APPENDIX D

Collaborative model for the delivery of DfE capital programmes in the South East

This submission is being made on behalf of local government through the National Improvement and Efficiency Partnership established by government to develop procurement capacity in local government.

The submission has also been developed with Improvement and Efficiency South East.

The submission is also part of the emerging national workstream established by the Local Government Improvement Board.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This submission comes from Improvement and Efficiency South East and the National Improvement and Efficiency Partnership established by government to support the development of procurement capacity in Local Government. The submission covers the development of procurement capacity in Local Government, particularly in the South East. It establishes the current level of capacity and expertise. It identifies existing capacity, how it is being developed and used and illustrates the existence of leading edge knowledge, skills and capacity for the procurement of school buildings. The submission goes on to look at the wider issues around asset management opportunities. The submission also looks at leading edge development and how these models could be developed into procurement models with tried and tested ways of delivering school buildings on time, at reduced cost, with the relevant degrees of design and quality. The submission already has the endorsement of a significant number of private sector providers currently involved in the development of these initiatives.

The purpose of the submission is to demonstrate to the Review that in the South East and in other parts of England such as the South West and North West, there is established leading edge Local Government capacity capable of delivering national schools capital from maintenance and minor works, all the way to new schools and academies. It is suggested that this capacity should be included in how the James Review develops models recognising the role of Local Government.

2 CONTEXT AND OPPORTUNITY
2.1 Capital funding
On 5 July the Secretary of State launched a review of all areas of DfE capital funding with the aim of ensuring that future investment represents good value for money and strongly supports the Government’s ambitions to raise standards and tackle disadvantage. Led by Sebastian James, Group Operations Director of DSG international plc, the review will guide future spending decisions over the next Spending Review period (2011-12 to 2014-15)and covers all capital investment in schools, early years, colleges and sixth forms. Future capital investment will give priority to core needs of the school system such as ensuring that there are enough school places and that those schools that do need rebuilding and renovation will in future receive that money in a more timely and efficient manner. 

Delegates representing Hampshire County Council (HCC) and Improvement and Efficiency South East (IESE) attended two of the five main workstreams underpinning the review, Build Strategy and Maintenance & Lifecycle, and were pleased to be able to contribute to the process. 
2.2 Local government approach to capital and assets

The Treasury has announced a further 11 ‘Capital and Asset Pathfinder’ trials, intended to increase the value of capital investments across the public sector through looking at local government property as a whole, and  better aligning investment and asset management in a place. Hampshire is one such pilot area, and is co-ordinating the sharing of best practice and results from all the Pathfinders to the wider pubic sector through the National Improvement and Efficiency Partnership for the Built Environment (NIEP), which is chaired by Andrew Smith, Chief Executive of HCC.

On average, social security, education and health together make up more than 70% of total spend in each area, and the complexity of funding has historically provided hurdles to effective collaboration across the wider public sector. However, there are many examples of what is possible when funding is coordinated geographically, such as the Havant Public Service Village, part funded through a DfE Co-location budget, and delivered through the IESE regional construction framework. This project will locate over 700 staff from two local authorities in one building through the application of flexible working, as well as providing a joined up customer interface for a large number of different public sector organisations. The projects has reduced public sector floor space by 30%. IESE has also been involved with collaborative projects involving health trust facilities in leisure centres.

There are obvious efficiencies to be gained through funding the commissioning and maintenance of assets on a geographical basis and, through the work in Hampshire and the South East through IESE, there are well developed arrangements that are ready to deliver - as described later in this document. 
2.3 Local government capacity and leadership
Construction spend remains the largest single procurement activity in local government, and yet it is approached in many and diverse ways across authorities, often with a very thin resource allocation due to the infrequent nature of larger capital projects. The IESE construction and consultancy frameworks for the South East and London have provided:

· Low cost entry to collaborative and integrated working arrangements

· Capacity to get things done

· Capacity that allows local control

· Larger economies of scale for relatively small authorities that they would not otherwise be able to access

· Greater efficiency through “not re-inventing the wheel” for every project

· Access to specialist supply chains

· Access to proactive performance management spanning multiple authorities and contractors 

· Lower risk than bespoke “one-off” procurement

· Greater speed to market
Over 50 authorities have benefitted from the closely managed arrangements, representing around 50% of those eligible to do so in the South East. . The collective workload has proved far more attractive to the construction and consultancy communities than individual commissions. The transparent performance and project data shows the best performing contractors and consultants against pre set kpi’s, and hence is a huge incentive to continue to improve. This would not be possible for individual authority projects. 

The planned Localism Bill is anticipated to devolve greater powers to councils, neighbourhoods and local communities. Bob Neill, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State said in a speech to the SE Employer’s Conference in July 2010, “Localism isn't just about a better conversation between Whitehall and local councils. It's about a fundamental shift in the balance of power in this country”. The IESE approach has been developed in perfect alignment with this philosophy by providing a set of best practice tools, supported by a rigorous quality assurance approach, that enables public sector organisations to take control of their own projects. Local sovereignty, preferences, and capability are all able to be protected under a set of non-negotiable rules designed to derive maximum efficiencies and benefits. For example, authorities can use the construction contract of their choice, but the collaborative approach to projects is non-negotiable. 
This strategy can be equally applied to Academies or Free Schools, and indeed, IESE frameworks are currently used directly by VA schools, FE Colleges and other such autonomous institutions in the South East.
2.4 Programme management
The philosophy of frameworks in the public and private sector has always been to drive buying gains through aggregation, and the private sector has been very successful in this. Replication of a “Tesco” model or similar is always going to be a challenge in the public sector which is moving towards a localism agenda, but the opportunities are very exciting. 

A programme approach to supply chain is the only realistic way to drive savings out of capital (and revenue) costs. This view is supported in reports by the NIEP and CLG, and is emerging as a major part of the James Review of Education Capital investment. The IESE approach would be to adopt a programme management approach to projects across authorities, consultants and contractors, to drive out waste and seek aggregated buying gains. This philosophy could be applied to the whole life cycle of projects, starting at briefing to seek synergies in need between authorities. Such a programme management team would work across authorities, enabling the identification of efficiencies and benefits in assets, planning, design and construction. In this way, professional resource and cost can be shared between authorities, bringing legacy  learning back into the organization rather than losing it to the private sector.

3 BACKGROUND
3.1 What we have done

We have established construction and consultancy frameworks in the South East and London for use by any public authority. The philosophy has been to establish a single framework with national companies to carry out major projects across the South east and London, and more localised frameworks based loosely on County boundaries with smaller or SME type companies to carry out intermediate or minor projects. These frameworks have been accessed by over 50 authorities over the last 4 years, and are delivering approaching £2bn of projects. These projects range form £10,000 refurbishments to multi million pound new build developments. The map below shows the coverage of the frameworks which include:

	Framework
	Project range

	SE and London Construction framework for major projects
	>£1m

	SE and London Consultancy framework for major projects
	>£1m

	Hampshire framework for mid sized projects
	£0.5m to £2.0m

	Hampshire framework for smaller projects
	£10k to £500k

	Sussex framework for mid sized projects
	£0.5m to £3.0m

	Sussex framework for smaller projects
	£100k to £750k

	Berkshire framework for smaller projects
	<£1m

	Oxfordshire frameworks for mid and smaller projects
	<£10m

	Surrey frameworks for mid and smaller sized projects
	Under development

	London frameworks for mid and smaller sized projects
	Under development

	SE Highways Professional Services framework
	Any
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The frameworks are all based on collaborative working, where client, consultants, contractors and specialists all work together from an early stage of a project to identify, mitigate, manage or eliminate risk, or allocate residual risk to the most appropriate party. The early involvement of the contractor also ensures that the project can be built efficiently, and that all possible design, construction and maintenance improvement and cost reduction opportunities have been identified.

The SE and London construction framework has been replicated in the South West under the leadership of Devon County Council, sponsored by the South West Improvement and Efficiency Partnership. Similar arrangements have followed on in the East of England, East Midlands, North West, Yorkshire and Humberside, and the West Midlands. The NIEP exists to share best practice, learning, and has formed a series of working groups to develop recommendations for adoption nationally. This is referenced in a separate report.

Many and varied projects have been carried out, including leisure centres, schools, colleges, police facilities, civic offices, and many more. Our approach has always been to put like projects into programmes where possible, and this was done successfully with 9 BSF One School Pathfinder Secondary School projects. The programme management initially allocated the projects to the framework contractors, helping the contractors by giving visibility of a pipeline of work, and was aimed at procurement of supply chain  packages across the projects. Although many of the projects were too late in the design process (stage E and possibly later) to apply an effective design level of programme management, this has served only to give us a detailed insight into the immense potential for significant or replicable savings, and what is needed to deliver, as described later in this document. Programme management has become a common approach on the frameworks for smaller projects, where projects such as school toilet refurbishments are becoming much more standardised, and require much less project officer time.

3.2 What we have achieved

The procurement and management of the SE and London construction framework for major projects has been funded by IESE since its launch in 2006. During that time, 49 projects valued at £215m have been completed, a further £1.3billion of projects is being delivered.

The identified shared efficiency savings which have been signed off by contractors and clients is currently £44m. This has been achieved through a combination of procurement savings, aggregation of costs over many projects, and cost avoidance through early contractor involvement, and represents around 4% saving based on current turnover and completed projects.

The average framework project is now completed within 1.25% of the expected budget and within 0.6% of the expected time – far exceeding the performance of comparative projects tendered using traditional lowest price procurement.

In addition, the OGC have reviewed the outcome of projects procured through a number of the IEPs and have compared them against the public sector benchmark data. A 9% saving (£55m on £637m of work) was identified for IEP projects analysed in only one year (2009-2010). 
Over and above these cost savings, IESE has set up a SAVE scheme on the One School Pathfinder programme This is a procurement aggregation project, looking at common design for elements across the projects, and buying key construction commodities in bulk across them. This is on track to save around £2.55M.
In terms of overall cost, the IESE framework projects benchmark well in comparison to other forms of procurement, as shown by the graph below. It should be noted that this comparison is at contract agreement, and the IESE projects are likely to be up to 9% more predictable at completion.
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It is also noteworthy that there have been no claims on the framework projects, despite a steep rise in the number of RICS adjudicators appointed nationally.

The framework has followed the lead set by the private sector in terms of Health and Safety, and is achieving results well below the standard set by the Health and Safety Executive. This measures the number of accidents and incidents (AIR) per 100,000 employees. The IESE “AIR” is 196 well below the HSE target of 710.
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Through our work on the Pathway to Zero Waste board, IESE has set an ambitious target to re-cycle more than 70% of site waste and so avoid land fill charges and improve sustainability. Our current data shows we have exceeded the target, and are re-cycling 88%. 

The contractors also formed a working group to respond to the growing training and worklessness agenda. They have voluntarily agreed that they will employ one extra apprentice for every £15m turnover achieved through the framework, and this will now become a mandatory requirement.

Hampshire’s framework for small projects up to £500,000 has delivered £15m of projects, and has identified savings of £1.4m, which represents 9% over the framework to date. This includes £250,000 saving in recorded project officer time (2% of the framework value to date) due to the adoption of a programme approach. Other frameworks for smaller projects are following suit.

3.3 The emergence of a Regional Education Partnership proposal

The scale of our success, especially with so many authorities becoming active partners, led us to discuss a different approach to Building Schools for the Future (BSF) with Partnerships for Schools (PfS). Through a series of joint workshops, an alternative model based on the IESE construction frameworks model was developed against a series of key criteria including:

· Accountability (to the tax payer, authorities, and funding agencies)

· Risk management

· Cost of procurement and delivery

· Capacity (leadership across a variety of scale of investment)

· Value for money

The result was the development of a Regional Education Partnership (REP), designed as a non-incorporated vehicle for collaboration and joint working between authorities. A full business case for the REP was drafted and submitted to PfS in May 2010. The basic premise was to deliver BSF programmes for authorities through a complementary set of framework arrangements, through a central programme management team to drive out waste and to achieve maximum efficiencies through common design, aggregated purchasing, and a best value approach to risk management. Authorities would share the cost of the programme management team equally. The approach is summarized in the diagram below.
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The model created a collaborative community whilst recognizing the accountability for individual authorities to manage their own risks, and deliver their own programmes of work. It was modelled upon the existing procurement infrastructure in the South East.

As the discussions with PfS developed, it became clear that the REP principle could easily be adapted to capital programmes in geographical areas for any number and type of public authority, including the emerging Free Schools. Furthermore, the range of frameworks are able to respond to different types of capital investment, repair and maintenance. This paper builds upon that thinking to show how this could work in the current financial climate, and anticipated Government approach.

4 THE PROPOSED MODEL 
4.1 What are the aims and objectives

The approach would be to take a step on from the REP to establish the principles of a Collaborative Education Partnership (CEP) that recognises:-

· The need to find relatively low cost procurement models that are quick to market and capable of being “scaled up” over time.

· The ability to collaborate and share across authorities to create model(s) that are capable of replication across local government.

· The spectrum of risk, risk transfer and different local authority appetites for risk.

· The need to find a model that fits well with local government capacity, political leadership and governance.

· The need to ensure value for money is achieved, to exploit fairly the market and to ensure the industry can respond in a competitive way.

· The importance of sustained improvement over time.
The CEP brings together all these issues into a new procurement model which we believe recognises capacity constraints in local authorities.  Solutions to these constraints are also given.  The need to find access to low cost replication models provide a unique level of collaboration and sharing which acts to drive down the cost to both the provider and the industry.

The main aims of the CEP would be to:

· secure optimum value for money through effective planning and simplified procurement
· offer local autonomy in prioritisation and delivery

· encourage collaborative working among local authorities, schools and academies to secure speedy and efficient results

· set accountabilities for outcomes rather than processes
· facilitate effective risk management to place risk with the appropriate party

· share professional resource for the benefit of all participating authorities and schools

· offer easy and flexible access to efficient procurement and project management vehicles, supported by rigorous quality assured processes

· become the delivery vehicle of choice to any local authority, school or academy, for any size of project

· enable a range of potential social outcomes on training, skills, regeneration and development 

In line with the CLG’s new approach to Capital and Assets, the NIEP has set a target for a 20% saving in construction costs and 14.5% saving in assets. This can only be achieved if there is a programme approach taken across education providers, from the earliest possible point in the planning of projects. The importance of this is explained in the diagram below:
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The programme management would thus apply to all stages as below:

· Visioning 

· Thorough feasibility looking at the issue from a Capital and Asset point of view

· Linking up need across public authorities where appropriate

· Reviewing “no build” options

· Design Development

· Common components and standard details creating unique local solutions for the community

· Rigorous process control, and gateway / peer review

· Imposition of standardisation across design teams

· Reduced design fees

· Procurement and Implementation

· Linking projects into programmes

· Hands on supply chain management, buying across projects, contractors and authorities

· Development of proven collaborative frameworks

· Supplier relationship development to negotiate continuous improvements to rates, margins, and added benefits

· Life Cycle

· Standard components of proven reliability and quality

· Feedback into the design cycle

In terms of appeal, the CEP recognises the emerging challenges posed by the capital review: new build, refurbishment, and maintenance. It recognises local authorities’ desire to own more risk and take more control. The CEP also appeals to an industry, in troubled times, looking for high value low cost means of accessing public sector workstreams, whilst at the same time using the experiencing of those workstreams to learn and develop how they can shape commercial opportunities beyond the geography of one place.  The difficult financial markets also mean that the CEP needs to apportion risk and improvement in a way that it produces best value.  

4.2 How it would work

Governance is a key issue for local authorities working collaboratively with each other. There has to be a fair and democratic approach to scrutiny and leadership, whilst acknowledging local sovereignty, risk ownership, and other key local issues. IESE has developed governance methodologies over the years that have worked well, and appeal to local government officers and members. This is predicated on a process that is non-negotiable, but is owned and delivered locally, supported by a core central team.

IESE is governed by a Board made up of nominated members from around the SE representing different “themes” of work. This board is ultimately responsible for the IESE budget, and delivery of the efficiency agenda. This board is supported by a Chief Executives’ Management Group to oversee the IESE strategy and ensure support from the SE.

At a local level, the frameworks are governed by  Steering Groups, relevant to their activities, as shown in the diagram below:
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As the CEP would make use of all of the regional and sub-regional frameworks, we would propose to establish a Steering Group at CEP level, and as with the current arrangements, this would not necessarily have representatives from every contracting authority, but would consist of key users based on our discussions to date with other authorities. In order to make best use of such a body, it is anticipated that there would be no more than 12 permanent steering group members representing a broad spectrum of County Councils, Unitary Authorities, Free Schools (when established and as appropriate), and Academies. Membership would be reviewed annually to ensure representation by active authorities / schools. The group would further include two elected members, proposed and nominated by the steering group to best represent the authorities included. The chair would be elected, and all support and reporting, provided by IESE. 

Any authority or school joining the CEP would be asked to sign a simple inter- authority agreement designed to bind them to the rules and processes of the arrangement, and to commit to a share of the costs of the central programme management team. This style of agreement exists on the current frameworks, and has been signed by over 40 authorities. 

The core programme management team would be drawn from the resources of the member authorities  / schools, or employed through the consultants framework. 

This proposal is shown in the drawing below:
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The CEP Steering Group would have the following responsibilities

· Providing leadership and direction.

· Approving / amending the rules of governance.

· Approving the CEP annual business and resourcing plan.

· Conflict resolution.

· To set and review programme KPIs across all areas of CEP activity 

· To ensure continuous improvement is achievable and delivered across all areas of CEP activity.

· To review the appointment of contractors / consultants to projects.

· To agree what constitutes best practice in relevant areas for implementation.

· To review management reports on performance in all CEP areas of activity and agree actions / interventions necessary.

· To ensure that performance is measured on a programme basis for the benefit of all participating authorities / schools.

· To promote the benefits of participation in the CEP to the wider community

The CEP Programme management team could look like the drawing below, interfacing with individual authority, or school, project teams as shown:
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The principal duties of the programme team would be to ensure:

· Formation of programmes of work from re-roofing to new secondary schools

· Deployment of design standardisation, supply chain management, and aggregated purchasing

· Capturing of best practice, and recycling of learning

· Management of the appointment of consultants and contractors to seek out synergies and efficiencies

· Resource management with the contractors to ensure best use of staff and labour

· Monitoring of gateway reviews, QA compliance and data gathering at key project stages

· Liaison with framework managers to monitor workload, data capture, and other aggregation opportunities.

The key to the success of the CEP would be the appropriate size and make up of the programme management team. The team shown above is generic in nature, and is a best estimate of an adequate organisation, not necessarily full time appointments. It would be for the Steering Group to agree what is appropriate to drive out maximum efficiencies, and as such the team would flex and grow or reduce in line with the changing nature of the workload.

The big opportunities for authorities would be to deploy resources in the CEP programme management team to gain skills on programmes they could not achieve on their own, and to bring those skills back into the authority as a lasting legacy of their involvement.

For schools, they would have access to a centre of excellence of public authority skills to complement their project team, eliminate wasteful appointments, and benefit from buying gains.

The CEP provides a perfect platform for authorities to share services across a range of functions including Property, FM, Children’s’ services, and Environment.

The CEP could be based on geography, or particular programmes of work, and this could lead to a number of CEP’s established in any part of the country. This would be totally appropriate and in line with the Capital and Assets approach to dealing with capital expenditure on a geographical basis. The primary consideration for the establishment of a CEP would be how to add value.

4.3 Who can use it

The current IESE frameworks are accessed by many different public bodies from County Councils to VA schools. The frameworks are also commonly used by FE colleges, universities, hospitals, police forces, and even central government bodies such as the Court Services. There would be no restriction at all on who could join, and benefit from involvement. The only pre-condition would be that the projects were designed and delivered through the frameworks, using the collaborative processes laid down in the published Guidelines and Working Practice documents. To this end, any authority joining would be asked to sign an Inter-Authority Agreement in line with our current practice for the frameworks generally.

There would be no obligation on authorities or schools to provide resource, but there would be an expectation that every participant would pay a fair share of the cost of the programme management team. This cost would be very small compared to the significant cost benefits that would flow from the  efficiency process. A number of the larger or representative authorities would be asked to provide a delegate to sit on the Steering Group, at no cost to members of the CEP. 

4.4 What we can do

The current suite of IESE frameworks deliver all kinds of projects from a £10,000 toilet refurbishment, to a £45m college. There is a complementary consultancy framework, although this generally operates at £500,000 capital projects and above.

The framework for major projects is with National contractors, and typically deals with projects in excess of £1.5 to £2m.

The local frameworks for intermediate and smaller projects are hosted by relevant authorities across the SE such as Hampshire County Council, East Sussex County Council, West Berkshire, Oxfordshire County Council and Surrey County Council, and ,make best use of sub-regional and local SME contractors. 

Hence, there is literally no type of public authority project that cannot be delivered through these frameworks, all operating to the same processes, philosophy, and procedures. Through the NIEP, the framework philosophy is spreading nationally, responding to local need.

In the South East, a programme of One School Pathfinders, with minimal programme management input has achieved a total saving of £10m on the original budget sums of £380m, £2m supply chain savings, and all finished on time. In addition, 76% of all waste was recycled, and H&S statistics were well below national averages. This represents a fraction of what could be achieved with a more rigorous approach to programme management, as none of the design was standardised. All the supply chain savings came through bulk purchasing.

Hence, this approach can be applied to any form of capital expenditure, from any source, and could respond well to a geographical approach to capital, making best use of the local frameworks. There are already examples of this from the PfS Co-location funded projects such as the Havant Public Service Village in Hampshire. 
4.5 How much would it cost

There are two possible approaches to the cost of the programme management team in each CEP.

1. Once a programme, or possible geographical location has been identified for investment, a budget could be identified for the CEP by the Capital approval body from central funds. This would in effect mean top slicing of capital grants prior to award. This is analysed below:

	Positives
	Negatives

	No visible contribution by authorities
	Less capital grant for allocation

	Assured funding stream allowing committed appointments
	CEP has some accountability to capital approval body, rather than CEP

	Authorities have to use CEP
	No Choice of delivery vehicle for authorities

	Timing of engagement and withdrawal is not an issue
	May be funding CEP for only one or two authorities


2. Authorities / Schools pay a percentage of the value of the project as a contribution to the CEP

	Positives
	Negatives

	Commitment from authorities to the CEP
	Payment has to be approved by political leadsership

	Participating authorities own the CEP
	Profit and loss issues, along with trading complexities

	Authorities engaged because they want to be, not because it is compulsory.
	Payment differentials lead to hierarchy of ownership

	Cost of participation is transparent
	Low value but lengthy projects would span years making them costly to the REP 


Only the high level issues are considered above, and no preferred solution adopted, although the levy system operates elsewhere already. A programme team of say 7 full time equivalents to operate a large programme would cost between £1m to £1.5m / year. On the basis this would be large new build or major extension projects, it would be a 2 year programme, and would have to be worth around £150m to keep the levy to a sensible level of around 0.2%. 

For programmes of smaller works, a CEP would probably need a team of around 5 full time equivalents costing around £800k to £1m / annum. Based on a sensible levy of around 0.2% the CEP would need to be “fed” around £50m each year.

Obviously, the levy could be adjusted for higher or lower workloads, but this is a considered starting point for a review of any business case.

5 VALUE FOR MONEY?

5.1 Benefits versus cost?

Through the NIEP, frameworks nationally are demonstrating efficiency savings of 4.1%, without this rigorous programme management approach. The target is for a 20% saving on construction costs, and 14.5% saving in assets. The James Capital Review is targeting a 30% cost improvement, and the CEP is aimed at delivering all of the added value identified by the Review. However, for the purposes of this illustration we have based savings on what has been achieved in the past by HCC, and have used 10% evidenced on the Enhance Nursing Care Home programme.

A CEP working on major projects worth £200m, would expect to deliver a minimum of 10% efficiency savings, or £20m. This is compared to a cost over 2 years of £2m to run the CEP, and represents significant value for money. 

A CEP delivering smaller programmes would still hope to achieve 10% on the overall programme. If it was delivering £50m / annum, this would result in £5m against an annual cost of £1m, and still represents good value for money. 

For both of the above illustrations, any increase in the benefits from 10% up to the 20% targeted by the NIEP, or 30% by the James Review, would result in vastly improved value for money.

No matter which funding approach is taken for the CEP, or series of CEP’s, there is no doubt that a very significant business case exists, and there is very little work needed to implement the proposals as the infrastructure exists already in the SE. It is also replicated elsewhere nationally, and the CEP idea would be very easily transferable.
13 London Boroughs engaged


16 Districts engaged


All 7 Counties engaged


9 Unitary authorities engaged


4 Police authorities engaged


Plus VA schools, FE colleges, Theatres, Diocesan Boards, Health Trusts, Tribunal Services, and Universities





Two tier cost reduction examples





HCC and Havant BC shared IT managed service saving HBC 20% against previous private sector costs 











Opportunities 


lost as time passes





Scaling up resulted in:


10% saving of construction cost 


Net cost saving of £150/m2 


Halving of pre construction periods


c. 40% saving in professional time





	Savings equal one new care home


	Example of a joined up programme


 	Hampshire County Council (HCC) saved £6million on a 10 care homes/£60 million programme by utilising common design, procurement, via a construction framework, and supply chain strategy methodology.  Benefits only possible because of the whole programme approach and application of lessons learnt 
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Better delivery


Predictability





Opportunities


Economic development


Inter authority collaboration





Opportunities


Understand need


Shared services


Assets and capital assessed


Driver for strategic procurement programme which could include greening agenda SMEs and apprentices
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