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Foreword

The future presents ever-increasing challenges for institutions: one such challenge is to improve the management of their support services.  These services are vital for institutions in providing better quality outputs to meet the needs of their students, academic staff, customers and visitors.

Facilities management costs the UK higher education sector approximately £5 billion each year.  This report provides guidance on how to make the most of FM: it includes action checklists and references to more specific material.

The report also provides examples of the benefits gained by several higher education institutions from using facilities management as a practical and innovative management approach.  As part of their FM arrangements, these institutions have co-ordinated and integrated a much broader range of support services and physical resources.  They have aligned these key business operations more closely to their core activities, and improved the management of them, because they are important to the institution’s business success.

Institutions are only too aware that the outcomes of teaching quality assessments and undergraduate recruitment and retention surveys have emphasised that high quality services must be maintained.  Some HE institutions will already be using some or many of the management techniques, tools, ideas and solutions included in this report; others will be able to select the ideas and approaches that will work in their organisation.  A thorough review of support service arrangements, using the guidance and principles contained in this report, will help all institutions to achieve their service goals.

The study clearly demonstrates the improved value that many institutions could obtain from their facilities management arrangements.  I trust that you will find this guide helpful in realising this value.

Professor David Wallace

Chair, UK VfM Steering Group

Vice-Chancellor, Loughborough University

March 2000
Executive summary

Introduction

Institutions will want support services that offer the best possible standards to meet students’ and other customers’ needs.  Better co-ordination between core activities and support services means that institutions can respond faster and more effectively to those demands for services.

This study is intended to demonstrate the over-arching nature of facilities management and the benefits to be gained from adopting a co-ordinated approach.  How this approach is applied in practice by institutions will be considered as part of specific studies of support services (see Annex A – Background to the study, for further details).

The definition of facilities management in this report reflects the nature of the HE sector and the requirements of institutions.  Facilities management in day to day practice uses a range of existing (and evolving) management techniques, tools, ideas and solutions.

Defining facilities management

This study defines facilities as the support services and physical resources of the institution that are key to its business success.  This definition for facilities management (FM) recognises that FM arrangements may include a broad range of academic support, administrative, and technical services; and that these arrangements can differ widely for individual higher education institutions (HEIs).

Facilities management is not about ‘contracting out’ key services to external service providers.  It is about establishing an integrated resources infrastructure and management approach that will enable HEIs to support the delivery of core activities, and meet the clearly identified and agreed needs of their customers.

Institutions that want to gain the benefits of FM need to adopt a planned approach that takes into account management input, evaluation of options, implementation costs and so on.  To be effective the management of ‘facilities’ should embody strategic, tactical and operational dimensions.

The practical benefits include:

· a shared understanding of the business agenda, with integrated goals for core activities and key support services

· co-ordinated strategic, tactical and operational management arrangements and enhanced management skills

· defined and improved levels of service, linking service to the institution’s organisational culture, to facilitate organisational change

· value for money procurement processes for key support services.

As part of the study, a facilities management self-assessment checklist was developed with the help of HEIs (see Section 1).  Institutions may find the checklist helpful to review their present support services arrangements and to prioritise the actions identified, as part of a management action plan.

Identifying initial objectives

To obtain value for money, the institution will need a clear and agreed set of objectives and criteria for FM arrangements, based on the needs of its stakeholders.  This is a strategic exercise and will contribute to the institution’s corporate plan.  A better delivery of service outcomes through facilities management could be achieved by linking more explicitly the institution’s strategic, tactical and operational documents (for example, the estates strategy through to service level agreements) to the corporate strategic business plan and the evaluation of customers’ needs.  Policy documents will have a bearing on the issues identified and discussed.

Facilities management needs to operate in partnership with academic colleagues to enhance resource management skills and processes, such as planning, service definitions and so on.  Service level agreements can play a valuable part in developing this partnership.  Appropriate resources will then be required to match stakeholders’ needs, to underpin the whole process of service delivery of support services.

Developing the management approach

As the nature of the services changes, so business opportunities will need to be re-evaluated, and the business case revised.  An institution focused on customers will have management structures that are flexible in meeting customers’ needs.  The emphasis therefore moves away from the management structure per se, to allowing individual managers greater flexibility in meeting service demands.  This may be achieved through co-ordination with other support service arrangements, as part of an integrated and co-ordinated management framework that looks beyond traditional support service boundaries.  Institutions are recommended to define the service levels required against their strategic objectives, and to understand the important contribution made by these services to business success.  Diminution of service provision on cost grounds alone is short sighted and can damage an institution.

Institutions will want to determine their own analysis of what represents a key support service.  Some institutions that have adopted a facilities management approach have started with an analysis that identified the key support services and the essential interconnections.  By carrying out a review in this way, the areas of overlap in service provision are identified.  This gives the institution’s management team opportunities for flexibility in service delivery, and opportunities to maximise income and/or reduce costs.  Flatter management structures and better lines of communication are created, providing an opportunity to direct support services in a more appropriate and responsive way.  However, there is no one ‘correct’ structure.

Whatever management structure is adopted, another important element for effective FM arrangements is the ‘informed client function’.  This role may be undertaken by a member of the senior management team, or by a group of individuals who are independent of the more detailed service delivery processes.  They should ensure that the institution’s requirements are reflected in any procurement process, be it in-house or contracted out, in terms of corporate standards and faculty, school or departmental standards.

The informed client function is a critical one, acting as the client representative for both internal and externally procured support services.  It requires a thorough knowledge of existing arrangements, and of the institution’s business, culture, values, goals and objectives.  The informed client function also involves co-ordinating views within the institution in establishing service level agreements, to define the service requirements from service providers (whether internal or external); and in formulating the institution’s corporate strategic plan, to set the objectives.  Higher education institutions must decide what value they accord to FM.

Developing service-oriented funding mechanisms, investing in staff training and management skills, and adopting quality and service standards are other issues that senior management teams need to consider.  If FM is to develop further, the role of facilities management needs to be reflected more clearly in job descriptions, responsibilities and management skills.

The concept of core activities and key support services has implications for financial models.  Specific activities and services may flex between each grouping in line with changes in their contributions and market factors.  Service standards and delivery costs are closely aligned.  If institutions want to ensure the delivery of desired standards, then financial models will need to be developed on the basis of life-cycle costing, so that by defining the service the institution manages the costs arising.

Focusing on service delivery

Clear objectives based on stakeholders’ needs and appropriate structures are not enough.  All support services, whether internally or externally provided, ought to be subject to review: there should be procedures to test the market, benchmark services and to maximise the use of limited resources.  Performance indicators could be developed to monitor and to link the individual service contributions for co-ordinated services.  Some performance indicators for facilities management services will be developed as part of the funding councils’ Estates Management Statistics Study.

The development of a procurement strategy as part of the institution’s FM arrangements is essential, as the difference between good and bad procurement can be as high as 25 per cent of non-pay costs (‘Procurement Strategy for Higher Education’ – Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, September 1996).  To ensure that appropriate service standards are operating across the institution and that existing support service benefits are maintained, institutions may wish to undertake periodic reviews.  As part of this report, a decision tree has been developed that indicates some of the issues that institutions could consider in developing their facilities management arrangements (see Section 4 – Review of current service arrangements).

The application of market testing should be in the context of an overall strategy for the development and delivery of the institution’s support services.  Such a strategy could then be applied to the management of in-house services.  In-house services ought to operate in a similar way to services contracted out, namely, there should be a strategic informed client function.  As part of the study, a number of ‘push and pull’ factors and ‘dos and don’ts’ have been identified regarding in-house and external services (see Section 4 – In-house services and Contracting out).  These capture the considerations to be borne in mind by HEIs, and in some cases the consequences of failing to consider adequately the options for service delivery.

1. Defining facilities management

Developing services and sustaining quality
















1.
Defining facilities management

The contribution of support services to a total institution experience for its customers needs to be clearly understood.  This section looks at the following issues:

· what is facilities management?

· benefits of facilities management

· adopting FM

· FM self-assessment checklist.

What is facilities management?

Institutions want support services that offer the best possible standards to internal and external customers in terms of quality, time and value.  Facilities management (FM) is not about ‘contracting out’ key services to external service providers.  It is about establishing an integrated management and resources infrastructure that will enable the institution to meet the clearly identified and agreed requirements (needs, not wants) of its stakeholders.

This study defines facilities management as supporting the institution’s core activities by managing the services and physical resources that are key to its business success, in an integrated and co-ordinated way.  Core activities are defined as those relating to research, teaching and learning, and working with business and the community.  The facilities of the institution include a range of services, functions and activities, as well as buildings and equipment.

Benefits of facilities management

Effective FM can lead to:

· simpler operational structures, to improve the identification and delivery of customers’ needs

· better use of the professional expertise and experience within the institution

· clearer roles for academic and facilities management staff, as client and service provider respectively

· annual savings, through effective management of procurement

· processes for service delivery and financial control that centre on improving performance and maximising value for money.

At one institution, a facilities management approach was adopted to provide unified support to corporate objectives.  To date, this has led to:

· changes in management culture and responsibilities, based on collaboration and customer focus

· rationalising assets and facilities management resources as part of its capital investment strategy and cost savings
· improved working practices and systems, to engender cohesion across all support service disciplines

· refurbishment of residential accommodation to improve income generation, conserve resources and reduce overheads

· better use of space, following the consolidation of its estates portfolio.
Adopting FM

Institutions that want to gain the benefits of FM need to adopt a planned approach that takes into account management input, evaluation of options, implementation costs, periodic reviews and so on.  There are three dimensions to developing such an approach: strategic, tactical and operational.

Strategic

The main issues here relate to setting the overall framework for FM, including the vision, purpose and culture of the institution.  An essential task is to establish a rationale that guides the support management.  The institution can then apply the rationale systematically to identify clearly how services may contribute to business success.  Institutions will want to decide what services and physical resources to include in their FM arrangements.  For example, should they cover all the physical resources of the institution, which may be owned outright, leased, rented, or subject to a PFI arrangement?  Similarly, support services may be provided by in-house staff or external contractors.

If an FM approach is adopted, the varying requirements and use of the institution’s physical resources and support services will represent an agreed and clearly defined response to its strategic needs.  The different procurement options for satisfying those needs may then be implemented, or reviewed as necessary.

Tactical

The tactical level focuses on developing appropriate policies and systems to establish what is needed, including issues relating to quality, value and risk.  This requires a planned approach: that is, an evaluation of options, provision of resources and input of management time.

The roles and responsibilities of stakeholders will also require definition, within a structure that clarifies the roles of client, customer, user, service provider and supplier.  Changes to management structures may also need to be considered and implemented.  In this report, stakeholders are defined as students, staff, visitors, business and community partners and service providers.  Service providers have been included because they have an interest in the success of the service activity; they may be internal and external.

Also important are considerations of quality (fitness for purpose), value, cost and price.  Value relates to the performance standard that is achieved through adopting a quality approach.  Whole life cost will be different to the price paid.  Standards should be agreed, for operating procedures as well as service performance, to ensure that customers’ needs are met.

Operational

The operational level will involve using the agreed systems, monitoring results and taking appropriate action to secure and maintain the desired targets and standards.  It also requires investment in staff training and development; consideration of the options for change; and the definition of appropriate management structures and service standards.  Quality ought to be consistent; performance benchmarking underpins consistency.

FM self-assessment checklist

As part of the study, a facilities management self-assessment checklist was developed with the help of higher education institutions.  The relevant part of the checklist is shown at the end of each section of this report.  Institutions may find the checklist helpful to review their present support services arrangements and to prioritise the actions identified, as part of a management action plan.

Self-assessment checklist: defining facilities management

· The institution has a rationale both for defining a core activity and a key support service, and for any changes in classifying such activities and services.

· The institution has identified the key support services that form part of its FM arrangements.

· The strategic, tactical and operational requirements have been identified for all support services.

2.
Identifying initial objectives








2.
Identifying initial objectives

Core activities need to respond to customers’ needs.  To support core activities, a range of services needs to be in place.  Such services may be key to the business success of the institution, and HEIs should consider implementing arrangements that will enhance service delivery.  It may also be important that these services can respond as quickly as core activities; if so, a strategic remit for them should be agreed and adopted by the institution.  This section looks at the following issues:

· defining stakeholders

· consulting stakeholders and setting objectives

· service specifications and service level agreements.

Defining stakeholders

Possibly the most crucial element of an FM approach is the identification and classification of stakeholders.  Stakeholders have roles as client, customer, user, purchaser, service provider and supplier.  Each has an impact on the success in achieving the institution’s business agenda and ought to be clearly defined.

There is a relationship between the needs of the institution as a whole (its corporate and collective interest), and the needs of constituent groups of customers and users (individual interest).

Stakeholders include the following:

Customers and users - students, staff, visitors.  Collectively or individually, those who receive or make use of the goods and services procured.  Customers and users may not necessarily mean the same thing, but it can be useful to make a distinction between internal and external customers, or a hierarchy within groups of customers, for example, between collective customers (faculties, schools and departments) and other individual customer groups.

Business and community partners.  Meeting the needs of this group of customers is important.  Two recent HEFCE publications underline the opportunities for HEIs to secure future funding, to enable wealth creation and so on.  These are:

· ‘Higher Education Reach-out to Business and the Community Fund’ (HEFCE 00/05, February 2000)

· ‘Partners and providers: the role of HEIs in the provision of cultural and sporting facilities to the wider public’ (HEFCE 99/25, April 1999).

Purchaser stakeholders.  The following list of ‘purchaser stakeholder’ roles (adapted from ‘Procurement Benchmarking for Higher Education’ – Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, September 1997) reflects the many subdivisions of responsibility that may exist separately or be combined in institutions.

· Purchasing owner - a role that has overall accountability for the effectiveness of purchasing and procurement in the institution.  This could embrace the informed client function, as well as individual senior management roles (such as the director of purchasing, director of facilities, and so on).

· Purchasing officers - roles specifically recognised within the institution as being dedicated to purchasing goods and services, central and/or departmental (such as purchasing managers).

· Specifiers - roles with responsibility for specifying the goods and services required and the standards expected of the suppliers and service providers; in this instance indicating a further subdivision, but still with a shared responsibility, between departmental and central purchasing staff.

· Purchasers - the people who negotiate and enter into service level agreements and contracts on behalf of the institution (the client).

· Budget holders - people responsible for budgets from which the relevant goods and services are procured.

Service providers and contractors.  The people who understand the requirements of the institution and either provide them from an agreed budget, or negotiate with the institution and tender for the service to be provided.  There may be internal and external service providers.

Consulting stakeholders and setting objectives

To obtain value for money, the institution will need a clear and agreed set of objectives and criteria for FM arrangements, based on the needs of its stakeholders.  These can be established by a variety of methods, including surveys, focus or user groups, consultation exercises, and structured interviews.  (However, it is unlikely that one method will fit all groups.)  The results will be the basis for an investment appraisal of the options, and the assessment of opportunities and risks in meeting the agreed objectives.  This is a strategic exercise and will contribute to the institution’s corporate (strategic) business plan.  Other policy documents, such as the estates, IT and finance strategies, will have a bearing on the issues identified and discussed.  The development of an FM strategy to deliver these objectives also needs to be considered.

The FM objectives can be developed by establishing corporate standards, representing the collective interests of the stakeholders.  Additional standards that are optional and customer specific may be part of the service level agreements for each faculty, school, or department.  In practice, there is sometimes a need to consider who should specify the service - the institution or the faculty/school.

Service specifications and service level agreements

Having established stakeholders’ needs and the corporate and other standards to be applied, institutions will want a means of deploying these across the organisation.

In a number of institutions, a service level statement (SLS) has been formulated to cover the operation of services provided in-house.  It is a written statement prepared by the service provider, detailing the service(s) to be provided and the actions or information required from the customer to facilitate the delivery of those services.  An SLS could be the precursor to the start of negotiations and agreement for a service level agreement (SLA).

An SLA involves negotiation and agreement: the customers articulate the nature of the services required and the service providers indicate how those services may best be delivered.  Satisfying the customers’ needs and rewarding good performance by service providers, by defining quality and the level of service, could be critical to supporting core business activities.  An SLA can apply to both in-house and contracted out services.  SLAs may be funded in different ways where there are devolved budget arrangements.  To complement the introduction of SLAs/SLSs some institutions have also developed customer charters.

The involvement of the customer and the service provider (as stakeholders) in identifying and developing performance indicators is particularly important, to ensure that the indicators are relevant and robust.  Performance indicators should be both qualitative and quantitative.  One example of a performance indicator is the correction of a reported service fault within a specified time.

Service specifications and SLAs ought to support the institution’s business objectives and indicate:

· customers’ requirements (that is, the minimum service acceptable to satisfy the customers’ needs) regarding the quality, performance and value of the services to be provided.  These should be used to determine institutional and departmental standards

· procedures the service provider has to follow to achieve the specified operational standards.  These standards can include statutory and ‘advisory’ (good practice) requirements such as British Standards, health and safety legislation, sector-based standards and manufacturers’ recommendations

· output and performance-based measures (such as quality and performance targets) to be achieved, thereby specifying ‘what’ is to be provided, as opposed to ‘how’

· agreement of the customer and the service provider regarding the specified levels of services, to remove ambiguity and improve understanding between the customer and the service provider

· payment arrangements that emphasise and reward good performance, to manage resources, provide value for money, and focus on the delivery of services required.

The service specification and service level agreement can be applied to internal and external services.  They can be customer, facility, or service-specific or applicable to a number of services or facilities.  Further guidance regarding service specifications and service level agreements can be found in ‘Effective Facilities Management: A Good Practice Guide’ (Further Education Funding Council/National Audit Office, September 1997).

Self-assessment checklist: identifying initial objectives

· The institution has a clear set of objectives for all business support services.

· The institution has arrangements for identifying stakeholders and determining their service needs.

· The institution has arrangements for defining and adopting both institutional and departmental service level standards, as part of its FM arrangements.

· The institution has established service standards for all internal and external service providers.

· The institution ensures that the arrangements for all support services are subject to:

· service level agreements or statements

· service plans that indicate the required strategic, tactical and operational objectives to be achieved.

· The institution consults all stakeholders formally on their current and future support services needs.

· The institution has up-to-date specifications for all support services, whether provided internally or externally.

3.
Developing the management approach

An institution focused on customers will have management structures that are flexible in meeting customers’ needs.  The emphasis therefore moves away from the management structure per se, to allowing individual managers greater flexibility in meeting service demands through co-ordination with other support service arrangements.  This section looks at the following issues:

· alignment of activities

· integrating and co-ordinating key support activities

· management structures

· informed client function

· development of management skills

· funding service delivery

· legislation.

To ensure a ‘level playing field’ for internal and external procurement, institutions could evaluate different service delivery options.  It is important in comparing internal and external service delivery that all costs are assessed, including management time.  In ‘levelling the playing field’ for cost comparisons and the adoption of ‘external’ service delivery working practices and processes, the arrangements for internal service delivery should maintain accountability and avoid bureaucracy.

Alignment of activities

Facilities management requires appropriate management structures and service operations.  As the nature of the services changes, so business opportunities will need to be re-evaluated, and the business case revised.

Core business covers all activities directly attributable to meeting teaching and learning, research, and business and community needs.  All others are support service activities.  As market requirements change, there may be changes in elements of the institution’s core activities.  These are dynamic changes that have implications for the arrangements for key support services.

At one institution, it was considered important that the support services should reflect the business processes of future core activities more closely.  The support services were therefore rationalised into larger departments, to provide operational benefits and efficiencies in service delivery, and to create greater customer focus.  The institution embodied the following principles and requirements as part of its new support services structure:

· encouraging excellent working relationships with academic staff, and providing the best operational support for pro vice-chancellors to carry out their strategic and policy responsibilities

· underpinning key business processes by support services, for all core activities, and introducing appropriate arrangements to obtain customer feedback

· staff development, improvements in service delivery, and encouraging staff to work flexibly; staff duties and responsibilities should not form rigid boundaries for service delivery

· improving computer-based systems and applying business process transformation

· developing cross-functional teams for strategic planning, marketing, regional and international affairs to improve lateral co-ordination

· implementing service level agreements negotiated with customer representatives, for each support service, and forming budgets linked to the delivery of those agreements

· creating a new structure that maintains accountability and enhances transparency in meeting customers’ needs.

The reorganisation was not seen as a once and for all exercise, but as an ongoing review to provide service structures that were dynamic and could meet the future needs of the institution.  Nor were the outcomes of the review a criticism of the staff; the institution recognised that it was fortunate in having a number of high quality and highly motivated staff in its support services.  The senior management team recognised that academic and service departments were in partnership to take forward the institution’s key business activities.  Both have a vital role to play; each depends on the other, and mutual respect is fundamental.

In some institutions, reviews of key support services are primarily cost driven.  The reviews, and subsequent actions, are determined without clearly defined statements about service standards and the delivery processes to achieve the business objectives of the institution.  Such reviews lack a strategic and tactical dimension to maximise the contribution support services make to the institution’s core business.  HEIs are recommended to define the service levels required against their strategic objectives and to understand the important contribution made by these services to business success.  Diminution of service provision on cost grounds alone is short sighted and can damage an institution.

However, institutions that have adopted a facilities management approach have started with an analysis which identified the key support services and the essential interconnections.  We have set out one such analysis in the list on the following pages (Figure 1).  This is neither exhaustive nor prescriptive; institutions will want to determine their own analysis of what represents a key support service.

Figure 1
Sample analysis of key support services

	Key support functions
	Resources and service activities

	Learning resources
	Libraries

IT centres

Arts centres

Study/’Drop-in’ centres

Archives and collections

Music and languages centres

Document management services

Electronic publications and databases



	Student recruitment, administration and pastoral care
	Student welfare

Student records

Careers services

Student recruitment



	Personnel
	Pensions management

Staff training and development

Staff recruitment and induction

Pay review bodies and industrial relations



	Finance
	Asset registry

Debt collection

Stores inventory

Supplier accounting

Payroll administration

Purchasing administration

Inland Revenue and VAT accounting

Financial and management accounting



	Property management
	Leases

Insurances

Rent reviews

Rating valuations

Space management

Leasehold negotiations

Landlord and tenant relations

Acquisitions and disposals of property

Room bookings and central timetabling

Staff/student accommodation management



	Estate infrastructure
	Relocations

Refurbishment




Figure 1
Sample analysis of key support services continued
	Key support functions
	Resources and service activities

	Estate infrastructure (continued)
	Asset scheduling

Building maintenance

Roads and infrastructure

Environmental management

Fire precautions and training

Utilities/Energy management

Building services engineering

Capital, minor and small works

Grounds - gardens, landscaping, recreation and sports facilities

Architectural and engineering planning and design

Telecommunications – installed cables and equipment

Waste disposal



	IT and communication services
	Electronic mail

Cable management

Computing services

Telecommunications

Management information services

Hardware and systems procurement

Data area networks – MANs, WANs and LANs



	Public affairs/Research and development/Liaison and other support services
	Publicity

Marketing

Information

Publications

Schools and colleges liaison

Alumni associations and societies

Research and development: international, European, national and regional research funding; industrial, commercial, teaching companies, sponsorship, contracts, development funding and other links



	Campus support services
	Security

Car parks

Transport

Cleaning services




Figure 1
Sample analysis of key support services continued
	Key support functions
	Resources and service activities

	Campus support services (continued)
	Mail delivery services

Audio-visual equipment

Portering and reception

Reprographics and printing



	Health and safety
	Occupational health

Sports and recreation

Student medical services

Environmental management

Health and safety (including fire safety): information, advice and training



	Other trading activities
	Catering: cafés, restaurants and bars

Conferences and events management

Shops and other trading and service outlets




Integrating and co-ordinating key support activities

In providing lists of key support services, as examples, there is a danger of losing clarity regarding the benefits of a facilities management approach.  For example, the hotel services within HEIs cover reception, cleaning, porterage, audio-visual equipment, catering and other related services.  However, their strategic role is concerned with the integration and co-ordination of such services to meet the requirements of staff, visitors and others; and to support, and contribute financially to, the core activities of the institution.

As an example, we have set out how a particular activity could be considered.  Taking space management as an important service activity and issue of concern, the areas of overlap with building maintenance, cleaning services, security services and so on are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3.  By carrying out a review in this way, the areas of overlap in service provision are identified.  This gives the institution’s management team opportunities for flexibility in service delivery, and opportunities to maximise income and/or reduce costs.  This approach could be used with other key support service activities.

Figure 2
Identifying areas of overlap (space management)













Figure 3
Improving services through better co-ordination

Each section below indicates the areas that could be improved by co-ordinating service delivery tasks to maximise income and/or reduce costs
Space management and estate management and property services

· Fitness for purpose, type, size and location

· Strategic property management

· Portfolio management (leases, rating valuations, acquisition and disposal).

Space management and lecture theatres, seminar rooms and research laboratories

· Utilisation

· Timetabling

· Examination use

· Space standards

· Quality of teaching space

· Length of teaching day/year

· Course design and structure

· Type of space and fitness for purpose (laboratories and lecture rooms).

Space management and building repairs and maintenance

· Fitness for purpose

· Access for maintenance

· Availability for maintenance.

Space management and project management

· Access

· Planning

· Durability

· Adaptability

· Fitness for purpose

· Flexibility (optimisation)

· Timetabling/programming

· Commissioning and hand-over

· Contract management - defects

· Integration (space requirements, circulation/traffic, estate portfolio).

Space management and security services

· Access control

· Protection of assets

· Circulation/traffic monitoring

· Safety – students, staff, and visitors.

Space management and cleaning services

· Access

· Hygiene

· Availability

· Fault reporting

· Maintenance methods

· Cleaning methods (to minimise times when space is out of service).

Space management and catering, conferences and other trading activities

· Utilisation

· Availability

· Space standards

· Type of space and fitness for purpose

· Equipment (eg, audio-visual specification for rooms).

Space management and campus support services

· Utilisation

· Safety checks

· Monitoring standards

· Fault reporting and minor repairs

· Support for visual aids - availability

· Readiness (set up, room readiness)

· Communication – help-desk, non-availability of planned booked space.

Management structures

Having developed objectives and assessed potential synergies from the functional grouping of support services, institutions will be able to consider the most appropriate management structure.  As an example, the management structures in higher education for the traditional service areas usually reflect estates and/or facilities management disciplines within job titles.  Under each job title there is commonality among some HEIs in assigning the responsibility for support services, while in others the responsibilities cover a wider range of service provision.

The reporting structure also varies between HEIs.  In some, the director of estates and/or facilities is a member of the senior management team.  In others, line management responsibility for estates and facilities is via a pro vice-chancellor, deputy principal, bursar, registrar, secretary or similar role.

However, within the health and private sectors, the inclusion of the FM role within the senior management team is part of a ‘one-stop’ management approach to a diverse range of support service functions, interlinked to meet the organisation’s demands.  The potential for greater flexibility – by removing bureaucratic and hierarchical structures for managing diverse functions as individual technical specialisms – is seen as providing tangible benefits.  As a result, flatter management structures and better lines of communication are created, providing an opportunity to direct support services in a more appropriate and responsive way.  Some HEIs are experimenting with this type of structure.  However, there is no one ‘correct’ structure.

At one institution a review was undertaken to see how the support services could be organised to contribute more effectively to the institution’s future success.  The main recommendations of the review were to:

· align the work of support services more closely to the core academic business of the institution

· ensure that the support services are of the required quality, to meet the needs of the institution

· form quality improvement teams led by a pro vice-chancellor or dean, to review all support services and to establish for each its core contribution, critical processes, benchmarks for performance and recommendations for budgets in the medium term

· establish a student recruitment and central programme administration team under the executive direction of a Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching)

· establish a research support team under the executive direction of a Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research)

· clarify the operational practices and remit of the resources planning team

· form a team to implement administrative IT

· realign the work of the personnel department, to give more prominence to the establishment of best practice in each academic department and support service.

Informed client function

Whatever management structure is adopted, the key to effective FM procurement processes is defining the ‘informed client function’.  This role may be undertaken by a member of the senior management team or by a group of individuals who are independent of the more detailed procurement processes.  They should ensure that the institution’s requirements are reflected in any procurement process, be it in-house or contracted out, in terms of the corporate standards and faculty, school or departmental standards.

The informed client function is a critical one, acting as the client representative for both internal and externally procured support services.  It requires a thorough knowledge of existing arrangements, and of the institution’s business, culture, values, goals and objectives.

The informed client function involves co-ordinating views within the institution in establishing service level agreements, to define the service requirements from service providers (whether internal or external); and in formulating the institution’s corporate strategic plan, to set the objectives.  The role also includes co-ordinating FM service reviews.  The remit could be divided among senior management roles such as the director of purchasing, director of facilities, and so on.

In summary, the role (adapted from ‘A Business Approach to Facilities Management’ - NHS Estates, 1998) could include:

· formulating policy

· contributing to the strategic decision making process

· creating a service-oriented culture in support of the ‘total institution experience’

· building relationships between stakeholders (both customers and service providers)

· implementing systems and frameworks

· securing funding.

Development of management skills

As mentioned earlier in the report, in some HEIs the duties and responsibilities of facilities management are managed primarily from an operational point of view by a number of different managers.  More recently, some HEIs have recognised the benefits of flexible working and enabling staff to acquire multi-skills.  The present need is therefore for directors and managers to develop management skills with a strategic and tactical, as well as an operational, focus.  The facilities management role and functions can be assigned within the institution’s senior management structure, with the individual roles of director and manager requiring a broad range of skills, to meet the demands of the institution’s business.  Further guidance regarding training and development can be found in ‘Effective Facilities Management: A Good Practice Guide’ (Further Education Funding Council/National Audit Office, September 1997).

Several institutions, for example, are encouraging their staff to work more flexibly; developing cross-functional teams in critical business areas to support core activities; and creating a dynamic structure that enhances transparency in dealing with customers’ needs, and maintains accountability in a changing environment.

As regards FM providing a ‘single point of contact’ in the senior management team (for representation, participation and communication within the strategic decision making processes) this might be possible in some institutions, but in others the responsibility may be shared.  This is not a question that relates solely to the number of managers involved; rather it is recognition of the contribution to the ‘total institution experience’, and the experience and expertise that FM brings to bear.  The institution must therefore decide what value it accords to FM.

Research within the health sector suggests that the most successful FM services (that is, which offer best value for money) are those that are planned and developed across the whole organisation.  The senior management team determines the corporate objectives and business targets; it is at the corporate level that the conditions for successful FM are set.

There is a need for greater investment in staff development and team building.  This is an important area for institutions to consider.  If FM is to develop further, the role of facilities management needs to be reflected more clearly in job descriptions, responsibilities and management skills.

A number of institutions have encouraged their managers and staff within support services to participate in the Investors in People initiative, Charter Mark, Business Excellence Model, or achieve registration for quality management processes under IS09000 (formerly BS 5750).  Such initiatives support a total quality management approach and enhance staff training by identifying development needs.  As an example, the Investors in People initiative requires an identification and consideration of objectives under the following headings:

· leadership

· policy and strategy

· staff management

· resources management

· processes

· customer satisfaction

· staff satisfaction

· benefits for the wider community

· business results.

Funding service delivery

The concept of core activities and key support services has implications for financial models.  Specific activities and services may flex between each grouping in line with changes in their contributions and market factors.  Institutions, therefore, will want arrangements to do the following:

· provide financial models that are service oriented in the structure of budget allocation and management

· ascertain and monitor support services ‘cost drivers’

· identify the contribution (in financial and qualitative terms) to core business through income generation, using techniques such as activity-based costing

· produce appropriate periodic, rolling forecasts that in turn are linked to critical success factors and performance indicators, alongside traditional budgets.

At one institution, a facilities management approach was adopted to generate income for funding future core business.  The institution’s present FM arrangements, provided by its wholly owned subsidiary company, evolved over a two-year period.  Three years ago, realising that reliance on central government funding alone would lead to funding difficulties over time, the institution decided to examine ways of cutting costs, yet still maintaining the existing quality of service delivery for key business activities.  The review of the support services had been prompted by the review of the institution’s financial future.  The institution saw it as providing a suitable area, and perhaps the only area in the short-term, for efficiency gains.

The institution had commissioned a preliminary review, involving external consultants, to identify the options.  It quickly realised that a significant input of senior management time was essential to determine the support service requirements, even with the help of external advisers.  The institution did not have service level agreements in place, and so could not easily define pre-existing levels of delivery for its support services.  After the initial stage, a decision was taken to tender.

Other reasons for considering changes in the provision of existing support services were:

· the commercial potential in providing similar services for local schools and colleges

· the existence of good residential buildings, with potential for external use

· awareness that the property services department was not providing a good service.

To date, the institution’s facilities management arrangements have led to:

· a better definition of service - this is seen to be the biggest benefit and also provided the main difficulty

· better quality of service - performance is now being measured against service level agreements and the process will continue to be refined

· greater recognition of the importance of key support services and the contribution the institution can make towards their cost-effective operation

· a reduction in staff numbers - achieved through voluntary redundancy and early retirement schemes

· the ability to incorporate appropriate market-led changes, in terms of pay and conditions for new staff

· cost-effectivenessness of service delivery - the ‘due diligence’ exercise confirmed the potential for savings and these have been realised

· income generation - the commercial exploitation of the institution’s assets outside term time.  Total savings to date are £500,000.

Legislation

The legislation concerning facilities management is extensive, and is not covered in this report.  However, the following legislation has important implications for managing significant change in FM arrangements:

· Transfer of Undertaking (Protection of Employment) Regulations 1981 (TUPE)

· Trade Union Reform and Employment Rights Act 1993 (TURER).

Institutions should seek appropriate professional advice regarding these.

Self-assessment checklist: developing the management approach

· The institution has developed long-term financial models and forecasts for its support services.

· The institution identifies both direct and indirect costs of providing support services to faculties, departments and so on.

· The institution identifies the cost of managing internal support services.

· The institution keeps under review charges to faculties, departments and so on, for their allocation of support services costs.

· The institution determines its support service budgets:

· from first principles by adopting zero-based budgeting

· by means of a prioritisation of relevant stakeholders’ needs.

· The institution’s information systems provide for all relevant stakeholders an up-to-date picture of committed and likely future support service costs.

· The institution has an appropriate procurement strategy for its support services.

· The institution has considered whether the management structure of its support services enables the delivery of the institution’s corporate strategic business plan.

· The institution has arrangements to fulfil the ‘informed client function’.

· The institution considers the following issues for all service provision (both individually and on a group basis):

· provision/availability of closely-related services

· existing/potential areas of overlap in service provision

· integration/co-ordination between existing services

· evaluation and measurement of stakeholders’ perceptions of value for money regarding FM services.

· The institution has service level agreements/statements (SLAs/SLSs) and service specifications/contracts that are subject to annual and other periodic service reviews.

· The institution has performance indicators to help demonstrate the value for money of all its FM services.

· The institution has arrangements to undertake staff and management skills audits, to determine its management needs with regard to key support services.

· The institution enables all support services staff to undertake appropriate qualifications in facilities management.

· The institution enables all support services staff to undertake continuing professional development and develop their experience.

4.
Focusing on service delivery

Clear objectives based on stakeholders’ need and appropriate structures are not enough.  All services, whether internally or externally provided, ought to be subject to review; there should be procedures to test the market, benchmark services and to maximise the use of limited resources.  This section looks at the following issues:

· review of current service arrangements - decision tree

· procurement management processes

· market testing

· in-house services

· contracting out (outsourcing)

· partnering arrangements.

Review of current service arrangements - decision tree

Performance benchmarking ought to help institutions to:

· maintain quality - making changes in service procurement to maintain quality of service delivery

· enhance delivery - providing a clearer remit, and shared responsibilities with staff for service delivery

· focus service delivery.

Some performance indicators for facilities management services will be developed as part of the funding councils’ Estates Management Statistics Study.

The decision tree (following pages) indicates issues that institutions could consider in developing their facilities management arrangements.

Review of current service arrangements - decision tree


















Procurement management processes

The elements involved in service provision concern identifying the customers and their needs on the one hand, and providing a value for money solution on the other.  To achieve the right result, the procurement arrangements (whether internal or external) should provide an effective and clear response to the questions of ‘who are the customers’ and ‘what do they need’.

A procurement strategy is essential, as the difference between good and bad procurement can be as high as 25 per cent of non-pay costs (‘Procurement Strategy for Higher Education’ – Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, September 1996).

The following elements for an effective strategy have been adapted from ‘Procurement Strategy for Higher Education’ (JPPSG, September 1996):

· improving training and skills development by:

· developing a training strategy

· formulating a training programme

· adopting good practice in training and skills development

· improving procurement management information systems by:

-
creating electronic purchasing indices and noticeboards

-
establishing procurement performance measures

-
implementing an IT-based procurement management system

-
considering the use of electronic trading

· monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of procurement procedures and performance by:

· undertaking price comparisons with other HEIs and external organisations

· benchmarking to external standards of procurement processes

-
adopting whole life costing

· developing standardised coding systems (for example, implementing the JPPSG standardised, sector-based commodity coding system)

· implementing good practice outcomes in procurement using the JPPSG Purchasing Directory

· joining purchasing consortia.

In conjunction with the above, to ensure appropriate service standards operating across the institution and that existing support service benefits are maintained, institutions may wish to undertake periodic reviews such as:

· market testing (both formal and ‘soft’ tendering)

· departmental (or faculty/school) reviews

· customer service reviews

· contract reviews with service providers.

Market testing

More than one approach

Market testing involves comparing the method of delivery and performance of a service (or group of services, including goods) with other methods of procurement.  It may be ‘formal’ and involve competitive tendering: for example, when a range of services presently provided in-house is opened to external competition, and the current providers submit their own in-house bid.  Alternatively, it may be ‘soft’ and involve one or more different assessment processes (and methods of service provision and delivery, if appropriate).  Soft testing is often applied to externally provided services where there is a need to revisit the market to confirm the competitiveness, value for money and so on of the current service.

Part of a strategic plan

The application of market testing ought to be in the context of an overall strategy for the development and delivery of the institution’s support services.  The factors and issues to be considered by the institution include the following:

· the size and concentration (dispersal) of the support service activities

· access to robust management information regarding stakeholders’ requirements, service monitoring and performance, and service workloads and levels of activity

· the ease of specifying the support service outputs required – in terms of both quality and quantity

· the availability of other service providers (both internal and external) for the required service(s)

· the assessment of risk relating to service continuity, failure and non-delivery

· the creation of an effective split between client and service provider (whether an internal or external contractor/supplier)

· the assignment of responsibilities to staff with relevant experience in tender specification, evaluation and contract monitoring

· taxation and VAT implications; European procurement requirements; and tender, specification, service level agreement or contract, and client/service provider administration and management costs (whether an internal or external contractor/supplier)

· retention of the ability to change the provider of support services (for example, bringing it back in-house).

Other approaches to reviewing services

These include:

· one-off, specific departmental support service reviews (of management structures, staff roles and responsibilities, service monitoring and performance benchmarking, value for money, internal audit reviews and so on)

· continuous improvement of support service delivery arrangements (through service level agreements, total quality management and best practice, whole-life costing, performance benchmarking, and so on)

· ‘soft’ market testing (price monitoring, discussions with potential service providers, access to related ‘market intelligence’ sources and so on)

· benchmarking against HE sector and external organisations

· contracting out to an external service provider (a possible outcome of periodic procurement reviews)

· private finance and public/private partnership schemes (for example to achieve required transfers of risk regarding ‘assets and related service-provision’)

· formation of strategic service-delivery alliance, partnership or joint venture arrangements (such as through arrangements with external service providers, or shared service arrangements with other institutions, or HEI subsidiary companies).

At one institution, a facilities management approach was adopted to increase value to core business.  The institution reviewed the working practices for its caretaking, portering and security functions.  Phase one included consolidating these three functional service groups into one; introducing a new management structure; paying fewer staff, but at higher salaries; and improving the employment conditions of the staff concerned.  As a result staff morale was raised, and value added to the core business of the institution.  A review of cleaning services is currently under way, as phase two.

The reviews involved and were chaired by academic staff.  This was seen as important in effecting the desired changes.

To date, the institution’s facilities management arrangements have led to:

· improvements in efficiency and effectiveness linked to improving customer satisfaction and perception

· a radical shift in the quality of the institution’s facilities management arrangements

· the provision of a fully integrated support service, in which the concept of ‘customer-care’ is firmly embedded

· greater flexibility in the use of support service staff

· a higher degree of responsibility by support service staff for their own working environment

· identified staffing and other cost savings of £190,000 over a three-year period.

In-house services

The management of in-house services ought to operate in a similar way to services contracted out, namely, there should be a strategic informed client function.  Also, the internal services ought to be subject to periodic monitoring and performance reviews.  Institutions may wish to consider the introduction of trading accounts for in-house services.

At one institution, trading accounts were operated for the following in-house services:

· cleaning

· directly employed maintenance services

· design

· quantity surveying and project management.
For the above services a strategy was formulated, service standards and performance indicators were determined and the budgets set.  The arrangements have several advantages:

· all costs and prices are closely measured and controlled

· staff have a clearer customer focus

· the budget for each service is ‘off balance sheet’ that is, it is revenue income and costs only that are covered by the trading account.

A service level agreement or statement should also be in place for all key support services.

At another institution, a facilities management approach was adopted to provide a ‘kick-start’ for new processes and a new culture.  The institution changed from outsourcing its facilities management arrangements (during 1994-95), to identifying and implementing an in-house solution (from 1998 onwards).

To date, the institution’s facilities management arrangements have enabled:

· the relationship between the academic schools and the facilities directorate to be clearly defined in terms of client and service provider roles

· service delivery and financial control processes to be developed, so that they centre on improving performance and maximising value for money

· the estates department’s operational structure to be simplified, to improve the identification and delivery of its customers’ needs

· the institution to identify savings of £100,000 per annum, by changing to managing its estates function in-house.

The institution required that the management of services should meet the needs of the institution and of each individual school.  Services were required to improve so that they offered the best possible response in terms of quality, time and value.  It was equally important to the institution that a productive working environment existed to support the various types of on-campus activity.

Pull factors – reasons for in-house service delivery

The push and pull factors and dos and don’ts listed below and on pages 42 to 44, adapted from ‘Thinking about Facilities Management’ (The Business Round Table, 1996), capture the considerations to be borne in mind by HEIs, and in some cases the consequences of failing to consider adequately the options for service delivery.  Although grouped in a specific way, they could be adapted and used as part of an overview (and review) of service delivery objectives, generally.

Pull factors include:

· commercial sensitivity of the institution’s business

· VAT

· continuity important for students, staff and service delivery

· special needs that can only be met in-house

· institution has invested significantly in existing services

· hands-on control of services is important

· dissatisfaction with external market supply

· service required is not available in the marketplace

· uncertainty over liabilities with transfer of staff arrangements to an external service provider

· cost of funding a staff redundancy programme

· political sensitivity to change

· rationalised, well defined service and delivery processes are already in place

· stable organisational structures that are unlikely to change

· high risks to the institution’s core business, if services are disrupted or fail.

Contracting out (outsourcing)

By contracting out, the institution (as the client) will have evaluated the alternative service-procurement options and decided that the service is to be undertaken by an external service provider.  It is important that the institution has established a rationale to determine how its FM services - both external and internal - are to be provided.  This should include appropriate planning and review arrangements, as well as explicit procurement procedures for all support services and supplies.

Most contracted FM arrangements fall under the following:

· managing agent

· managing contractor

· total facilities management company.

The introduction of service level agreements, regular customer surveys and other periodic reviews, FM help-desks and so on, are also important features of effective FM arrangements.

To these can be added service provision as part of partnering and PFI arrangements.  Further guidance regarding contracting out and the alternative service-procurement options can be found in ‘Effective Facilities Management: A Good Practice Guide’ (Further Education Funding Council/National Audit Office, September 1997).

Push factors – reasons to outsource service delivery

These include:

· concentration on the institution’s core business activities

· employment costs, terms and conditions

· best practice can be bought in for existing services

· potential exists for reducing service costs

· dissatisfaction with the quality of in-house service provision

· reduction required in the numbers of institutional staff

· reduction required in departmental structures, to maximise space

· procurement policy favours contracting out

· limited in-house purchasing capability

· efficiency is increased by buying in technology and systems

· flexibility needed to accommodate fluctuations in demand

· government policy requires market testing

· need to share risks

· better use of in-house manager’s time by transferring some operational responsibilities to service providers, delegation to service staff, and so on

· operational management and services personnel readily available to cover absences, illness and so on

· choice in the marketplace

· viable business approach from service providers for alternative service delivery functions.

Dos and don’ts – contracting out (outsourcing)

· Do undertake a review of the institution’s existing key support services.  Don’t outsource the institution’s support service management problems: resolve them first.  Rewards should come to the institution; future savings and cost/benefits will arise that can be shared by the service provider.

· Do establish the ‘informed client’ role as part of the institution’s strategic management arrangements, to identify and protect the institution’s corporate interests.  Don’t expect to benefit fully from the support services procurement process if the right information, management commitment and expertise have not been provided.

· Don’t lose the strategic management control of the institution’s key support services (and the related physical resources) within outsourcing arrangements identified by the institution.  Do agree and implement appropriate procurement options for the operational management of service delivery, and retain the strategic management role in-house.

· Do undertake an option appraisal.  Don’t invite bids from service providers without first determining the institution’s FM response.  The institution’s key support service operations need to be as focused, efficient and effective as possible to reduce the costs of outsourcing.  Do use ‘value management’ techniques to develop appropriate service specifications.

· Don’t contract out any support service without documentation that clearly states the institution’s service needs (that is, what is required, rather than how it is to be delivered).

· Do prepare a performance-based specification to benefit from the service provider’s or supplier’s experience.  Don’t choose suppliers purely on price: service quality can significantly affect cost-effectiveness.

· Do identify appropriate criteria to ensure the selection of the right service provider.  Don’t expect services to run themselves: service quality depends on good management.

· Do act with the support of your staff because they add to ‘customer value’.  Consultation and feedback arrangements are vital in maintaining service delivery standards.

· Do manage the relationships between stakeholders.  Don’t underestimate the importance of good communication with both customers and service providers.

· Do develop the services as circumstances and requirements change.  Don’t underestimate the timescale for change.

· Do ensure that the institution gets a ‘positive return on its support service investment’ (that is, the initial service specification and tendering evaluation costs incurred, and the subsequent contract operating and liaison costs) by identifying the ‘right’ service provider (who can provide the right service at the right quality and the right price at the right time).

· Do undertake periodic reviews of support services, involving customer surveys and performance evaluations.  Use ‘soft tendering’ and other techniques to keep informed of market developments for service delivery options, market trends and prices.

· Do implement effective strategic, tactical and operational planning arrangements for support services.  As part of the investment appraisal of service options, do consider the option to re-tender support service provision.  Also, do consider retaining some degree of ‘professional and operational service reactivity’ (that is, the 80:20 or 90:10 ratio of planned to reactive service delivery).

Partnering arrangements

Partnering can evolve from a single contracted service.  Both the customer and the service provider seek to benefit from a continuing and effective business relationship.  Effective partnering involves working across traditional boundaries and learning to collaborate for mutual benefit.  For partnering to work well, the following elements need be in place:

· agreed mutual objectives (strategy)

· commitment to continuous improvement (project processes and integration)

· agreed procedures for dispute resolution (membership and equity)

· performance monitoring of service delivery (benchmarking)

· arrangements for periodic market testing (feedback).

There are several different types of partnering arrangements in the private and public sectors:

· strategic alliances

· team partnering

· project alliances

· project-specific partnering

· post-contract award project-specific partnering.

Further guidance regarding partnering can be found in ‘Thinking about Facilities Management’ (The Business Round Table, 1996).

Self-assessment checklist: focusing on service delivery

· The institution has arrangements to determine how its FM services - both internal and external - are to be provided.

· The institution has appropriate planning and review arrangements for the service delivery of all key support services.

· The institution undertakes periodic reviews of all its FM service arrangements, both internal and external, involving one or more of the following processes:

· market testing (formal and soft)

· departmental (faculty/school) reviews

· stakeholder service reviews

· contract reviews with service providers.

· The institution has explicit procurement procedures for all FM services and supplies, whether provided internally or externally.

· The institution has tendering arrangements for all externally provided FM services and supplies, above specified contract values.

· The institution has formed partnership and co-operative relationships with all its support service providers.

· The institution reviews all service level agreements with its FM service providers and representative stakeholders.

· The institution uses service level agreements to assist in measuring the performance of all FM services.

· The institution has arrangements to investigate complaints by stakeholders with regard to FM service delivery.

· The institution has arrangements to report on the contribution made by all business support services to the institution’s corporate business plan.

· The institution has performance measures for all key support services, as part of demonstrating value for money by the institution.

· The institution measures the performance of all FM service providers, both in-house and contracted out.

· The institution monitors and reports FM service performance to senior management and all stakeholders regularly.

· The institution benchmarks the costs of its FM services with other institutions/organisations within and outside the HE sector.

· The institution participates in FM forums, benchmarking clubs and so on, to identify more effective ways of managing and providing facilities and services for its stakeholders.

· The institution measures improvement by:

· achieving lower costs than in previous years

· considering value for money, rather than cost or quality alone.

· The institution conducts support service ‘open days’, forums and other meetings to help stakeholders think about (and to discuss) their future FM service needs.

· The institution undertakes FM-related research to identify more effective ways of providing and managing facilities and services to its stakeholders.

· The institution demonstrates to other HEIs its approach to managing FM, and shares on a reciprocal basis its FM experience with them, to develop FM arrangements for mutual advantage.

Annex A 
Background to the study

Introduction

The facilities management study in the HE sector is the fifth in a series of studies under the auspices of the UK Value for Money (VfM) Steering Group.  The objective is to produce practical outcomes for handling management issues of concern to higher education institutions (HEIs).

By involving HEIs through discussions with colleagues in the sector, the study embodies an approach that may be encapsulated in the phrase ‘by the sector, for the sector’.
This report provides an overview of the management issues for the HE sector, and for the individuals and organisations that have a key role in tackling those issues.  It also suggests areas that require further consideration.

Scope and objectives of the study

The study is concerned with the arrangements for managing key support service activities.

The objectives of the study are to:

· define facilities management, its scope and nature

· identify some management issues which are likely to be of strategic, tactical and operational importance to HEIs over the next three years

· provide examples of good practice in facilities management, drawn from the HE sector and elsewhere

· develop an information-exchange database, available for the UK higher education sector via the funding councils’ web-sites

· undertake a series of discrete studies that consider specific service delivery arrangements.  The following services have been identified as the first of such reviews:

· physical security

· catering

· cleaning.

Involvement of the sector

This study has been carried out with support and assistance from the HE sector.  Visits to HEIs helped to determine the scope and opportunities for the study.  Other institutions agreed to:

· provide some insight into the FM arrangements at their institution

· share examples of their experience and good practices in FM that could be reflected in the report

· identify some issues which are likely to be of strategic, tactical and operational importance to HEIs over the next three years, that could also be included in the report.

Focus review groups and a steering panel were formed to give further consideration to the matters raised.

Sector organisations also participated by commenting on the issues raised.  They included the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP), Standing Conference of Principals (SCOP), Association of University Directors of Estates in the UK (AUDE), SCOP Estates Group, Academic Institutions Management Services (AIMS) and Southern Universities Management Services (SUMS).

The project staff are grateful to all those who have taken part, and particularly to the representatives from HEIs and sector organisations who contributed and/or commented on the report.

The UK Value for Money (VfM) Steering Group will continue to produce reports for HEIs on the basis of ‘by the sector, for the sector’, by providing information to address management concerns.  In turn, as in earlier studies, the funding bodies will seek to assess the benefits derived by institutions from the outputs of this initiative.
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Participating HEIs and organisations

Participating HE institutions

	Council
	Institution

	HEFCE
	University of Brighton

	
	Cheltenham and Gloucester College of Higher Education

	
	University of Durham

	
	Goldsmith’s College, London

	
	University of Greenwich

	
	Harper Adams University College, Newport

	
	University of Lincolnshire and Humberside

	
	London Guildhall University

	
	Manchester Metropolitan University

	
	The College of Ripon and York

	
	Sheffield Hallam University

	
	University of Sunderland

	
	University College London

	
	University of Westminster

	
	University of West of England, Bristol

	
	

	SHEFC
	University of Strathclyde

	
	

	HEFCW
	University of Wales Swansea


Organisations

	Academic Institutions Management Services (AIMS)

	Association of University Administrators (AUA)

	Association of University Directors of Estates of the United Kingdom (AUDE)

	British Universities Finance Directors Group (BUFDG)

	Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals (COSHEP)

	Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP)

	Conference and University Business Officers (CUBO)

	Southern Universities Management Services (SUMS)

	Standing Conference of Principals (SCOP)

	Standing Conference of Principals Estates Group

	


Annex D
Bibliography and sources

Additional sources of information regarding facilities management is provided in ‘Useful references’ (pages 55 to 59) and under the following:

 ‘A Business Approach to Facilities Management’ (NHS Estates, 1998)

‘An Introductory Guide to Risk Management in Further and Higher Education’ (Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, March 1999)

‘Appraising investment decisions’ (HEFCE 99/21, March 1999)

‘Are you Managing Facilities?’ (Allied Dunbar/Industrial Society, 1993)

‘Assessing Excellence: A guide to using self-assessment against the Business Excellence Model, Charter Mark, Investors in People Standard’ (Cabinet Office, March 1999)

‘Developing good management practice: invitation to bid for funds’ (HEFCE 99/54, August 1999)

‘Effective Facilities Management: A Good Practice Guide’ (Further Education Funding Council/National Audit Office, September 1997)

‘Estate management statistics project’ (HEFCE 99/18, March 1999)

‘Facilities management: an explanation’ (Macmillan Press, 1994)

‘Facilities management: theory and practice’ (E & FN Spon, 1997)

‘Facilities management: towards best practice’ (Blackwell Science, 1995)

‘Handbook of Facilities Management’ (Chartered Institute of Building, 1994)

‘Higher Education Reach-out to Business and the Community Fund: second invitation to apply for special funding’ (HEFCE 00/05, February 2000)

‘How to apply for a Charter Mark: A guide for applicants’ (Cabinet Office, October 1998)

‘Managing for Quality Performance and Value’ (Association of Facilities Management & International Facilities Management Conference Papers, November 1993)

‘Meeting the Challenges of Change’ (British Institute of Facilities Management Conference Papers, October 1994)

‘Partners and providers: the role of HEIs in the provision of cultural and sporting facilities to the wider public’ (HEFCE 99/25, April 1999)

‘PFI case studies’ (HEFCE 98/71, December 1998)

‘Procurement in the English Higher Education Sector: A Good Practice Guide’ (National Audit Office, May 1999)

‘Procurement Benchmarking for Higher Education’ (Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, September 1997)

‘Procurement Strategy for Higher Education’ (Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, September 1996)

‘Space Management in Higher Education: A Good Practice Guide’ (National Audit Office, June 1996)

‘Thinking about Facilities Management’ (The Business Round Table, 1996)

‘Whole Life Costing: A Good Practice Guide’ (Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group, August 1998)

Annex E
Useful references

The following are given as possible useful references for higher education institutions.  This does not imply any recommendation by the higher education funding bodies.  Space has been left to add further contact references.

Higher education funding bodies and sector organisations

Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals (COSHEP)

http://www.coshep.gcal.ac.uk/

Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP)

http://www.cvcp.ac.uk/
Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE)

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/
Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFCW)

http://www.niss.ac.uk/education/hefcw/

Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFC)

http://www.shefc.ac.uk/shefc/index2.htm
Standing Conference of Principals (SCOP)

http://www.scop.ac.uk/
Teacher Training Agency (TTA)

http://www.teach-tta.gov.uk/index.htm

Universities’ and Colleges’ Staff Development Agency (UCoSDA)

http://www2.shef.ac.uk/uni/services/ucosda/
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HE discussion groups, FM research forums, management services and steering groups

Academic Institutions Management Services (AIMS)

http://www.liv.ac.uk/AIMS/
Association of University Directors of Estates (AUDE)

Scottish Association of University Directors of Estates (SAUDE)

Higher Education Directors of Estates for Wales (HEDEW)

http://www.mailbase.ac.uk/lists/aude-general/
Centre for Facilities Management

http://www.cfm.strath.ac.uk/
Facilities Management

http://www.mailbase.ac.uk/lists/facilities-management/
Facilities Management Graduate Centre

http://www.shu.ac.uk/schools/urs/fmgc/
Higher Education Estates

http://www.heestates.ac.uk/

Joint Costing and Pricing Steering Group

http://www.bris.ac.uk/JCPSG/

Joint Procurement Policy and Strategy Group

http://www.uwcm.ac.uk/uwcm/pr/jppsg/

Southern Universities Management Services (SUMS)

http://www.sums.org.uk/
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FM organisations

Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA)

http://www.appa.org/

British Institute of Facilities Management (BIFM)

http://www.bifm.org.uk/

European Facilities Management Network (EuroFM)

http://www.eurofm.cfm.strath.ac.uk/
Facilities Management Association (FMA)

http://www.fmassoc.org/
International Facility Management Association (IFMA)

http://www.ifma.org/
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FM news, directories, publications and other on-line sources

Facilities

FM articles, industry news and web links

http://www.mcb.co.uk/cgi-bin/journal1/f
Facilities Design and Management

FM articles, conferences, industry news and web links

http://www.fdm.com/

Facilities Management

Details of published journals covering facilities management, benchmarking, service delivery, space management and energy, water and environmental management

http://www.irseclipse.co.uk/

FM Datacom information and data for facilities planning and management; including facilities project profiles (a searchable database of over 1000 building projects, giving details of owners, locations, costs, types, construction dates, sizes, uses and consultants) – primarily USA

http://www.fmdata.com/

Facilities Management UK

FM articles, industry news and web links

http://www.cad.co.uk/fmuk/

Facilities Management Directory
Large directory FM product and service suppliers, including links to other FM sites in the UK

http://www.fmd.co.uk/

Facilities Management Resource Page
Links to FM web-sites around the world, particularly the USA

http://www.concentric.net/~Eea/Facmgmt.htm

FacilitiesNet
FM industry news, bulletin boards, search engines and journals, primarily USA

http://www.facilitiesnet.com/fn

Facilities UK

Virtual reality exhibition web site containing details of new products and services, FM articles, industry news and web links

http://www.facilities-uk.co.uk/

FM Expo
Web site for the UK's largest FM exhibition and conference, including exhibitors’ details and event related information

http://www.fmexpo.com/

FMLink
FM News, information exchange, products directory, search engine and research. There are published articles from various international FM journals, on-line information and data service for facilities planning and management, primarily USA and UK

http://www.fmlink.com/

Information FM
FM news, events, links and reports in the UK

http://www.i-fm.net/

International Real Estate Directory
Collection of web links to sites in the commercial property sector

http://www.constellator.se/eng/intlinks.htm
Property Mall
Large selection of recent UK property press releases, industry news, e-mail directories and web links

http://propertymall.com/

Today’s Facilities Manager

FM articles, industry news and web links

http://www.tfmgr.com/
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Service delivery arrangements


(departmental business plans, customer charters, service level standards, procurement strategy, resource plans, estate strategy, environmental and health and safety policies, maintenance plans, help-desks, financial forecasts and budgets, performance monitoring, annual reporting, etc)























Department of


Higher and Further Education,


Training and Employment


For Northern Ireland












































Determine method of service delivery.  Keep under review the key support services and physical resources of the institution.





Consider whether services could best be provided internally or externally.  Identify ‘added value’ and the cost/benefits for all support service options.





Yes





Estate management and property services





No





Are the present service arrangements subject to periodic reviews, such as:


market testing?


departmental (faculty/school) reviews?


customer service reviews?


contract reviews with service providers?





Identify appropriate review cycles involving the following:


market evaluations - both formal tendering (sometimes) and ‘soft’ market testing (at other times)


service ‘feedback’ processes (customer surveys, help-desks and so on)


service reviews involving external service assessors and representatives of stakeholders


introduce contract reviews for all future contracts.





Yes





Is service performance monitored and reported to senior management and stakeholders on a regular basis?





No





Identify relevant critical success factors and robust performance indicators for service delivery; and establish appropriate reporting arrangements.





Continued from the previous page





Continued on the next page





Yes





No





Are the arrangements for all services subject to:


a service level agreement?


a service plan that indicates the required strategic, tactical and operational objectives to be achieved?





Yes





Specify the service level standards required; implement service level agreements; determine the resource requirements; and formulate an annual services plan that underpins the corporate business plan


 (the ‘business agenda’ of the institution).





No





Does the institution consider the following strategic, tactical and operational issues for all service provision (both individually and on a group basis):


are there closely-related services also being provided (or available)?


are there (or could there be) areas of overlap in service provision?


can (or could) a service (or aspect of a service) be integrated with another service?


are the service arrangements perceived as providing value for money by the institution and its stakeholders?





Decide the FM support service response:


identify known (or potential) areas of service over-provision


identify suitable options for service integration (such as shared services)


ascertain matters of concern regarding existing service provision and delivery, discuss with stakeholders and implement agreed corrective actions


identify and consider additional areas for service provision, if required.





Yes





No





Are the required levels of service delivery and the stakeholders identified and defined?





Identify stakeholders and ascertain the service standards required.  Relate service needs to the institution’s corporate (strategic) business plan.











Financial and other related services





Personnel, training, and staff welfare services





Residential and student welfare services





Student registration and departmental, administrative and support services





Library, IT and learning resource services





Cleaning services





Adopting a facilities management approach


 for support services, to integrate strategic, tactical and operational management objectives





Building repairs and maintenance





Cleaning services





Security services





Project management capital works





Catering, conferences and other trading activities





Space management arrangements





Key – business support services and physical resources





FM - an integrated approach


(providing a strategic, tactical and operational management interface; and opportunities for co-ordination in support services delivery)





Core activities - teaching and learning, research, business and the community





Corporate strategic business plan


(A business response to stakeholders’ needs – the ‘business agenda’ of the institution)





Campus support services


(security, reception, mail, portering and caretaking - including an FM help desk)





Building repairs and maintenance





Campus support services


(reception, mail, portering and caretaking - including a help-desk)





Lecture theatres, seminar rooms and research laboratories





Estate management and property services





Catering, conferences and other trading activities
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