails. 
Construction management also offers a better defence of the build quality and artistic 
integrity, and, in our experience, they can both be in jeopardy when a fixed-cost budget is 
under strain. It is tempting to see some of those issues as incidental or marginal, but we are 
talking about critical factors, such as the theatre acoustic, the programme of public arts and 
the distinctive design and involvement of the resident companies. These are not mere 
incidentals; they are absolutely fundamental to the overall success of the process. So, there 
was intense discussion and negotiation about the appropriate construction method, and I think 
that that is right.  
 
[21] We were clear about our concerns, and, as is often the case, as a junior partner, we 
had to punch our weight to ensure that our concerns came through loud and clear. However, it 
was a constructive process of dialogue. We do not insist on a single approach. We are 
prepared to look at what is in the best interest of the client within the resources available. We 
agreed with our colleagues at the Welsh Assembly Government that a fixed-price approach, 
under these circumstances, was necessary. We also sought and got assurances on the issues 
that were of concern to us. So, for us, this was a positive outcome to something that could 
have been more difficult. 
 
[22] Lesley Griffiths: Was one reason you took that easier approach to construction 
management because you knew that it would be the Welsh Assembly Government that would 
have to stump up if it ran over cost? 
 
[23] Mr Capaldi: No, it is a common approach that we adopt across the board. Our 
procurement methods were looked at carefully by the Wales Audit Office in a report that was 
published earlier this year, in January. The critical thing that I want to get across is that we 
look at the best interests of the client organisation, and try to work with it to secure the right 
outcome. 
 
[24] Eleanor Burnham: Paragraph 1.15 on page 17 refers to April 2001 when the 
Assembly Government set a test that the project must be a fixed-price contract—which we 
have already discussed—of a maximum of £92 million. Mr Brodie, the final budget was £104 
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million. Why do you think the Assembly Government set a £92 million cost ceiling if we 
were not going to stick to it? 
 
[25] Mr Brodie: First of all, it goes back to the issue of the fixed-price contract. By 
January 2002, the Assembly was being presented, for approval, with a contract that 
represented mainly fixed price but that, of course, contained certain elements that were not. 
Part of that reflected a judgment about the balance of advantage to which Nick has just 
referred, because it would have been, in part, disproportionately expensive for us to have 
secured it at a fixed price. However, it also reflected the sort of concern about quality issues 
that I think Nick has highlighted. 
 
[26] In a fast-moving project of this sort, it is not unusual to find that, once you go out to 
tender, costs come back looking slightly different to the way in which you originally 
specified. It was particularly important that the then Minister for Culture, Sport and the Welsh 
Language was very transparent to the Assembly about the basis on which the revised costs 
looked the way that they did in January 2002. 
 
[27] Eleanor Burnham: How could officials advise that the Assembly Government’s 
contribution of £37 million was within the ceiling set by the Finance Minister in April 2001 
when, in fact, the price had gone up by £12 million and the Assembly Government’s 
anticipated contribution had increased by £4 million? 
 
[28] Mr Brodie: The Welsh Assembly Government’s contribution was still within the 
range that the Finance Minister had specified, which was between £25 million and £37 
million. As you said, various other changes had occurred, such as increasing the reliance of 
the project on private sector fundraising, which was subsequently to prove quite problematic. 
However, it was still within the total range that the Minister had specified.  
 
[29] Eleanor Burnham: The officials’ advice to Ministers reported that the total financial 
risk to the Assembly Government was £14 million, but your records do not show how this 
figure was calculated. 
 
[30] Mr Brodie: The calculation that officials made in December 2001 and January 2002 
showed that the total potential cost-overrun risk element that we faced at that stage was 
around £14 million. However, I should stress the fact that that related purely to the capital 
element. Officials flagged up separately in January 2002 that, in addition to that, there was a 
risk that extra revenue funding would be required. That figure was calculated based on a very 
overall estimate of the total cost of the project, looking at the global sums involved on the 
capital side of the equation only; it did not include any assumptions about revenue. 
 
[31] Eleanor Burnham: Therefore, how did the Assembly Government give the go-ahead 
on the basis that the Wales Millennium Centre could raise nearly £10 million from the private 
sector when, only a few months earlier, it thought that the realistic amount was £4 million? 
 
[32] Mr Brodie: You are right to say that, in April 2001, the Finance Minister outlined in 
her statement a private sector fundraising target of £4 million and said that that looked 
reasonable. Officials did highlight the risks surrounding the increased target for private sector 
fundraising. One of the factors to which they drew attention is that, in the interim, David 
Rowe-Beddoe had come in as chair, and some value was attached to the potential contribution 
that he might be able to make in terms of fundraising. 
 
[33] It is probably best at this point if I quote from the minute that the then Permanent 
Secretary sent in January 2002 to the Minister for Culture, Sport and the Welsh Language 
because it summarises the assessment that was made on this point. 
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1.50 p.m. 
 
[34] He said, 
 
[35] ‘It is difficult with such a project to make a very informed estimate of what may or 
may not be raised in the end’, 
 
[36] in terms of private sector fundraising. He went on to say that, 
 
[37] ‘the present chairman has a good deal of experience in levering in finance from 
outside. While we recognise that this is an ambitious target, we do not have grounds for 
saying that it could not be achieved’. 
 
[38] Part of the difficulty here is that private sector fundraising is quite lumpy. We are all 
conscious of the scale of donation that Donald Gordon made and is making. If we had had 
two Donald Gordon donations rather than one, that would have made a big difference. The 
scale of some of the potential private sector donations is not totally predictable. It is not as 
though you are collecting relatively small sums from a lot of people; you are collecting big 
sums from a small and relatively unpredictable number of people. So, there is a real 
unpredictability and that risk was highlighted. Clearly, it is a risk that was subsequently 
shown to be a problem for the project. 
 
[39] Eleanor Burnham: Mr Capaldi, did the arts council offer any advice on this, given 
that you surely had plenty of expertise on the levels of funding that can be raised for arts 
projects from private funding? 
 
[40] Mr Capaldi: We indicated, and had consultants’ reports to say, that the fundraising 
climate was difficult, and that has been our experience on other projects. Particularly when 
one is looking for the large donations, as Mr Brodie has said correctly, it can take many 
months of careful pursuit of a single donor who will make a large contribution. Although one 
can feel optimistic—and we certainly felt optimistic that a project of this quality and 
significance would, in due course, attract a significant sponsor, as it did with Donald 
Gordon—predicting that and at what scale is always going to be difficult. 
 
[41] Janice Gregory: We all understand how difficult and lumpy it is to lever in money 
from the private sector, but the auditor general points out in paragraph 1.17 of his report that 
£4.4 million of the European regional development fund money was awarded to this project. 
What did the Welsh Assembly Government do to prevent that ERDF money being lost to the 
project because of the ongoing delays? Was that money ultimately handed back to Europe and 
therefore lost to Wales? 
 
[42] Mr Brodie: Yes, indeed. The key problem was that the expenditure was eligible only 
until the end of December 2001, and it became clear during the summer of 2001 that no 
expenditure was going to be incurred in that timescale, in particular because of the need to 
redesign and to do the preparatory work properly. Officials tried to find a way around the 
problem with the European Commission, but, in the end, the money had to be surrendered and 
was deducted from the project budget. At that stage, people could not compromise on trying 
to do the work properly.  
 
[43] Janice Gregory: So, everything that could have been done, was done?  
 
[44] Mr Brodie: Yes. 
 
[45] Darren Millar: When Eleanor was questioning you earlier about this absolute cost 
test that the Finance Minister put in place for the project, and from reading the report, it seems 
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to me that there is a question as to whether that test was met and whether the additional sum 
that was put into the project was within the parameters of that test. You seem to indicate in 
your response that it is bordering on the ambiguous as to whether it met the test or not. Did it 
or did it not meet the Minister’s test? 
 
[46] Mr Brodie: On the fixed-priced element, it clearly did not fully meet the test because 
it was not a completely fixed price. There were good reasons for that, which I have explained, 
and what was important on that front was that the Minister for Culture, Sport and the Welsh 
Language explained the basis on which the project was going back to the Assembly for 
approval again in January 2002.  
 
[47] The other point on the cost is that, although it was well above £92 million, there was 
openness about the figures after the commercial negotiations and the tender process. The 
Minister for culture was, in effect, announcing a change to the basis on which the Welsh 
Assembly Government was prepared to offer funding to the project. However, that is not 
unusual in a complex and fast-moving project of this sort. 
 
[48] Darren Millar: It seems to me that the rules were changed in order to allow the 
additional support to be made available. If you look at the statement from the Finance 
Minister and compare it to the statement that the Minister for culture made when requesting 
the additional support from the Assembly—which had to approve it—there were quite 
different rules, and almost different reasons, put forward as to why the extra £4 million was 
needed.  
 
[49] Mr Brodie: Again, all I can say is that the commercial process had moved forward 
and the Minister for culture was having to deal with the situation as it then was. The 
important point is that she was open and transparent with the Assembly about the basis on 
which the Assembly Government was proposing to support the project. It was not entirely in 
line with what was said in April 2001, but things had moved on. 
 
[50] David Melding: I am not altogether clear, Mr Brodie, about the £14 million that was 
calculated as the Assembly’s risk. The auditor general says that there were no records about 
how that figure had been calculated, but you seem to indicate that there were. 
 
[51] Mr Brodie: It is difficult to go through tables in this format, but I will do my best. 
We have a calculation, a table, that comes to £14.4 million that is based on the total project 
price, which is £104.2 million, minus the amount that had been expended to date, which was 
£14.9 million, as well as taking into account the fixed elements of the contract with Sir Robert 
McAlpine and the provisional sums in the same contract. So, it was a global calculation, and 
we can certainly provide you with a copy of this table so that you can see how the calculation 
was made. 
 
[52] David Melding: Jeremy, do you want to say anything on the evidence at this stage? 
 
[53] Mr Colman: All I can say is that, when my staff carried out this work, the situation 
was as described in the report, which has been agreed by the witnesses as factually accurate. 
If we had seen that calculation, we would have reported it. 
 
[54] Mr Brodie: Just to make it clear, there is nothing on the file to show that it was 
calculated this way. We have struggled ourselves very hard to work out how it was calculated. 
I hasten to add to Jeremy that we have had to put this together ourselves to make sense of the 
calculation that officials did at the time. 
 
[55] David Melding: That clarifies the situation—thank you. We will move on to question 
4. 
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[56] Darren Millar: Turning to the guarantee for the loan that was needed in order to 
complete the project, it seems strange that the decision was made to go for a commercial loan 
rather than a loan from the Assembly Government. The latter would presumably have 
involved lower interest rates, rather than the Assembly Government effectively acting as a 
guarantor for the loan. Why was that decision taken? 
 
[57] Mr Brodie: Back in 2002, finance officials recognised that cash flow difficulties 
might arise, although at that stage they had not ruled out the Assembly Government itself 
providing the loan, depending on financial circumstances. However, it was clear that any loan 
from the Assembly Government would have to come from its own cash reserves. We have 
looked at the submission that went to the Minister for Culture, Sport and the Welsh Language 
in May 2003, which was seeking agreement to raise a commercial loan with the Welsh 
Assembly Government guarantee, as you say. It recorded that officials from the culture and 
finance departments had met with the centre to discuss the issue, and it stated that the 
Assembly did not have available the cash reserves to fund the shortfall. It seems to us, from 
the limited papers available, and from having spoken to people who were around at the time, 
that that indeed was the decisive factor in their thinking—that the cash reserves were not 
available to provide the loan. 
 
2.00 p.m. 
 
[58] I would certainly say that, in retrospect, as officials, we should have provided 
Ministers with a full assessment of the alternative options to a Welsh Assembly Government 
loan or a guarantee to a commercial loan. Deciding on what option would have been the best 
would have been a decision for Ministers, because it depends on what the opportunity costs 
elsewhere would have been of not spending the money that would have gone into the loan. 
That would have been very much a political judgment.  
 
[59] Darren Millar: The Assembly Government recognised that there was a significant 
risk in the millennium centre’s taking on this loan, yet you still intended to act as a guarantor, 
and, at the end of the construction project, you knew that this loan was still looming, but it 
was not re-examined at that time to see whether you could assist the Wales Millennium 
Centre to repay the loan by giving it some support at that point. It was not re-examined later 
in the day, was it? 
 

[60] Mr Brodie: Can I just check precisely which period of the history you are talking 
about? The loan went on for quite a long time. Are you talking about 2005-06?  
 
[61] Darren Millar: I will read the question: when you agreed the loan, you knew that 
there was a significant chance that the millennium centre was not going to be able to repay it. 
Why did the Assembly Government not re-examine the options and the impact of the loan, 
once it became clear that the centre was not necessarily going to be able to repay it, especially 
once the forecasts were reconsidered and re-projected? 
 
[62] Mr Brodie: The key question is: when did it become clear that the centre would not 
be able to repay the loan? What is clear from having looked through all of this is that, at every 
stage, right from the start, people were conscious of the risks that I have indicated in terms of 
the level of private sector funds that would be raised. Nevertheless, the line that the Assembly 
Government was taking was very much to try to keep up the pressure on the centre to live 
within the basis of revenue funding that had been outlined by the Finance Minister in April 
2001.  
 
[63] Darren Millar: But you were expecting it to repay this loan before the construction 
project was complete, were you not? 
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[64] Mr Brodie: Ah, I thought that you talking about the 2005-06 period.  
 
[65] Darren Millar: No. You were expecting it to pay off the loan before the end— 
 
[66] Mr Brodie: The basis on which officials and Ministers were operating at that time 
was one of pinning their hopes on the degree of private sector fundraising coming through to 
enable the centre to live within the financial package that had been set out. In retrospect, we 
can all see that that did not prove to be the case. There is an interesting question that we will 
be discussing around this table about the point at which that became clear. The Donald 
Gordon donation came in in 2003, I think. So, it would have been quite early to write off the 
hopes of private sector fundraising delivering at that time, in 2003-04, potentially, depending 
on what judgment you made of the risks. As I have said, with the benefit of hindsight, 
officials should have given fuller advice about the pros and cons of different options and of 
the Welsh Assembly Government’s providing the loan and so on.  
 
[67] Darren Millar: It effectively left a huge millstone around the centre’s neck for when 
it started to operate.  
 
[68] Mr Brodie: It is easy for us now to take that view, with the benefit of hindsight, 
knowing that the centre has been, as the Chair and Nick have said, a great success in terms of 
audiences. At that very early stage, there was major uncertainty about that, very 
understandably and quite rightly. For the Assembly Government to have moved in even prior 
to the centre’s opening to provide yet further financial support—whether capital or revenue—
would certainly have been a decision that many people would have been quick to criticise. It 
was always going to be a very difficult call for the Government as to the point at which it 
would decide that private sector fundraising would not deliver the goods. In retrospect, it is 
easy to read the story, but we need to remember that it had to take that decision when no-one 
could be confident about how successful the centre would be, which makes quite a significant 
difference. We need to understand the context in which it was struggling with these issues. 
 
[69] Lorraine Barrett: I have a question for you both, if you both want to answer. The 
auditor general says that you were aware of the £5 million cost overruns in the project; did 
you actively challenge them? Did you think that it was realistic that the Wales Millennium 
Centre could raise millions on top of its already ambitious targets to pay for the rising costs? I 
am looking at paragraph 2.7 of the report.  
 
[70] Mr Brodie: During the construction phase, Welsh Assembly Government officials 
were very focused on the risk of cost overruns, and they spent a great deal of time, effort—
and money through the use of consultants—to try to mitigate those risks. In fairness, the 
report says that, generally speaking, the construction phase was run pretty well. The report 
highlights the way in which Northcroft was appointed as the project monitor. You highlight 
the £5 million overrun, but as much as possible was done at the time to limit those issues. 
 
[71] Lorraine Barrett: Did the arts council have any involvement? 
 
[72] Mr Capaldi: All I can add to those comments is that we knew that it was a risk and, 
as the report makes clear, our consultants had advised that it is difficult to raise funding once 
a facility such as this has opened. I can assure you that, during 2003 and 2004, there was 
intensive examination of the business plans with the consultants that we were jointly using to 
investigate and to raise those concerns.  
 
[73] Lorraine Barrett: Mr Capaldi, some of the cost increases related to the WMC’s 
cultural ambition, including the opening gala and the public arts. Was it not realised that the 
budgets were too small at the beginning, before the project went ahead? 



09/10/2008 

 12

 
[74] Mr Capaldi: Not in respect of the opening events, the gala and the cultural 
programme, because there was a change within the team. A new chief executive of the Wales 
Millennium Centre was appointed in 2003, and she was firming up the plans and the 
proposals for the gala. So, it certainly would not have been possible to have anticipated those 
costs at the beginning of the project.  
 
[75] Mohammad Asghar: My question relates to part 3 of the report—paragraphs 3.4 and 
3.7. It is like a mini credit crunch from America. PricewaterhouseCoopers was involved in 
checking your early forecasts, pre 2000, but it was not involved in the management review of 
the forecast. That is a big flaw. Any investor who lends money will not invest unless there is 
the least possible risk involved, and the guidance was coming from a company such as 
PricewaterhouseCoopers. So, there was a lack of prudence there and a lack of advice. The 
forecast was flawed, because it was revised.  
 
2.10 p.m. 
 
[76] Who was independently reviewing that forecast on behalf of the public sector and 
ensuring that it was robust? 
 
[77] Mr Brodie: The report brings out clearly the fact that the PricewaterhouseCoopers 
exercise in early 2001 had a limited remit. Therefore, as you say in your question, it did not 
provide full assurance on the nature of the business plan at that stage. Having spoken to the 
officials who were working on it at the time, I will explain what was in their minds: they were 
extremely conscious of the uncertainties as to whether the centre would succeed in terms of 
audiences in particular. They were sceptical, at that early stage, about the chances of pinning 
down those uncertainties, being conscious of the fact that it was not as though they were 
building a manufacturing plant. The success of the centre as an artistic, cultural venture 
depends very much on the chemistry and the intangibles in terms of how it captures the 
imagination. So, they were sceptical at that stage as to whether a more in-depth independent 
consultancy exercise would have succeeded in pinning down, in any lasting way, the real 
uncertainties around the business plan. 
 
[78] They also felt that they needed to move to secure the funding from the Millennium 
Commission and other sources. Having spoken to them, I do not think that they would now 
say that that was necessarily the right call, but it is helpful to understand what was behind 
their thinking. However, when the Finance Minister made her statement to the Assembly in 
April 2001, she was upfront about those uncertainties. She said that the delivery of the plan 
would be challenging and she asked: 
 

[79] ‘Can the centre sustain over 400,000 theatre attendances a year? Are the occupancy 
rates of 70 per cent for 300 performances every year achievable? Will a further 350,000 
people visit the centre?’ 
 
[80] In light of that, she went on to say, 
 

[81] ‘We must also be realistic about the potential call on us for revenue funding over the 
years ahead. Taking all these issues together, we must be prepared to contemplate a revenue 
cost of around £3 million to go directly to the Wales Millennium Centre’. 
 
[82] So, in other words, the approach taken at that stage was to recognise that there were 
major uncertainties, which could materialise into a much higher level of revenue funding. 
However, I am not disputing that the PricewaterhouseCoopers exercise was limited in scope 
nor am I saying that the way in which it was done was necessarily the most prudent or best 
way to proceed with hindsight. 



09/10/2008 

 13

 
[83] Mohammad Asghar: Thank you for that answer, but again looking at part 3 of the 
report, I will stand with PricewaterhouseCoopers—if it changes its mind now, it is too late. At 
that particular time of pre-investment, I think that its concern was genuine and we all know 
that. So, it is the same context: you say that this was a political decision rather than a financial 
one. 
 

[84] Mr Brodie: The PricewaterhouseCoopers report, in particular with its risk and 
sensitivity analyses, highlighted the fact that the centre might need, in its estimate, potentially 
£500,000 a year of revenue funding support. However, that was dependent on various 
assumptions. That was all part of the thinking of the Finance Minister when she announced 
some degree of revenue support in April 2001, although that was not necessarily providing 
the £500,000 by any means—and I am not trying to suggest that. However, it was part of the 
background as to why she flagged up the potential need for more revenue support should 
various risks become reality. 
 
[85] Mohammad Asghar: She probably did not have proper advisers around her anyway. 
Now, Mr Capaldi, it is over to you. 
 
[86] Mr Capaldi: I think that the September 2000 report was a critical point in the process 
and I think that you are right to draw our attention to that. We were very concerned about the 
projections that were in there and, in February 2001, we met with the chair and the chief 
executive of the Wales Millennium Centre and were very clear about what our concerns were. 
The following month, in March, we wanted to make sure that Assembly Government 
colleagues were kept abreast of those issues and we wrote to the Assembly Government, 
repeating our concerns; the auditor general’s report—I think that it is in paragraph 3.5—
summarises the advice that we gave. 
 
[87] Mohammad Asghar: So, you are saying that no notice was taken of your concerns. 
 
[88] Mr Capaldi: No. I think that they were, because I am quite sure that the advice that 
we gave would have been taken into account by the Finance Minister when she was 
considering her response.  
 
[89] David Melding: We can pursue some of these matters further. Mohammad, are you 
content? 
 
[90] Mohammad Asghar: I will come back in later on. 
 
[91] Janice Gregory: Staying with part 3 of the report, and specifically concentrating on 
3.13, following the Finance Minister’s speech, the WMC developed a new plan and, in that, it 
was looking at changes to its cultural aspirations, bringing in a far more ambitious 
international programme. The WMC has made it quite plain that that is what it wanted to do 
and the auditor general’s report does say that there is no evidence on record that the funders 
looked at the impact of that particular part of the business plan, which was quite an expensive 
change to the centre’s plans. I just wonder why there is nothing on record about that, 
recognising that this was a very large change to the plans. That question is to both of you. 
 
[92] Mr Capaldi: You are referring to the May 2001 revised business plan. I think that we 
stubbed our toes badly on this, in that, on the basis of my examination of our files, I can only 
conclude that what is said in the report about us not formally assessing it is correct. However, 
given the thoroughness with and the detail in which we looked at plans immediately before 
and after that—it was evident that we were concerned—I was puzzled by that. I have tried to 
find out why that happened, for my own satisfaction. What is clear is that there were very 
detailed discussions about the contents of the millennium centre’s business plan. The plan 
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immediately prior to the May 2001 plan—I think that this comes to the heart of your 
question—presented two options: the first was what it called a ‘national programme’ and the 
second was the ‘world-class international programme’, which would be possible, in the 
millennium centre’s view, with the £750,000 subsidy. In our advice to the Assembly 
Government, we were very much advocating option 2 and we identified the need for 
additional funds to support the activities of the resident companies. Responses to all those 
featured in the Finance Minister’s response. The WMC settled on option 2 and I think that 
what happened was that, having achieved our immediate goal and knowing that the Finance 
Minister had asked the then Culture Committee to look at it, we switched our attention to 
what was, for us, another key issue at that time, which was the procurement method of 
construction that we were talking about. That said, I entirely accept the report’s observation 
that Member scrutiny is no substitute for examination by experts. We should have looked 
formally at that May 2001 report, and I would have been happier had we formally signed off 
on it.  
 
2.20 p.m. 
 
[93] Mr Brodie: I agree with everything that Nick just said. The Finance Minister’s 
statement included the revenue support of £750,000 a year, and, as Nick and the report say, 
that was linked back to the centre’s estimate of the extra costs of the international programme. 
It is absolutely clear that there was no independent further scrutiny of the assumptions on 
which those calculations were based in the iteration of the business plan in May. The only 
thing that I can add to that is to point back to my explanation of a minute ago, with regard to 
what was in officials’ thinking at that stage about how difficult they thought it would be to pin 
down some of these business plan uncertainties. I agree with Nick that the project would have 
had a firmer basis had an independent assessment been done at that point.  
 
[94] David Melding: Just to make the evidence clear, Mr Capaldi, helpfully, has said that 
he believes that that should have been done, as do you, and officials at the time really should 
have been aware of the risk and have acted to meet it by getting independent verification.  
 
[95] Mr Brodie: With the benefit of hindsight, I agree with that, but in defence of the 
officials at the time— 
 
[96] David Melding: You have made that point, and I think that we all realise that 
everything happens in real time. It is not for us to over egg matters, but, from the evidence, 
we can see, in retrospect, that a key moment occurred then and there was not the level of 
verification that really would have helped in the management of the various risks. 
 
[97] Janice Gregory: Even to me, someone who is very much a lay person in terms of 
how much it costs to put these kinds of thing on, £750,000 does not seem a reasonable figure. 
You have quite clearly admitted that your eye was taken off that particular ball at a crucial 
time. If anyone should have had a firm idea about what was needed and what advice should 
have been given, surely it should have been the Arts Council of Wales. It should have advised 
officials to advise the Minister. Did you do that? Did the arts council pick the telephone and 
say, ‘Hey, we need to have a serious conversation about this’? Or was it just passed over in 
the bigger scheme of things? There is no evidence or anything on file to show who did what, 
is there? I am concerned that we have two major players here, and the one that should perhaps 
have known did not respond. I know that you said, Nick, that you stubbed your toe, but I 
think that your eye was taken off the ball completely, or am I incorrect in saying that? 
 
[98] Mr Capaldi: I agree with the former assertion, but I cannot agree with the second, in 
that our omission was around not formally signing off the May 2001 plan. We were entirely 
clear about the revenue vulnerabilities leading up to that, and I think that we had offered clear 
and explicit advice that significant subsidy would be required.  
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[99] Mr Brodie: Just to come in on the back of that, I agree with the way in which Nick is 
putting this. I do not think it fair to say that people took their eyes off the ball. When the 
Finance Minister, in her statement in April, went so far as to say that we might end up having 
to pay £3 million a year in revenue funding, that clearly reflects the degree of briefing that she 
had, somehow or other. Some of it may well have been oral, because we have had the same 
difficulty as Jeremy in going through all this. She clearly was put in a position where she 
understood that there were very major risks that could reach fruition.  
 
[100] David Melding: Lorraine wants to pursue one of the risks.  
 
[101] Lorraine Barrett: I was going to say that it is a small point, but it is a huge point, 
actually. I remember the contention at the time, which is still running, with regard to dark 
nights. I know that a lot of work has been done, and the arts council has been involved in 
trying to get a more favourable situation in relation to the number of dark nights. Looking 
back, how did the Wales Millennium Centre enter into such an unfavourable arrangement 
with Welsh National Opera over dark nights? Should the arts council have tried to secure 
alternative arrangements or come to a better agreement, as one of the funders?  
 
[102] Mr Capaldi: There are some interesting and complex issues underlying whether or 
not it is unfavourable. The dark nights were a concern for us and we discussed the situation, 
and we have been discussing it ever since. One must remember that one of the primary 
reasons for creating the Wales Millennium Centre was to provide a fit-for-purpose home for 
Welsh National Opera, and the practicalities of organising rehearsal get-in and fit-up means 
that some degree of dark nights is inevitable. If the Wales Millennium Centre was able to use 
those nights for other activity, it raises questions as to what activities those might be. If other 
large-scale opera companies were to be brought in, there would clearly be competition issues 
with Welsh National Opera. Indeed, any significant show coming into the centre would itself 
require dark nights in order to achieve the set-up and the get-in and get-out times that would 
be necessary.  
 
[103] On the marginal costs of the dark nights, we are trying to arrive at a clear consensus 
as to what they are, and we are in discussion at the moment with the Wales Millennium 
Centre and the Welsh National Opera. However, from our recent estimates, we could be 
talking about a figure across the year of between £65,000 and £110,000, which is, in a sense, 
marginal income forgone by Wales Millennium Centre because of dark nights. I believe that 
Welsh National Opera worked very hard to reduce the number of dark nights, but, having 
identified the cost, it is by no means clear at this stage how we should address that.  
 
[104] Darren Millar: Moving on to the operational phase of the Wales Millennium Centre, 
or the period immediately prior to it becoming operational, in paragraphs 3.21 to 3.24, the 
auditor general makes it very clear that despite the fact that you as funders—the Arts Council 
of Wales and the Welsh Assembly Government—were aware of the significant risks that were 
posed by the project, there was no monitoring in place, or you did not agree a particularly 
robust monitoring system to make sure that you were fully aware of how things were 
progressing, even at those early stages. Why on earth was that the case? It seems incredible.  
 
[105] Mr Brodie: We must accept that such a plan was necessary, and, as you said, had it 
been in place it would have greatly helped the Welsh Assembly Government to identify the 
emerging issues, and that is one of the very important points that is underlined in the report. 
All I can say is that our current funding agreement gives us the ability to track things on a 
very fine basis from month to month. In addition, the governance review which we currently 
have in process is helping us to look at whether any improvements could be made in the 
future to the risk management procedures.  
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[106] On why such a plan was not in place in the past, I find it difficult to give you a 
satisfactory answer.  
 
[107] Darren Millar: Are there any notes on file to explain the rationale behind why plans 
were not put in place?  
 
[108] David Melding: I do not think that there was any decision not to provide monitoring.  
 
[109] Darren Millar: There was absolutely nothing at all in place. How about the arts 
council? Why did the arts council, as funders of the project, not do anything? To be fair, 
during the capital part of the project, at least there was regular scrutiny. Despite the fact that 
the costs were growing, there were regular reporting mechanisms back to both bodies as 
funders. It seems to me that the monitoring was switched off. 
 
2.30 p.m. 
 
[110] Mr Capaldi: Are we talking about the period running up to the opening or post the 
opening? 
 
[111] Darren Millar: Running up to the opening. 
 
[112] Mr Capaldi: I believe that that monitoring was happening running up to the opening. 
 
[113] Darren Millar: No. A business plan was prepared and significant risks were 
identified, but it is arguable whether the business plan demonstrated the risks to the full 
extent. It talks about a worst-case scenario of a £2 million loan hanging around the neck of 
the WMC once it opened, but that was more likely to be the best-case scenario, as the auditor 
general spells out. So, it was a much bigger loan. The revenue forecasts did not even take into 
account the need to repay that loan, even though it was much more sizeable than the £2 
million originally anticipated as the worst-case scenario, and yet the arts council and the 
Assembly Government did not require any special monitoring to be put in place to ensure that 
the WMC could continue to operate in the short to medium term, let alone the long term. 
 
[114] Mr Capaldi: I do not think that that is correct. During 2003-04, not only were we 
looking carefully at business plans, but so was the team of consultants that we had been using 
to monitor progress on the project. We commissioned them to look at the 2003-04 business 
plans. We were involved in regular, almost monthly, monitoring meetings. There is a point to 
be made about how co-ordinated we were at working with our colleagues in the Assembly 
Government, but I can assure you that we commissioned specific reviews and looked 
carefully at the 2003-04 plans. 
 
[115] David Melding: The point is this. What monitoring occurred once the centre opened, 
when you could have looked at hard data on sales and so forth? How robust was the 
monitoring of the business plan at that point, when the centre was in operation? 
 
[116] Mr Capaldi: I cannot think how we could have been more robust in the detail of the 
reports that we commissioned and produced. They identified the issues clearly and we 
communicated them to the Wales Millennium Centre equally clearly. I am sorry if I am 
missing the point that you are trying to get to. 
 
[117] Darren Millar: What I find remarkable is that the auditor general’s report has been 
agreed by you. However, it states that the funders: 
 
[118] ‘did not, for example, request that the WMC update the monthly capital cash flow 
forecasts it produced for funders to include the operational cash flow. Combined cash flow 
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forecasts would have demonstrated how and when the loan would be paid off and the impact 
of the interest payments on the business plan’. 
 
[119] Are you contending that your systems were robust, despite the fact that you were not 
taking into account the loan that needed to be repaid? It seems remarkable to me that you feel 
that the appropriate monitoring was in place. 
 
[120] Mr Capaldi: Our reports did take into account the fact that— 
 
[121] Darren Millar: At a level of £2 million being the worst-case scenario, not £7 
million. 
 
[122] Mr Capaldi: We looked at the issue of the loan guarantee, and I believe that we drew 
attention to that. 
 
[123] Darren Millar: Given that the risks were quite obvious, at least to the Assembly 
Government, and that it was clear that there would be some significant deficits, why was a 
contingency policy not put in place to identify what would be done if significant deficits 
arose? PricewaterhouseCoopers picked up on that issue when it looked at the cash-flow 
forecasts and the business plan in 2001 initially and when they were updated a few years later. 
So, why were no contingency plans put in place to deal with the deficits that could occur, 
when you knew that the likelihood was that they would occur? Unfortunately, they ended up 
being much bigger than anyone had anticipated. 
 
[124] Mr Brodie: The report paints the picture of what was happening, and paragraph 3.23 
outlines how Assembly Government officials were thinking at the time. I do not say that that 
was adequate, just that the report explains how it was approached. The focus in that very early 
period, just as the centre was about to go operational and then when it went operational, was 
on the key uncertainty of how many people would actually turn up and pay to take seats. So, 
there was very close scrutiny of that aspect. Given the experience of other high-profile 
cultural projects that had had major problems in that area, I think it was natural, indeed, 
understandable that the focus should have been on that. That is not to dispute your point that 
that should have been complemented by a focus on other key variable risk factors, such as 
cost and some of the operating cost issues, which subsequently proved to be a problem.  
 
[125] Nick is absolutely right; independent scrutiny of the business plans was 
commissioned by the Arts Council of Wales and shared with the Assembly Government, and 
we can go back over the strengths and weaknesses of those analyses. However, in my answer 
to your previous question, I was referring to the key paragraph in the report—paragraph 3.24. 
That is what I was putting up my hand to agree with: that would have put us in a much 
stronger position. 
 
[126] Darren Millar: The fact remains that the auditor general is absolutely correct in 
saying that there was no robust monitoring plan that was agreed with you as funders of the 
Wales Millennium Centre once the centre had become fully operational. Nothing was agreed 
beforehand. Nothing was robust enough to detect— 
 
[127] Mr Brodie: I think that that is what I have already agreed with. 
 
[128] David Melding: I think that Mr Brodie gave a very clear answer. I am still struggling 
to understand the implications of what Mr Capaldi has said. I will let you come back, Darren, 
but, with your permission, I will just quote from paragraph 3.21. 
 
[129] ‘The consultants advised that, because of the high risk of incurring losses, the WMC 
should develop clear policies on unanticipated deficits and contingency plans. These 
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recommendations on contingency plans were not followed up by the Arts Council or the 
Assembly Government who also saw the report.’ 
 
[130] Mr Capaldi, that implies that the arts council had the report and had commissioned 
the consultants, but it did not follow it up. It is quite clear. I think that we need to know 
whether you are questioning that evidence. 
 
[131] Mr Capaldi: No, I am not questioning the evidence at all. It could be that I am 
talking about a different period. I was talking about September 2003 when the plan from the 
Wales Millennium Centre was produced, and the scrutiny that our consultants undertook then. 
I think that, possibly, we are talking about— 
 
[132] David Melding: That part of the report that I quoted relates to September 2004. 
Jeremy will help me if I am hopelessly adrift. 
 
[133] Mr Colman: No, you are right. 
 
[134] Mr Capaldi: In September 2004, there was an iteration of that plan and we did look 
at it. However, did we follow them through by putting in place the joint monitoring 
arrangements that were needed then? I am happy to concede that the auditor general’s 
assessment is correct, but we did examine those reports very carefully. 
 
[135] Lorraine Barrett: Paragraph 4.3 reports that, as the primary funder, the Welsh 
Assembly Government has responsibility for monitoring the WMC, which is a novel 
challenge for the Government, as this is the only arts project that it funds directly. My 
question to both of you is this. Why is the Government the revenue funder of the WMC, and 
why was the arts council not given the responsibility for funding and monitoring the 
operational phase? Mr Capaldi, do you think that it is more difficult for you to contribute 
actively to the monitoring of the WMC because you do not have the leverage of being a 
revenue funder? 
 
2.40 p.m. 
 
[136] Mr Capaldi: Ultimately, the revenue funding of the Wales Millennium Centre must 
be a matter for the Minister and the Assembly Government. You are right, however. It is a 
unique arrangement the arts in Wales for the Assembly Government to fund the Wales 
Millennium Centre directly. My feeling is that, while this might have been a novel challenge 
for the Assembly Government, it was by no means a novel challenge for us. This is very 
much our core business, and we have a portfolio of regularly funded organisations that we 
monitor according to carefully drawn up processes and procedures.  
 
[137] The Wales Millennium Centre is, unquestionably, a large organisation, but, even 
then, it would not have been our largest grant. So, we have processes in place that are well 
established and that we believe work. More importantly, there would be real benefit for the 
arts in Wales to have the millennium centre included as part of that wider cultural family. 
However, as I said, those are matters for the Minister and the Assembly to discuss. We would 
be happy to explore those options, but, in the meantime, we are working closely with the 
Assembly Government to develop and enhance even further our joint management 
arrangements, so that we can bring our expertise on the arts and cultural matters to bear on 
this. 
 
[138] Mr Brodie: Looking to the past, first of all, it is not unusual for Government to be 
involved in funding major projects—and the WMC was clearly one of the very biggest. When 
the construction phase came to an end, it is apparent that people felt that it was appropriate to 
carry that on—and one may question that, in retrospect. We have been trying to strengthen 
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our partnership with the arts council to ensure that we are tapping into its specialist expertise, 
and, as Nick indicated, we are making progress on that.  
 
[139] Looking to the future, there is a question that Ministers will want to reflect on at some 
point about whether it might be sensible for that revenue funding role to move across. 
However, that needs to happen at a time when we can be confident that the funding of the 
centre is on an even keel. However, as Nick says, Ministers will have to consider that.  
 
[140] Janice Gregory: The WMC expressed concerns about the commercial confidentiality 
of providing information. I will quote from paragraph 4.5 of this report: 
 
[141] ‘the WMC said that it did not intend to provide detailed information on ticket sales 
because of concerns about commercially confidential information being released under the 
Freedom of Information Act’. 
 
[142] I find that amazing. So, the Assembly Government accepted that, and decided that it 
would not keep records of the WMC’s performance or of the WMC board’s papers, which is 
also amazing. Huw, can you tell us how the Assembly Government came to that decision? 
That information would be vital, so why did the Assembly Government decide not to keep 
any of it on file? 
 
[143] We all heard and accepted what you said at the start of this meeting about what you 
are doing now, but I want you to tell us what information you now keep on file to enable you 
to make judgments relating to the public sector’s financial support for the WMC. I find it 
amazing that that body could just tell you, ‘We are not giving you that information’. 
 
[144] Mr Brodie: We have looked carefully at our files to see what lay behind all of this, 
and we have not been able to find any statement of policy on the file. It seems to have been a 
custom and practice but, as the report says, it is clear that there was a misinterpretation of the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000, and I am grateful that the report recognises that this is 
something that we have corrected.  
 

[145] In terms of where we are now, I can assure you that we have done everything that we 
can to ensure that our filing system is working properly in respect of the Wales Millennium 
Centre. We have underlined to staff their duties on this and we have done a review of our 
filing system and put in place new systems, so I am confident that we are fully sound on this 
front at the moment. If you look at the funding agreement that we have in place, it specifies in 
detail the information that we should get every month, and we go through that very carefully. 
 
[146] Janice Gregory: Are you absolutely confident that there are no other areas where 
information could be lacking? Have you nailed this down?  
 
[147] Mr Brodie: In terms of the Wales Millennium Centre, yes. 
 
[148] Janice Gregory: My next question is to Nick. You obviously knew about this in the 
Arts Council for Wales—you knew that there were no detailed records being kept. Did you 
have concerns about that? Was the arts council worried that proper detailed records were not 
being kept? Is this something that you would do for any other organisation? 
 
[149] Mr Capaldi: We should have made our own assessment of the requirements of the 
Freedom of Information Act, and that would have told us that the report’s conclusion is 
correct. Regardless of the fact that we were not a revenue funder, we should have kept 
records, and we are doing so now. 
 
[150] David Melding: We will move on to the next question, which is from Mohammad. 
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[151] Mohammad Asghar: I congratulate Jeremy and his team on producing such a 
wonderful audit. I really enjoyed it—it has given us some good bullet points. I appreciate 
your knowledge, and you give very honest opinions on your concerns about the financial and 
management skills at the WMC. However, I also enjoy ‘dark nights’ at the millennium centre. 
 

[152] My question is to Mr Brodie. Why did the Assembly Government continue to renew 
the loan guarantee without a robust assessment? That partly covers my colleague Darren’s 
question. How did the Assembly Government think that the chronically loss-making WMC 
would be able to pay back the loan? 
 
[153] Mr Brodie: Let me start with a few facts. The advice on the renewal of the loan 
guarantee went to Ministers in May 2005. It did not include details of the repayment schedule. 
In May 2006, the advice on further renewal of the loan went to Ministers. That flagged up a 
number of the risks, highlighting the fact that the loan would still stand at £11 million in 2009 
and would not be paid in full until 2017, according to the payment schedule that had been 
agreed with the Wales Millennium Centre. The advice noted that it was a concern that the 
loan repayment depended upon fundraising, that that increased the risk to the Assembly 
Government, and that we did not want to provide an indefinite indemnity. The note stated that 
it was envisaged that the centre would not, even in the medium term, make significant 
operating surpluses. However, the submission did not provide in-depth analysis of the 
centre’s financial position.  
 
[154] In trying to understand this, I go back to some of the points that I made earlier. The 
WMC was just becoming operational in early 2005. No-one could be sure at that stage how 
successful it would be. It was always going to be a difficult call as to the point at which it 
should be decided that the chances of further private sector fundraising coming to the rescue 
had disappeared, meaning that significant extra public expenditure would be required. 
 
2.50 p.m. 
 
[155] We just need to remember that, in May 2005, the centre had been open for barely six 
months. What I would accept is that, as officials, we should have been providing more formal, 
in-depth analysis in that period, setting out the risks of different options for how to proceed.  
 
[156] Mohammad Asghar: If we turned the clock back and you were given the same sort 
of project, how many differences would you make in terms of the management, the financial 
issues and the implementation? That is a question to you both. It is a big investment. We have 
been a laughing stock in the press—it has been called a white elephant and so on—but it is a 
very good project. It is part of our national heritage and we are very proud of it, but perhaps it 
is in the wrong area. However, we definitely need it. I have supported you all along. If we 
turned the clock back, would you have a different project or the same project but with a 
different idea? 
 
[157] David Melding: You are very brave. I do not want to stop witnesses giving 
evidence— 
 
[158] Mr Brodie: I was wondering how I might answer that question; I am not quite sure 
that it is— 
 
[159] Mohammad Asghar: It is a loss-making project, but we all like it—there is no doubt 
about that. If it were a private enterprise, it would be bankrupt by now.  
 
[160] David Melding: A lot of the arts sector would not operate— 
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[161] Mr Brodie: In April 2001, when she came to the Assembly and set out the issues 
with regard to this project, the Finance Minister asked the Assembly, ‘Do you want this thing 
or not?’. She flagged up the fact that, if the Assembly wanted it, there was a risk that we 
might end up paying £3 million a year. These are purely political matters and choices. 
 
[162] Mohammad Asghar: Chair— 
 
[163] David Melding: I will let you come back, but we do not want to wander into issues 
that are political and that do not relate to officials carrying out public policy in an efficient 
and effective way.  
 
[164] Mohammad Asghar: Have lessons been learned? 
 
[165] Mr Brodie: As I said at the start, there are lessons in this report and we are doing our 
very best to ensure that they are learned.  
 
[166] David Melding: I commend the witnesses, who have been candid about areas where 
there were difficulties and about things that we could reasonably have expected to have been 
done more effectively. I have no problems with the quality of the evidence.  
 
[167] I am keen to draw to a conclusion, but two Members still wish to ask questions. 
 
[168] Eleanor Burnham: I have been patient. 
 
[169] David Melding: I will come to you after Darren.  
 
[170] Darren Millar: The request to renew the guarantee of the loan provided another 
opportunity, which was not taken by the Assembly Government, to look in some detail at the 
feasibility of the WMC’s ability to repay the loan. Can you assure us that, when those 
opportunities arise in future for other projects where there is significant financial risk, those 
opportunities to go through the information in fine detail, to look at the cash flow forecast, 
will be taken? There was evidence as to how things were operating. There was evidence of 
huge deficits as far as the operational income and expenditure were concerned and yet, for 
some reason, no plan was put in place for this to be repaid. The questions were not properly 
asked. Can you assure us that things have changed significantly? 
 
[171] Mr Brodie: I can assure you that this report is being taken extremely seriously. The 
finance director and the Permanent Secretary will be working to ensure that the lessons are 
learned, not just in culture but also across all departments. What we try to do with all audit 
reports is ensure that we pick up the generic lessons and not just the particular ones.  
 

[172] Eleanor Burnham: This is a one-off that will not be repeated. As others have said, 
the auditor general has made a detailed report that, in many respects, tells a very sorry tale of 
the robustness of the information available to Ministers. We have been here to take political 
decisions; we were all here when it happened; and we were all very optimistic and hoped for 
the best. I would like to ask one question regarding the rigour and robustness of the process. 
In this day and age, would anything like this be headed by the Permanent Secretary? You are 
the head of your department, but there has been no evidence that the competence needed 
within the official regime was in place in the past. However, I presume that something as 
major as this might be headed by the Permanent Secretary. 
 

[173] Mr Brodie: In fairness, I think that that would be pretty difficult. You have to realise 
the scale and complexity of the operation that the Assembly Government represents.  
 
[174] Eleanor Burnham: The Permanent Secretary is the ultimate person— 
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[175] Mr Brodie: She is, but we have moved to a system whereby we also have assistant 
accounting officers. Previous permanent secretaries, until 2004, were the sole accounting 
officers. At that point, a change was made to make heads of department additional accounting 
officers to recognise the scale and complexity and the new political context in which we were 
working. You are right that the ultimate responsibility is always with the Permanent 
Secretary, but the system reflects the fact that, these days, we are comparable not to a single 
Whitehall department, but to a microcosm of the whole of Whitehall. I hesitate to commit the 
Permanent Secretary’s individual time in terms of particular projects. 
 

[176] Eleanor Burnham: I was trying to ask whether the previous Permanent Secretary 
had been the final accounting officer in this regard. I do not think that any of us has been 
given the reassurance that the competences were there; if they were, these mistakes would not 
have been made.  
 
[177] David Melding: I think that what we have established, Eleanor, is that there was a 
great deal of good practice, particularly with regard to the construction, but that there were 
deficiencies, some of which could have been anticipated and better managed. I do not think 
that we are issuing a casual counsel of perfection. Mr Brodie has indicated that, until 2004, 
the accountable officer was indeed the Permanent Secretary.  
 
[178] Eleanor Burnham: You have tried to tell us that you have improved your monitoring 
arrangements. What exactly is it now that would not allow any of these mistakes to be made? 
 
[179] Mr Brodie: First, we get the monthly financial information, which is scrutinised by 
the senior accountant that I have in my own department. I am not reliant on anyone in any 
other department to borrow accountancy time. I have ensured that my department has its own 
senior level accountancy expertise. We have a quarterly review meeting with the Wales 
Millennium Centre, and the arts council is going to be included in those meetings. That gives 
us an opportunity to scrutinise the issues that emerge. If, in any of those meetings, we feel 
that particular risks are starting to escalate and require further independent scrutiny from 
consultants, we have the opportunity to commission that. We also have an annual review 
meeting, as well as twice-yearly meetings at ministerial level. So, I think that we have a good 
framework in place. You are dead right to say that we must ensure that we operate it 
effectively. 
 
[180] Eleanor Burnham: Are you keeping proper records? 
 
[181] Mr Brodie: Yes. 
 
[182] David Melding: Thank you very much. That concludes the evidence session this 
afternoon. I would like to thank the witnesses for their attendance and for dealing with those 
questions in a direct and candid manner. We will send you a copy of the transcript, so, if there 
have been errors in transcription, you will have a chance to correct them. Thank you very 
much.  
 
2.59 p.m. 
 

Cynnig Trefniadol 
Procedural Motion 

 
[183] David Melding: I propose that 
 
the committee resolves to exclude the press and public from the remainder of the meeting in 
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accordance with Standing Order No. 10.37(vi). 
 
[184] I see that the committee is in agreement. 
 
Derbyniwyd y cynnig. 
Motion carried. 
 

Daeth rhan gyhoeddus y cyfarfod i ben am 3 p.m. 
The public part of the meeting ended at 3 p.m. 
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