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Executive summary 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this Outline Business Case is to present proposals to the board of Brent Teaching Primary Care Trust for the relocation of the PCT headquarters.  

2. The proposal involves the lease of commercially available office premises for a five year period, to accommodate the PCT’s corporate functions.  The future use of the office premises currently occupied by PCT corporate services at the Wembley Centre for Health and Care requires further consideration in the light of the PCT’s overall estates requirements.

3. Clinical services provided by the PCT on the Wembley site, and Provider services management, are outside the scope of this Outline Business Case and will be unaffected by these proposals.  

Strategic Context

4. Brent PCT commissions healthcare services and provides a range of primary, community and non-acute secondary care services to the population of Brent which totals approximately 280,000. The revenue resource limit for 2008/9 totals £444 million. All PCT HQ functions are currently provided in-house from accommodation within Wembley Community Hospital, which is owned by the PCT. 

5. In 2006/7 the PCT incurred an unforeseen revenue deficit of £25 million, which resulted in the need for a Turnaround plan. NHS London, with the full support of the PCT, commissioned an independent enquiry into the financial and governance failings that occurred in 2006/7, in order to ensure that such a situation did not recur. The ‘Taylor report’ was subsequently published by NHS London and the PCT has developed an action plan to address the report’s recommendations

6. The Taylor report found evidence of widespread governance failings within the PCT. Of particular relevance to this business case was the culture of ‘silo working’, with one part of the PCT seemingly unaware of issues affecting another. In addition, significant failings in the capacity and capability of the PCT’s management were found.

Provider services
7. Along with other PCTs, Brent is working to achieve separation of commissioning from provider services functions.  The Provider Services Directorate is currently engaged in a fit for purpose exercise, and the precise organisational and clinical model for provider services is not yet confirmed.  However, the need to separate the management of provider services from the commissioning function is clear.

World Class Commissioning

8. Brent PCT, along with other PCTs needs to strengthen its strategic commissioning capacity and capability, in order to achieve the Government’s vision of ‘World Class Commissioning’. This will require PCTs to provide robust leadership within the local health economy to ensure high quality service provision, and choice for service users.  

Case for Change

9. National policy requires the separation of the PCT’s Commissioning and Provider services functions.  This is difficult to achieve currently, as commissioning functions are located on the Wembley Centre site, alongside Provider services management and the delivery of clinical services.

10. The Taylor Report found widespread evidence of failures in communication and team working within the PCT, and described a pattern of ‘silo working’, in which members of teams were unaware of issues affecting other Directorates.  The site layout at Wembley reinforces this, as teams are dispersed across the site. The problem exists within teams as well across teams, as for example, the commissioning function operates from four separate locations on the Wembley site.

11. The Taylor report also highlighted problems in the relationship with the London Borough of Brent and the need to improve joint working.  The Local Authority and PCT share an aspiration to achieve co-location of headquarters functions in the medium to long term, in order to support this.  Improved adjacencies in the short term would be highly desirable.

12. The development of ‘World Class Commissioning’ will require the strengthening and probable expansion of the commissioning team.  It is difficult to see how this can be achieved within the constraints of the Wembley site. 
13. Some Headquarters staff at Wembley work in overcrowded locations, such as in the risk and IT department.  Others work in outdated and uninspiring converted ward accommodation.  Some staff in the more modern parts of the building have reasonable quality offices, resulting in some inequity between staff.

14. Some of the corporate functions, including parts of Strategic Commissioning and Governance, are located in a short life modular building, with planning consent due to expire in 18 months time.
15. If the Headquarters function were to relocate, there is the potential to dispose of part of the Wembley site, which would result in a sale receipt and a reduction in capital charges and site related costs, which could contribute towards the costs of relocation.  The future use of this part of the Wembley site requires further consideration in the light of the PCT’s overall estates strategy.
Project Objectives

16. The project objectives were defined as follows:

· Objective 1: To provide a fit for purpose environment for PCT corporate staff, which enables staff to give of their best, supports best practice and which is in keeping with the PCT’s role as leader of the local health economy.

· Objective 2: To achieve optimum team working and communication within and between corporate services and functions to support the achievement of the PCT’s core objectives, and to make the most efficient use of staff resources and skills.  

· Objective 3: To provide flexible accommodation to meet the existing and future needs of the PCT, in the context of World Class Commissioning, the separation of the Provider function and need to improve relationships with the London Borough of Brent..

Options Considered

17. A long list of options for achieving these objectives was considered, including refurbishment, use of underused community premises and new build.  However, because of the possibility of further change in organisational models in the longer term, as well as possible co-location with the Local Authority, the team felt that options should be shortlisted only if they committed the PCT financially for no more than 5 years. As a result, all options shortlisted for detailed appraisal, other than the ‘Do Nothing’ option, were lease options. Ten lease options were considered at the long list stage. These were reduced to the following shortlist, using the criteria of proximity to the Local Authority, speed of access to Central London, and speed of implementation:
	Option number
	Option
	Description 

	1
	Do Nothing
	Retain existing premises at Wembley.  No work undertaken to improve functional suitability or layout. Progress towards objectives of improved team working to be achieved through changing working practices alone

	2
	Wembley Point, Stonebridge Park
	 Enter into a 5 year lease on this 21 storey 1960 built office tower, which has been refurbished over the past three years.   Each floor provides 8440 sq ft of space, so the PCT would require two floors to accommodate all needs.  The offices have raised floors and perimeter trunking for power and IT, which allows flexibility of fit out.  

	3
	Lease Imperial House, Wembley
	This is a 6 storey 1970’s built office block in the centre of Wembley, providing 3,259 sq ft of space per floor.  The PCT would require 4 floors.  Currently being refurbished.

	4
	Electra House, Neasden
	Enter into a 5 year lease on 2 floors of this three storey office block in Neasden, which has recently been refurbished.  Each floor provides 8240 sq ft, so the PCT will require two floors.  There is a possibility that the ground floor could be altered to accommodate the majority of the staff.  

	5.
	Lease Olympic Office Centre, Wembley Park
	This is a 12 storey office block built in the late seventies which has just been refurbished.  Each floor provides  10,000 sq ft  of space, so the PCT would require 1.25 floors. The premises have a pedestrian walkway to the Jubilee and Metropolitan lines.  

	6.
	Lease Ramsey House, Wembley
	This is a 1970’s built 8 storey office block, in the centre of Wembley, with accommodation for lease over three floors.  It has been refurbished, but has no on site reception.  The offices are open plan and provide 10,000 sq ft per floor plate so the PCT would require 1.25 floors.

	7.
	Lease 1 Olympic Way, Wembley
	This is a 12 storey 1970’s built block in some need of refurbishment, which the landlord is prepared to undertake. Each floor provides 9000 sq ft of space, and the PCT would require 1.5 floors.


Results of Option appraisal

18. The results of the option appraisal are summarised in the table below:
	
	1.

 Do Nothing


	2. 

Wembley Point
	3. 

Imperial House
	4. 

Electra House
	5

The Olympic Centre
	6

Ramsey House
	7

Olympic Way

	Benefit Appraisal score
	436
	640
	590
	606
	811
	689
	694

	Rank
	7
	4
	6
	5
	1
	3
	2

	EAC per benefit point as per  CIM
	£1145
	£720
	£740
	£786
	£590
	£677
	£629

	Rank
	7
	4
	5
	6
	1
	3
	2

	Net Revenue cost/saving
	£657K
	£423K
	£400K
	£439K
	£441K
	£429
	£401K

	Rank 
	7
	3
	1
	5
	6
	4
	2


19. It will be seen that Option 5, the lease of premises at the Olympic Centre, scored highest in both the non financial benefits appraisal and the economic appraisal. Although not the lowest cost option, it is nevertheless affordable, and will provide revenue savings compared with the ‘Do Nothing’ option. These revenue savings are dependent on the reduction in capital charges associated with the disposal of part of the Wembley Centre site. The lease of premises on Olympic Way represents a good second choice, scoring second on both the non financial and economic appraisals, and having the second lowest revenue costs.
20. The preferred option recommended to the Board is therefore option 5: the lease of premises at the Olympic Centre, Wembley Park.  
Affordability

21. The preferred option is affordable within the current resource envelope, if a decision is taken at a future date to dispose of part of the Wembley site, delivering a revenue saving of approximately £200K.  If the site is not disposed of, there would be an additional cost of £343K.
Transition Timetable
22. The following are the key milestones for the project:

	Milestone
	Date

	Trust and PCT Board approval of OBC
	End November 2008

	Appointment of Project Manager and external advisors
	End December 2008

	Negotiation of lease
	End January 2008

	Completion of plans for site layout and operational policies
	End February 2009

	Completion of fit out
	Mid April 2009

	Equipment and staff orientation
	End April 2009

	Relocation
	Mid May 2009

	Review future use of Wembley site
	January 2009 onwards


23. Subject the PCT Board’s approval of the OBC, it is recommended that a concise Full Business Case be produced, to set out the details of the proposed  lease and to confirm the  PCT’s detailed requirements for staffing, space planning and IT infrastructure within the new facilities.

1 Introduction and Scope

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 This Outline Business Case presents proposals, for consideration by the Board of Brent teaching PCT, for the relocation of the PCT’s  Headquarters function.
1.2 Scope of Outline Business Case

1.2.1 The proposals in this business case relate to the PCT’s corporate services, excluding the senior management functions relating to provider services.  Clinical services, provided directly or commissioned from other providers are not affected by these proposals.  The following directorates are included within the scope:

· Chief Executive’s offices, including board secretariat and communications

· Public Health

· Strategic Commissioning

· Primary Care Commissioning

· Human Resources

· Finance, Performance, Information Technology and Informatics

1.3 Methodology

1.3.1 This Outline Business Case has been prepared in accordance with the NHS Capital Investment Manual, 1994, HSG (94) 31 and HSG (95)15.

1.3.2 The strategic direction for the project has been set by a Steering Group, chaired by the Director of Human Resources.  The appraisal process has been undertaken by a cross Directorate Project Team.  Final evaluation of lease options has been undertaken by members of the Executive Management Team.
1.4 Recommendation to Brent Teaching PCT Board

1.4.1 The PCT Board are invited to consider the proposals set out in this business case and  to approve option 5: the commercial lease of office premises at the Olympic Centre to accommodate the PCT’s corporate functions.  
2 Strategic Context

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 This section summarises the national and local policy context within which the PCT is operating, that is of relevance to this business case.
2.2 Overview of Brent tPCT 

2.2.1 Brent is an outer London Borough with many of the characteristics of an inner London Borough. It is relatively young with a high and gradually increasing fertility rate, highly mobile, with the most ethnically diverse community in the UK. Brent is characterised by inequalities in wealth and health with an affluent north and a generally poorer south

2.2.2 Brent PCT commissions healthcare services and provides a range of primary, community and non-acute secondary care services to the population of Brent which totals approximately 280,000. The revenue resource limit for 2008/9 totals £444 million. 
2.2.3 All PCT HQ functions are currently provided in-house from accommodation within Wembley Community Hospital, which is owned by the PCT.  Headquarters budgets for 2008/9 total £10.7 million, with around 180 wte staff. Figure 1 below sets out a functional analysis of the HQ budget for 2008/9: 
Figure 1: PCT Headquarters budget

	Directorate
	2008/9  budget

£000

	Public Health
	1,750

	Strategic Commissioning
	1,197

	Primary Care Commissioning
	2,172

	Human Resources
	584

	Finance and Informatics
	3,055

	Clinical Leadership
	1,109

	Total 
	10,735


2.3 Financial Situation

2.3.1 In 2006/7 the PCT incurred an unforeseen revenue deficit of £25 million, which resulted in the need for a Turnaround plan. NHS London, with the full support of the PCT, commissioned an independent enquiry into the financial and governance failings that occurred in 2006/7, in order to ensure that such a situation did not recur. The ‘Taylor report’ has recently been published by NHS London and the PCT has developed an action plan to address the report’s recommendations.
2.3.2 As a result of these events, the PCT initiated a major restructuring, which affected over 150 of the most senior posts within the organisation. At the same time, the PCT implemented a Turnaround plan of £25 million, designed to restore the organisation to financial balance in 2007/8, and also embarked on the development of a draft five-year strategy. 
2.3.3 Despite the restructuring and financial challenges facing the organisation, the PCT is making significant progress against most of the key national and other PSA targets at the same time as significantly reducing expenditure levels. The PCT achieved a small surplus for 2007/8 and plans to achieve a surplus of £12.4m in 2008/9. 
2.4 Taylor Report Findings

2.4.1 Whilst the independent inquiry was commissioned as a result of financial problems, the Taylor report found evidence of widespread governance failings within the PCT. Of particular relevance to this business case was the culture of ‘silo working’, with one part of the PCT seemingly unaware of issues affecting another.  In addition, significant failings in the capacity and capability of the PCT’s management were found.

2.4.2 Following the restructuring, there are still capacity issues within the organisation, with a number of director level and other senior posts unfilled on a substantive basis within finance, primary care, public health, strategic commissioning and provider services. In addition there remain some capability issues within the organisation, particularly in relation to underpinning financial and information systems, which need significant development. 
2.4.3 One of the issues arising from the Taylor Report was evidence of breakdown in communications with the London Borough of Brent.  The current management team are looking to improve this with increased emphasis on joint working.  In the longer term, the PCT and Local Authority would wish to explore co-location of staff and premises.

2.5 National policy relevant to business case

Provider services
2.5.1 Along with other PCTs, Brent is working to achieve separation of commissioning from provider services functions.  The Provider Services Directorate is currently engaged in a fit for purpose exercise, and the precise organisational and clinical model for provider services is not yet confirmed.  However, the need to separate the management of provider services from the commissioning function is clear.

World Class Commissioning

2.5.2 Brent PCT, along with other PCTs needs to strengthen its strategic commissioning capacity and capability, in order to achieve the Government’s vision of ‘World Class Commissioning’. This will require PCTs to provide robust leadership within the local health economy to ensure high quality service provision, and choice for service users.  

2.6 Conclusion

2.6.1 The PCT has a challenging agenda requiring it to become ‘fit for purpose’ to deliver world class commissioning, starting from a low base in terms of capacity and capability.  Recent financial and governance problems have created a very difficult period of financial recovery and organisational change. The proposals in this business case need to provide options for the future headquarters function that acknowledge and address these issues,, and which can help facilitate a fresh start for PCT staff.
3 Case for Change

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 This section sets out the rationale for the relocation of the PCT Headquarters.
3.2 National policy

Strengthening of Commissioning
3.2.1 As set out in the previous section, the PCT, along with all PCTs, needs to develop and strengthen its commissioning function, in line with the Department  of Health’s policy of ‘World Class Commissioning’. (March 2007 and subsequent publications). This will require development of the capacity and capability of the PCT to engage with the public and with patients and to set in place robust service improvement and procurement strategies to ensure a choice of high quality services are available to meet the needs of local people.

3.2.2 This is likely to require expansion of the existing commissioning capacity, and effective ‘joined up’ working across public health, strategic commissioning, joint commissioning and primary and community care commissioning.  The current premises do not provide any space for such expansion. Members of individual teams are not co-located, with administrative staff separated from the managerial staff they support, and senior managers based some distance from the staff they manage.

3.2.3 Furthermore, all four teams associated with the commissioning function are located in different parts of the site, making joint working between public health, strategic, joint and primary and community care commissioning difficult to achieve.  The informatics, finance and performance functions supporting commissioning are located in additional parts of the site again, militating against multi-disciplinary cross Directorate working. 

3.2.4 The consequences are that more formal meetings need to be held than would otherwise be necessary and a proliferation of email correspondence that would be unnecessary if people were working in adjacent offices. This leads to delays and wasted time.  The sheer difficulty of getting together inevitably means that on occasion, communication is less than it should be, and to staff failing to understand what is happening in related areas.  ‘World Class Commissioning’ is extremely difficult to achieve within these physical constraints.

Separation of PCT Provider services

3.2.5 National policy requires that PCTs achieve separation of their core commissioning functions from their role as Providers of community services. Whatever future organisational model is agreed locally, the physical separation of commissioners from the services they commission, has to be achieved.  Work has already begun in Brent to determine how best provider services can be made fit for purpose as a discrete, and separate entity.

3.2.6 Brent PCT headquarters is located not only alongside the senior management of its Provider services, but also on a site that provides a range of clinical services. Physical separation is desirable from both a practical and symbolic perspective, to avoid perceptions of too close a relationship between commissioners and Provider services.

3.2.7 Until work has been completed on the ‘Fit for Purpose’ exercise within Provider services, it will not be possible to determine precisely the support services, currently provided as part of central corporate departments, such as Finance and Human Resources, that will be needed to support the Provider function in the future.  In the short term, most staff in corporate services will need to remain within their teams, and therefore will need to relocate with the HQ function, until the future configuration and needs of Provider services are known. The relocation of the headquarters will therefore need to provide flexibility to respond to these changing requirements.  
3.3 Taylor Report

3.3.1 Following the emergence of the significant financial problem in 2006/7, NHS London commissioned an independent inquiry into governance systems within the PCT.  This led to the publication in February, 2008 of the Taylor Report. The Inquiry found a widespread problem within the PCT of poor communications between teams and across Directorates, which had contributed to major failings in the PCT’s governance systems. Poor communications were also found with the London Borough of Brent.
3.3.2 The layout of the PCT headquarters function reinforces what the author described as ‘silo working’.  

3.3.3 The PCT has developed an action plan to implement the recommendations in the Taylor Report, and some major changes in the management and staffing of the PCT have been implemented.  Resolving the accommodation problems, which reinforced the governance failings, remains to be achieved and is a priority for the PCT.

3.3.4 The previous finance and governance problems and the subsequent publication of the Taylor report and implementation of financial recovery plans have meant the last years has been a difficult and demoralising time for staff.  The provision of new accommodation which enables staff to work in the most effective way, embracing team work, will provide a fresh start and will demonstrate that staff are valued.

3.3.5 In the longer term, the London Borough of Brent and the PCT share an aspiration for co-location of premises in order to improve joint working and communication. The local authority is developing plans for new accommodation, which may mean that the PCT could relocate adjacent to the Local Authority in 3-5 years time.  However, in the intervening period, the PCT will nevertheless need to address its accommodation requirements, but in a way that does not compromise this longer term aspiration.
3.4 Physical environment

3.4.1 Aside from the problems of fragmented teams, much of the office accommodation occupied by PCT corporate staff is not fit for purpose.  Some staff work in overcrowded locations, such as in the risk and IT department.  Others work in outdated and uninspiring converted ward accommodation.  Some staff in the more modern parts of the building have reasonable quality offices, resulting in some inequity between staff.

3.4.2 Some of the corporate functions, including parts of Strategic Commissioning and Governance, are located in a short life modular building, with planning consent due to expire in 16 months time.
3.5 Site development and affordability issues

3.5.1 A significant proportion of the existing headquarters staff are based towards one end of the site. This area of the site can be accessed by road from the rear of the site. If this part of the site is vacated by the PCT, there is the potential for the land to be disposed of and the sale receipts used to contribute to the PCT’s financial improvement. 
3.5.2 In addition, there is a further partly empty block further up the site, Barham House, which could be readily vacated and the land added to the plot available for disposal, making it potentially even more attractive to a developer.

3.5.3 Informal discussions with the planning authority suggest that planning permission could be granted for residential use.

3.5.4 The future use of this part of the site will require further review by the PCT in the light of the PCT’s overall estates strategy.
3.5.5 Any additional capital and revenue costs of relocating would need to be publicly justifiable, and ideally such a relocation should be either revenue neutral or save money. 

4 Workforce projections and required capacity

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 This section sets out projections for the staff numbers and desk capacity to be accommodated within the PCT headquarters, together with specifications for the accommodation required.
4.2 Current staff numbers by group/team

4.2.1 The PCT  functions are organised into the following Directorates:

· Chief Executive and Chairman’s office (including Board secretariat and communications)
· Strategic and Joint Commissioning

· Primary Care and Community Care Commissioning

· Public Health

· Finance and  Performance, including Information Technology and Informatics

· Human Resources

· Provider Services management
4.2.2 Because of the need to separate commissioning from provider functions, provider services management and services are not planned to be located along side other PCT Directorates and are therefore excluded from the scope of this business case.

4.2.3 Figure 2 below sets out the current staff in post and funded establishment, exclusive of provider services:
Figure 2: Current funded establishment

	Directorate
	Staff in Post
	Funded Establishment

	Chief Executive Directorate
	18.26
	14.21

	Finance & Performance Management Directorate
	35.02
	55.50

	Human Resources Directorate
	18.7
	19.99

	Public Health Directorate
	15.4 
	21.76 

	Primary Care & Community Commissioning Directorate
	14.37 
	28.4 

	Strategic Commissioning Directorate
	20.94 
	34.83

	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	122.69
	174.69


4.3 Projections for future needs
4.3.1 The following influencing factors have been considered in projecting future workforce numbers:

Implementing world class commissioning

4.3.2 The PCT will need to strengthen its commissioning function in order to achieve the requirements of ‘World Class Commissioning’.   This could involve recruiting up to 50 per cent more staff within the commissioning functions.
Potential increase of 17 wte
Separation of Provider functions 

4.3.3 The separation and possible future independence of the PCT’s provider functions will require not only separation of provider services management, but also some of the supporting services currently located in central corporate functions, such as Finance and Human Resources.  The Provider Directorate is starting a ‘Fit for Purpose’ exercise in relation to Provider services, and until this is completed, it will not be possible to predict accurately the impact on overall PCT headquarters staff numbers of Provider separation. However, it is estimated that around 60 per cent of Human Resources workload is provider related, which equates to about 10 wte posts. The percentage will vary between directorates, but the possible maximum reduction in PCT headquarters staff has been assumed for the purposes of this business case to be around 25 wte. Potential decrease of 25 wte.
Shared service initiatives

4.3.4 The PCT recognise that over time, some of the PCT’s non core functions, such as Financial accounting or Information technology provision may be the subject of proposals to transfer to shared services agencies.  The timing and certainty of such arrangements are currently unclear, as are the numbers of staff likely to be affected.  For the purpose of the business case, it is assumed that a maximum of 25 such posts would be transferred to a shared service agency. Potential decrease of 25 wte.
Working practices and times

4.3.5 The PCT has no plans to change radically the pattern of working of its employees, for example by introducing home working. It is therefore assumed that the current ratio of workstation to employee would remain the same.  Hot desks would be required as now for Non-Executive directors, and part time employees and consultants visiting the Headquarters.

4.4 Business case assumptions

4.4.1 Because of the uncertainty around timing and scope of the changes to workforce numbers outlined above, the PCT has assumed that all staff in corporate services will transfer to the new headquarters in the first instance.  This carries a risk that the PCT may procure insufficient, or more likely, too much space. This risk will be managed as follows:

· By seeking a time limited solution, either through a short term lease of no more than 5 years, or a building with an identified alternative use

· By testing out shortlisted options for flexibility and sensitivity to a range of scenarios.

4.4.2 The accommodation requirements were therefore agreed are as follows:

· Adjusted baseline establishment to be used for appraisal purposes: 175 wte
· Range to be used for sensitivity testing of options: + 17 wte and - 50 wte.
4.5 Accommodation specifications

4.5.1 The PCT has agreed  the following specifications and functional content:

· Predominantly open plan design to promote team working

· Access for all teams to small offices for 1:1 meetings and confidential phone calls/discussions

· Individual offices for members of the Executive Management Team, with space for meetings

· Hot desk facilities for Non Executive Directors and part time staff.

· Meetings rooms for formal meetings and  informal break out space for ad hoc communication

· Access to restaurant, refreshment or kitchen facilities

· Although the Headquarters would not provide the main means of engaging the public, members of the public and partner agencies would need to access the building, and therefore reception facilities would be required.

4.5.2 Appendix A sets out the space requirements for the baseline numbers of staff, together with the upper and lower range requirements.

4.6 Required adjacencies 

4.6.1 Because of the importance of improving inter team working, the PCT has considered the need for team adjacencies and agreed a requirements matrix, as set out in Figure 3 below.
4.6.2 Improved adjacency with the London Borough of Brent is desirable, as is speed of access into Central London, which is likely to be the location for many London wide commissioning initiatives.
Figure 3: Adjacency Matrix

	Co-location and adjacency essential RED
	Co-location desirable AMBER

	Co-location not important GREEN
	Co-location undesirable BLACK
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5 Objectives, Benefits and Constraints

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 This section describes the project objectives, scope, expected benefits and constraints.

5.2 Scope

5.2.1 This business case addresses the relocation of the Brent Teaching PCT Headquarters function, including staff from the following Directorates:
· Chief Executive, Chairman’s and PEC Chair’s office

· Corporate Affairs and Board secretariat 

· Strategic and Joint Commissioning

· Primary Care and Community Care Commissioning

· Public Health

· Finance and  Performance, including Information technology and informatics

· Human Resources

· Communications
5.2.2 PCT Provider services, including the senior management responsible for these services, are outside the scope of the business case, other than that any consequential impact on these services will be considered in the option appraisal.

5.2.3 The running costs of the part of the Wembley site available for disposal upon vacation by the PCT HQ are assumed to be available to support the relocation project.

5.3 Objectives
5.3.1 The project objectives derive from the PCT’s overall strategic objectives, and as set out in Chapter 2, relate back to the national policy of World Class Commissioning, and to the implementation of the ‘Taylor’ Report, produced on behalf of NHS London in 2007.

5.3.2 The project objectives have been defined as follows:

· Objective 1: To provide a fit for purpose environment for PCT corporate staff, which enables staff to give of their best, supports best practice and which is in keeping with the PCT’s role as leader of the local health economy.
· Objective 2: To achieve optimum team working and communication within and between corporate services and functions to support the achievement of the PCT’s core objectives, and to make the most efficient use of staff resources and skills.

· Objective 3: To provide flexible accommodation to meet the existing and future needs of the PCT, in the context of World Class Commissioning, the separation of the Provider function and need to improve relationships with the London Borough of Brent..

5.4 Benefits

5.4.1 Interviews were held with representatives from each of the departments included within the scope of the business case and with PCT Directors to identify the key benefits to be obtained from the project.  The findings were fed back to the Project team, who agreed the following list of benefits:

· Quality of working environment, including adequacy of space, and co-location and adjacencies of team members, and of teams 

· Accessibility, including speed of access to central London via train/underground and availability of parking
· Separation of commissioning and provider services, both management and clinical service provision 
· Location appropriate for World Class commissioning and in keeping with the PCT’s lead role within the local health economy, including proximity to the offices of the London Borough of Brent

· Safety of staff and visitors accessing the premises

· Flexibility to changing needs
· Speed and ease of implementation

5.4.2 Figure 4 below sets out the detailed definition of these benefits and explains how these link back to the project objectives.
Figure 4: Benefits Criteria

	Benefits Criteria
	Derivation
	Definition



	Quality of working environment 
	Objective 1 (fit for purpose)

Objective 2 (team working)

Objective 3 (world class commissioning/provider separation)
	All members of corporate teams to be co-located.  Critical adjacencies achieved between Strategic, Joint, Primary and community commissioning and Public Health teams.  Desirable adjacencies achieved between public health, strategic commissioning and informatics, between  management accounts and commissioning and between the Chief Executive and governance.

All corporate teams within easy reach of each other
Predominantly open plan environment to realise the benefits of co-location
Staff to have the space necessary to carry out their jobs in the most efficient and effective way.
Open plan working, with access to meeting rooms, and informal break out spaces for impromptu conversations/small meetings. Confidential space available for 1:1 meetings and sensitive phone calls.

Availability of adequate toilets, kitchen, and staff areas.

Storage and filing facilities appropriate for needs.

Ideally raised floors for IT cabling. 

Furniture designed for the space and style of working.

Access to natural light and ventilation. Air conditioning/cooling in appropriate areas

Appropriate noise attenuation

Good structural condition, and high standards of maintenance and cleanliness

Aesthetically pleasing for staff to work in.

Controllable heating and ventilation



	Accessibility, including speed of access into central London, and availability of car parking
	All objectives
	Premises to be within 10 minutes walking distance of a mainline or underground fast rail route into Central London, ideally Metropolitan and Jubilee lines.
Sufficient on site car parking to meet the needs of regular car users, and visitors, and either on site or adjacent parking  for other staff

Premises to be fully DDA compliant.

	Separation of commissioning from provision
	Objective 3
	In order to demonstrate and maintain objectivity and to achieve the requirements of World Class Commissioning, the management  and clinical delivery of provider services should be physically separate from the commissioning function

	Location appropriate for  the local leader of the NHS, including proximity to London Borough of Brent HQ
	All objectives
	The PCT premises should be located within easy access of the offices of the London Borough of Brent, in order to improve partnership working and joint commissioning.
The location and ambience should be commensurate with the PCT’s role as leader of the health economy: professional and welcoming to visitors.

	Safety of staff and visitors
	All objectives
	Staff and visitors should be able to access the headquarters from public transport routes without fear of intimidation, harassment or violence.  Lighting and security should be appropriate to the needs of staff and visitors, and security should be available at all times when staff are working in the building..

	Flexibility to changing needs
	Objective 3
	The premises should provide accommodation that can be flexed in terms of numbers of staff accommodated and design/layout.  This is particularly important as the precise numbers of PCT to transfer to the new facilities is not known with. Given the changing policy and organisational structure within the NHS, any solution should provide for flexibility of use, and should not commit the PCT for more than 5 years.

	Speed and ease of implementation
	All objectives
	The move should be able to be completed without any requirement for decanting, and the need for movement of essential infrastructure, eg data room, should be minimised.  Any lease should be available within the timescale required for the PCT to plan the move.

The relocation should be achievable within a 12 month period, and ideally less.

Any reconfiguration of leased premises should be capable of being achieved within 2-3 months and require minimum input from the PCT.

Planning permission for building works and/or change of use should ideally not be required.

SHA approval or formal business case submission beyond the PCT Board should ideally not be required.


5.5 Constraints

5.5.1 The following constraints were agreed by the Executive Management Team and Project Team:

· The cost of the relocation must be publicly justifiable

· Critical adjacencies between the commissioning functions and public health must be achieved

· Members of individual teams must be co-located (unless specific exceptions are agreed in response to service need)

· The design must be predominantly open plan

5.5.2 The Project Team debated whether the location of the Headquarters within the London Borough of Brent should be regarded as a constraint.  It was concluded that although this was highly desirable, options would not be discounted if they were located in proximity to the boundary and scored otherwise highly in the benefits and financial appraisal.

6 Options

6.1 Option Development: approach

6.1.1 A workshop was held at which representatives of the Project Team were invited to contribute options for the headquarters relocation long-list.  In parallel, a specialist firm were commissioned to search for available premises for lease, based on the specification developed by the PCT and its advisors.
6.2 Long List

6.2.1  Figure 5 below sets out the options considered to meet the project objectives:

Figure 5: Long list of options

	Option
	Brief Description
	Strengths
	Weaknesses
	Decision

	Do nothing
	Retain existing premises at Wembley.  No work undertaken to improve functional suitability or layout. Progress towards objectives of improved team working to be achieved through changes in working practices alone
	Requires no project management and incurs no additional cost beyond maintenance to achieve statutory compliance and safety.

Accessible location for most staff, with adequate car parking.

Reasonable access to central London, although not the fastest route from within Brent.
	Teams would continue to be split across the site.  

Critical adjacencies between teams would not be achieved.  

Some staff would continue to work in either a very cramped or poor quality environment. 

Flexibility to develop the commissioning function and to recruit additional team members would be constrained.

The undesirable co-location of commissioning and provider functions would continue.

Staff would potentially continue to work in silos, as described in the ‘Taylor’ Report

Adjacency with the Local Authority would not be achieved.
	Shortlist as benchmark for option appraisal

	Do minimum
	Reconfigure existing premises to achieve improved adjacencies and physical environment
	Retains existing accessible location

Reasonable access to central London, although not the fastest route from within Brent.
	The layout of the existing sites and buildings, (a linear link corridor with separate areas on either side) does not lend itself to improved adjacencies, nor to open plan working. 

Improvements to the physical appearance would be possible, but would be disruptive, as staff would need to be decanted out to enable the work to be undertaken.

The current undesirable co-location of provider and commissioning functions would be perpetuated. 
Staff would potentially continue to work in silos, as described in the ‘Taylor’ Report
Improved adjacency to the Local Authority would not be achieved.
	Rejected, as this option would fail to achieve significant elements of the objectives, would be likely to incur considerable cost and disruption and would therefore deliver poor value for money.

	New build on the Wembley site
	A purpose built new facility to be constructed at Wembley, on the site of the existing semi-derelict Barham House, which would be fully vacated and demolished.
	Retains existing, location so les disruptive for staff.. 

As a new build, it would provide a design tailored to the PCT’s precise needs, although subject to site constraints.  This would be likely to require more than one floor of accommodation.

Teams would be co-located and critical inter team adjacencies could be achieved.

It would demonstrate clearly that the PCT values its staff by being willing to invest in high quality facilities for them.

The design could provide for flexible use in the future, eg by the provider services senior management team.
	It would be difficult to justify publicly the costs of building new accommodation for office functions.

Although the design could be flexible for future needs, it would provide an asset for up to 60 years, when  national policy may change in 3-5 years.

It would require a business case for SHA approval and may not be supported.

It would be likely to require planning permission and would take longer than a year to commission.

It would keep commissioning and provider services on the same site, although in separate buildings.
	Rejected as capital for this purpose is  not publicly justifiable, given that PCT configurations may change in the longer term.

	Lease commercial office premises
	Enter into a 5 year lease on commercially available office accommodation
	Depending on the specific option:
This would provide purpose designed, fit for purpose office accommodation.

All critical team adjacencies should be achieved
Commits the PCT to one premises solution for no more than 5 years.

New premises could be available immediately and with minimum disruption

Would require access to capital only for the purpose of refitting

It would achieve separation of commissioning and provider functions.

Accessibility and adjacency to Local Authority: need to consider specific options
	Depending on the specific option:

This would requires staff to relocate to a new area.

Offers limited flexibility to vary the conditions of the lease within the 5 year period

The PCT would be committed to the lease, regardless of whether less accommodation was needed, with minimal opportunities for alternative use by the PCT


	Shortlisted as most objectives met.
A review of available accommodation led to several options being available for shortlisting.

	Fit out and use vacant capacity in existing PCT premises at Willesden 
	Fit out the vacant shell constructed as part of the LIFT development at Willesden Centre for Health and Care
	It would provide the opportunity to design open plan accommodation tailored to the PCT’s specific needs.

Critical team adjacencies would be achieved.

It could be fitted out more quickly than a new build, although it is unlikely this would be achieved as quickly as with existing lease premises.

The accommodation could revert to alternative health use if no longer required by the PCT as an HQ

It would not require the procurement of additional PCT premises

The structure is new and structurally sound

It would make use of an expensive under used resource.
	Expensive accommodation that was intended for clinical use would be used for offices.

Staff would need to relocate.

The PCT would need the agreement of the LIFTCo 

The space available is less than the needs specified by the PCT would require. Separate arrangements for meeting rooms would need to be made. (Bookable space is available elsewhere on the site.) There would be sufficient space only for 2-3 single offices for members of the Executive Management Team.

Commissioning would continue to be co-located with provider services.

Improved adjacencies with the Local Authority would not be achieved.


	Rejected as capital for this scheme would not be publicly justifiable and improved adjacency to the Local Authority would not be achieved.

	New build on alternative site
	A purpose built new facility to be constructed on a former clinic site owned by the PCT at Stagg Lane
	As a new build, it would (theoretically) provide a design tailored to the PCT’s precise needs, although subject to site constraints.  This would be likely to require more than one floor of accommodation.

Teams would be collocated and critical inter team adjacencies could be achieved.

It would demonstrate clearly that the PCT values its staff by being willing to invest in high quality facilities for them.

The design could provide for flexible use in the future, eg by the provider services senior management team.
	Poor accessibility

Insufficient size to accommodate the staff numbers required by the PCT

It would be difficult to justify publicly the costs of building new accommodation for office functions.

Although the design could be flexible for future needs, it would provide an asset for up to 60 years, when  national policy may change in 3-5 years.

It would require a business case for SHA approval and may not be supported.

It would be likely to require planning permission and would take longer than a year to commission. 
It would require existing staff to be relocated.
	Rejected, because of insufficient size, poor accessibility and capital difficult to justify, given that the PCT’s requirements may change in the longer term.


	Refurbish Barham House, Wembley site
	Relocate existing provider service staff from the ground  floor of Barham house to spare capacity elsewhere in Provider services, and refurbish this block to provide office accommodation
	Opportunity to design offices to the PCT’s specific needs, although limited by the existing building envelope.

Preserves existing accessible location
	Existing building envelope would limit capacity to achieve team adjacencies.

Would be likely to require substantial capital, and take more than a year to complete.

Would be likely to require a business case for SHA approval, which might not be obtained.

Preserves commissioning functions on the same site as Provider services, although in a separate building so better than status quo.

Incurs considerable capital expenditure, when use may be required for no more than 5 years. 


	Rejected, as  this option fails to achieve some key elements of the objectives, including separation of commissioning and provider services, and improved adjacency to the Local Authority

	Lease space at Northwick Park Hospital
	Request the Trust to lease any vacant space available at Northwick Park Hospital
	Avoids commissioning additional premises

Good accessibility
	Space unlikely to be available, and proposed use probably unacceptable to the Trust

Co-locates the commissioning function with a major provider, which could be seen as compromising independence
	Rejected as inappropriate 

	Lease space at Central Middlesex Hospital
	Request the Trust to lease any vacant space available at the Central Middlesex Hospital
	Avoids commissioning additional premises

Good accessibility
	Space unlikely to be available, and proposed use probably unacceptable to the Trust

Co-locates the commissioning function with a major provider, which could be seen as compromising independence
	Rejected as inappropriate

	Use underused space at Sudbury Centre for Care and Health
	Occupy one floor of the Sudbury Centre for Care and Health, which is a modern LIFT building, with spare capacity
	Premises already being funded by the PCT and makes use of unoccupied space.

Good quality accommodation
	Insufficient space to meet the PCT’s specifications

Existing layout is not open plan and would not support PCT specification

This option would perpetuate the undesirable co-location of the commissioning function and Provider services

Accommodation designed for clinical use would be used for offices
	Rejected,
as space insufficient for PCT needs


6.2.2 As the option of leasing commercially available office premises for a five year period was shortlisted, a further piece of work was undertaken to identify and appraise available office premises. The following long list of premises was considered:

Figure 6: Long Listed lease premises options

	Option
	Brief Description
	Strengths
	Weaknesses


	Decision

	Alperton House, Alperton
	Purpose built office block, with on site full time commissionaire.

Single floor plate of 22,000 sq ft available located to the west of Brent
	Single floor plate, with ample space. 
Statistically one of the lowest crime areas in Brent. 
On site reception facility
	Adjacent to Alperton Tube station, which is on the Piccadilly line, but this does not give the fastest access into central London.
Adjacencies with the Local Authority would not be improved.

The location is at the western edge of Brent, not in a central business district and could be considered inappropriate for the role of the PCT.
	Rejected

	Wembley Point, Stonebridge Park, Wembley
	Multi storey office block with 24 hour security/reception, on site restaurant and gymn.
2 floors available (10 and 12 so not contiguous) with sufficient capacity between them, giving 16,000 sq ft in total
	On site reception facility, restaurant and gymn: excellent facilities

Ample space over 2 floors

5 minutes to Stonebridge Park overground and underground station (Bakerloo line)
	Perception by staff as unsafe area (statistically this is a high crime area)
Location would not improve adjacency with the Local Authority: 40 minute walk

Links to London are not the fastest available
	Shortlisted

	Imperial Life House, Wembley
	6 storey 1970’s built offices. 3 floors currently available, which at 9,700 sq ft in total would not provide sufficient space
Further floors may become available

Located on Wembley High Road
	Central location
Adjacent to Wembley central, overground and Bakerloo line
	Risk that insufficient space available

Not adjacent to fastest transport links into Central London

Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority significantly 
	Shortlisted

	Valiant House, Wembley
	3 floors providing 12,500 sq ft
	Reception
Central location

Adjacent to Wembley central, overground and Bakerloo line
	Not adjacent to fastest transport links into Central London

Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority significantly
No air conditioning 
	Rejected

	Electra House, Neasden
	3 floors office block. 2 floors would meet the PCT’s needs.
	Potential for good quality accommodation
Located on the Jubilee Line, giving 25 minute access to central London.
	Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority significantly
.

	Shortlisted

	Chandelier Building, Willedsen
	2 or 3 floors, providing 12-15,000 sq ft
	Good quality accommodation
	Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority 


	Rejected

	Advance House, North Circular Road
	18,800 0ver 3 floors
	
	Requires refurbishment
Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority 


	Rejected

	68 Salisbury Rd, Queens Park
	10,000 sq ft in affluent area
	Adjacent to Queens Park  overground station and Bakerloo Line
	On the southern edge of the borough, at some distance from the Local Authority HQ
	Rejected

	Olympic Office Centre, Wembley
	Modern purpose built office block in business district. I floor of 10,000 sq ft available with further floors available in the new year
	Good refurbished facilities with air conditioning.
Excellent access to Wembley Park Station, which is on the Jubilee and Metropolitan lines, providing fast access to central London.

Adjacent to Local Authority HQ
	
	Shortlisted

	Olympic Way, 1 and 3
	6 storey office blocks adjacent to each other within Wembley Park business district
	Excellent access to Wembley Park Station, which is on the Jubilee and Metropolitan lines, providing fast access to central London.

Adjacent to Local Authority HQ
	Not DDA compliant, but landlord may agree to refurbishment
	Shortlisted

	Ramsey House
	This is a modern office block, in the centre of Wembley, with accommodation for lease over three floors. 
	Refurbished
Central location

Adjacent to Wembley central, overground and Bakerloo line
	Not adjacent to fastest transport links into Central London

Would not improve adjacencies with Local Authority significantly


	Shortlisted


6.3 Short List


6.3.1 Figure 7
 sets out the options shortlisted for appraisal:

Figure 7: Shortlisted options

	Option number
	Option
	Detailed description to support benefits appraisal
	Time and Distance to LA
	Transport to Central London
	Car parking spaces available

	1
	Do Nothing
	Retain existing premises at Wembley.  No work undertaken to improve functional suitability or layout. Progress towards objectives of improved team working to be achieved through changing working practices alone
	1.7 miles, 40 minutes walk
	Wembley Central station; Bakerloo and overground lines: 15 minutes walk and 35 minutes to Central London
	50+

	2
	Lease Wembley Point, Stonebridge Park
	 Enter into a 5 year lease on this 21 storey 1960 built office tower, which has been refurbished over the past three years.   Each floor provides 8440 sq ft of space, so the PCT would require two floors to accommodate all needs.  (These are Floors 10 add 12 so non contiguous). The offices have raised floors and perimeter trunking for power and IT, which allows flexibility of fit out.  
	2 miles.  45 minutes walk
	Stonebridge Park station; Bakerloo and overground: 2 minutes walk and 30 minutes to Central London
	34 
(more available at £1,000 pa per space).

	3
	Lease Imperial House, Wembley
	This is a 6 storey 1970’s built office block in the centre of Wembley, providing 3,259 sq ft of space per floor.  The PCT would require 4 floors. Currently being refurbished.
	1.3 miles. 35 minutes walking
	5 minutes walk to Bakerloo line and Overground. 35 minutes to C London
	25

	4
	Lease Electra House, Neasden
	Enter into a 5 year lease on 2 floors of this three storey office block in Neasden, which has recently been refurbished.  Each floor provides 8240 sq ft, so the PCT will require two floors.  There is a possibility that the ground floor could be altered to accommodate the majority of the staff.  
	1.7 miles. 35 minutes walking
	Neasden underground  2 minutes walk; Jubilee Line and 25 minutes to C London
	25

	5.
	Lease Olympic Office Centre, Wembley Park
	This is a 12 storey office block built in the late seventies which has just been refurbished.  Each floor provides  10,000 sq ft  of space, so the PCT would require 1.25 floors. The premises have a pedestrian walkway to the Jubilee and Metropolitan lines.  
	0.5 miles. 5-10 minutes walk
	Wembley Park underground:2 mins walk: Metropolitan and Jubilee lines.

20 minutes to C London
	35

	6.
	Lease Ramsey House, Wembley
	This is a 1970’s built 8 storey office block, in the centre of Wembley, with accommodation for lease over three floors. It has been refurbished, but has no on site reception.  The offices are open plan and provide 10,000 sq ft per floor plate so the PCT would require 1.25 floors.
	1.5 miles. 35 minutes walk
	Immediately adjacent to Wembley Central station: Bakerloo line and Overground. 35 minutes to C London
	25
Additional spaces may be negotiable

	7.
	Lease Imperial House, Wembley
	This is a 6 storey 1970’s built office block in the centre of Wembley, providing 3,259 sq ft of space per floor.  The PCT would require 4 floors. Currently being refurbished.
	1.3 miles. 35 minutes walk
	5 minutes walk to Bakerloo line and Overground. 35 minutes to C London
	25


7 Benefits Appraisal

7.1 Ranking and weighting of options

7.1.1 An initial list of possible criteria was prepared following one to one interviews with key stakeholders. A workshop then discussed these and agreed the final benefits criteria as set out in 5.4. 
7.1.2 Each individual was then asked to rank the benefits in order of priority and an average was taken.  These were then weighted by the group, using the weighted pairs technique.  This gave the results set out in Figure 8 below:

Figure 8: Ranking and weighting of benefits criteria

	Criteria
	RANK
	Weighting
	Weighting relative to criteria above it (%)*
	Adjusted weightings

	Working environment
	1
	100
	 
	19

	Provider separation
	2
	90
	90%
	17

	Accessibility, including to Central London
	3
	81
	90%
	16

	Safety
	4
	73
	90%
	14

	Location/adjacency to Local Authority
	5
	66
	90%
	13

	Flexibility
	6
	59
	90%
	11

	Speed of Implementation
	7
	53
	90%
	10


7.2 Scoring of options

7.2.1 Scoring of the options took place subsequent to the first workshop. Scores were allocated according to the  0-10 system set out below:

Figure 9: Scoring rationale

	Score
	Definition

	10
	Could not be better

	9
	All elements of the criteria met very well

	8
	All elements of the criteria met, most very well

	7
	All elements met, some to minimum standards, some very well

	6
	Minimum elements of the criterion met, some quite well

	5
	Minimum elements of the criterion met adequately 

	4
	Some elements of the criterion are not met

	3
	Significant elements of the criteria are not achieved

	2
	Most aspects of the criterion are not met

	1
	Barely achieves to meet any aspects of the criterion

	0
	Could not be worse


7.2.2 The results of the scoring process are shown in Figure 10 below:

Figure 10: Weighted Scores of shortlisted options
	 
	Scores by option
	 
	 

	Criteria
	Do Nothing
	Wembley Point
	Imperial House
	Electra
	Olympic Centre
	Ramsey House
	Olympic Way

	Working environment
	58
	153
	77
	77
	173
	134
	96

	Provider separation
	35
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155

	Accessibility, incl to Central London
	78
	62
	93
	93
	124
	93
	124

	Safety
	98
	56
	70
	70
	98
	70
	98

	Location
	63
	63
	75
	50
	101
	75
	101

	Flexibility
	34
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79

	Speed of Implementation
	71
	71
	41
	81
	81
	81
	41

	Total
	436
	640
	590
	606
	811
	689
	694

	Rank
	7
	4
	6
	5
	1
	3
	2


7.3 Discussion of scoring

Quality of the working environment, space and co-location of teams
7.3.1 The Do Nothing option scored very badly against this criterion.  Poor adjacencies and fragmented team bases were seen as the main problem with the current accommodation.  Many staff work in converted accommodation which is not ideal for team working, with mainly cellular offices, rather than open plan.
7.3.2 Wembley Point, The Olympic Centre and Ramsey House provide open plan accommodation across two floors, which would mean critical team adjacencies could be achieved. Imperial House and Electra House would require multiple floors, making critical team adjacencies more difficult to achieve. Olympic Way has the potential to provide a good standard of accommodation, but requires refurbishment.

Separation of commissioning and provider services

7.3.3 All options apart from the ‘Do Nothing’ option score well as they achieved the required separation between Commissioning and Provider services.
Accessibility

7.3.4 Olympic Way and the Olympic Centre score the highest, owing to their proximity to Wembley Park underground station, which gives fast access via the Jubilee and Metropolitan lines to Central London. The Olympic Centre has the highest number of parking spaces of the lease options. (35).

7.3.5 Imperial House, and Ramsey House scored slightly less well, as although adjacent to Wembley Central station, this does not provide the fastest access into  Central London. Wembley Point scores lower, because although adjacent to Stonebridge Park station, is not centrally located within Brent. The Do nothing option scored less well than the other options based in Wembley, as it is further from the station.  It scored better than Wembley Point, as it has more on site parking.
Safety of staff and visitors in accessing the site

7.3.6 Crime statistics revealed high areas of crime in the Stonebridge Park area and parts of Central Wembley.  The Central Wembley lease properties, as well as Wembley Point scored less well as a result.
Location/adjacency to Local Authority
7.3.7 Olympic Way and the Olympic Centre options scored highly as they are both within walking distance of the Local Authority HQ.  Electra House in Neasden scored the lowest as it was furthest from the Local Authority.  Other options involved  a long walk or use of public transport to access the local authority and therefore scored less well than Olympic Way and The Olympic Centre.
Flexibility to changing need
7.3.8 The Do Nothing provided the least flexibility, as there was little or no scope for expansion or for reconfiguration of teams.  In the Do Nothing option, it would be difficult to achieve separation of provider functions, and extremely difficult to develop ‘World Class Commissioning’. All lease options provide flexibility over time, as if the premises became unsuitable as a result of policy changes, the lease could be relinquished at the end of the five year term. If the Wembley site subsequently became surplus to clinical requirements, the office building could compromise the disposal of the site.

7.3.9 The lease options provided the greatest flexibility in responding to the different headcount scenarios specified by the PCT. 
Ease and speed of implementation

7.3.10 The Do nothing option would not require a capital project, but would require action to be taken to improve working relationships/new ways of working, which would be difficult to achieve in premises which reinforced fragmentation and silo working.  

7.3.11 Olympic Way and Imperial House would require the completion of refurbishments, and would take considerable time to achieve.  The other lease options scored well as they provided accommodation that was ready for leasing.  Wembley Point scored slightly less well, as the location might be less attractive to some staff and could meet with some resistance.

7.4 Sensitivity tests

Equal weighting
7.4.1 The first sensitivity test was to apply an equal weighting to all criteria.  The results of the are set out in the figure below:
Figure 11: Sensitivity Test: Equal Ranking/weighting
	 
	Scores by option

	Criteria
	Do Nothing
	Wembley Point
	Imperial House
	Electra
	Olympic Centre
	Ramsey House
	Olympic Way

	Working environment
	3
	8
	4
	4
	9
	7
	5

	Provider separation
	2
	9
	9
	9
	9
	9
	9

	Accessibility
	5
	4
	6
	6
	8
	6
	8

	Safety
	7
	4
	5
	5
	7
	5
	7

	Location
	5
	5
	6
	4
	8
	6
	8

	Flexibility
	3
	7
	7
	7
	7
	7
	7

	Speed of Implementation
	7
	7
	4
	8
	8
	8
	4

	Total
	32
	44
	41
	43
	56
	48
	48

	Rank
	7
	6
	4
	5
	1
	3
	2


7.4.2 This test showed that the three highest ranking options maintained their ranking and the Do Nothing continued to be the lowest ranking option.  Wembley Point and Imperial House changed positions from 4th and 6th.  
Sensitivity to changing capacity requirements

7.4.3 The number of PCT staff who will require accommodation within the new facilities is susceptible to change, as the future configuration of Provider services, and their support service needs, becomes clearer.  The required expansion of staff to achieve the requirements of World Class Commissioning, is also not yet clear.  The Project Team handled this uncertainty in the benefits appraisal through the scoring of options against the criteria of flexibility.  Relative to other non financial criteria, flexibility was given a low weighting.  Figure 12 below sets out the results of a further sensitivity test, in which flexibility is given the highest ranking and all other criteria moving down one place.

Figure 12: Sensitivity test: flexibility to changing capacity requirements

	 
	Scores by option
	 
	 

	Criteria
	Do Nothing
	Wembley Point
	Imperial House
	Electra
	Olympic Centre
	Ramsey House
	Olympic Way

	Flexibility
	58
	153
	77
	77
	173
	134
	96

	Working environment
	35
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155

	Accessibility, incl to Central London
	78
	62
	93
	93
	124
	93
	124

	Provider separation
	98
	56
	70
	70
	98
	70
	98

	Safety
	63
	63
	75
	50
	101
	75
	101

	Location
	34
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79

	Speed of Implementation
	71
	71
	41
	81
	81
	81
	41

	Total
	436
	640
	590
	606
	811
	689
	694

	RANK 
	7
	4
	6
	5
	1
	3
	2


7.4.4 This test showed no change in the rankings of options.
Reduced weighting to accessibility
7.4.5 This test reduced the ranking of the criterion ‘accessibility’ to 5 rather than 3. This was to test out the impact if the importance of access into Central London had been overstated. As will be seen from the Figure below, this did not change the ranking of the options:

Figure 13: Weighting of Accessibility reduced
	Criteria
	Do Nothing
	Wembley Point
	Imperial House
	Electra
	Olympic Centre
	Ramsey House
	Olympic Way

	Working environment
	58
	153
	77
	77
	173
	134
	96

	Provider separation
	35
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155
	155

	Safety
	78
	62
	93
	93
	124
	93
	124

	Location
	98
	56
	70
	70
	98
	70
	98

	Accessibility, incl to Central London
	63
	63
	75
	50
	101
	75
	101

	Flexibility
	34
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79
	79

	Speed of Implementation
	71
	71
	41
	81
	81
	81
	41

	Total
	436
	640
	590
	606
	811
	689
	694

	RANK 
	7
	4
	6
	5
	1
	3
	2


Sensitivity: Conclusion
7.4.6 None of the sensitivity tests resulted in a change to the highest ranking options, and this therefore suggests that Option 5: The Olympic Centre can be safely regarded as the highest ranking option in the non financial benefits appraisal.
7.5 Conclusion

7.5.1 The Do nothing’ option scored poorly against the highest  ranking criterion of quality of the environment and team adjacencies.  It also fails to achieve the required separation of Commissioner and Provider functions. It scored reasonably on accessibility and safety. It does not achieve the desired adjacency with the Local Authority headquarters.

7.5.2 The two highest scoring options were those located in the Olympic Way area, which provided both fast access into central London, and proximity to the Local Authority, which is within walking distance.
7.5.3 Ramsey House and Wembley Point provide good quality accommodation, with the potential to achieve all critical team adjacencies.  However, neither of these options is located within easy walking distance of the Local Authority HQ, and neither has the fastest access into Central London.

7.5.4 Of the 2 highest scoring option, Olympic Way requires refurbishment, which would add significant delay to the process, and it has a marginally less suitable floor plate, in terms of team adjacencies.

7.5.5 The preferred option from a non financial perspective clearly emerged as the Olympic Centre as it provided:

· A good quality fit for purpose working environment conducive to team working

· Proximity to the Local Authority HQ
· Fast access to central London

· Complete separation of commissioner and provider functions

· Speed of implementation

7.5.6 Sensitivity tests suggest that a fair degree of reliance can be placed on the highest ranking position of the Olympic Centre option.

8 Risk Appraisal

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 This section sets out a preliminary risk assessment and risk management plan for a generic lease option.  Because each of the lease options shortlisted carries broadly similar risks, a risk appraisal of each of the shortlisted options was not undertaken. 
8.2 Methodology

8.2.1  The process of risk assessment comprised the following stages:

·  Risk Identification – the development of a risk register covering key risk areas and individual risks within these areas.
· Risk Assessment – each of the risks was assessed for probability and impact using a simple scale of 1(low) to 5 (high). The overall exposure to risk was identified as the product of the impact of risks and likelihood of them occurring.
· Risk Management Plan – the development of a high level plan to manage the risks identified as medium to high in the risk assessment.
8.3 Risk identification

8.3.1 A workshop was held in which the Project team identified possible risks to the project. These were grouped into four broad categories:

· Strategic risks: relating to wider national and local policy and the context within which the PCT was operating

· Project management and transitional risks: related to the management of the project and the transitional period before the new premises are occupied

· Operational risks: risks relating to the ongoing functioning of the PCT in the new premises

· Financial risks: relating to the affordability of the capital and revenue costs and the ongoing financial impact of the project

Strategic risks

8.3.2 Risks identified in this category are shown below:
Figure 14: Strategic risks
	Risk Number
	Risk

	A1.
	Change in  national policy requires PCT restructuring and premises no longer suitable

	A2.
	Insufficient space to cope with unforeseen future needs

	A3.
	Too much space commissioned for future needs

	A4.
	Public confidence damaged by perceived waste of scarce resources on  non clinical services


Project management and transitional risks

8.3.3 Risks identified in this category are set out in Figure 15 below:

Figure 15: Project management and transitional risks

	Risk Number
	Risk

	B1.
	Refurb / fit out costs more costly than budgeted

	B2.
	Insufficient capacity within the PCT to manage the project

	B3.
	Relocation takes longer than planned, leading to high double running costs

	B4.
	Staff unwilling to move, leading to unfilled vacancies

	B5.
	Business continuity adversely affected by the move

	B6.
	Information is lost during the removal, leading to loss of public confidence

	B7.
	Space allocation and type proves inadequate for current needs

	B8.
	Extension to scope of project leading to cost increases and delays

	B9.
	High stress levels in staff during the transition period, arising from increased workload 

	B10.
	Moving and handling incidents increased during packing/removal period

	B11.
	Difficulties in gaining access to lease premises for transferring  and maintaining IT infrastructure

	B12.
	Insufficient resource within IT dept to manage the IT aspects of the project

	B13.
	Failures in communication between key departments and external agencies during transition period

	B14.
	Landlord will not grant permission for required works

	B15.
	Failures in major incident and outbreak plans during and following the transition period

	B16
	Delay in agreeing lease causes delay in placing order for IT infrastructure, which requires landlord consent


Operational risks

8.3.4 Risks in this category are identified in Figure 16 below:

Figure 16: Operational risks

	Risk No
	Risk

	C1
	Open plan working proves ineffective because of poor space planning and failure to plan for changed working practices

	C2
	Layout of premises does not support team working

	C3
	Threatened or actual untoward incidents in the vicinity of the premises

	C4
	Staff and visitors find access difficult

	C5
	Staff recruitment suffers as location is unattractive to staff


Financial Risks

8.3.5 The financial risks identified are set out in Figure 17 below:

Figure 17: Financial risks

	Risk Number
	Risk

	D1
	Revenue costs are not publicly justifiable

	D2
	Revenue costs of relocation are underestimated

	D3
	Sale receipt delivers lower receipt than estimated

	D4
D5
	Fit out costs are not affordable
Unforeseen IT infrastructure costs


8.4 Risk assessment

8.4.1 The workshop undertook a qualitative risk assessment, scoring each of the risks identified above. In assessing the qualitative score, each risk was assessed in terms of its likely probability of occurring and its likely impact if it did occur. This results in a combined assessment of the overall significance of each risk. The assessment was carried out on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high). The assessment was then combined in to a high level risk management plan, as set out in the figure below: 
Figure 18: Risk management plan

	Risk Number
	Risk
	Probability
	Impact
	Risk score

(L x P)
	Mitigating action

	A1
	Change in  national policy requires PCT restructuring
	4
	3
	12
	Seek maximum flexibility from preferred option in terms of timescale, layout and volume of space

	A2
	Insufficient space to cope with unforeseen future needs
	3
	3
	9
	Seek maximum flexibility from preferred option in terms of timescale, layout and volume of space

	A3
	Too much space for future needs
	4
	3
	12
	Seek maximum flexibility from preferred option in terms of timescale, layout and volume of space

	A4
	Public confidence damaged by spending money on non clinical services
	2
	4
	8
	Demonstrate via PCT board papers and business case that due process has been followed, the benefits and savings to the health economy. 

	B1
	Refurb/fit out costs more costly than expected
	3
	3
	9
	Secure professional advice at an early stage and factor costs into negotiations with the landlord. Freeze design and introduce strong variation control

	B2
	Insufficient capacity within the PCT to manage the project
	4
	4
	16
	Identify resources for external project management expertise; provide contingency for backfilling of key posts, to enable staff to participate in project planning

	B3
	Relocation takes longer than planned, leading to high double running costs
	4
	4
	16
	Secure external expertise to support relocation project.  Backfill posts where required to free up key staff’s time. Set realistic time period for relocation.  Seek landlord’s agreement to undertake refit.

	B4
	Staff unwilling to move
	2
	3
	6
	Involve staff in the design process and demonstrate benefits

	B5
	Business continuity adversely affected by the move
	4
	4
	16
	Secure external expertise to support relocation project.  Backfill posts where required to free up key staff’s time.  Identify key staff to undertake business continuity planning during project

	B6
	Information is lost during the move
	2
	5
	10
	Confirm operational policies for IT security  during the move

	B7
	Space allocation and type proves inadequate for current needs
	2
	4
	8
	Engage experienced space planner to facilitate the process.  Ensure representation from all relevant Directorates in the design process, and provide opportunities for all staff to review the design prior to sign off.  

	B8
	Extension to scope of project leading to cost increases and delays
	4
	4
	16
	Introduce strong project management arrangements, with variation control procedures.

	B9
	High stress levels in staff during the transition period, arising from increased workload 
	3
	4
	12
	Provide additional project management support and release staff where appropriate from lower priority work.  Keep staff informed and involved in the process

	B10
	Moving and handling incidents increased during packing/removal period
	3
	4
	12
	Reiterate moving and handling advice to all staff. Identify high risk areas and secure additional support for the relocation in these areas.

	B11
	Difficulties in gaining access to lease premises for transferring  and maintaining IT infrastructure
	2
	5
	10
	Ensure access for essential work is included in the lease agreement.  Ensure good communication with the landlord to develop positive relationship.

	B12
	Insufficient resource within IT dept to manage the IT aspects of the project
	4
	5
	20
	Secure external project management resource and/or backfill key posts with additional agency/temporary staff.

	B13
	Failures in communication between key departments and external agencies during transition period
	4
	4
	16
	Identify key staff with responsibility for communications. Identify high risk areas and plan/resource accordingly.

	B14
	Landlord will not permit the required works
	2
	5
	10
	Ensure right to make the required work is included in the lease 

	B15
	Failures in major incident and outbreak plans as a result of the transition
	3
	5
	15
	Allocate responsibility for identifying key policies requiring review within each department, and review with partner agencies as appropriate.

	B16
	Delay in agreeing lease causes delay in placing order for IT infrastructure, which requires landlord consent
	4
	3
	12
	Obtain professional advice to negotiate lease, and ensure all preparatory work is undertaken on the IT work in advance 

	C1
	Open plan working proves ineffective because of poor space planning and failure to plan for changed working practices
	3
	4
	12
	Engage external expertise in space planning. Seek evidence of good practice from elsewhere. Ensure planning for new ways of working takes place in good time. 

	C2
	Layout of premises does not support team working
	2
	4
	8
	Identify preferred option with flexible layout.  Engage external expertise in space planning. Seek evidence of good practice from elsewhere. Ensure design takes account of planned new ways of working

	C3
	Threatened or actual untoward incidents in the vicinity of the premises
	2
	4
	8
	Develop operational policies for security. Consider safety as a factor in lease option selection

	C4
	Staff and visitors find access difficult
	3
	3
	9
	Include accessibility in the benefits criteria, and only consider options adjacent to public transport

	C5
	Staff recruitment suffers as location is unattractive to staff
	2
	2
	4
	Include appropriateness of location in the benefit criteria.

	D1
	Revenue costs are not publicly justifiable
	2
	2
	4
	Business case to demonstrate benefits and savings

	D2
	Revenue costs of relocation are underestimated
	3
	4
	12
	Reconfirm  staff numbers and revenue costs prior to signing the lease. Introduce strong project management and change control procedures

	D3
	Sale receipt delivers lower receipt than estimated
	3
	3
	9
	Secure specialist advice to market the site.

	D4
	Fit out costs are not affordable

	2
	4
	8
	Secure professional advice and introduce strong change control procedures

	D5
	Unforeseen IT infrastructure costs
	4
	3
	12
	Undertake detailed assessment of IT options at an early stage post OBC approval


8.4.2 Regular monitoring of these risks and the progress of the mitigating actions will need to be undertaken to ensure the project is not significantly impacted by the occurrence of the risk. 
9 Financial Appraisal
9.1 Overview
9.1.1 This section provides a commentary on the financial implications for both capital and revenue of the options under consideration. It also describes the methodology used in arriving at the financial estimates that form the basis of this appraisal.

9.1.2 Reference to the ‘lease options’ in  the following commentary, refers to the options to lease accommodation at Wembley Point, Imperial Hose, Electra House, Olympic Centre, Ramsey House or Olympic Way.
9.1.3 The financial impact of the options under consideration also needs to be considered in the context of the Trust’s optimal estate configuration. This is currently under consideration with no decision yet made. One potential outcome could be the disposal of the existing HQ site with an impairment resulting as described in section 9.5 below. The Trust has yet to determined its best course of action in terms of its optimal estate configuration.  
9.2 Summary of Revenue Cost and Capital Implications of Options
9.2.1 A summary of the impact on revenue costs and capital of the options under consideration can be found in the table below:

Figure 19: Summary of Revenue Costs and Capital
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Baseline

1,895 647

342

1.Do Nothing

1,895 657 132 347 70 1 1

2.Wembley Point

1,041 423 280 407 269 4 2

3.Imperial House

1,041 400 300 384 288 2 5

4.Electra House

1,041 439 300 422 288 6 5

5.Olympic Centre

1,041 441 285 424 274 7 4

6.Ramsey House

1,041 429 280 412 269 5 2

7.Olympic Way

1,041 401 430 386 413 3 7

Total cost £000

Cost £ per M

2

Ranking cost per M

2

BRENT PCT HQ ACCOMMODATION FINANCIAL APPRAISAL - CAPITAL AND REVENUE COSTS

Area M

2


9.2.2 In financial terms the ‘Do Nothing’ option shows the lowest cost per M2 for capital and revenue of any of the options. However it does not fulfil the objectives of the Trust and as the economic appraisal shows, is the most costly of all of the options due to the fact that if selected it would prevent the Trust selling the existing HQ site and realising £2.5m in sales proceeds. 

9.2.3 An assessment of the level of capital expenditure required relative to the level of revenue costs and therefore which option provides the lowest cost solution is considered in the Economic Appraisal below.

9.2.4 The implications for the affordability of the options are explained below.

· If the Trust were to pursue the ‘Do Nothing’ option then a small increase (£10k) in recurring revenue costs against its baseline will result.

· If the Trust pursues any of the shortlisted options listed, other than the ‘Do Nothing’, then the PCT retains the option to dispose of the HQ site. The sales proceeds of £2.5m could be used to fund any capital requirement. However the disposal of the site would result in an impairment of £5.3m (see section 9.5 below). The Trust would need to ensure that it had adequate impairment funding before proceeding with any of these options.

·  Assuming that the Trust has adequate funding for capital and the potential impairment, then all options sit within the Trust’s existing cost envelope and are affordable.

9.2.5 The following sections examine in more detail how the capital and revenue costs have been derived and any implications for the different options under consideration.

9.3 Capital Cost of Shortlisted Options

9.3.1 The capital costs of the shortlisted options are summarised in Figure 20 below.
Figure 20: Capital Cost Summary
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Build / Fit Out 

Cost

Fixtures and 

equipment

Backlog 

maintenance

Total Cost

1.Do Nothing

1,895 132 132

2.Wembley Point

1,041 100 180 280

3.Imperial House

1,041 120 180 300

4.Electra House

1,041 120 180 300

5.Olympic Centre

1,041 105 180 285

6.Ramsey House

1,041 100 180 280

7.Olympic Way

1,041 250 180 430

Capital cost £000


9.3.2 The capital costs above have been derived in consultation with the Trust Estates and Facilities department and Tribal property experts. The following assumptions have been made in arriving at these costs:

· These capital estimates are based on providing accommodation for 175 staff. The impact on capital and revenue costs of variations in the number of staff to be accommodated is considered in Section 10 below. 

· Based on Tribal’s experience in this area it has been assumed that £180k will need to be spent on fixtures and equipment for all options, except the ‘Do Nothing Option’.

· It is assumed that the only capital expenditure in the ‘Do Nothing’ option relates to backlog maintenance.

· The backlog maintenance is based on an estimate from the Trust Estates and Facilities department. The Trust is currently undergoing a programme to bring the Wembley site up to condition A or B. Over the next 5 years it is estimated that this will cost £620k for the whole of the Wembley site. It has been further estimated by the Estates and Facilities department that the HQ functions occupy 1,895 M2 of the total M2 of 8,888 of the Wembley site I.E. 21.3% of the total. 21.3% has been applied to the total estimated expenditure of £620k to arrive at a figure of £132k. It has been further assumed that all backlog maintenance is capital.

· It is assumed that the capital costs of all options will be funded out of existing capital budgets or out of the net sales proceeds from the disposal of the HQ site.
· It has been assumed that the current IT server on the Wembley Centre site remains in its current location.  The disposal value used for the Wembley site also assumes that the server remains in situ.  If the server were to be relocated, this would increase the disposal area and capital receipt.  The risks, costs and benefits of moving the Wembley Centre sever have not been evaluated in the OBC, as they would be neutral across all lease options.  

· Non recurrent revenue costs, such as the costs of the removal itself have not been included in the above.

· The costs of bringing an IT link into the new premises has not been included, as details of the current available IT infrastructure in each of the lease options is not known.  It is assumed that this cost would be the same across all lease options.  This would need to be confirmed at FBC stage.  
9.4 Capital Charges implications

9.4.1 The impact on capital charges of the proposed options are shown in Figure 21 below:

Figure 21: Capital charges
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Depreciation Return on capital TOTAL

Baseline

208 268

476

1.Do Nothing

215 271 486

2.Wembley Point

32 9 41

3.Imperial House

36 9 45

4.Electra House

36 9 45

5.Olympic Centre

33 9 42

6.Ramsey House

32 9 41

7.Olympic Way

62 13 75

Capital Charges £000


9.4.2 Capital charges calculations have assumed the following asset lives:

Years

Fit out costs



lease duration (5 years)

Fixtures and equipment

  15

Backlog maintenance.

  20


 Depreciation is calculated on cost over the life of the asset. The return on capital is        assumed to be 3.5%.

9.4.3  Baseline capital charges for the Wembley site were provided by the Trust. Based on an asset value of £35.6m at 1st April 2008, capital charges for the Wembley site are £2,234k. The HQ functions share of this is 21.3% of this value.

9.4.4 As can be seen baseline capital charges amount to £476k.The ‘Do Nothing’ option shows capital charges increasing due to the additional capital expenditure on backlog maintenance and also because it is assumed that the baseline capital charges will continue unchanged.

9.4.5 With the lease options it is assumed that the area on the Wembley site currently occupied by the HQ office functions will be disposed of and the baseline capital charges saved, This saving more than covers the capital charges arising on these options. 

9.5 Impairment
9.5.1 Currently no decision has been made by the Trust to dispose of the HQ site. As part of the overall decision on which option to choose, the Trust needs to consider its optimal estate configuration. The optimal estate configuration is still under consideration and will need to balance the financial implications, with the Trust’s objectives, with the need for appropriate accommodation for residual services / activities left on outlying sites that could be better accommodated on the existing HQ site.
9.5.2 An impairment will only crystallise at the point at which the site becomes surplus to requirements and is no longer in operational use. If such a decision were to be made then for all options with the exception of the ‘Do Nothing’, the areas on the current Wembley site occupied by the HQ functions would be disposed of. This would result in an impairment as shown in Figure 22 below.

Figure 22: Impairment on Disposal of Wembley HQ
[image: image4.emf]Impairment on disposal of HQ offices

£k

Sales proceeds 2,500 Note 1

Net book value 7,800 Note 2

Impairment (5,300)

Note 1  Sales proceeds based on an estimate received from Trust's Estates and Facilities department

Note 2 Based on an estimate received from the Trust Finance department


9.5.3 As can be seen, if the HQ offices are disposed of an impairment of £5.3 m will arise under the lease options. For the Trust to proceed with any of these options it will need to enter into discussions with the SHA to ascertain whether impairment funding is available.

9.6 Revenue Costs
9.6.1 An analysis of recurring revenue costs can be found in the figure below:

Figure 23:  Recurring Revenue Cost Summary

[image: image5.emf]BRENT PCT HQ ACCOMMODATION FINANCIAL APPRAISAL - RECURRING REVENUE COST

Lease cost Service charge Energy Rates

Premises and 

cleaning

Maintenance

Capital charges

Total Cost

Baseline

38 30 50 53

476

647

1.Do Nothing

38 30 50 53 486 657

2.Wembley Point

185 78 36 62 21 41 423

3.Imperial House

146 84 36 67 21 45 400

4.Electra House

202 67 36 67 21 45 439

5.Olympic Centre

196 78 36 67 21 42 441

6.Ramsey House

196 67 36 67 21 41 429

7.Olympic Way

134 67 36 67 21 75 401

Recurring Revenue Costs £000


9.6.2 The ‘Do Nothing’ revenue costs are based on the Wembley site 2008/9 budget cost centre reports as supplied by the Trust. The HQ costs were estimated by applying 21.3% to the total site costs. The 21.3% is based on the share of the total M2 of the Wembley site occupied by the HQ. Maintenance costs are based on a Tribal estimate of £28 / M2.
9.6.3 The costs for all the remaining options are based on a cost per M2. estimated by Tribal and shown in the table below:

Figure 24: Revenue Costs per M2 Assumptions 
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Lease cost Service charge Energy Rates Cleaning Maintenance

Wembley Point

1,041 £177.60 £75.35 £35.00 £59.20 £20.52 Note 1 5

Imperial House

1,041 £139.93 £80.73 £35.00 £64.58 £20.52 Note 1 5

Electra House

1,041 £193.75 £64.58 £35.00 £64.58 £20.52 Note 1 5

Olympic Centre

1,041 £188.36 £75.35 £35.00 £64.58 £20.52 Note 1 5

Ramsey House

1,041 £188.36 £64.58 £35.00 £64.58 £20.52 Note 1 5

Olympic Way

1,041 £129.16 £64.58 £35.00 £64.58 £20.52 Note 1 5

Note 1 A full repairing lease is assumed

Cost per Sq metre

Lease duration 

(years)


9.7 Sensitivity Analysis

9.7.1 The following financial sensitivities have been considered.

· The financial impact if the Trust were not to dispose of the existing HQ site.

· The financial sensitivity based on the assumption that 125 staff are accommodated and 192 staff are accommodated.
9.7.2 The foregoing financial analysis is based on the assumption that the existing HQ site is to be disposed of. Figure 25 considers the impact of not disposing of the HQ site. As can be seen the Do Nothing option becomes the lowest cost option both in terms of capital and revenue. The reason for this is that if the existing site is not disposed of then the Trust will still incur the running costs for two sites which will result in a considerable increase in costs. This increase in costs does not sit within the Trust’s existing cost envelope and would have to be funded by surpluses elsewhere or additional cost savings.

9.7.3  If the Trust were not to dispose of the existing site then it would not incur the impairment that would have otherwise crystallised.
Figure 25: Financial Impact if Trust does not Dispose of HQ Site
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1.Do Nothing

1,895 657 132 347 70 1 1

2.Wembley Point

1,041 982 280 944 269 4 2

3.Imperial House

1,041 959 300 922 288 2 5

4.Electra House

1,041 998 300 959 288 6 5

5.Olympic Centre

1,041 1,000 285 961 274 7 4

6.Ramsey House

1,041 988 280 950 269 5 2

7.Olympic Way

1,041 961 430 923 413 3 7

Total cost £000

Cost £ per M

2

Ranking by Lowest Total Cost

BRENT PCT HQ ACCOMMODATION FINANCIAL APPRAISAL - CAPITAL AND REVENUE COSTS ASSUMING NO DISPOSAL OF HQ SITE

Area M

2


9.7.4 The conclusion of this sensitivity is that as part of the decision on which option to pursue the PCT will need to consider the estate configuration that will optimise its financial position in 2009/10 and beyond.
9.7.5 Existing capital and revenue estimates assume the provision of accommodation for 175 staff. The second sensitivity considered examines the cost of providing accommodation for 125 staff and 192 staff.
9.7.6 The cost variations for accommodating 125 staff or 192 staff for the lease options can be found in the table below:
Figure 26: Sensitivity Analysis on Staff Numbers
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Baseline

1,895 647

342

2.Wembley Point

743 302 200 407 269 3 1

3.Imperial House

743 286 214 384 288 1 4

4.Electra House

743 314 214 422 288 5 4

5.Olympic Centre

743 315 204 424 274 6 3

6.Ramsey House

743 306 200 412 269 4 1

7.Olympic Way

743 287 307 386 413 2 6

Revenue costs Capital costs Revenue costs Capital costs Revenue costs Capital costs

Baseline

1,895 647

342

2.Wembley Point

1,142 464 307 407 269 3 1

3.Imperial House

1,142 439 329 384 288 1 4

4.Electra House

1,142 482 329 422 288 5 4

5.Olympic Centre

1,142 484 313 424 274 6 3

6.Ramsey House

1,142 471 307 412 269 4 1

7.Olympic Way

1,142 440 472 386 413 2 6

BRENT PCT HQ ACCOMMODATION FINANCIAL APPRAISAL - CAPITAL AND REVENUE COSTS BASED ON 192 STAFF
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2

Total cost £000

Cost £ per M

2

Ranking cost per M

2

BRENT PCT HQ ACCOMMODATION FINANCIAL APPRAISAL - CAPITAL AND REVENUE COSTS BASED ON 125 STAFF



Area M

2

Total cost £000

Cost £ per M

2

Ranking cost per M

2


9.7.7 The equipment and fit out costs for 175 staff detailed in Figure 20 have been pro-rated based on 125 staff and 192 staff. This has resulted in small variations in capital cost per M2.

9.7.8 Revenue cost per M2 has changed because capital and therefore capital charges have changed.
9.7.9 As can be seen from the analysis the costs of accommodating 192 staff fall well within the Trust’s (baseline) cost envelope and are affordable assuming that the Trust has sufficient resources to fund any capital requirements.
9.8 Financial Appraisal Conclusions

9.8.1 The financial appraisal draws attention to the following conclusions.

9.8.2 On the basis of the cost per M2 the ‘Do Nothing’ option has the lowest capital and recurring revenue costs. However, the ‘Do Nothing’ option does not meet the Trust’s objectives and as will be seen in the discounted cash flow analysis in the economic appraisal, ends up being the most expensive option. This is because selecting this option would prevent the Trust from realising £2.5m in sales proceeds from the disposal of the existing HQ site and becomes an opportunity cost for selecting the option.

9.8.3 All options, including the ‘Do Nothing’, are fully affordable in terms of revenue costs against the Trust’s existing cost baseline. It is assumed that the Trust could raise the necessary funds for the capital required under each option. In the case of the lease options, this capital could come from the sales proceeds from the disposal of the existing HQ site.

9.8.4 As explained in section 9.5 the disposal of the existing HQ site would result in an impairment of £5.3m. The Trust needs to ascertain from the SHA the position with regard to impairment funding before proceeding to dispose of the site.

9.8.5 Sensitivity analysis considered the financial implications if the Trust were not to dispose of the existing HQ site. This analysis determined that in such an instance the Do Nothing option would become the least costly option both in terms of capital and revenue. The conclusion here is that as part of the decision on which option to pursue the PCT will need to consider the estate configuration that will optimise its financial position in 2009/10 and beyond.
9.8.6 Sensitivity analysis indicates that all options remain affordable (assuming sufficient capital resources) for accommodating 192 staff. The financial estimates in this analysis are based on accommodating 175 staff.

9.8.7 The financial appraisal cannot conclude on which option is the most financially advantageous. However it can conclude that all options are affordable. The choice between options will be examined in the economic appraisal that follows. 

10 Economic Appraisal

10.1 Overview

10.1.1 This section assesses the combined capital and revenue costs of the options. It also investigates the impact of the intangible economic benefits that can be obtained from each option.

10.1.2 To measure the impact on cash flow of the options, capital and revenue cash flows have been used to calculate Net Present Cost (NPC) and Equivalent Annual Cost (EAC) in accordance with the Capital Investment Manual. The models supporting these calculations are shown in Appendix C.
10.1.3 NPC seeks to measure the present day value of all future net cost cash flows. The option with the lowest NPC is the least cost option but not necessarily the best value for money. EAC seeks to convert the total cost of the NPC into an equivalent annual cash flow I.E. what the option under consideration would cost on an annual basis. Again, the lowest EAC represents the lowest cost option, but not necessarily the best value for money option. EAC is another way of looking at cost.

10.1.4 A benefits appraisal has been undertaken in Section 7, and by comparing the EAC (or NPC) with the number of benefit points for that option, the option with the lowest cost per benefit point offers best value for money.

10.2 Assumptions

10.2.1 The following assumptions have been made in this appraisal:

· Capital charges have been excluded from all cash flows

· Each lease option has been assessed over 5 years (the expected duration of the lease to be taken out). 

· Capital and revenue cost estimates are based on those in the financial appraisal in section 9 above.

· It is usual to make an adjustment to exclude any irrecoverable VAT included within revenue costs. This has not been done in this analysis as it is assumed that such an adjustment would have no material impact on the appraisal.

· A discount rate of 3.5% has been used in this discounting all cash flows.
· The Trust is currently considering its optimal estate configuration and in particular what it should do with the existing HQ site. The decision on an optimal estate configuration will need to balance the financial implications with the trust's non-financial objectives and consideration of the impact on any residual services/ activities remaining after the HQ move or any services in outlying areas in need of new accommodation. If the Trust were to make a decision to dispose of the HQ site then the impact of the sales proceeds needs to be reflected in the discounted cash flow analysis and this is considered in the analysis in the rest of this appraisal.
In this scenario if the Trust were to choose the ‘Do Nothing’ option as its preferred option it would no longer have the opportunity to dispose of the premises currently occupied by the HQ staff. This means it would lose the opportunity of £2.5m in sales proceeds from disposal of the site. The £2.5m therefore becomes an opportunity cost for selecting that option. The £2.5m would still be available under the other options. In accordance with guidance, the cash flows for the ‘Do Nothing’ option only have been adjusted to include this opportunity cost in year 1 of the appraisal. A further assumption has been made that at the end of the 5 year investment appraisal period, the premises in the ‘Do Nothing’ option are disposed of at 50% of their £2.5m value I.E. £1.25m  
10.3 Summary of the Outcome of the Economic Appraisal

10.3.1 A summary of the economic appraisal can be found in the figure below:
Figure 27: Summary of Economic Appraisal
[image: image9.emf]1.Do Nothing 3.5%

2,333 499 436 1,145 7

2.Wembley Point 3.5%

2,152 461 640 720 4

3.Imperial House 3.5%

2,041 437 590 740 5

4.Electra House 3.5%

2,225 476 606 786 6

5.Olympic Centre 3.5%

2,236 478 811 590 1

6.Ramsey House 3.5%

2,178 466 689 677 3
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2,041 437 694 629 2
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10.3.2 The following conclusions can be drawn from the table above:
· On an Equivalent Annual Cost (EAC) per benefit point basis the Olympic Centre option offers best value for money.

· The Olympic Way lease option has the lowest Net Present Cost (NPC), and Equivalent Annual Cost (EAC) of the options under consideration. However this option does not fit the criteria set by the trust as well as the Olympic Centre option. 

· The option offering the poorest value for money is the ‘Do Nothing’ option. This is in part due to the fact that this option would not allow the Trust to dispose of the HQ premises and therefore £2.5m in sales proceeds is forgone.

10.4 Switching Analysis

10.4.1 Switching analysis examines the changes in key variables and how much these would need to change to change the ranking of the option offering best value for money.

10.4.2 The variables examined in this instance are the number of benefit points and changes in recurring revenue costs. The outcome of this analysis is shown in the figure below: 

Figure 28: Switching Analysis
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10.4.3 The following conclusions can be drawn from the switching analysis;

10.4.4 For the rankings in EAC cost per benefit point to change between 1st and 2nd place, the Olympic Centre option benefit points would need to fall by 6.4% from 811 to 759. This would put the Olympic Centre’ option in second place behind the ‘Olympic way’ option.

10.4.5 Alternatively the ‘Olympic Way’ benefit points would need to increase by 6.8% from 694 to 742 to put it in first position, ahead of the Olympic Centre’ option.

10.4.6 If benefit points remain unchanged, but recurring revenue costs change then the ‘Olympic Centre’ revenue costs would need to increase by 8.1% for its ranking in EAC per benefit point to change to second place behind the ‘Olympic Way’ option.

10.4.7 Alternatively the ‘Olympic Way’ option recurring revenue costs would need to fall by 8.6% for its EAC per benefit point to rank ahead of that of the ‘Olympic Centre’ option.

10.4.8 Whilst there is some room for changes in benefit points and recurring revenue costs before the first and second ranked options change place, the difference between these options is not significant. In making its decision on the preferred option, if either of these options were to be selected as preferred option, the Trust should keep this in mind. Any significant changes in the financial dynamics of either the ‘Olympic Way’ or ‘Olympic Centre’ options could result in the Trust selecting a preferred option that does not necessarily offer best value for money. 

10.5 Sensitivity Analysis

10.5.1 Section 9.7 in the Financial Appraisal considers the financial impact of the Trust not disposing of its existing HQ site. The economic appraisal considers this further in the sensitivity below.

Figure 29: Impact of the Trust not Disposing of the HQ Site
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10.5.2 As can be seen from Figure 29 , if the HQ site is not disposed of then the Do Nothing option offers best value for money, followed by the Olympic Centre option. This is because the sales proceeds from disposal of the HQ site are no longer included as an opportunity cost in the Do Nothing option (the site is not being sold in this sensitivity). The cash outflows of the Do Nothing option then fall considerably relative to the lease options, making the latter more expensive.  

10.5.3 The conclusion of this sensitivity is that the PCT needs to consider the optimal estate configuration that will take it forward into 2009/10 and beyond. This configuration will need to balance the financial implications with the trust's non-financial objectives and consideration of the impact on any residual services / activities remaining after the HQ move or any services in outlying areas in need of new accommodation.  
10.5.4 The outcome of this sensitivity is consistent with that examined in Section 9.7 in the Financial Appraisal.
10.6 Conclusion

10.6.1 The following conclusions can be drawn from the economic appraisal.

· The ‘Olympic Centre’ option has the lowest Equivalent Annual Cost per benefit point of the options and therefore offers best value for money.

· The lowest cost option is the ‘Olympic Way’ option because it has the lowest Net Present Cost and Equivalent Annual Cost. However this does not fit the criteria set by the trust as well as the Olympic Centre option.

· Switching analysis suggests that the number of benefit points or the recurring revenue costs would not need to move significantly for the ‘Olympic Centre’ option to offer better value for money than the ‘Olympic Way’ option.
· Sensitivity analysis on the impact of the Trust not disposing of the HQ site concludes that the PCT needs to consider the optimal estate configuration that will take it forward into 2009/10 and beyond. This configuration will need to balance the financial implications with the trust's non-financial objectives and consideration of the impact on any residual services / activities remaining after the HQ move or any services in outlying areas in need of new accommodation.  
11 Preferred Option

11.1 Introduction

11.1.1 This section describes the preferred option.

11.2 Conclusions drawn from analyses

11.2.1 The results of the non-financial benefits appraisal, financial and economic appraisal are shown in Figure 30 below:

Figure 30: Summary of the option appraisals

	
	1.

 Do Nothing


	2. 

Wembley Point
	3. 

Imperial House
	4. 

Electra House
	5

The Olympic Centre
	6

Ramsey House
	7

Olympic Way

	Benefit Appraisal score
	436
	640
	590
	606
	811
	689
	694

	Rank
	7
	4
	6
	5
	1
	3
	2

	EAC per benefit point as per  CIM
	£1145
	£720
	£740
	£786
	£590
	£677
	£629

	Rank
	7
	4
	5
	6
	1
	3
	2

	Revenue cost/saving
	£657K
	£423K
	£400K
	£439K
	£441K
	£429
	£401K

	Rank 
	7
	3
	1
	5
	6
	4
	2


11.2.2 As can be seen, there is a clear highest ranking option in the non financial appraisal- the Olympic Centre lease - and this option also ranks the highest in the economic appraisal.  This option does not have the lowest revenue costs, but is nevertheless significantly cheaper than the ‘Do Nothing’ option.  This suggests that the Olympic Centre should be regarded as the preferred option.
11.2.3 The second highest ranking option in the non financial appraisal – Olympic Way- also scores the second highest in the economic appraisal and has the second lowest revenue costs.  This suggests that this option is a viable second choice to the Olympic Centre option.

11.2.4 These rankings assume that part of the site currently used for HQ services at the Wembley Centre is disposed of, resulting in reduced capital charges and a sale receipt.  No decision has yet been made on the future use of this site.
11.3 Description of the Preferred Option

11.3.1 The preferred option is to lease a full floor and a part floor of the Olympic Centre, Wembley Park.  This is a modern refurbished purpose built office block in a business district of Wembley.  It is located within walking distance of the Headquarters of the London Borough of Brent, and within a very short distance of Wembley Park station, which provides fast access into Central London. It provides accommodation in open plan style conducive to team working and has the potential to achieve all critical team adjacencies.
11.3.2 Because the proposal is to lease for a five year period only, this option provides a high degree of flexibility in the event of changing needs.

11.4 Key benefits of the preferred option

11.4.1 The preferred option provides the following benefits:

· A purpose built and high quality working environment designed for office use

· An environment which provides for the required team adjacencies, to optimise team working and improve communication to support ‘World Class Commissioning’.

· Flexible space on a maximum of two floors to support integrated and matrix working across Directorates, including the sharing of information between different professional groups

· A location within walking distance of the local authority headquarters.

· Fast access to Central London, which is required to enable participation in London wide commissioning initiatives.

· Good accessibility for the public 

· A location within reasonable travelling distance of the current headquarters, which will minimise disruption for the current workforce

· The potential for a short term lease, maintaining maximum flexibility in the event of changing national policy and organisational reconfiguration.

· Space to provide for all the PCT’s requirements, including the upper range workforce
· Separation of the Commissioning function from PCT Provider services, in line with national policy

11.5 Support for the Preferred Option

11.5.1 Support for a lease option has been developed with the involvement of representatives of all Directorate staff.

11.5.2 Further stakeholder involvement will be secured through the design process for the fit out and office layout.
12 Transition Plan 
12.1 Introduction

12.1.1 This section sets out the key workstreams that will need to be carried out to implement the proposals within this paper, together with indicative timescales. 

12.1.2 The contents of this plan were developed at a meeting of the project team, which took place following the conclusion of the benefits and risk appraisals.  
12.2 Workstreams

12.2.1 Figure 31 below sets out the  workstreams identified by the Project Team:

12.3 Project Plan

12.3.1 A high level project plan is enclosed at Appendix D.
Figure 31: Workstreams

	Workstream
	Task
	Length of time required

	Project Management  arrangements
	PCT to confirm the extent of external project management resource required; work to be specified and tendered
	2 weeks

	External Technical Advisers
	Specification for external space planning advisors to be prepared and tendered. Decision on appointment of planning consultants and agents re site disposal to be made, and if appropriate, specified and tendered
	4 weeks

	Staff and stakeholder consultation
	Staff and partner agencies to be briefed on PCT decision to relocate, Mechanisms for ongoing consultation to be established
	1 week and ongoing

	Lease
	Heads of terms for lease, service charge and rent free period (if applicable) to be negotiated and formalised.  Agreement to be reached on responsibility for fit it.
	8 weeks

	New ways of working
	Agreement to be reached on new ways of working in open plan environment, cultural change needed to achieve optimum  team working, and space requirements to support these
	4 weeks (for space requirements) and ongoing

	Operational policies
	Development of operational policies for new building, including files storage, security, car parking, environmental policy, catering, post, goods received etc
	10 weeks 

	Agreement of site layout
	Agreement of space requirements for each directorate, detailed adjacencies, meeting and support services, including soft FM
	8 weeks 

	IT
	Agreement of IT requirements; placing of order for main IT line in to the building and other IT work
	14 weeks

( 12 weeks required for order)

	Soft FM
	Agreement of hotel services requirements for new building and place contracts/SLAs as required
	14 weeks

	Refit
	Appointment of contractor (by PCT or landlord) and monitor work
	8 weeks

	Residual site issues
	Identification of implications for the Wembley site of the HQ relocation, including impact on canteen and  FM  service providers
	12 weeks

	Future use of Wembley site
	Review to be undertaken in the context of the PCT’s overall estates requirements. 
	16 weeks

	Removal
	Identify assets, files and equipment to be transferred, retained on site or disposed of. Agree removal plans and appoint contractor. Agree responsibilities for packing
	6 weeks

	Amendments to PCT policies
	Review PCT policies to determine changes required as a result of the relocation, eg major incident, outbreak and business continuity plans; liaise as appropriate with partner agencies
	6 weeks

	PR and information to the public
	Prepare information for the public and stakeholders on change of HQ, inform all relevant agencies and amend communications materials
	4 weeks

	Staff orientation
	Organise visits by staff to new premises to familiarise themselves with the building
	2 weeks

	Relocation
	Identify coordinators on both old and new sites, and have FM staff on standby for resolution of immediate problems. Review any post move works and amendments to operational policies required 
	2 weeks

	Post project evaluation
	Identify what went well, what could be improved on and lessons learned
	4 weeks


Appendix A - Space Requirements

Space Requirements

	Brent PCT space requirements for HQ
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Cellular offices
	number of people              
	space required per person 
	total space allocated 
	
	Sensitivity -50
	Sensitivity+17
	 

	Chairman
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Chief exe
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Clinical leadership
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Finance
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	HR
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Public Health
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Commissioning
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	Strategic commissioning
	1
	15
	15
	
	
	
	 

	non executive office 2 person
	2
	18
	18
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	8
	
	138
	
	138
	138
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	General office staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	desks space
	167
	3.5
	584.5
	
	409.5
	644
	 

	filing space 
	167
	0.5
	83.5
	
	58.5
	92
	 

	central filing for HR 
	0
	10
	10
	
	10
	10
	 

	central filing for commissioning
	0
	10
	10
	
	10
	10
	 

	Total
	
	
	688
	
	482.02
	756
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	hot desks 
	6
	3
	18
	
	18
	18
	 

	breakout space x 3
	8
	0.7
	5.6
	
	5.6
	5.6
	 

	Reception area
	0
	
	15
	
	15
	15
	 

	Total 
	
	
	38.6
	
	38.6
	38.6
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Meeting rooms x7
	6
	1
	42
	
	42
	42
	 

	board room
	20
	1
	20
	
	20
	20
	 

	Kitchens 
	0
	2
	10
	
	8
	8
	 

	Total 
	
	
	72
	
	72
	72
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total staff space
	
	
	936.6
	
	730.62
	1004.6
	 

	circulation space 12%
	
	
	112.39
	
	                       87,67
	                      120,5

	Total 
	175
	
	1,049.00
	
	                    818,29
	1,125.10
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	total number of feet 
	
	10.76 per m2
	11,287
	
	8,804
	12,106
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Assume toilets are in shared landlords area 
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Total floor area required per option are  in sq ft 
	11,200
	 
	8,804
	12,106
	 


Appendix B - Project Team Membership

Project Team Membership

Charles Allen



Director of Human Resources and Organisational Development



(Project Lead)

Neil O’Farrell



Head of Estates and Facilities, Provider Division

Bridget Pratt
Integrated Governance Manager, Clinical Leadership and Integrated Governance Directorate

Mary Joyce



P.A., Public Health Directorate

Avtar Ubbi



Business Systems Manager, Information Technology

Gill Kelly



Deputy Director of Strategic Commissioning

Theodora Ioannou
Senior Prescribing Advisor, Prescribing and Medicines Management Team, Primary Care Commissioning Directorate

Veda Dubery
Workforce, Information and Planning Manager, Human Resources Directorate

Appendix C – Economic Appraisal Calculations
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DCF ANALYSIS £000

Basis of appraisal: GEM

Year Discount Rate Discount factor

Do 

Nothing

Wembley 

Point

Imperial 

House

Electra 

House

Olympic 

Centre

Ramsey 

House

Olympic 

Way

0 2008/09 1 (2,697) (3,163) (3,155) (3,194) (3,184) (3,168) (3,257)

1 2009/10 3.5% 0.966 (191) 2,046 2,073 2,035 2,030 2,040 2,100

2 2010/11 3.5% 0.934 (184) (357) (331) (368) (373) (362) (305)

3 2011/12 3.5% 0.902 (178) (345) (320) (355) (360) (350) (295)

4 2012/13 3.5% 0.871 917 (333) (309) (343) (348) (338) (285)

NET PRESENT COST (NPC) NPC (2,333) (2,152) (2,041) (2,225) (2,236) (2,178) (2,041)

DCF Factor

4.673 4.673 4.673 4.673 4.673 4.673 4.673

EQUIVALENT ANNUAL COST (EAC) EAC (499) (461) (437) (476) (478) (466) (437)

DCF CALCULATIONS £000



Appendix D - Project Plan

	Task
	Week

	
	2
	4
	6
	8
	10
	12
	14
	16
	18
	20
	22
	24
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Project Mgt arrgts
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Tech advisors
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Staff consultation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Lease negs
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	New ways of working
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Operational policies
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Site layout
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	IT reqs and orders
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Soft FM reqs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Refit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	Residual site issues
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Review of future of Wembley site
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Removal plans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	Amend PCT policies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	PR and public info
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	Staff orientation
/equip
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	

	Relocation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Post project evaluation
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